
Verizon Wireless (Applicant) is requesting approval of Conditional Use Permit (CUP) No. 201400121 
pursuant to Los Angeles County Code (County Code) Section 22.24.100 to authorize the 
construction, operation, and maintenance of a wireless telecommunications facility (WTF) (Project) 
on a property located at 4337 N. Sunflower Avenue within the unincorporated community of Charter 
Oak (Project Site) in the A-1-10,000 (Light Agricultural – 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Lot Size 
Required Area) Zone. The project consists of a 46-foot high steel trellis frame, measuring 27 feet and 
six inches by 15 feet, with a cross design mounted on three posts, each measuring three feet by two 
feet and seven inches. The steel trellis frame will allow for the camouflaging of twelve panel 
antennas at a height of 45 feet.  The twelve panel antennas will be eight feet tall and mounted on 
three arms (four panel antennas on each arm). In addition, twelve Remote Radio Units (four on each 
arm) will be mounted behind the antennas, and two parabolic antenna dishes and two RAYCAPS (a 
radio equipment named after its brand name) will be mounted on the steel trellis frame. The 
applicant is also proposing to install equipment cabinets and a backup generator within a 378 
square-foot lease area, measuring 18 feet by 21 feet, enclosed by an eight-foot-high concrete 
masonry unit wall.    

Hearing Officer Pat Hachiya (Hearing Officer) held a public hearing regarding this matter on June 16, 
2015, and approved the project.  After the Hearing Officer’s public hearing, the Department of 
Regional Planning (Department) staff received a petition with 963 signatures opposing the project 
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and David Lumiqued appealed the Hearing Officer’s decision to the Regional Planning Commission 
(Commission). The Commission held De Novo public hearings regarding this matter on September 
2, 2015, and October 28, 2015, and upheld the appeal and denied the project.  The project was 
subsequently appealed to the Board of Supervisors (Board) on November 12, 2015, by the applicant.

PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION

The applicant is proposing to install a WTF within the parking area of an existing church.  The 
subject church is surrounded by A-1 (Light Agricultural) and R-1 (Single-Family Residence) Zones 
within a 500-foot radius. Surrounding properties to the north are developed with water tanks and 
single-family dwellings and surrounding properties to the east, south, and west are developed with 
single-family dwellings. 

At the Commission’s public hearings, appellant David Lumiqued and other project opponents 
provided sufficient written and oral testimony to establish that the applicant failed to substantiate the 
burden of proof required by County Code Section 22.56.040.  When denying the project, the 
Commission made the following findings related to the burden of proof: 

1)  The Project Site provides 66 parking spaces and the project will decrease the parking to 64 
spaces.  Based on the current parking standard of one space per five occupants, the church requires 
78 parking spaces for 390 occupants.  Therefore, the Project Site does not meet current parking 
standards and the decrease in parking spaces resulting from the project would exacerbate this 
condition;

2)  The project will have negative visual and aesthetic impacts on adjacent properties. The WTF is 
not integrated into the existing church building and would be placed in a separate steel trellis frame. 
In addition, the 46-foot high steel trellis frame exceeds the height of the existing church building and 
other surrounding buildings, which are subject to a 35-foot height limit in the A-1 and R-1 Zones. 

3)  The existing water tanks in the vicinity of the Project Site have negative visual and aesthetic 
impacts on adjacent properties and the addition of the project would exacerbate these impacts; and

4)  The project will have negative impacts on property values and the ability of existing residents to 
sell their homes. In written and oral testimony, realtors stated that prospective buyers of homes have 
terminated purchase agreements when they become aware of a WTF in the immediate vicinity.

Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals
The denial of this project supports Community Support and Responsiveness, the second goal of the 
County’s Strategic Plan, by addressing community concerns related to declining property values and 
negative impacts on aesthetics and community character and also by acknowledging that appellant 
David Lumiqued and other project opponents provided sufficient written and oral testimony at the 

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE BOARD AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING,

1.  Find that Project No. R2014-02565 is statutorily exempt from the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15270 of the CEQA Guidelines.

2.  Deny the appeal and instruct County Counsel to prepare the necessary findings to affirm the 
Commission’s denial of Project No. R2014-02565.

The Honorable Board of Supervisors
1/26/2016
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Commission’s public hearings to establish that the applicant failed to substantiate the burden of proof 
required by County Code Section 22.56.040. 

FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING

The denial of this project will not result in any new significant costs to the County because the project 
is a private development and the applicant was responsible for costs associated with the CUP 
application. 

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

The Hearing Officer conducted a duly noticed public hearing regarding the project on June 16, 2015. 
The applicant’s representative, Ross Miletich presented testimony in favor of the request and agreed 
to a revision to Condition No. 38 requiring that the generator noise level shall not exceed 60 dBA. In 
response to an opposition letter received prior to the public hearing regarding interference with other 
devices, the applicant’s representative stated that the WTF would not interfere with other 
communication devices because it is broadcast on a different frequency. The applicant’s 
representative also stated that FCC regulations prevent interference with any other signals. The 
Department’s staff presented a comment from an adjacent neighbor, received on the day of the 
public hearing, requesting that the hearing be scheduled locally.  There being no further testimony, 
the Hearing Officer closed the public hearing and approved the project with the revision to Condition 
No. 38 recommended by the Department’s staff and agreed to by the applicant.

After the Hearing Officer’s public hearing, David Lumiqued appealed the Hearing Officer’s decision to 
the Commission. The Commission conducted a duly noticed De Novo public hearing on September 
2, 2015, which was continued to October 28, 2015. The appellant provided testimony in opposition 
and expressed concerns related to inadequate notification; the aesthetics of the proposed WTF; 
health concerns due to the proposed WTF’s proximity to schools and other sensitive uses; 
interference with existing services, exposure to radio frequency emissions, and possible future 
collocation of other WTFs; the site’s zoning designation; visibility of the WTF from nearby hiking 
trails; inadequate parking on the project site; no evidence of a significant gap in coverage and E911 
service standards; and the burden of proof requirements not being met.  The appellant also 
presented a petition with 716 signatures, 18 affidavits from Verizon customers, and 229 letters from 
the surrounding community opposing the WTF at the project Site. 26 additional members of the 
public also provided testimony in opposition. The applicant’s representatives, Ross Miletich and 
Michelle Felton, presented testimony in favor of the request.  The applicant’s representatives stated 
that the proposed WTF will provide future extended capacity coverage because coverage maps 
indicate there is a significant gap in coverage along West Covina Boulevard between North Reeder 
Avenue and South Valley Center Avenue.  On October 28, 2015, the Commission closed the public 
hearing and voted to deny the project. After the Commission’s public hearing, the applicant appealed 
the Commission’s decision to the Board. 

A public hearing is required pursuant to County Code Section 22.60.240 and Government Code 
Sections 65335 and 65856.  Notice of the hearing must be given pursuant to the procedures set forth 
in County Code Section 22.60.174. These procedures exceed the minimum standards of 
Government Code Sections 6061, 65090, 65355, and 65856 relating to notice of public hearing.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

The Honorable Board of Supervisors
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CEQA does not apply to projects that are denied pursuant to Section 15270 of CEQA guidelines.

IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTS)

The denial of this project will not result in any negative impacts on current services or projects.  As 
previously noted, the applicant was responsible for costs associated with the CUP application.  

For further information, please contact Jeantine Nazar at (213) 974-6470 or 
jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov.

RICHARD J. BRUCKNER

Director

c: Executive Office, Board of Supervisors
Assessor 
Chief Executive Office
County Counsel
Public Works

Respectfully submitted,

RJB:SA:MG:JN:lm

The Honorable Board of Supervisors
1/26/2016
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Los Angeles County 
Department of Regional Planning 

Planning/or the Challenges Ahead 

Richard J. Bruckner 
Director 

August 20, 2015 

TO: Pat Modugno, Chair 
Stephanie Pincetl, Vice Chair 
Esther L. Valadez, Commissioner 
David W. Louie, Commissioner 
Curt Pedersen, Commissioner 

FROM: Jeantine Nazar, RPAll~"' 
Zoning Permits East Section 

Project No. R2014-02565- (5) 
Conditional Use Permit No. 201400121 
RPC Meeting: September 2, 2015 
AgeriCta Item: 9 

Enclosed is the appellant's appeal of the Hearing Officer's decision of July 16, 2015. 
The appellant is appealing for the following reasons: 

1. The Hearing Officer meeting notification was inadequate (Proper Notification 
Appeal Reason No. 1 ). 

2. The aesthetics and look of the proposed WTF does not match the 
surrounding neighborhood pattern. (Aesthetics - Appeal Reason Numbers 2, 
11 and 12 and Supplemental Materials Item Numbers 6 and 7). 

3. Health Concerns and the project location near schools and other sensitive 
uses. (Health Concerns -Appeal Reason No. 3, 13, and 14). 

4. The neighbors have concerns regarding interferences with existing services, 
exposure to radio frequency emissions and future co-location of other WTFs. 
(Interference -Appeal Reason No. 9) 

5. Zoning designation on the subject property is Inadequate. (Zoning - Appeal 
Reason No. 7). 

6. Visibility of the WTF from nearby hiking trails. 

320 West Temple Street• LosAngelest CA 90012 • 213-974-6411 •Fax: 213-626-0434 •TDD: 213-617-2292 
CC.012914 
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7. Inadequate Parking and CUP condition prohibiting commercial use at this 
location. (Supplemental Materials Item Numbers 3 and 4). 

8. Significant gap in coverage and E911 service standards have been satisfied. 
(Supplemental Package Item Numbers 1and2). 

9. The applicant does not meet the burden of proof requirements. (Appeal 
Reason Numbers 1-9 and Supplemental Materials Item Numbers 1-10). 

10. Three petitions with 716 signatures, 18 affidavits from Verizon customers, and 
229 letters from the community in Los Angeles County residents for a total of 
963 opposing the project, newspaper articles and various supporting 
materials opposing the WTF proposal at this location. 

A copy of the appellant's appeal package and supplemental materials along with the 
Hearing Officer package and Regional Planning Commission's package are attached to 
this memo. 

If you need further information, please contact Jeantine Nazar at (213) 974-6435 or 
jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov. Department office hours are Monday through Thursday 
from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. The Department is closed on Fridays. 

MG:JN 
8/20/15 
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• Department ofRegional Planning 
: . ·: 320 West Temple Street 
•. - : Los Angeles, California 90012 

•c;.'!,O~,.· 

PROJECT SUMMARY 

OWNER I APPLICANT 

Verizon Wireless. 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

PROJECT NUMBER HEARING DATE 

R2014-02565-{5) September 2, 2015 

REQUESTED ENTITLEMENTS 

Conditional Use Permit No. R201400121 
Environmental Assessment No. 201400208 

MAP/EXHIBIT DATE 

2/6/15 

The applicant is requesting a Conditional Use Permit for the construction, operation and maintenance of a 
wireless telecommunications facility (WTF) disguised in a 46 feet high decorative steel frame and the 
installation of a backup power generator within the lease area. 

LOCATION 

4337 N Sunflower Avenue 

ASSESSORS PARCEL NUMBER(S) 

8426-016-033 

GENERAL PLAN I LOCAL PLAN 

Countywide General Plan 

ACCESS 

Sunflower Avenue 

SITE AREA 

0.01 Acres 

ZONED DISTRICT 

Charter Oak 

ZONE LAND USE DESIGNATION 

1-Low Density Residential A-1-10,000-(light Agricultural with minimum 10,000 
square feet area) 

PROPOSED UNITS 

NIA 
MAX DENSITY/UNITS 

NIA 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION (CEQA) 

COMMUNITY STANDARDS DISTRICT 

NIA 

Class 3 Categorical Exemption - New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures 

KEY ISSUES 

• Consistency with the Los Angeles County General Plan 
• Satisfaction of the following Section(s} of Title 22 of the Los Angeles County Code: 

o 22.56.040 (Conditional Use Permit Burden of Proof Requirements) 
o 22.24.100 (A-1 Zone Development Standards) 

CASE PLANNER: 

Jeantine Nazar 

PHONE NUMBER: 

(213) 974- 6435 

E-MAIL ADDRESS: 

jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov 

CC0"21313 
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PROJECT NO. R2014 .. 02565-(5) 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121 

ENTITLEMENTS REQUESTED 

STAFF ANALYSIS 
PAGE 1Of7 

• A Conditional Use Permit (CUP) is required to construct, operate, and maintain a 
wireless telecommunications facility (WTF) in the A-1 zone pursuant to County 
Code Section 22.24.100. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The applicant, Verizon Wireless, is seeking a CUP to allow the construction, operation, 
and maintenance of a WTF disguised in a decorative steel trellis frame (27'-6"x15'-0") 
mounted on three posts 46 feet in height. The WTF lease area is located on the 
southwestern portion of the property behind an existing church building in the parking 
area. The access "to the lease area is from Badillo Street through a non-exclusive 
vehicular path of 12 feet wide as well as from Sunflower Avenue. 

SITE PLAN DESCRIPTION 
The site plan depicts 12 panel antennas, eight feet high each, mounted on three arms 
(four on each arm) 12 Remote Radio Units (four on each arm) mounted behind the 
panel antennas, two parabolic antenna dishes and two RAYSCAPS (a radio equipment 
named after its brand name) mounted on the steel frame. The elevation plans depict the 
height of the antennas at 45 feet at the top and camouflaged within a decorative steel 
trellis frame. The applicant is proposing to install equipment cabinets and a backup 
generator within a 378 (18'x21') square-foot lease area enclosed in an eight-foot-high 
concrete masonry wall (CMU) wall. 

LOCATION 
The WTF is located at 4337 N Sunflower Avenue within the unincorporated Los Angeles 
County community of Charter Oak. 

-
EXISTING ZONING 
The subject property is located within the A-1-10,000 (Light Agricultural - 10,000 
Square Feet Minimum Lot Size Required Area) zone within the Fifth Supervisorial 
District. 

Surrounding properties are zoned as follows: 
North: A-1-10,000, R-1-8,000, and City of San Dimas 
South: A-1-10,000 and City of San Dimas 
East: City of San Dimas 
West: City of San Dimas 

EXISTING LAND USES 
The subject property is developed with a church. Surrounding properties are developed 
as follows: 
North: Water tanks and single-family residences 
South: Single-family-residences 
East: Single-family residences 
West: Single-family residences 

CC.021313 



PROJECT NO. R2014-02565-(5) 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121 

PREVIOUS CASES/ZONING HISTORY 

STAFF ANALYSIS 
PAGE 2 OF 7 

Ordinance No. 5565 was adopted by the Board of Supervisors on July 18, 1950, and 
established the A-1-10,000 Zone on the subject property. 

The Department of Regional Planning does not have any record of approval for the 
construction of the church building; however, building permit records from the 
Department of Public Works ("DPW") identify an approval for the construction of a one­
story church with an occupancy load of 200 persons in 1958. The parking requirement 
for the church at that time was one parking space for 10 persons, therefore requiring 20 
parking spaces. 

Ordinance No. 10,366, effective November 5, 1971, requires a CUP in order to operate 
a church in the A-1 Zone. 

CUP 85-152, approved in 1986, allowed the construction, operation and maintenance of 
a church with the largest assembly area containing seats for 294 persons. This permit 
does not include an expiration date and indicates that there is one oak tree on the 
southeast portion of the property. 

Assessor's records show that a total of more than 88,000 square feet of building 
improvements were built in 1989. 

Revised Exhibit "A" 201000132 allowed second floor additions for Sunday school 
classrooms on June 9, 2010 and included an occupancy load calculation of 390 
individuals approved by DPW. Required parking for the church includes 20 parking 
spaces for 200 persons (as calculated by the nonconforming parking standard of one 
space for 10 individuals) and 38 parking spaces for the additional 190 individuals (as 
calculated by the conforming parking standard of one space for 5 individuals).The 
church requires a total of 58 parking spaces. 

CUP201100144, a request to construct a WTF, was denied on August 13, 2013 due to 
inactivity. 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION 
Los Angeles County ("County") Staff recommends that this project qualifies for a 
Categorical Exemption (Class 3 Exemption, New Construction and Conversion of Small 
Structures) under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the County 
environmental guidelines. The entitlement request is new construction and includes a 
lease area of less than 400 square feet in size. The proposed WTF is disguised within a 
decorative frame with a cross design, which blends in well with the existing church 
building. 

STAFF EVALUATION 
General Plan/Community Plan Consistency 
The project site is located within the Low Density Residential land use category of the 
County General Plan. This designation is intended for single-family residences at a 
maximum density of 1 to 6 dwelling units per acre, schools, nearby churches, local 

CC021313 



PROJECT NO. R2014-02565..(5) 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121 

STAFF ANALYSIS 
PAGE 30F 7 

parks and other community-serving public facilities. The WTF serves nearby residential 
and commercial uses as well as nearby schools by providing cellular phone services 
and is a suitable use and therefore, consistent with the permitted uses of the underlying 
land use category. 

The following Policy of the General Plan is applicable to the proposed project: 

Policy D.63-"Maintain high quality emergency response service." 

The proposed antennas and associated equipment will provide emergency service 
by connecting to nearby emergency dispatchers and will assist the local residents 
and church goers in emergency situations. 

Further, the following Goal of the General Plan, Land Use Section, Part D, is applicable 
to the proposed project and serves as a guideline for development: 

"To provide for land use arrangements that take full advantage of existing public 
service and facility capacities:" 

The wireless facility will improve the communication network for nearby residents 
and the church by providing service networks. 

Zoning Ordinance and Development Standards Compliance 
The proposed WTF is located in the A-1 zone. A WTF is not a defined use in the County 
Code; however, staff traditionally cites the defined use of "radio and television stations 
and towers" as a comparable use. Radio and television stations and towers are uses 
subject to a CUP pursuant to County Code Section 22.24.100. 

Section 22.52.1220 of the County Code determines parking requirements for uses that 
are not specified and requires that parking shall be provided in an amount which the 
Director finds adequate to prevent traffic congestion and excessive on-street parking. 
The proposed WTF will be unmanned and will require periodic maintenance visits, 
typically once a month. Therefore, no additional parking is required. 

Site Visit 
Staff visited the site and found that the site is clean and adequate in size. A WTF at this 
location would be appropriate with the proposed design. 

Burden of Proof 
The applicant is required to substantiate all facts identified by Section 22.56.040 of the 
County Code. The Burden of Proof with applicant's responses is attached. Staff is of 
the opinion that the applicant has met the burden of proof. 

COUNTY DEPARTMENT COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Staff has received comments from Public Health dated June 9, 2015 recommending 
approval and has incorporated Public Health's requirements into the draft conditions. 

CC02t313 
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STAFF ANALYSIS 
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Zoning Enforcement 
The subject property has received a violation notice for placing banners on the property. 
The case remains open at this time. The zoning enforcement was also notified of an 
unauthorized storage bin on the property. 

LEGAL NOTIFICATION AND PUBLIC OUTREACH 
Pursuant to the provisions of Sections 22.60.174 and 22.60.175 of the County Code, 
the community was appropriately notified of the public hearing by mail, newspaper, 
property posting, library posting and Regional Planning website posting. 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 
Staff received an email from a concerned citizen regarding the new WTF at this location 
on May 8, 2015. The resident was concerned about the new WTF's possible 
interference with other communication devices such as TV and cable. 

Subsequently, on June 14, 2015, staff received comments from an adjacent neighbor 
requesting to schedule the hearing locally. 

Hearing Officer, Pat Hachiya, approved CUP201400121 on June 16, 2015. This case is 
being appealed by neighbors, who request that the project be denied for the following 
reasons: 

JI 

1. The Hearing Officer meeting notification was inadequate (Proper Notification 
Appeal Reason No. 1): 

Staff Response: 
The community was adequately notified of the public hearings scheduled on 
June 16, 2015 and September 2, 2015 by mail, newspaper, property posting, 
and Regional Planning website posting in the following manner: 

A total of 293 Notices of Public Hearing were mailed to all property owners 
as identified on the County Assessor's record within a 1,000-foot radius 
from the Project Site on May 5, 2015 and on July 28, 2015. Four additional 
notices were mailed to those on the courtesy mailing list for the Charter 
Oak Zoned District and to any interested parties. The notice of public 
hearing was published in La Opinion on May 8, 2015 and on July 25, 2015 
as well as in San Gabriel Valley Tribune on May 11, 2015 and on July 28, 
2015. Additionally, the applicant has provided Certificate of Postings 
indicating that the property was posted thirty days prior to the hearing 
dates on May 15, 2015 and on August 2, 2015. 

2. The aesthetics and look of the proposed WTF does not match the 
surrounding neighborhood pattern. (Aesthetics - Appeal Reason Numbers 2, 
11, and 12 and Supplemental Materials Item Numbers 6 and 7) 

Staff Response: 

CC021313 
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Regional Planning Policy Memo 01-2010 ("Policy"), which provides guidelines 
for WTFs, requires that all wireless facilities use camouflage techniques to 
minimize visual impacts and provide appropriate screening. Further, the 
Policy requires a structure-mounted wireless facility to be integrated into the 
building's or structure's architecture through design, color, and texture, and/or 
to be fully screened. The proposed WTF is disguised within a decorative 
frame with a cross that matches the architectural characteristics of a church 
building. However, the appellant argues that the proposed structure's height 
and potential future height as well as the architectural integrity of the structure 
within the neighborhood is out of place and does not match the overall 
neighborhood pattern. Additionally, the appellant states that the existing water 
tanks already have negative impacts on the neighborhood and the addition of 
a WTF would not blend in with the community character and within the 
environment and is a nuisance. The appellant has provided photo simulation 
views from the adjacent residences showing the height of the WTF as well as 
the potential future collocation height and photos from churches in the area to 
demonstrate the architectural character of the neighborhood. 

The applicant may relocate the antennas within the church bell structure to 
better integrate the proposed Project within the neighborhood. 

~L 

3. Health Concerns and the project location near schools and other sensitive 
uses. (Health Concerns -Appeal Reason No. 3, 13, and 14) 

Staff Response: 
The Policy does not prohibit WTFs on or nearby properties with sensitive 
uses, including schools. The Policy indicates that the proposed site shall be 
isolated from and not Intrusive on the educational or recreational activities at 
such location. There are no schools within a 500-foot radius; therefore, the 
proposed WTF does not intrude on educational or recreational activities. 

4. The neighbors have concerns regarding interferences with existing services, 
exposure to radio frequency emissions and future co-location of other WTFs. 
(Interference - Appeal Reason No. 9) 

Staff Response: 
Section 704 (a) of the 1996 Telecommunications Act expressly preempts 
state and local government regulation of placement, construction, and 
modification of WTFs on the basis of the environmental effects of radio 
frequency emissions provided that such facilities comply with the FCC's 
regulations concerning such emissions. 

5. Zoning designation on the subject property is inadequate. (Zoning - Appeal 
Reason No. 7). 

Staff Response: 

cc 021Jfl 
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Wireless facilities are allowed within all zones subject to obtaining a CUP. 
Additionally, WTFs shall comply with the guidelines in the Policy for height, 
camouflaging, design, setbacks, fencing, walls, lighting, maintenance, and 
other standards. 

6. Visibility of the WTF from nearby hiking trails. 

Staff Response: 
Staff does not have photo simulations analyzing the visibility of the WTF from 
the hiking trails to the south of the subject property. However, the proposed 
WTF is disguised within a decorative frame with a cross that matches the 
architectural characteristics of a church building. 

7. Inadequate Parking and CUP condition prohibiting commercial use at this 
location. (Supplemental Materials Item Numbers 3 and 4). 

Staff Response: 
As previously discussed, the required parking for the church is 58 parking 
spaces and 65 are provided. 

Title 22 Chapter 24 Part 2 provides a list of uses in Zone A-1 subject to a 
CUP or subject to the Director's approval. Further, County Code Section 
22.24.100 requires that radio and television stations and towers (a 
comparable use) be subject to a CUP. A WTF is an allowed use in the A-1 
zone subject to a CUP. The applicant may file for a modification of the 
conditions of approval to eliminate Condition Number 8.d of CUP 85-152. 

8. Significant gap in coverage and E911 service standards have been satisfied. 
(Supplemental Package Item Numbers 1 and 2). 

Staff Response: 
The applicant has provided coverage maps indicating there is a need for a 
WTF at this location. The appellant argues that a gap does not exist and 
coverage maps are unclear in defining gap and a significant gap. The 
appellant has provided affidavits signed by Verizon customers residing in the 
area and websites as well as articles indicating there is no gap in coverage in 
the area. Additionally, the appellant indicates that the E911 is a shared 
responsibility among all carriers to connect. 

9. The applicant does not meet the burden of proof requirements. (Appeal 
Reason Numbers 1-9 and Supplemental Materials Item Numbers 1-10). 

Staff Response: 
The appellant has provided burden of proof statements discussing height, 
property values, coverage gaps, collocation, and aesthetics that could be 
further examined. 

CC.021313 
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10. Three petitions with 716 signatures, 18 affidavits from Verizon customers, and 
229 letters from the community in Los Angeles County residents for a total of 
963 opposing the project, newspaper articles and various supporting 
materials opposing the WTF proposal at this location. 
A copy of the materials submitted by the appellant are included with this 
package. 

A copy of the appellant's appeal package and supplemental materials are attached to 
this report. 

FEES/DEPOSITS 
If approved, fees identified in the attached project conditions will apply unless modified 
by the Regional Planning Commission. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
The following recommendation is made prior to the public hearing and is subject to 
change based upon testimony and/or documentary evidence presented at the public 
hearing: 

Staff recommends APPROVAL of Project Number R2014-02565-(5), Conditional Use 
Permit Number 201400121, subject to the attached conditions. 

Prepared by Jeantine Nazar, RPAll, 
Reviewed by Mitch Glaser, AICP 

Attachments: 
Draft Findings, Draft Conditions of Approval 
Applicant's Burden of Proof statement 
Correspondence 
Site Photographs, Photo Simulations, Aerial Image 
Site Plan, Land Use Map 

MM:JN ,, 
August20,2015 
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DRAFT FINDINGS OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
AND ORDER 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
PROJECT NO. R2014-02565 - (5) 

CONDITOINAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121 

1. The Regional Planning Commission ("RPC") conducted a duly-noticed public 
hearing regarding the matter of Conditional Use Permit No. 201400121 ("CUP") on 
September 2, 2015. 

2. The permittee, Verizon Wireless ("permittee"), requests a CUP to authorize the 
construction, operation, and maintenance of a wireless telecommunications facility 
(WTF) ("Project") on a property located at 4337 N Sunflower Avenue within the 
unincorporated Los Angeles County community of Charter Oak ("Project Site") in the 
A-1-10,000 (Light Agricultural - 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Lot Size Required 
Area) zone pursuant to Los Angeles County Code ("County Code") Section 
22.24.100. 

3. The Project Site lease area is 378 square feet in size located on the southwestern 
portion of the property within a 1.25 acre lot developed with a church. The proposed 
Project will not interfere with the existing use. The Project Site is irregular in shape 
with generally flat topography. 

4. The Project Site is located in the Charter Oak Zoned District and is currently zoned 
A-1-10,000 (Light Agricultural with 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Lot Required 
Area). 

5. The Project Site is located within the Low Density Residential land use category of 
the County General Plan. 

6. Surrounding Zoning within a 500-foot radius includes: 
North: A-1-10,000, R-1-8,000, and City of San Dimas 
South: A-1-10,000 and City of San Dimas 
East: City of San Dimas 
West: City of San Dimas 

7. Surrounding land uses within a 500-foot radius include: 
North: Water tanks and single-family residences 
South: Single-family-residences 
East: Single-family residences 
West: Single-family residences 

8. The Department of Regional Planning does not have any record of approval for the 
construction of the church building; however, building permit records from the 
Department of Public Works ("DPW") identify an approval for the construction of a 
one-story church with an occupant load of 200 persons in 1958. The parking 
requirement for the church at that time was one parking space for 10 persons; 
therefore, 20 parking spaces were required. 
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9. Ordinance No. 10,366, effective November 5, 1971, requires a CUP in order to 
operate a church in the A-1 Zone. 

10.CUP 85-152 approved in 1986 allowed the construction, operation and maintenance 
of a church. This permit does not include an expiration date and indicates that there 
is one oak tree on the southeast portion of the property. Assessor's records show 
that a total of more than 88,000 square feet of building improvements were built in 
1989. 

11. Revised Exhibit "A" 201000132 allowed second floor additions for Sunday school 
classrooms and included an occupancy load calculation of 390 individuals approved 
by DPW. Required parking for the church includes 20 parking spaces for 200 
persons (as calculated by the nonconforming parking standard of one space for 10 
individuals) and 38 parking spaces for the additional 190 individuals (as calculated 
by conforming parking standard of one space for 5 individuals).The church requires 
a total of 58 parking spaces. 

12. The site plan for the Project depicts 12 panel antennas, eight feet high each, 
mounted on three arms (four on each arm) 12 Remote Radio Units (four on each 
arm) mounted behind the antennas, two parabolic antenna dishes and two 
RAYSCAPS (a radio equipment named after its brand name) mounted on the steel 
frame. 

13. The elevation plans depict the height of the antennas at 45 feet at the top 
camouflaged within a 46-foot high steel trellis frame (27'-6"x15'-0") with a cross 
design mounted on three posts (3'-0"x2'-7"). The applicant is proposing to install 
equipment cabinets and a backup generator within a 378 (18'-0"x21'-0") square-foot 
lease area enclosed in an eight-foot-high concrete masonry unit wall. 

14. The Project Site primary access is via Badillo Street through a non-exclusive 
vehicular path of 12 feet wide. The secondary access to the Project Site is via 
Sunflower Avenue. 

15. Existing church parking areas on the Project Site will accommodate the required 
parking space for maintenance vehicles. No additional parking is required. 

16.Prior to the Commission's public hearing on the Project, Regional Planning staff 
determined that the Project qualified for a Class 3, New Construction or Conversion 
of Small Structures, Categorical Exemption from the California Environmental 
Quality Act (Public Resources Code section 21000, et seq.) ("CEQA"), the State 
CEQA Guidelines, and the Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and 
Guidelines for the County, because the Project involves the con~truction of a WTF 
and includes a lease area of less than 400 square feet in area. The proposed WTF 
is disguised within a decorative frame with a cross design, which blends in well with 
the existing church building. 

17. The Federal Communications Commission ("FCC") sets standards for safe human 
exposure to non-ionizing electromagnetic radiation. The conditions of approval 
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require written verification that the proposed facility's radio-frequency radiation and 
electromagnetic field emissions will fall within the adopted FCC standards for safe 
human exposure to such forms of non-ionizing electromagnetic radiation when 
operating at full strength and capacity for the lifetime of this CUP. 

18. Pursuant to the 1996 Telecommunications Act, local jurisdictions are preempted 
from considering radio frequency emissions when regulating WTF's as long as such 
facilities comply with FCC regulations. 

19. Prior to Commission's public hearing, the Department of Regional Planning 
("Regional Planning") staff received one email from a concerned citizen regarding 
the new WTF at this location on May 8, 2015. The resident was concerned about 
possible interference of the new WTF with other communication devices such as TV 
and cable. Subsequently, staff received comments from an adjacent neighbor 
requesting to schedule the hearing locally as well as a supplemental package with a 
total of 963 petition signatures opposing the Project. This case is being appealed by 
neighbors, who request that the Project be denied for the following reasons: 

a. The Hearing Officer meeting notification was inadequate (Proper 
Notification Appeal Reason No. 1): 

The community was adequately notified of the public hearings scheduled on 
June 16, 2015 and September 2, 2015 by mail, newspaper, property posting, 
and Regional Planning website posting in the following manner: 

A total of 293 Notices of Public Hearing were mailed to all property owners 
as identified on the County Assessor's record within a 1,000-foot radius 
from the Project Site on May 5, 2015 and on July 28, 2015. Four additional 
notices were mailed to those on the courtesy mailing list for the Charter 
Oak Zoned District and to any interested parties. The notice of public 
hearing was published in La Opinion on May 8, 2015 and on July 25, 2015 
as well as in San Gabriel Valley Tribune on May 11, 2015 and on July 28, 
2015. Additionally, the applicant has provided Certificate of Postings 
indicating that the property was posted thirty days prior to the hearing 
dates on May 15, 2015 and on August 2, 2015. 

b. The aesthetics and look of the proposed WTF does not match the 
surrounding neighborhood pattern. (Aesthetics - Appeal Reason Numbers 
2, 11, and 12 and Supplemental Materials Item Numbers 6 and 7) 

Regional Planning Policy Memo 01-2010 ("Policy"), which provides guidelines 
for WTFs, requires that all wireless facilities use camouflage techniques to 
minimize visual impacts and provide appropriate screening. Further, the 
Policy requires a structure-mounted wireless facility to be integrated into the 
building's or structure's architecture through design, color, and texture, and/or 
to be fully screened. The proposed WTF is disguised within a decorative 
frame with a cross that matches the architectural characteristics of a church 
building. However, the appellant argues that the proposed structure's height 

>ii 
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and potential future height as well as the architectural integrity of the structure 
within the neighborhood is out of place and does not match the overall 
neighborhood pattern. Additionally, the appellant states that the existing water 
tanks already have negative impacts on the neighborhood and the addition of 
a WTF would not blend in the community character and within the 
environment and is a nuisance. The appellant has provided photo simulation 
views from the adjacent residences showing the height of the WTF as well as 
the potential future collocation height and photos from churches in the area to 
demonstrate the architectural character of the neighborhood. 

The applicant may relocate the antennas within the church bell structure to 
better integrate the proposed Project within the neighborhood. 

c. Health Concerns and the project location near schools and other sensitive 
uses. (Health Concerns ·Appeal Reason No. 3, 13, and 14) 

The Policy does not prohibit WTFs on or nearby properties with sensitive 
uses, including schools. The Policy indicates that the proposed site shall be 
isolated from and not intrusive on the educational or recreational activities at 
such location. There are no schools within a 500-foot radius; therefore, the 
proposed WTF does not intrude on educational or recreational activities. 

d. The neighbors have concerns regarding interferences with existing 
services, exposure to radio frequency emissions and future co-location of 
other WTFs. (Interference - Appeal Reason No. 9) 

Section 704 (a) of the 1996 Telecommunications Act expressly preempts 
state and local government regulation of placement, construction, and 
modification of WTFs on the basis of the environmental effects of radio 
frequency emissions provided that such facilities comply with the FCC's 
regulations concerning such emissions. 

e. Zoning designation on the subject property is inadequate. (Zoning -
Appeal Reason No. 7). 

Wireless facilities are allowed within all zones subject to obtaining a CUP. 
Additionally, WTFs shall comply with the guidelines in the Policy for height, 
camouflaging, design, setbacks, fencing, walls, lighting, maintenance, and 
other standards. 

f. Visibility of the WTF from nearby hiking trails. 

Staff does not have photo simulations analyzing the visibility of the WTF from 
the hiking trails to the south of the subject property. However, the proposed 
WTF is disguised within a decorative frame with a cross that matches the 
architectural characteristics of a church building. 
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g. Inadequate Parking and CUP condition prohibiting commercial use at this 
location. (Supplemental Materials Item Numbers 3 and 4). 

As previously discussed, the required parking for the church is 58 parking 
spaces and 65 are provided. 

h. Prohibited commercial use on the subject property. (Supplemental 
Materials Item No. 3). 

Title 22 Chapter 24 Part 2 provides a list of uses in Zone A-1 subject to a 
CUP or subject to the Director's approval. Further, County Code Section 
22.24.100 requires that radio and television stations and towers (a 
comparable use) to be subject to a CUP. A WTF is an allowed use in A-1 
zone subject to a CUP. The applicant may file for a modification of the 
conditions of approval to eliminate Condition Number 8.d of CUP 85-152. 

i. Significant gap in coverage and E911 service standards have been 
satisfied. (Supplemental Package Item Numbers 1 and 2). 

The applicant has provided coverage maps indicating there is a need for a 
WTF at this location. The appellant argues that a gap does not exist and 
coverage maps are unclear in defining gap and a significant gap. The 
appellant has provided affidavits signed by Verizon customers residing in the 
area and websites as well as articles indicating there is no gap in coverage. 
Additionally, the appellant indicates that the E911 is a shared responsibility 
among all carriers to connect. 

j. The applicant does not meet the burden of proof requirements. (Appeal 
Reason Numbers 1-9 and Supplemental Materials Item Numbers 1-10). 

The appellant has provided burden of proof statements discussing height, 
property values, coverage gaps, and aesthetics that could be further 
examined. 

" 
k. Three petitions with 716 signatures, 18 affidavits from Verizon customers, 

and 229 letters from the community in Los Angeles County residents for a 
total of 963 opposing the project, newspaper articles and various 
supporting materials opposing the WfF proposal at this location. 

A copy of the appellant's appeal package and supplemental materials are attached to 
this report. 

20.A duly noticed public hearing was held on June 16, 2015 before Hearing Officer Pat 
Hachiya. The applicant's representative, Ross Miletich presented testimony in favor 
of the request and agreed with the proposed changes to Condition No. 38 indicating 
that the generator noise level may not exceed 60 dBA. The applicant's 
representative stated that the cell phone tower is broadcast on a different frequency 
and would not interfere with other communication devices. FCC regulations also 
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prevent interferences with any signals. Staff presented comments from an adjacent 
neighbor requesting to schedule the hearing locally. There being no further 
testimony, the Hearing Officer closed the public hearing and adopted the 
recommended changes by staff and agreed to by the applicant. 

21. The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the goals and policies of the 
Countywide General Plan. The WTF and associated equipment will provide 
emergency service by connecting to nearby emergency dispatchers and will assist 
the local residents and businesses in emergency situations. The WTF will improve 
the communication network for the residents in the area. 

22. The Commission finds that the Project is compliant with the applicable development 
standards of the Policy dated July 26, 2010. The proposed tower is 46 feet high and 
complies with the maximum height requirement of 75 feet. The Project proposes 
camouflaging techniques to minimize the visual impacts and provides appropriate 
screening. The WTF is disguised within a decorative frame and includes good 
camouflaging techniques within a proposed structure. 

23. The Commission finds that the proposed use at the site will not adversely affect the 
health, peace, comfort or welfare of persons residing or working ... in the surrounding 
area, will not be materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment or valuation of property 
of other persons located in the vicinity of the site, and will not jeopardize, endanger 
or otherwise constitute a menace to the public health, safety or general welfare. The 
proposed WTF will operate within the FCC mandated parameters for radio frequency 
emissions and will comply with Regional Planning guidelines for reducing a 
coverage gap area. 

24. The Commission finds that the materials presented by the appellant provides 
information, which is inconsistent with the materials presented by the applicant and 
can be further examined. 

25. The proposed wireless telecommunications facility will be unmanned and will require 
periodic maintenance visits, typically once a month. The Project will rely on the 
existing church parking. 

26. The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the A-1 zoning 
classification. Although, Title 22 of the County Code does not explicitly specify WTF 
as a use, the use most consistent with WTF specified in Title 22 is "radio and 
television stations and towers." Radio and television stations and towers are 
permitted uses in zone A-1, provided that a CUP is first obtained. 

27. The Commission finds that the Project is accessed from Badillo Street through a 
non-exclusive vehicular path of 12 feet in width and from Sunflower Avenue. 
Therefore, the proposed site is adequately served by highways or streets of 
sufficient width and improved as necessary to carry the kind and quantity of traffic 
such use would generate, and by other public or private service facilities as are 
required. 
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28. The Commission finds that to ensure continued compatibility between the Project 
and the surrounding land uses, it is necessary to limit the CUP to 15 years. 

29.The Commission finds that pursuant to Sections 22.60.174 and 22.60.175 of the 
County Code, the community was properly notified of the public hearing by mail, 
newspaper, and property posting. Additionally, the Project was noticed and case 
materials were available on Regional Planning's website and at libraries located in 
the vicinity of Charter Oak community. A total of 293 Notices of Public Hearing were 
mailed to all property owners as identified on the County Assessor's record within a 
1,000-foot radius from the Project Site on May 5, 2015 and on July 28, 2015. Four 
notices were mailed to those on the courtesy mailing list for the Charter Oak Zoned 
District and to any interested parties. The notice of public hearing was published in 
La Opinion on May 8, 2015 and on July 25, 2015 as well as in the San Gabriel 
Valley Tribune on May 11, 2015 and on July 28, 2015. Additionally, the applicant has 
provided Certificate of Postings indicating that the property was posted thirty days 
prior to the hearing dates on May 15, 2015 and on August 2, 2015. 

30. The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of 
proceedings upon which the Commission's decision is based is at the Los Angeles 
County Department of Regional Planning, 13th Floor, Hall of Records, 320 West 
Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodian of such documents 
and materials t$hall be the Section Head of the Zoning Permits East Section, 
Department of Regional Planning. 

BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
CONCLUDES THAT: 

A. The proposed use with the attached conditions will be consistent with the adopted 
General Plan. 

B. The proposed use at the site will not adversely affect the health, peace, comfort or 
welfare of persons residing or working in the surrounding area, will not be 
materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment or valuation of property of other 
persons located in the vicinity of the site, and will not jeopardize, endanger or 
otherwise constitute a menace to the public health, safety or general welfare. 

C. The proposed site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the yards, walls, 
fences, parking and loading facilities, landscaping and other development features 
prescribed in this :ritle 22, or as is otherwise required in order to integrate said use 
with the uses in the surrounding area. 

D. The proposed site is adequately served by highways or streets of sufficient width 
and improved as necessary to carry the kind and quantity of traffic such use would 
generate, and by other public or private service facilities as are required. 
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1. Finds that the Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act 
pursuant to section 15301 of the State CEQA Guidelines (Class 3, New Construction 
or Conversion of Small Structures categorical exemption}; and 

2. Approves Conditional Use Permit No 201400121, subject to the attached 
conditions. 

MG:JN 
08/20/2015 

c: Zoning Enforcement, Building and Safety 



DRAFT CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

PROJECT NO. R2014-02565-(5) 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project is a Conditional Use Permit {"CUP") request for the construction, operation, 
and maintenance of a wireless telecommunication facility {WTF) disguised as a 
decorative steel frame and the installation of a new backup power generator and 
equipment cabinets within the lease area subject to the following conditions of approval: 

GENERAL CONDITIONS 

1. Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term "permittee" shall include the 
applicant, owner of the property, and any other person, corporation, or other entity 
making use of this grant. 

2. This grant shall not be effective for any purpose until the permittee, and the owner 
of the subject property if other than the permittee, have filed at the office of the Los 
Angeles County ("County") Department of Regional Planning ("Regional Planning") 
their affidavit stating that they are aware of and agree to accept all of the 
conditions of this grant, and that the conditions of the grant have been recorded as 
required by Condition No. 7, and until all required monies have been paid pursuant 
to Condition No. 10. Notwithstanding the foregoing, this Condition No. 2 and 
Condition Nos. 4, 5, and 9, shall be effective immediately upon the date of final 
approval of this grant by the County. 

3. Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term "date of final approval" shall 
mean the date the County's action becomes effective pursuant to Section 
22.60.260 of the County Code. 

4. The permittee shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the County, its agents, 
officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the County 
or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul this permit 
approval, which action is brought within the applicable time period of Government 
Code Section 65009 or any other applicable limitations period. The County shall 
promptly notify the permittee of any claim, action, or proceeding and the County 
shall reasonably cooperate in the defense. If the County fails to promptly notify the 
permittee of any claim, action, or proceeding, or if the County fails to cooperate 
reasonably in the defense, the permittee shall not thereafter be responsible to 
defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the County. 

5. In the event that any claim, action, or proceeding as described above is filed 
against the County, the permittee shall within ten days of the filing make an initial 
deposit with Regional Planning in the amount of up to $5,000.00, from which actual 
costs and expenses shall be billed and deducted for the purpose of defraying the 
costs or expenses involved in Regional Planning's cooperation in the defense, 

CC082014 
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including but not limited to, depositions, testimony, and other assistance provided 
to permittee or permittee's counsel. 

If during the litigation process, actual costs or expenses incurred reach 80 percent 
of the amount on deposit, the permittee shall deposit additional funds sufficient to 
bring the balance up to the amount of $5,000.00. There is no limit to the number of 
supplemental deposits that may be required prior to completion of the litigation. 

At the sole discretion of the permittee, the amount of an initial or any supplemental 
deposit may exceed the minimum amounts defined herein. Additionally, the cost 
for collection and duplication of records and other related documents shall be paid 
by the permittee according to County Code Section 2.170.010. 

6. If any material provision of this grant is held or declared to be invalid by a court of 
competent jurisdiction, the permit shall be void and the privileges granted 
hereunder shall lapse. -

7. Prior to the use of this grant, the permittee, or the owner of the subject property if 
other than the permittee, shall record the terms and conditions of the grant in 
the office of the County Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk ("Recorder"). In addition, 
upon any transfer or lease of the property during the term of this grant, the 
permlttee, or the owner of the subject property if other than the permittee, shall 
promptly provide a copy of the grant and its conditions to the transferee or lessee 
of the subject property. 

8. This grant shall terminate on June 16, 2030. Entitlement to use of the property 
thereafter shall be subject to the regulations then in effect. If the permittee intends 
to continue operations after such date, whether or not the permittee proposes any 
modifications to the use at that time, the permittee shall file a new CUP application 
with Regional Planning, or shall otherwise comply with the applicable requirements 
at that time. Such application shall be filed al least six (6) months prior to the 
expiration date of this grant and shall be accompanied by the required fee. In the 
event that the permittee seeks to discontinue or otherwise change the use, notice 
is hereby given that the use of such property may require additional or different 
permits and would be subject to the then-applicable regulations. 

9. This grant shall expire unless used within two (2) years from the date of final 
approval of the grant. A single one-year time extension may be requested in 
writing and with the payment of the applicable fee prior to such expiration date. 

10. The subject property shall be maintained and operated in full compliance with the 
conditions of this grant and any law, statute, ordinance, or other regulation 
applicable to any development or activity on the subject property. Failure of the 
permittee to cease any development or activity not in full compliance shall be a 
violation of these conditions. Inspections shall be made to ensure compliance with 
the conditions of this grant as well as to ensure that any development undertaken 
on the subject property is in accordance with the approved site plan on file. The 
permittee shall deposit with the County the sum of $1,600.00. The deposit shall be 
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placed in a performance fund, which shall be used exclusively to compensate 
Regional Planning for all expenses incurred while inspecting the premises to 
determine the permittee's compliance with the conditions of approval. The fund 
provides for Eight (8) biennial (one everv other year) inspections. Inspections 
shall be unannounced. 

If additional inspections are required to ensure compliance with the conditions of 
this grant, or if any inspection discloses that the subject property is being used in 
violation of any one of the conditions of this grant, the permittee shall be financially 
responsible and shall reimburse Regional Planning for all additional enforcement 
efforts necessary to bring the subject property into compliance. The amount 
charged for additional inspections shall be $200.00 per inspection, or the current 
recovery cost at the time any additional inspections are required, whichever is 
greater. 

11. Notice is hereby given that any person violating a provision of this grant is guilty of 
a misdemeanor. Notice is further given that the Regional Planning Commission 
("Commission") or a Hearing Officer may, after conducting a public hearing, revoke 
or modify this grant, if the Commission or Hearing Officer finds that these 
conditions have been violated or that this grant has been exercised so as to be 
detrimental to the public's health or safety or so as to be a nuisance, or as 
otherwise authorized pursuant to Chapter 22.56, Part 13 of the County Code. 

12. All development pursuant to this grant must be kept in full compliance with the 
County Fire Code to the satisfaction of said Fire Department. 

13. All development pursuant to this grant shall conform with the requirements of the 
County Department of Public Works to the satisfaction of said department. 

14. All development pursuant to this grant shall comply with the requirements of Title 
22 of the County Code and of the specific zoning of the subject property, unless 
specifically modified by this grant, as set forth in these conditions, including the 
approved Exhibit "A," or a revised Exhibit "A" approved by the Director of Regional 
Planning ("Director"}. 

15. The permittee shall maintain the subject property in a neat and orderly fashion. 
The permittee shall maintain free of litter all areas of the premises over which the 
permittee has control. 

16. All structures, walls and fences open to public view shall remain free of graffiti or 
other extraneous markings, drawings, or signage that was not approved by 
Regional Planning. These shall include any of the above that do not directly relate 
to the business being operated on the premises or that do not provide pertinent 
information about said premises. The only exceptions shall be seasonal 
decorations or signage provided under the auspices of a civic or non-profit 
organization. 
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In the event of graffiti or other extraneous markings occurring, the permittee shall 
remove or cover said markings, drawings, or signage within 24 hours of such 
occurrence, weather permitting. Paint utilized in covering such markings shall be 
of a color that matches, as closely as possible, the color of the adjacent surfaces. 

17. The subject property shall be developed and maintained in substantial 
conformance with the plans marked Exhibit "A." If changes to any of the plans 
marked Exhibit "A" are required as a result of instruction given at the public 
hearing, Three (3) copies of a modified Exhibit "A" shall be submitted to Regional 
Planning by August 16, 2015. 

18. In the event that subsequent revisions to the approved Exhibit "A" are submitted, 
the permittee shall submit Three (3) copies of the proposed plans to the Director 
for review and approval. All revised plans must substantially conform to the 
originally approved Exhibit "A". All revised plans must be accompanied by the 
written authorization of the property owner(s) and applicable fee for such revision. 

PERMIT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 

19. The facility shall be operated in accordance with regulations of the State Public 
Utilities Commission. 

20. Upon completion of construction of the facility, the permittee shall provide upon 
request to the Zoning Enforcement Section of Regional Planning written 
certification that the radio frequency electromagnetic emissions levels comply with 
adopted Federal Communications Commission (FCC) limitations for general 
population/uncontrolled exposure to such emissions when operating at full strength 
and capacity. If other WTFs are located on the subject property or on adjacent 
parcels, the aforementioned report shall include the radio frequency 
electromagnetic emissions of said WTFs. 

21. Insofar as is feasible, the permittee shall cooperate with any subsequent applicants 
for wireless communications facilities in the vicinity with regard to possible co­
location. Such subsequent applicants will be subject to the regulations in effect at 
that time. 

22. Any proposed WTF that will be co-locating on the proposed facility will be required 
to provide upon request the same written verification of emissions and include the 
cumulative radiation and emissions of all such facilities to the Zoning Enforcement 
Section of Regional Planning. 

23. All structures shall conform to the requirements of the Division of Building and 
Safety of Public Works or other appropriate agency and obtain an encroachment 
permit if deemed necessary. 

24. If any external lighting is proposed, including security lighting, it shall be on motion 
sensors, be of low intensity, fully shielded and directed away from any adjacent 
residences. Pole mounted lighting is prohibited on the leasehoid unless the facility 
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is disguised as a light pole. Antenna lighting is prohibited. Beacon lights are 
prohibited unless required by the FAA. 

25. The construction and maintenance of the facility shall be limited to the hours of 
9:00 AM to 5:00 PM, Monday through Friday. Emergency repairs of the facility 
may occur at any time. 

26. Placement and height of all pole mounted equipment shall be in substantial 
conformance )~ith that shown on said Exhibit "A". The facility shall be built as 
depicted in the photo simulations presented at the public hearing. 

27. One parking space for maintenance vehicles shall be provided. The space does 
not have to be dedicated solely to maintenance vehicles. Maintenance vehicles 
shall not block access to driveways or garages. 

28. The maximum height of the facility shall not exceed 46 feet above finished grade 
line. 

29. The permittee shall maintain current contact information with the Zoning 
Enforcement Section of Regional Planning. 

30. The finished surface of the facility shall not be glossy or reflective in nature unless 
such finish is necessary to blend into existing design features. The finish shall be 
graffiti~resistant. 

31. The facility sh~ll be maintained in good condition and repair, and shall remain free 
of: general dirt and grease; chipped, faded, peeling or cracked paint; trash, debris, 
litter, graffiti and other forms of vandalism; cracks, dents, blemishes and 
discolorations; visible rust or corrosion on any unpainted metal areas. Any 
damage from any cause shall be repaired by the permittee within 30 days of 
notice. Weathered, faded or missing parts/materials used to disguise/camouflage 
the facility shall be maintained and/or replaced by the permittee within 30 days of 
notice. Provided landscaping shall be maintained at all times and shall be 
promptly replaced if needed. 

32. Upon request, the permittee shall submit annual reports to the Zoning Enforcement 
Section of Regional Planning to show compliance with the maintenance and 
removal conditions. 

33. The project number, conditional use permit number and lease holder contact 
information shall be prominently displayed on the facility where it can be easily 
viewed at or near eye level. 

34. The facility shall be secured by fencing, gates and/or locks. All fencing or walls 
used for screening or securing the facility shall be composed of wood, vinyl, stone, 
concrete, stucco or wrought iron. Chain links, chain link with slats, barbed and 
other types of wire fencing are prohibited. If the facility's fences or walls are visible 
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from the public right-of-way, landscaping, in a minimum planter width of five feet, 
shall be provided to screen the fence or wall from the street. 

35. Upon termination of this grant or after the construction of this facility, if the facility 
has ceased to operate; the permittee shall remove such facility and clear the site of 
all equipment within six months of the cease of operation date. The permittee shall 
restore the site as nearly as practicable to the condition prior to the installation of 
the subject facility. 

PROJECT SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 

36. The lease area shall be enclosed within an 8-foot-high concrete masonry unit wall. 

37. Appurtenant equipment boxes shall be screened or camouflaged. 

38. The noise from the proposed diesel powered emergency generator shall not 
exceed 60 dBA at the nearest residential property line during non-emergency 
operations. 

39. The permittee shall adhere to the proposed generator plans and specifications as 
cleared by Public Health. 

40. The emergency generator maintenance test runs should be restricted to the hours 
between 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. and prohibited on Sundays. 

41 . Construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 
Monday through Saturday. No construction work on Sundays and Holidays. The 
permittee shall adhere to the construction noise requirements contained in the Los 
Angeles County Noise Control Ordinance, Title 12, Section 12.08, Part 3. 

42. The permittee shall adhere to the requirements oi the Los Angeles County Noise 
Control Ordinance, as contained in Chapter 12.08 of the Los Angeles County 
Code, Title 12. 

Attachement: 
Public Health Department Letter dated June 9, 2015 

'"" 
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Interim Director 
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June 9, 2015 

TO: Jeantine Nazar 
Regional Planning Assistant II 
Department of Regional Planning 

FROM: Michelle Tsiebos, REHS, DPA M T--;' 
Environmental Health Division / 
Department of Public Health 

SUBJECT: CUP CONSULTATION 
PROJECT NO. R2014-02565 
Wireless Telecommunications Facility 
4337 Sunflower, Covina 

)( Public Health recommends approval of this CUP. 
o Public Health does NOT recommend approval of this CUP. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Hiida Solla 
Fnt Oisllict 

Marti Rldl.,.·Thomu 
Seclltld Diltr1d 

Shella IC&lehl 
Thin:I Ois1riet 

Don Knabe 
FO!lllh D.a1rid 
Mlchul D. An1onovlch 
Fiftll Ols1rid 

The Department of Public Health - Environmental Health Division has reviewed the CUP request 
for the above referenced project. The CUP is for a wireless telecommunications facility consisting 
of a proposed 46-foot high tower with antennas and related equipment. The applicant is proposing 
a standby SD generator located inside an 8-foot CMU wall in the parking area. 

The Department recommends approval of the CUP. 

Toxlcs~Epidemiology Program 

Staff from Toxics Epidemiology Program reviewed the documents and plans provided by the 
applicant of the subject project located at 4337 Sunflower, Covina, CA. 

Based on the information provided and site visit, we recommend the following conditions as 
conditions of the permit: 

• The noise from the proposed diesel powered emergency generator shall not exceed 60 
dBA (L25) at the nearest residential property line during non-emergency operations (i.e. 
generator maintenance run test for less than 15 min). (Based on the technical information 
provided, we do not anticipate that the generator would exceed the day time exterior noise 
standard. The noise attenuation provided by the proposed 8ft. CMU wall, distance to 
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residential property line, generator housing, and existing 6ft CMU wall would maintain noise 
levels below exterior noise standards. ) 

• The applicant shall adhere to the proposed specifications for noise control presented In the 
application. 

• The emergency generator maintenance test run shall be restricted to the hours between 
9am-9 pm. 

• Construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 7am to 7pm. Monday through 
Saturday. No construction work on Sundays and Holidays. The applicant shall adhere to 
the construction noise requirements contained in the Los Angeles County Noise Control 
Ordinance, Title 12, section 12.08 Part 3. 

• The applicant shall adhere to the requirements of the Los Angeles County Noise Control 
Ordinance, as contained in Chapter 12.08 of the Los Angeles County Code, Title 12. 

The noise impacts associated with the project should be less than significant with adherence to the 
conditions above. 

If you have questions regarding the above section, please contact Robert Vasquez or Evenor 
Masis of the Toxics-Epidemiology Program at (213)738-3220 or at rvasquez@ph.lacounty.gov and 
emasis@ph.lacounty.gov. 

For any other questions regarding this report, please feel free to contact me at (626) 430-5382 or 
at mtsiebos@ph.lacounty.gov. 
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT BURDEN OF PROOF 

Pursuant to Zoning Code Section 22.56.D40, the applicant shall substantiate the following: 

{Do not repeat the statement or provide Yes/No ruponses. If necessary, attach additional pages.) 

A. That the requested use at the location will not: 
1. Adverselv affect the health, peace, comfort or welfare of persons residing or working In the 

surrounding area, or 
2. Be materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment or valuation of property of other persons located in 

the vicinity of the site, or 
3. Jeopardize, endanger or otherwise constitute a menace to the public health, safety or general welfare. 

with a cross des· n element. Associated e ui ment will be laced at the foot of the tower. 

It will not create n hazardous mate ·a1s fumes odors Ii ht fare traffic or noise. The facili 

will be full secured b an enclosure and will rovide needed voice data and E911 services 

to the area. 

B. That the proposed site Is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the yards, walls, fences, parking and 
loading facllltles, landscaping and other development features prescribed in this Title 22, or as Is otherwise 
required In order to Integrate said use with the uses In the surrounding area. 

The ro·ect site is ad uate in size and sha e to accommodate all the develo ment features 

rescribed in Title 22. The ro osed facili ards/setbacks 

unobtrusive the antennas will be enclosed w'thin the tower and the asso lat d e ment 
will be enclosed within a CMU wall. 

C. That the proposed site Is adequatelv served: 
1. Bv highways or streets of sufficient width, and Improved as necessary to carry the kind and quantity of 

traffic such use would generate, and 
2. By other ubllc or private service facilities as are required. 

The ro osed facili will be unmanned. It will onl be visited occasionall about once a 

rovide access to the faclli 

such as ewer, telco and fiber utilities. 

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Plannlna I 320 W. Temple Street I Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Phone: (213) 974·6411 I Fax: (213) 626-0434 I http://plannlng.lacounty.gov 



SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION FOR A WTF 

Introduction/Purpose 

Verizon Wireless (VZW) Is a registered pubnc ub1ity, ricensed and regulated by the talifomla Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) and the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). As a public utility, VZW ls licensed by the FCC 
to provide wireless communication services throughout califomia. VZW Is the largest wireless company In the United 
States and is dedicated to providlng customers with wireless technology designed to enrich their nves. Its vision Is to 
simplify the wireless experience for Its consumer and business customers by offering easy-to-understand, affordable 
rate plans and exceflent customer service. VZW Is bringing next-generation wifeless data products - from corporate e· 
mail to downloadable rfngtones - to customers nationwide through Its advanced networks. 

Background 

VlYJ Is the nation's largest digital volce and data network covering 290 mllllon people and growing. With superior 
spectrum availability allotted In the nation's top 100 markets, VZW provides a fully digital GSM/GPRS with high speed 
EDGE wireless data network Infrastructure. Wirefe55 communlcatlons will conUnue to change the ruture of 
telecommunications with easy-to-use, llghtwelght and highly mobile communications devices Including: portable 
telephones, computers and Personal Digital Assistants (PDAs). Wireless communications will provide voke, e-mail and 
Internet access capabilities for customer's communications needs virtuanv anywhere and at any tlme. The wireless 
network being developed by VZW dlffe~ from typical cellular networks In that It uses state of the art digital 
technology Instead of analog systems, which have been In use since the early 1980's. The benefits Include call privacy 
and security, improved voice quality, and an expanded menu of affordable products and services for personal and 
professional communications needs. 

Project Narl'iltlve & Coverage Analysis· 

Efforts are currently underway In the County of Los Angeles to establish the required Infrastructure for VZW. VZW has 
retained the services of Core Development Services (Core) to facilitate the land use entitlement process. Core Is 
currently seeking approval of a Conditional Use permit for the Installation and operation of an unmanned Wireless 
Telecommunications Facility (WTF) at the subject property which Is currently zoned A-1 - Light Agricultural. This 
project wlll Install a 46-foot wlreless facility disguised as a tower that has twelve panel antennas, two parabolic 
antenna dishes, and 12 RRU's. The generator and all associated equipment will be enclosed within an elcht·foot tall 
CMU wall with connection to nearby existing electrical and telephone utllitles to service the site. This facility will 
operate 24/7 except for the generator, which wnt operate once a week for maintenance, for about 15 minutes unless 
power ls disconnected from the facility. Regular maintenance of the facility wlll be conducted by a technician about 
once a month. All associated antennae and equipment will be screened and hidden from the public right-of-way. 
Therefore, this site design and proposal adheres to the developments guidelines (Ord. Polley No. 01-2010). 

The Intent of this facility Is to meet capacity demands to the expanding community's needs for cell phone coverage in 
and around the Covina area of Los Angeles County. This new facility will provide Improved coverage ror those 
individuals who live, work and visit the surrounding community. As shown In the coverage maps, there Is a gap In 
coverage along West Covina Boulevard, between North Reeder Avenue and South Valley Center Avenue. Specifically, 
this project will offload capacity that surrounding area while also Improving coverage In residential neighborhood. The 
specific location and design or the proposed project Is Illustrated In further detail on the provided drawings and photo 
simulations. 

1 
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' Proposed PioJtCI Piopeny 

' WoiterTarills 

' Chns1'1 Church of Valley 

' Gltn Oak Elt1Mlllaiy Schoal 

\{ San Dunn Commlllllly Hospilal 

Altematlve Candld;ites for WTF 

Alternative Project Site ( Location I Reason for EllmlnatJon -
• Water Tonics I Northwest of Sunflower Ave. & Badlllo St. I Oty Code prohibits ground-build facilities In the 

property's zone. 
• Christ's Church of Valley ( 1404 W. Covina Blvd, San Dimas, CA I This candidate did not meet RF requirements 

and standards. 
• Glen Oaks Elementary School I Northeast of Sunflower Ave. & Cypress St. I Verizon Wireless does not engage 

In development on elementary school properties. 
• San Dimas Community Hospital I 13SO W. Covina Blvd, San Dimas, CA I The property owner rejected the 

project proposal. 

Ultimately, the proposed project site at 4337 Sunflower Avenue was chosen above the other candidates because: 
1) The location would allow the Radio Frequency engineer to achieve the height needed for the WTF. 
2) The ample space lease available can accommodate the WTF's particular stealth tower design, height and 

associated equipment. 
3) The zoning of the property Is compatible with the proposed project use. 

z 



ESSEX I Project Narrative 

I. Current & Proposed Use 

The proposed project site Is actively used as a church facility, located In the northeastern comer of the property, which 

occupies ;tpproximately ~ or the total property. The remainder of the property Is used for parking. We propose to 
incorporate an unmanned wireless telecommunk:atlons facility (WTF), In the southwestern zone of the property, that will 
not interfere with the existing use. 

II. Operations 

The proposed unmanned WTF will be located In the southwestern zone of the property where it will operate 24 hours per 
day and seven days per week. A WTF techniciitll will visit the site approximately once a month. Due to the low maintenance 
design of the project, It Is unlikely for the WTF to generate any significant changes to the surrounding traffic patterns. 

Ill. Consistency with General Plan 

The proposed project's general plan land use designation is H9 (residentfalJ. The proposed wireless facility will be consistent 
with lA County's 2012 General Plan, which has the following two goals that encourage the further establishment of wireless 
faclllties: 

• Goal PS/F 6: A County with adequate public utilities. 
o Polley 2: Improve existing wired and wireless telecommunications Infrastructure 
o Policy 3: Expand access to wireless technology networks, while minimizing visual Impacts through co­

locatlon and design. 
• Goal ED 3: An expanded and Improved infrastructure system to support economic growth and development. 

o Poncy 3: Support the expansion of business communltitlon networks, such as telecommunlcatlons and 
wireless technologies. 

IV. Consistency with Zoning Development Standards 

The proposed project property Is zoned as light agricultural (A·l·lODOO). Per municipal code section 22.24.100, property 
zoned as A·l, that obtains the appropriate permit, may be used for communication equipment buildings and radio and 
television stations and towers, but not including studios. Thererore, our proposed WTF project would be compatible with 
the property's zoning. Per municipal code section 22.21.110, the front, side and rear yards shall be provided as required in 
Zone R-1. According to R-1, the front yard should not be less than 20-reet In depth, the comer side yard should not be less 
than lO·feet, the interior side yard should not be less than five-feet, and the rear yard should not be less than 15-feet In 
depth. The proposed project would have an approximate front setback of SO-feet, from the sidewalk along East Badillo 
Street. which would be more 2.5 times longer than the required minimum front depth of 20-feet required for the R·l zone. 
The proposed project's side yard setback Is also approximately SO·feet, which more than meets the required five-feet side 
setback for R-1. The proposed project would have an ;tpproxlmate 40-feet rear setback, which also exceeds R·l's 
corresponding rear setback. The munldpil code does not subject A-1 to a height limit, but In consideration of the 35-feet 
height limit for R-1, our project will exceed that height restriction by 11-feet. 



Jeantine Nazar 

From: 
Sent 
To: 

Dr. Clifford F. Maass (traumadr@verizon.net] 
Friday, May 08, 2015 1 :52 PM 
Jeantine Nazar 

Subject: PROJECT NUMBER: R2014-02565-{5) Conditional Use Permit No. R201400121 
Environmental Assessment 201400208 

To: Jeantine Nazar 
Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning (DRP) 
320 W. Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

Dear Jeantlne Nazar, 

May 8, 2015 

We live at 1963 East Haller Street, Charter Oak, CA. 91724. We have some questions regarding this 
46 foot tower. 

1. Will there be any signal interference with our television/radio antenna reception if this tower is 
constructed? 

2. Will there be any signal interference with our Directv Satellite reception? 

3. If there is the possibility of any interference, Will Verizon Wireless and or facilitator of said 
communication tower be responsible in correcting the situation so that we have the same 
uninterrupted service we have now? 

4. If there is a problem, whom should we contact and what is their contact information? 

We are disabled and unable to make the meeting June 16, 2015 In Los Angeles. 

Thank you in advance for your quick and accurate response. Should you need to contact us, please 
see below. 

Best Regards, 

Clifford F. Maass 
William W. McConnell 
1963 East Haller Street 
Charter Oak, Ca. 91724-2210 

email: traumadr@verizon.net 
Phone: 626-966-4763 

l 



Jeantine Nazar 

From: 
Sent: 

David Lumiqued [davidlumiqued@yahoo.com] 
Wednesday, June 24, 2015 3:27 PM 

To: Jeantine Nazar 
Subject: Re: Cell Tower Project No R2014-02565-(5) 

Jeantine, 

I'll call you now. Were you able to provide me a copy of the final approval? 

Thanks, 

David Aquino Lumiqued 
Division Manager-Independent Capital Management, Inc./Sage Point Financial, Inc. 
Registered Principal/Registered Investment Advisor 
625 Fair Oaks Ave. Ste. 110 
S. Pasadena, CA 91030 
(888) ICM-0888 (Toll Free) 
(626) 441-1426 (Main) 
(626) 441-0426 (Fax) 
www.icmfinancial.com (Pasadena Office) 
www.icmlending.com (Real Estate and Home Loans) 
www.sofausa.org (Pasadena Chapter President) 

On Wednesday, June 24, 2015 2:22 PM, Jeantine Nazar <jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote: 

David, 
The hearing notices were mailed to the property owners within a 1,000 foot radius of the subject property within the 
unincorporated Los Angeles County. Please provide the name and address of property owners who have not received a 
notice. I will research and get back to you. 

There is no minimum number of signatures needed to file an appeal. 

Let me find out whether we can provide some numbers in regards to Covina/San Dimas community cell towers. 

By the way, I called 626-441-1426 and spoke to Jose. I did my best to leave a message for you! 

Thanks 

Best regards, 
Jeantine Nazar 
Planner 
Email: jnazan'li>plannimdacountv.gov 

From: David Lumiqued [ majlto:davidlumigued@'vahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 11 :34 AM 
To: Jeantine Nazar 
Subject: Re: Cell Tower Project No R2014-02565-(5) 
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Jeantine, 

626-441-1426 at 12:30 pm would be great! Anyway of getting an extension? Is there a minimum number of 
signatures needed to file an appeal? Please guide us on this process. Many did not receive a notice in the mail 
and did not understand why hearing was in LA vs locally to voice opinions and concerns. 

Also, how many other residential cell towers are in the Covina/San Dimas community. 

David 

On Jun 24, 2015, at 10:34 AM, Jeantine Nazar <jnazar<@.planninl!.lacountv.l!ov> wrote: 

Hi David, 
I will email a copy of the final approval shortly. Please let me know what is the best phone number to 
reach you if you would like to discuss the appeal process? The last day to appeal is on June 30111

• 

Best regards 
Jeantine Nazar 
Planner 

From: David Lumiqued [maiho:davidlumigued1a vahoo.comJ 
Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 20159:10 AM 
To: Jeantine Nazar 
Cc: David Lumiqued; David Lumiqued 
Subject: Cell Tower Project No R2014-02565-(5) 

To Jeantine Nazar, 

I am writing you in regards to the Cell Tower conditional use approval in my Residential 
neighborhood. I/we as a community next to this proposed and approved tower disagree with the 
approval and location. 

We are trying to file an appeal asap ahead of the June 30, 2015 deadline and would like to see if 
an extension can be granted or a appeal fee reduction can be honred. Many of us within a close 
radius to this tower believe our Health, and property values will be negatively affected. These 
towers should be in Commercial not residential neighborhoods. You have residents and schools 
within a close proximity to this additional Radiation producing machine. Overall, we object this 
tower in our neighborhood. 

Also, many complaint came as to why a local project hearing was held in downtown LA vs. 
locally? 

Please give us reply asap. 

Da,·id Aquino Lumiqued 
DMsion Manager-Independent Capital Management, lncJSage Point Financial, Inc. 
Registered PrincipaURegistered ln\'estment Ad,·isor 
625 Fair Oaks Ave. Ste. 110 
S. Pasadena, CA 91030 
(888) ICM-0888 (Toll Free) 
(626) 441-1426 (Main) 
(626) 441-0426 (Fax) 

2 



www .icmfinancial.com (Pasadena Office) 
www.icmlendinl!.com (Real Estate and Home Loans) 
www.sofausa.orn (Pasadena Chapter President) 

3 



Jeantine Nazar 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

chang@guerillaunion.com 
Thursday, July 23, 2015 8:44 AM 
Jeantine Nazar 

Subject: 
Newcastlelane1883; Pilar Weisberg; Nolynne Rodriguez; Carla Garcia 
Re: Questions from last week unanswered! 

Thank you. I appreciate your responses being short staffed. I'm not trying to be difficult, but the church still has their 
banner up. The meeting is on Monday and I'm sure it will stay up until the meeting. Please enforce the code and have 
the banner removed asap. It's an unfair advantage for Verizon and the church to be advertising a community meeting 
illegally. As far as a concerned resident, I hope you don't let them keep their illegal banners attached to trees post case 
the meeting. Again, thank you for your time. 
Best, 
Chang Weisberg 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Jul 23, 2015, at 8:14 AM, Jeantine Nazar <jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote: 

Thank you. I will call the conference call number at 2:00 pm on Monday. 

From: Newcastlelane1883 [mailto:newcastlelane1883@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 23, 2015 8:01 AM 
To: Jeantine Nazar 
Cc: chang@querillaunion.com; Pilar Weisberg; Nolynne Rodriguez; carla Garcia 
Subject: Re: Questions from last week unanswered! 

Jeantine, 

You can call 626-441-1426 and I can Conference in Chang. Or 626-945-9903 is Chang! 626-274-3229 
David 

David 

On Jul 23, 2015, at 7:26 AM, Jeantine Nazar <jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote: 

Oops please disregard my previous email. 

Yes 2:00 pm on Monday is fine . Please provide a number to call. 

From: Jeantine Nazar 
Sent: Thursday, July 23, 2015 7:25 AM 
To: 'Newcastlelane1883'; chanq@querillaunion.com 
Cc: Pilar Weisberg; Nolynne Rodriguez; carla Garcia 
SUbject: RE: Questions from last week unanswered! 

I need to schedule a time next week. We are short of staff and I will not be able to meet 
today. 

l 



From: Newcastlelane1883 [mailto: newcastlele1ne1883@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2015 8:53 PM 
To: chang@guerillaunion.com 
Cc: Jeantine Nazar; Pilar Weisberg; Nolynne Rodriguez; Carla Garcia 
Subject: Re: Questions from last week unanswered! 

2pm is fine! 

David 

On Jul 22, 2015, at 6:14 PM, chang@guerillaunion.com wrote: 

I'm good for 2pm. 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Jul 22, 2015, at 6:03 PM, Jeantine Nazar 
<jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote: 

I have contacted Zoning Enforcement and Verizon 
regarding the banner. I will also contact the church 
tomorrow. 

I would be happy to discuss the case with you on 
Monday. Would that be possible to move the meeting 
anytime after 2:00 pm.? 

Thank you 
Jeantine 

From: chang@guerillaunion.com 
[mailto:chanq@querillaunion.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2015 2:06 PM 
To: Jeantine Nazar 
Cc: Newcastlelane1883; Pilar Weisberg; Nolynne 
Rodriguez 
Subject: Re: Questions from last week unanswered! 

Myself and David would be happy to schedule a call 
with you. I'm available at 9am. I can send conference 
call instructions if you and david are available. What 
about the temporary signage attached to trees. That 
meeting is schedule for Monday and the church is 
illegally advertising a biased "town hall meeting." Please 
let me know what is being done to take this signage 
down. What is the process? Warning? Fine? 
Best, 
Chang 

Sent from my iPhone 
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On Jul 22, 2015, at 1:55 PM, Jeantine Nazar 
<jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote: 

Hi Chang, 

I have researched your 
inquiries and emailed the 
applicant regarding scheduling 
a meeting. However, I have not 
yet heard from Verizon. I will 
give Verizon a little more time 
and will call you on Monday to 
discuss case. What is the best 
phone number to reach you on 
Monday morning? What is the 
best time to talk on Monday? 

Thanks 

Jeantine Nazar 
Planner 
Department of Regional Planning 
(213)974-6470 

-----Original Message----­
From: Newcastlelane1883 
[mailto:newcastlelane1883@yahoo 
.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2015 
10:57 AM 
To: chang@guerillaunion.com 
Cc: Jeantine Nazar; Pilar 
Weisberg; Nolynne Rodriguez; 
newcastlelanel883@yahoo.com 
Subject: Questions from last 
week unanswered! 

Jeantine, 

I talked to you last week about 
questions that you said you 
would look into? 

1. Zoning? A-1 vs R-1, 
Important to Petition, 
Important to Height limits. 
Should not be exempt! 
2. Mike Antonovich Trail-EIR 
needed. This trail Must be 
protected at all costs! 
3. Environmental Impact Studies 
and Reports! Project should not 
be exempt due to Peacocks, 
Birds, Wildlife and more? 
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4. Lastly, local Community 
meeting? What is format? Who is 
Dr Busby? Paid by Verizon or 
Independent Dr? 

David 

> On Jul 22, 2015, at 10:27 AM, 
chang@guerillaunion.com wrote: 
> 
> Jeantine, 
> Did you contact enforcement 
for lac planning to stop 
allowing the illegal temporary 
signage attached to trees at 
the church? The banner is still 
up? 
> Thanks you, 
> Chang Weisberg 
> 
> Sent from my iPhone 
> 
>> On Jul 21, 2015, at 8:52 AM, 
Jeantine Nazar 
<jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov> 
wrote: 
» 
» Thank you. 
» 
>> -----Original Message----­
» From: 
chang@guerillaunion.com 
[mailto:chang@guerillaunion.com 
] 
>> Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2015 
8:37 AM 
>> To: Rachelle Rodriguezj 
Pilar Weisberg; Jeantine Nazar; 
David 
» Lumiqued 
>> Subject: Previous Illegal 
Banner 
» 
» Jeantine, 
>> Attached is proof of the 
previous illegal vinyl banner 
attached to trees. Please 
advise. 
» 
» Best, 
» Chang 
» 
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Jeantine Nazar 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

chang@guerillaunion.com 
Monday, July 27, 2015 1 :56 PM 

Subject: 
Pilar Weisberg; Nolynne Rodriguez; David Lumiqued; Jeantine Nazar; Carla Garcia 
Fwd: Please Help Stop This Cell Tower 

Jean tine, 
I was just informed that you will be attending the community meeting that Verizon and the church is planning 
for today. Why did you never tell us you were coming? Is this an official meeting that will be used in our 
appeal? Can Verizon, the church, or county use anything said in this meeting at our appeal. We have our call in 
5 min and this will be at the top of my list. 
Best, 
Chang 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: •1Vizcarra, Edel" <EVizcarra@lacbos.org> 
Date: June 30, 2015 at 2:59:17 PM PDT 
To: '"chang<@.Lruerillaunion.com11

• <chang<@.guerillaunion.com> 
Cc: Sorin Alexanian <salexanianr@planning.lacounty.!!ov>, David Lumiqued 
<dlumigued@sa!!epointadvisor.com>, Pilar Weisberg <pilarw200l@yahoo.com> 
Subject: RE: Please Help Stop This Cell Tower 

Unfortunately, we can't move the Regional Planning Commission hearing. The Regional Planning 
Commission hears cases from all over the County so they stay in a central location to accommodate 
other districts as well. I can make sure that any letters or petitions make it to the Commissioners before 
the hearing? 

From: chang@guerillaunion.com [mailto:chang@guerillaunion.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2015 2:43 PM 
To: Vizcarra, Edel 
Cc: Sorin Alexanian; David Lumiqued; Pilar Weisberg 
Subject: Re: Please Help Stop This Cell Tower 

Many of our residents are elderly and cannot drive to downtown la. We would like to request a 
local venue for our appeal. Our HOA and residents are located in San Dimas. The proposed 
tower is in unincorporated Los Angeles. This was another issue. Also, and more importantly we 
are not located in an agricultural zone anymore. We are single family residences. The 
agricultural zoning is incorrect. The cup should be rejected based on that alone. Our land has not 
been agricultural since our homes were built in 1999. 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Jun 30, 2015, at 1:56 PM, Vizcarra, Edel <EVizcarra@lacbos.org> wrote: 

A local venue? 
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From: chang@guerillaunion.com [mailto:chang@guerillaunion.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2015 1:44 PM 
To: Vizcarra, Edel 
Cc: Sorin Alexanian; David Lumiqued; Pilar Weisberg 
Subject: Re: Please Help Stop This Cell Tower 

Thank you for the response. Several of our neighbors did not receive notice. 
Regardless, we are appealing the decision today as you noted. We are requesting a 
local venue for the appeal. I will wait for David's response from our repeal. 
Regards, 
Chang Weisberg 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Jun 30, 2015, at I :32 PM, Vizcarra, Edel <EVizcarra@lacbos.org> wrote: 

Hello Chang, 

Thank you for your email. As you already know, the hearing 
officer approved the cup on June 16th. I understand from the 
Department of Regional Planning that no one testified at the 
hearing in opposition. The planner assigned to this case received 
two phone calls from neighbors with concerns. I believe one of 
the neighbors copied on this email, Mr. Lumiqued, told staff that 
he was appealing the decision today. Once appealed, this case will 
be heard by the Regional Planning Commission. The Planning 
Commission will determine whether the Hearing Officer's 
determination was accurate. I have copied the Department on 
this email so they can provide information on noticing these 
applications. Sorin, can someone on your team please describe 
how this project was noticed? 

Thank you 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: <chang@guerillaunion.com> 
Date: June 29, 2015 at 12:12:03 PM 
PDT 
To: "kbarger@bos.lacountv.gov" 
<kbarger@bos.lacounty.gov>, 
"lglasgow@bos.lacounty.gov" 
<lglaseow@bos.lacounty.gov> 
Cc: "tbell@bos.lacounty.1!ov" 
<tbell@bos.lacounty.gov>, David 
Lumiqued 
<dlumigued<@sa1!epointadvisor.com 
>,Pilar Weisberg 
<pilarw2001@yahoo.com>, Kendall 
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On Jul 22, 2015, at 1:55 PM, Jeantine Nazar 
<jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote: 

Hi Chang, 

I have researched your 
inquiries and emailed the 
applicant regarding scheduling 
a meeting. However, I have not 
yet heard from Verizon. I will 
give Verizon a little more time 
and will call you on Monday to 
discuss case. What is the best 
phone number to reach you on 
Monday morning? What is the 
best time to talk on Monday? 

Thanks 

Jeantine Nazar 
Planner 
Department of Regional Planning 
(213)974-6470 

-----Original Message----­
From: Newcastlelanel883 
[mailto:newcastlelane1883@yahoo 
..:.f.Q!!!] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2015 
10:57 AM 
To: chang@guerillaunion.com 
Cc: leantine Nazar; Pilar 
Weisberg; Nolynne Rodriguez; 
newcastlelane1883@yahoo.com 
Subject: Questions from last 
week unanswered! 

Jeantine, 

I talked to you last week about 
questions that you said you 
would look into? 

1. Zoning? A-1 vs R-1, 
Important to Petition, 
Important to Height limits. 
Should not be exempt! 
2. Mike Antonovich Trail-EIR 
needed. This trail Must be 
protected at all costs! 
3. Environmental Impact Studies 
and Reports! Project should not 
be exempt due to Peacocks, 
Birds, Wildlife and more? 
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4. Lastly, local Community 
meeting? What is format? Who is 
Dr Busby? Paid by Verizon or 
Independent Dr? 

David 

> On Jul 22, 2015, at 10:27 AM, 
chang@guerillaunion.com wrote: 
> 
> Jeantine, 
> Did you contact enforcement 
for lac planning to stop 
allowing the illegal temporary 
signage attached to trees at 
the church? The banner is still 
up? 
> Thanks you, 
> Chang Weisberg 
> 
> Sent from my iPhone 
> 
>> On Jul 21, 2015, at 8:52 AM, 
Jeantine Nazar 
<jnazar@planning . lacounty.gov> 
wrote: 
» 
>> Thank you. 
» 
>> --- - -Original Message----­
» From: 
chang@guerillaunion.com 
[mailto:chang@guerillaunion.com 
] 
>> Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2015 
8:37 AM 
>> To: Rachelle Rodriguez; 
Pilar Weisberg; Jeantine Nazar; 
David 
>> Lumiqued 
>> Subject: Previous Illegal 
Banner 
» 
» Jeantine, 
>> Attached is proof of the 
previous illegal vinyl banner 
attached to trees. Please 
advise. 
» 
» Best, 
>> Chang 
)) 
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Yes, confirmed. I just received emails from the newcastlelane1883. 

From: David Lumiqued [mailto:dlumiqued@sagepointadvisor.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 29, 2015 10:56 AM 
To: Jeantine Nazar 
Cc: newcastlelane1883@yahoo.com 
Subject: FW: Cell Tower Letter 

Jeantine, 

Can you confirm if this was received? Looks like it came back undelivered? 

David Lumiqued 

Subject: FW: Cell Tower Letter 

Jeantine, 

Here's a e-mail from a local resident and friend. 

David Lumiqued 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: chang@querillaunion.com 
Date: June 29, 2015 at 2:05:21 AM PDT 
To: Chang Weisberg <Chang@guerillaunion.com>, Pilar Weisberg 
<pilarw2001@yahoo.com>, David Lumiqued <dlumigued@aiqfinancialadvisor.com> 
Subject: Cell Tower Letter 

Chang Weisberg 
1853 Newcastle Lane 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Monday, June 28, 2015 

To whom It may concern, 

My name is Chang Weisberg and I am a resident of the Oak Crest Estates. I have lived 
at 1853 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 since 1999. I am very concerned about 
the possible construction of a cell tower at The Charter Oak Lighthouse Church located 
at 4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724. I am writing with the request to state my 
concerns with this proposed project in our community. I do not want this cell tower 
constructed 500 ft from my home for many reasons. Furthermore, I was not aware of 
this project until very recently. I would like time to fully present my concerns so that all 
responsible parties are clear about my perspective. 
First, I don't feel I was properly informed of this project. I did not learn of 1'the process" 
until my local home owner's association members made me aware of it last week. I am 
requesting that you appeal any decisions to move forward until our community can 
properly express its perspective and protect our due process. I am willing to do 
whatever I can to stop this process and don't fully understand all my rights or remedies 
and need to seek legal perspective as well as invest significant time to research and 
defend this very controversial threat to our community. I am certain that many of my 
neighbors share my opinion. Due to the county's mishandling of the notification process, 
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Jeantine Nazar 

From: 
Sent: 

David Lumiqued [newcastlelane1883@yahoo.com] 
Monday, June 29, 20151:34 PM 

To: Jeantine Nazar; David lumiqued 
Subject: Re: Cell Tower Letter 

Jeantine, 

Just to let planning committee know. Chang Weisberg and many of us residents have e-mailed the 
following people and email addresses for support on this matter. 

1. Joel Grover-NBC News Investigative Reports On Air Correspondent joel.grover@nbcuni.com 
2. Amy Corral-NBC News Consumer Advocate Director amy.corral@nbcuni.com 
3. Mike Antonovich-Supervisor 5th District firthdistrict@lacbos.gov 
4. Hilda Solis-1st District hildasolis@bos.lacounty.gov 
5. Mark Ridley Thomas-2nd District markridlevthomas@bos.lacountv.gov 
6. Sheila Kuehl-3rd District Sheila@bos.lacountv.gov 
7. Don Knabe-4th Distrcit don@bos.lacounty.gov 
8. jerry@sandimasnews.com 
9.news.star-news@sqvn.com 
10. news.tribune@sgvn.com 
11. Eyewitnessnews@myabc7.com 

And many more to list. 

David 

On Monday, June 29, 2015 1 :21 PM, David lumiqued <newcastlelane1883@yahoo.com>wrote: 

Jeantine, 

Great! Can you let me know if the Appeal process can be extended? If you don't know? What are the 
Step's to file appeal? What time are you available to speak? 

1. File Appeal In Person 6/30/2015-What is address and process? 
2. Objections-Some noted already. 
3. Burden of Proof-Information, Letters etc. 
4. $735 Filing Fee. 

Thanks, 

David 

On Monday, June 29, 2015 1 :13 PM, Jeantine Nazar <jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote: 
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many of them are still unaware of the possible construction. The large majority of 
residents strongly oppose the church's attempt to build the cell tower. We need time to 
make all our residents aware of this process and give them the opportunity to oppose it. 
Secondly, most recent research concerning the health hazards of EMF and cellular 
transmissions were conducted on adults. There is very little comprehensive data 
regarding specific health concerns regarding exposing young children to frequent and 
sustained exposure of these transmissions. My wife and I have two children who will be 
playing in the shadow of this proposed project. My youngest child is 6 years old. He 
attends Glen Oak Elementary school which is only one block away from this proposed 
cell tower construction. I would like time to contact the school principal and the Charter 
Oak Unified School District to get their support to stop this project and protect their 
students. I also need time to gather support from local community organizations and 
secure any and all resources to vigorously oppose the building of the cell tower. It is a 
substantial fact that EMF's and cellular data consumption as increased exponentially in 
the last three years. There is very little to no data that can directly address the impact of 
this substantial increase and the certain health risks associated with the increase of 
these data transmissions and their possible affects on the well being of small children. I 
am responsible for protecting my child and I firmly believe his health is at risk especially 
with the recent data from the American Cancer Society that has claimed risks for certain 
soft cell cancers are higher when exposed to higher levels of EMFs. 
The building of the proposed cell tower will bring down the value of my home and 
property. I have contacted several local real estate agents from the Covina/San Dimas 
area who agree with this statement. I need time to gather their statements. They are the 
most knowledgeable persons as they all have years of experience buying and selling 
homes in our city. 
The cell tower will cause interference of our current reception of EMF's and cellular 
transmissions. There is no need for a cell tower in our specific project radius. I have 
been a customer of Verizon Mobile for nearly ten years and my cellular service is very 
good already. I'm concerned that my own network could be compromised by the 
building of this cell tower. 
I am very concerned about the look and aesthetics of the proposed tower. We live in a 
very beautiful and picturesque neighborhood. In fact, San Dimas is the City of Trees. I 
would be repulsed by the sight of this cell tower joining my tree lined horizon. The cell 
tower would literally be a constant reminder that I am living in the radiation shadow of 
doom and gloom. It's effects will be more than visceral. There's a psychological stress 
and anxiety from having to drive or walk by this tower daily. 
I am concerned that because I live in the incorporated City of San Dimas and the 
proposed project is on unincorporated Los Angeles County property that getting fair and 
reasonable due process will be difficult because of this unique jurisdiction. Many 
members of our community work daily from nine to five and cannot meet until early 
evening. Many members of our community are elderly and cannot drive all the way to 
Downtown Los Angeles and have their voices heard. We need to consider these 
concerns to appeal the construction. I am requesting a local venue to hear our appeal. 
Please accept our appeal against the construction of this cell tower at Charter Oak 
Lighthouse Church. Please grant us a local venue. Our community was not properly 
notified. We are vigorously united in our efforts to protect our rights and our residents 
especially the young children and elderly who live within 1000 ft of this proposed tower. 
I will work with my local Oak Crest Estate Homeowners's Association, local government, 
local community leaders, and everyone else who opposes this proposed cell tower to 
defeat its construction. I will vigorously protect my rights and plan on retaining legal 
counsel to help us with stopping this cell tower construction in our neighborhood. We 
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are preparing to contact local media to help us with our campaign to stop the Charter 
Oak Lighthouse Church from building this proposed cell tower. Sent without prejudice. 

Sincerely, 
Chang Weisberg 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Jeantine Nazar 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

David Lumiqued [davidlumiqued@yahoo.com] 
Monday, June 29, 201510:41 AM 
Jeantine Nazar 
David A. Lumiqued 

Subject: Re: Cell Tower Project No R2014-02565-(5) 

Jeantine, 

Thanks for the reply! Can you let me know what time, you will know about extension of appeal? 

I reached out to the church and Pastor. As you noted, they feel they would be in breach of contract which I 
understand. Unfortunately, many of there members were also not aware of this approval for cell tower. That's a 
big concern. The Church's Real Position that kept being brought up, is that the City of Covina would have done 
it and made the money on there site 100 feet away, but why not on Church site to get the revenue? We 
researched that the City of Covina rejected 2 proposals already. We actually found out from local council 
representative. 

While I emailed you last, we have 200-300 signatures of people protesting this Cell Tower. We also Protested 
on Sunday from 9-lpm in front of the Church and proposed Cell Tower site. We are planning to do this every 
time the Church has services. This will not reflect well on the County of LA and with the Members of Charter 
Oak Lighthouse. Many Church members became heated and were l 00% biased towards this approval vs 
listening to resident concerns. Some church members were so belligerent we felt for our safety. 

We have reached out to Joel Grover of NBC investigative reports, Mike Antonovich and other members of the 
City and state counsel. We are organizing with the San Gabriel Tribune. We are reaching out to the Principal at 
the local school who is a friend and other Sheriff, Fireman, realtors and local concerned residents in this 
community. Please let the planning committee know that the residents are assembling and are not going away. 

Please help in our efforts as we've spent many hours and time to fight this Cell Tower approval. 
We are not going no away. I will forward you emails periodically to view concerns oflocal residents. 

I will call you shortly! 

David Lumiqued 

On Jun 29, 2015, at 9:21 AM, Jeantine Nazar <jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote: 

David, 
I will let you know today regarding the hearing extension. I am checking with our GIS system for the 
addresses. 

Thanks 
Jeantine 

From: David Lumiqued [mallto:davidlumigued@yahoo.com) 
Sent: Friday, June 26, 2015 9:51 AM 
To: David Lumiqued; Jeantine Nazar 
SUbject: Re: Cell Tower Project No R2014-02565-(5) 
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Jeantine, 

Here's a letter of Opinion from my Real Estate Agent about the Devaluation and Market 
Price decline for homes located and next to cell towers. Please consider this and many 
more opinion letters to come as Burden of Proof ahead of appeal process. 

Thanks, 

David Aquino Lumiqued 
Division Manager-Independent capital Management, lnc./Sage Point Financial, Inc. 
Registered Principal/Registered Investment Advisor 
625 fair Oaks Ave. Ste. 110 
s. Pasadena, CA 91030 
(888) ICM-0888 (Toll Free) 
(626) 441-1426 (Main) 
(626) 441-0426 (Fax) 
www.icmfinancial.com (Pasadena Office) 
www.icmlending.com (Real Estate and Home Loans) 
www.sofausa.org (Pasadena Chapter President) 

On Friday, June 26, 2015 9:36 AM, David Lumiqued <davidlumiqued@yahoo.com> wrote: 

Jeantine, 

Ca,n you let me know if the Appeal date of June 30, 2015 will be extended? Also, if a 
local meeting can take place ahead of final approval an appeal process? 

David Aquino Lumiqued 
Division Manager-Independent capital Management, Inc./5age Point Financial, Inc. 
Registered Principal/Registered Investment Advisor 
625 Fair Oaks Ave. Ste. 110 
s. Pasadena, CA 91030 
(888) ICM-0888 (Toll Free) 
(626) 441-1426 (Main) 
(626) 441-0426 (Fax) 
www.icmfinancial.com (Pasadena Office) 
www.icmlending.com (Real Estate and Home Loans) 
www.50fausa.org (Pasadena Chapter President) 

On Thursday, June 25, 2015 5:27 PM, Jeantlne Nazar <jnazar@planninq.lacounty.gov> wrote: 

Thank you David for providing the information. I am reviewing the addresses and will get back to 
you by Monday. 

From: David Lumiqued [mailto:davidlumigued@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 25, 2015 12:11 PM 
To: Jeantine Nazar 
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Cc: David Lumiqued 
Subject: Re: Cell Tower Project No R2014-02565-(5) 

Jeantine, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I have a list of some current and Highly concerned 
homeowners who have verified with me that they did not receive notice for the proposed 
project that will negatively effect our health, home values, cause some homeowners to 
consider moving out, interference of other services and more. In addition, I did reach 
out to the church and will be trying to set up a meeting with the Pastor and there board 
to address concerned citizens in a residential neighborhood. The Secretary advised 
that the Pastor and many board members do not live in the neighborhood and would not 
be negatively effected by the Elevated Radiation. Living next to a constant microwave 
is not acceptable. Many residents are ready to take to social media, on air radio, post 
signs around the church about this unwanted and resident unapproved Cell Tower. Plan 
is to also picket Wednesday's and Sunday's during services if needed. I am just Jetting 
you know that the power of the Community should Trump the profits of Charter Oak 
Lighthouse and Verizon's corporate greed. (Health comes first) Move tower to 
Commercial and Mountain areas behind and away from schools, children, elderly and 
healthy people. 

List of Residents that did not Receive notice. 

1. David Lumiqued 1883 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 {Oak Crest HOA 
Treasurer) (Has Young Children) 
2. Rose Unser-Lumiqued 1883 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 
3. Rachelle Nolynne Rodriguez 1859 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 (Oak 
Crest HOA President) (Has Young Children) 
4. Karim 1859 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 
5. Pilar Weisberg 1853 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 (Oak Crest HOA 
Secretary) (Has Young Children) 
6. Chang Weisberg 1853 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 (Social Media and 
Media Access) 
7. James Weisberg 1853 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 
8. William Chen 1877 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 (New-2 months-Wouldn't 
have bought home if he knew Cell Tower would be across the street, or asked for lower 
price.) 
9. Grace Chen 1877 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 (New-2 months-Wouldn't 
have bought home if he knew Cell Tower would be across the street, or asked for lower 
price.) 
10. Rebecca Lingao 1871 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 
11. Antonio Lingao 1871 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 (Works for Electric 
Company) (Willing to write professional Opinion) 
12. Teresa Russo 1847 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 (Elderly, fears the 
Additional Radiation) 
13. Carmelo Cascarano 1841 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 (Retired and 
Elderly) 
14. Maria Casarano 1841 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 (Retired with Health 
Issues) 
15. Albert Cendejas 1823 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 {Has Small Children) 
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16. Aurelio Mejorado 1817 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 (Has Minor 
Children) 
17. Maria Mejorado 1817 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 
18. Emilio Ruiz 1805 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 (Recovering from Cancer) 
(Knows 3-4 Residents in San Dimas who live by Cell Tower that have recently got 
Cancer and more issues coming up in that area. They say they don't know why? It all 
falls back to the Cell towers. He will submit letter about this concern and issues.) (Has 
Minor Children) 
19. Alex Gonzalez 1445 E. Dexter St., Covina, CA 91724 (Has 3 young and Minor 
Children) 
20. Raquel Gonzalez 1445 E. Dexter St., Covina, CA 91724 
21. Steve Linger 2022 E. Edgecomb St. Covina, CA 91724 (Minor Children within 500 
Foot Radius) (Teacher against Cell Tower by Schools) 
22. Julie Linger 2022 E. Edgecomb St., Covina, CA 91724 (Glendora Police) 
23. Geoff Rios-Covina (Forgot Address-To Follow) 
24. Carmen Rios-Covina (Forgot Address-To Follow) 
25. John Mark Hernandez-Covina (Forgot Address-To Follow) 
26. Chris Zessau-Glendora (Forgot Address-To Follow) 

Soloman and Yani Abebe-1865 Newcastle lane, San Dimas, CA 91773-New Owners 
say they would have thought twice about moving to this area and would have asked for 
lower price for home purchased. They also have young children. Oppose this Cell 
Tower and will do whatever needs to be done to protect there health. 

lyad & Hene Bahsous-1835 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773-0riginal Owners. 
Fear that this tower will reduce home values in area and do not agree with tower and a 
potential Market Value drop of 10-20% in addition to Health concerns. 

There are a few more up the street, but I didn•t get names and approval to add to this 
list. 2nd e-mail of additional residents to follow. 

Please delay Appeal Process! Please Un-Approve this Project! Please Help us save 
the time and energy to Fight this Cell Tower Approval. We are ready to take the 
necessary action needed to spread the word and keep this Project from taking place. 

Thanks for your help in this matter. 

David Aquino Lumlqued 
Division Manager-Independent Capital Management, lncJSage Point Financial, Inc. 
Registered Principal/Registered Investment Advisor 
625 Fair Oaks Ave. Ste. 110 
S. Pasadena, CA 91030 
(888) ICM-0888 (Toll Free) 
(626) 441-1426 (Main) 
(626) 441-0426 (Fax) 
www.icmfinancial.com (Pasadena Office) 
www.icmlendinq.com (Real Estate and Home Loans) 
www.sofausa.org (Pasadena Chapter President) 



On Wednesday, June 24, 2015 3:27 PM, David Lumiqued <davidlumiqued@yahoo.com> wrote: 

Jeantine, 

I'll call you now. Were you able to provide me a copy of the final approval? 

Thanks, 

David Aquino Lumiqued 
Division Manager-Independent Capital Management, lnc./Sage Point Financial, Inc. 
Registered Principal/Registered Investment Advisor 
625 Fair Oaks Ave. Ste. 110 
S. Pasadena, CA 91030 
(888) ICM-0888 (Toll Free) 
(626) 441-1426 (Main) 
(626) 441-0426 (Fax) 
www.icmfinancial.com (Pasadena Office) 
www.icmlending.com (Real Estate and Home Loans) 
www.sofausa.org {Pasadena Chapter President) 

On Wednesday, June 24, 2015 2:22 PM, Jeantine Nazar <lnazar@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote: 

David, 
The hearing notices were mailed to the property owners within a 1,000 foot radius of the subject 
property within the unincorporated Los Angeles County. Please provide the name and address 
of property owners who have not received a notice. I will research and get back to you. 

There is no minimum number of signatures needed to file an appeal. 

Let me find out whether we can provide some numbers in regards to Covina/San Dimas 
community cell towers. 

By the way, I called 626-441-1426 and spoke to Jose. I did my best to leave a message for 
you! 

Thanks 

Best regards, 
Jeantine Nazar 
Planner 
Email: jnazar@planninq.lacountv.gov 

From: David Lumiqued [mailto:davidlumiqued@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 11 :34 AM 
To: Jeantine Nazar 
Subject: Re: Cell Tower Project No R2014-02565-{5) 

Jeantine, 
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626-441-1426 at 12:30 pm would be great! Anyway of getting an extension? Is there a 
minimum number of signatures needed to file an appeal? Please guide us on this 
process. Many did not receive a notice in the mail and did not understand why hearing 
was in LA vs locally to voice opinions and concerns. 

Also, how many other residential cell towers are in the Covina/San Dimas community. 

David 

On Jun 24, 2015, at 10:34 AM, Jeantine Nazar <jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote: 

Hi David, 
I will email a copy of the final approval shortly. Please let me know what is the 
best phone number to reach you if you would like to discuss the appeal process? 
The last day to appeal is on June 30th. 

Best regards 
Jeantine Nazar 
Planner 

From: David Lumiqued [mailto:davidlumigued@yahoo.com1 
Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 9:10 AM 
To: Jeantine Nazar 
Cc: David Lumiqued; David Lumiqued 
Subject: Cell Tower Project No R2014-02565-(5) 

To Jeantine Nazar, 

I am writing you in regards to the Cell Tower conditional use approval in 
my Residential neighborhood. I/we as a community next to this proposed 
and approved tower disagree with the approval and location. 

We are trying to file an appeal asap ahead of the June 30, 2015 deadline 
and would like to see if an extension can be granted or a appeal fee 
reduction can be honred. Many of us within a close radius to this tower 
believe our Health, and property values will be negatively affected. These 
towers should be in Commercial not residential neighborhoods. You have 
residents and schools within a close proximity to this additional Radiation 
producing machine. Overall, we object this tower in our neighborhood. 

Also, many complaint came as to why a local project hearing was held in 
downtown LA vs. locally? 

Please give us reply asap. 

David Aquino Lumlqued 
Division Manager-Independent Capital Management, lnc./Sage Point Financial, Inc. 
Registered Principal/Registered Investment Advisor 
625 Fair Oaks Ave. Ste. 110 
S. Pasadena, CA 91030 
(888) ICM-0888 (Toll Free) 
(626) 441-1426 (Main) 
(626) 441-0426 (Fax) 
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www.icmfinancial.com (Pasadena Office) 
www.icmlendino.com (Real Estate and Home Loans) 
www.sofausa.org (Pasadena Chapter President) 
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LENDING 
Mortgn~ Ct Rt11/ Eilttlt &rv1w 

To Jeanllne Nazar, 

I am writing this letter on behalf of my client David Lumiqued, at 1883 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773. 
As a Real Estate agent for many years, the presence and disclosure of Cell Towers in residential communities 
has caused many prospective home buyers to look at different locations, or ask for a lower than asked sellers 
price. These Cell Towers do cause an Issue when known and viewed by Buyers. The Cell Towers do hurt 
sellers to get maximum value for there homes. 

http://www.parlustllsted.com/cell-towers-impact-property-values/ 

Please consider this information through many of my past Real Estate experiences as well as through 
numerous articles and research done online. 

ICM Lending 
Jack Wlodkowski 
251 Lockford 
Irvine, CA 92602 
714-713-9193 phone 
949-200-4541 Efax 



Jeantine Nazar 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

chang@guerillaunion.com 
Saturday, July 25, 2015 5:32 PM 
Jeantine Nazar 

Subject: 
Newcastlelane1883; Pilar Weisberg; Nolynne Rodriguez; Carla Garcia 
Re: Questions from last week unanswered! 

Jeantine, 
I need to elevate my concerns now regarding your handling of this fake and falsely advertised "Community Meeting - All 
are invited" tactic from the church and Verizon. First, they are holding this meeting under the guise of an official local 
meeting. I must again state that this is not an official community meeting for several reasons including but not limited to 
it occurring on private property owned by the church and Verizon. We may not record it because it is on private 
property. You have not informed us that you will have a representative from planning there. Again, the banner being 
used by the church and Verizon is an illegal temporary sign attached to trees. I notified you the day that it was put up. I 
also notified you that the church has been posting illegal signs attached to trees for over a year. Yet, nothing was done. I 
will likely suggest that the community not attend because of these concerns. This is why I feel we need a local meeting 
where the community actually lives and in a public arena. If you consider our appeal date to be just that, I will consider 
the illegally advertised meeting to be another shady tactic from the church and Verizon. You mentioned that you 
contacted the church, Verizon, and LACO code enforcement. Yet, the sign stays up? Sent without prejudice. 

Best, 
Chang Weisberg. 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Jul 23, 2015, at 8:14 AM, Jeantine Nazar <jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote: 

Thank you. I will call the conference call number at 2:00 pm on Monday. 

From: Newcastlelane1883 [ mailto: newcastlelane1883@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 23, 2015 8:01 AM 
To: Jeantine Nazar 
Cc: chanq@guerillaunion.com; Pilar Weisberg; Notynne Rodriguez; carla Garcia 
Subject: Re: Questions from last week unanswered! 

Jeantine, 

You can call 626-441-1426 and I can Conference in Chang. Or 626-945-9903 is Chang I 626-274-3229 
David 

David 

On Jul 23, 2015, at 7:26 AM, Jeantine Nazar <jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote: 

Oops please disregard my previous email. 

Yes 2:00 pm on Monday is fine. Please provide a number to call. 

From: Jeantine Nazar 
Sent: Thursday, July 23, 2015 7:25 AM 
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Jeantine Nazar 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Jeantine1 

chang@guerillaunion.com 
Friday, July 24, 201510:07 AM 
Pilar Weisberg; Nolynne Rodriguez; David Lumiqued; Jeantine Nazar; Carla Garcia 
Banner I Meeting 
IMG_9415.JPG; ATT00001.txt 

I have asked you to please enforce the removal of an illegal banner that is attached to trees 
at the church in clear violation of your signage code. Furthermore1 it is advertising a 
misleading opportunity as a neutral "community" meeting. This is just another poor decision 
by the Church to dupe this community. Have you spoken with the church? Verizon? I am now 
officially requesting a local town hall meeting in a neutral location that has 
representatives from the county, Verizon, the church 1 and the residents of the community. The 
church and Verizon are clearly misleading the community by advertising their meeting as a 
"community meeting." There is no guarantee that we will be able to offer our rebuttal of 
their claims. There is no way to ensure that we can record the meeting because it is on 
public property. We don't know if we will be given any time to refute their claims or offer 
our opinions in a proper public arena. Please disclose what you have done to rectify this 
situation. Also, because this event gives Verizon and the church a biased advantage as they 
will surely claim that the community was given a fair opportunity to meet before the hearing. 
We need you to protect all interests equally. Please respond before end of day today as their 
meeting will be on Monday. We will be there to listen and protest. Sent without prejudice. 
Best, 
Chang Weisberg 
San Dimas, CA 

l 



Jeantine Nazar 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Jeantine, 

chang@guerillaunion.com 
Monday, July 13, 2015 4:30 PM 
Jeantine Nazar 
David Lumiqued; Rachelle Rodriguez; Pilar Weisberg 
Re: Coverage Maps 

Thank you very much for sending me the coverage maps from the project file. They were helpful. Per our conversation, 
please get back to me with your findings regarding the zoning issues we discussed. I suggested that the proposed project 
is not zoned correctly. It's currently zoned A-1 and is in my opinion, R-1. Furthermore, please note that the project is 
located within 500ft of the LA County Multi Use Mike Antonovich and Walnut Creek Park trails. Lastly, we wanted to get 
confirmation that our appeal date is set for 8/26/15. I think David was trying to contact you, but your number has 
changed. Can you please forward us your direct line for future communication? We sincerely appreciate all your help. 
We are organising as much as we can in a very short window. 

Sincerely, 

Chang Weisberg 
1853 Newcastle Lane 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
{626) 945-9903 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Jul 7, 2015, at 4:50 PM, Jeantine Nazar <jnazar@planning.lacountv.gov> wrote: 

http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/case/r2014-02565 ho-package.pdf 
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Jeantine Nazar 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

David Lumiqued (davidlumiqued@yahoo.com] 
Monday, June 29, 201510:41 AM 
Jeantine Nazar 
David A. Lumiqued 

Subject: Re: Cell Tower Project No R2014-02565-{5) 

Jeantine, 

Thanks for the reply! Can you let me know what time, you will know about extension of appeal? 

I reached out to the church and Pastor. As you noted, they feel they would be in breach of contract which I 
understand. Unfortunately, many of there members were also not aware of this approval for cell tower. That's a 
big concern. The Church's Real Position that kept being brought up, is that the City of Covina would have done 
it and made the money on there site 100 feet away, but why not on Church site to get the revenue? We 
researched that the City of Covina rejected 2 proposals already. We actually found out from local council 
representative. 

While I emailed you last, we have 200-300 signatures of people protesting this Cell Tower. We also Protested 
on Sunday from 9-lpm in front of the Church and proposed Cell Tower site. We are planning to do this every 
time the Church has services. This will not reflect well on the County of LA and with the Members of Charter 
Oak Lighthouse. Many Church members became heated and were 100% biased towards this approval vs 
listening to resident concerns. Some church members were so belligerent we felt for our safety. 

We have reached out to Joel Grover of NBC investigative reports, Mike Antonovich and other members of the 
City and state counsel. We are organizing with the San Gabriel Tribune. We are reaching out to the Principal at 
the local school who is a friend and other Sheriff, Fireman, realtors and local concerned residents in this 
community. Please let the planning committee know that the residents are assembling and are not going away. 

Please help in our efforts as we've spent many hours and time to fight this Cell Tower approval. 
We are not going no away. I will forward you emails periodically to view concerns oflocal residents. 

I will call you shortly! 

David Lumiqued 

On Jun 29, 2015, at 9:21 AM, Jeantine Nazar <jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote: 

David, 

I will let you know today regarding the hearing extension. I am checking with our GIS system for the 
addresses. 
Thanks 

Jeantine 

From: David Lumiqued [mailto:davidlumiqued@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, June 26, 2015 9:51 AM 
To: David Lumiqued; Jeantine Nazar 
Subject: Re: Cell Tower Project No R2014-02565-(5) 
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Jeantine Nazar 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Chang Weisberg [petitions@moveon.org] 
Thursday, July 30, 2015 5:55 AM 
Jeantine Nazar 

Subject: 265 signers: Verizon: Stop Building Cell Towers In Residential Communities petition 

Dear Jeantine Nazar, 

I started a petition to you titled Verizon: Stop Building Cell Towers In Residential Communities. So far, the 
petition has 265 total signers. 

You can post a response for us to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/target talkback.html?tt=tt-96187-custom-60306-20250730-3 7ntC I 

The petition states: 

""Can you hear me now? Good." The infamous ad campaign from Verizon that fueled the spread of their 
enonnous telecommunication network has made them the number one service provider in the country. 
But, at what cost? Protect our homes and our children from cell towers being built in R-1 zoned 
residential communities. There are several concerns that need to be researched and addressed at the local 
and national level including health, environmental, and social economical concerns. The 
Telecommunication Act of 1996 gives overwhelming power to Verizon and its competitors to build cell 
towers in residential communities. After doing tons of research, It's almost impossible for local residents 
to stop the building of these cell towers near their homes. Don't let corporate interests trump local 
residents! Please join the Home Owner's Association of Oak Crest Estates, residents of San Dimas, City 
of Covina, and Los Angeles County to stop the proposed Verizon cell tower at the Charter Oak 
Lighthouse Church located at 4337 N Sunflower Ave, Covina, CA 91724." 

To download a PDF file of all your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver pdf.html?job id= I 588 I 40&target tvoe=custom&target id=60306 

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver pdf.html?job id= 1588140&target type=custom&target id=60306&csv= 1 

Thank you. 

--Chang Weisberg 

If you have any other questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. 

The links to download the petition as a PDF and to respond to all of your constituents will remain available/or 
the next 14 days. 

This email was sent through MoveOn's petition website, a free service that allows anyone to set up their own 
011/ine petition and share it with friends. MoveOn does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our 
public petition website. If you don't want to receive further emails updating you on how many people have 

1 



signed this petition, click here: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery unsub.html?e=DtleFKFqMXXJs!LNNgUapOpuYXphckBwbGFubmluZv5s 
YWNvdW50eS5nb3 Y-&petition id=96187. 
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Jeantine Nazar 

Chang Weisberg 
1853 Newcastle Ln. 

San Dimas, CA 91773 
August 5, 2015 

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 
320 W. Temple St. 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Public Records Act Request for information regarding the Verizon 46 foot 
cell tower project#: R2014-02565-(1) and CUP#: 201400121 at the Charter Oak 
Lighthouse 4337 N Sunflower Ave Covina, CA. 

Dear Ms. Nazar, 

Pursuant to my rights under the California Public Records Act (Government Code 
Section 6250 et seq.), I ask to obtain copies of the following documents for the 
existing Verizon Wireless Telecommunications Facility {46 foot wireless cell 
tower) located at 4337 N Sunflower Ave Covina, CA. 

1. I would like a copy of any and all correspondence be it letters or emails 
from the date of the first inquiry made between Verizon and Core 
Development Services, and LA County Planning in regards to this cell 
tower project. 

2. I would also like a complete copy of the Church's CUP. In particular, I 
would like to know if there were any variances granted in the CUP. 

Per the California Public Records Act request, I am to receive the requested 
information within 10 days of your receipt of it, and an even prompter reply if you 
can make that determination without having to review the records in question. 

I would prefer electronic copies of these documents. I would like to reserve the 
right to request hard copies at a later date, if necessary, and I request that you 
notify me of any duplication costs exceeding $20.00 before you duplicate the 
records so that I may decide which records I want copied. 

Regards, 

Chang Weisberg 



Dear Jeantine Nazar, LA County Planning, 

We are pleased to present you with this petition affirming this statement: 

'"'Can you hear me now? Good." The infamous ad campaign from Verizon that fueled the spread of 
their enormous telecommunication network has made them the number one service provider in the 
country. But, at what cost? Protect our homes and our children from cell towers being built in R-1 
zoned residential communities. There are several concerns that need to be researched and addressed at 
the local and national level including health, environmental, and social economical concerns. The 
Telecommunication Act of 1996 gives overwhelming power to Verizon and its competitors to build cell 
towers in residential communities. After doing tons of research, It's almost impossible for local 
residents to stop the building of these cell towers near their homes. Don't let corporate interests trump 
local residents! 
Please join the Home Owner's Association of Oak Crest Estates, residents of San Dimas, City of Covina, 
and Los Angeles County to stop the proposed Verizon cell tower at the Charter Oak Lighthouse 
Church located at 4337 N SunDower Ave, Covina, CA 91724. 

" 

Attached is a list of individuals who have added their names to this petition, as well as additional comments 
written by the petition signers themselves. 

Sincerely, 
Chang Weisberg 

MoveOn.org 



Lani Violet 
Paramount, CA 90723 
Jul 30, 2015 

Lourdes Ramirez 
Pomona, CA 91766 
Jul 29, 2015 

No cell towers plz 

Daniel Galindo 
El monte, CA 91732 
Jul29, 2015 

Stop putting these things all over the world. the world. 

Frank Hill 
United States 91601-1623 
Jul29, 2015 

Cynthia Gonzalez 
Pomona, CA 91766 
Jul 28, 2015 

Jessica palomo 
Pomona, CA 91767 
Jul 28, 2015 

Tim Ellis 
North Hollywood, CA 9160 l 
Jul 28. 2015 

Thomas Rumfelt 
91789, CA 91773 
Jul28,2015 

Luis Palomo 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 28, 2015 

J Nguyen 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 28, 2015 

JohnV 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 28, 2015 

MoveOn.org 2 



Please do not build a Verizon cell tower 

Margaret Melendrez 
Pomona, CA 91766 
Jul28,2015 

Patrick lopez 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul27,2015 

Jajaira Gonzalez 
Glendora, CA 91740 
Jul27,2015 

Lorraine Coleman 
Upland, CA 91786 
Jul 27, 2015 

No Cell Towers in Residential Communities! 

Ernest Garcia 
Irving, TX 75061 
Juf 27,2015 

No Cell Towers! Fight Charter Oak Lighthouse and Verizon! 

Lydia Garcia 
Irving, TX 75061 
Juf 27,2015 

Stop Building Cell Phone Towers in Residential Communities 

Benny Tillman 
Pomona, CA 91768 
Jul27,2015 

No Cell Tower ! ! ! 

DAVID LEW 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90042 
Jul27,2015 

Tina Truong 
Beverly Hills, CA 90211 
Jul 27, 2015 

Allison Villa 
Covina, CA 91724 

MoveOn.org 3 



Jul 27,2015 

Ruby Ann Santiago 
Hayward, CA 94544 
Jul27,2015 

Verizon, Please be mindful of our concern. Avoid getting close to residences. Be a good steward of our 
environment. 

Habte-Wold Kassa 
Los Angeles, CA 90048 
Jul27, 2015 

Carmen Rios 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul27,2015 

Ashley Manrique 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul26, 2015 

Dorrin Turner 
La Puente, CA 91746 
Jul 26, 2015 

Jennifer L Dominguez 
Irvine, CA 92602 
Jul 26, 2015 

Olivia chapman 
la Mirada, CA 90638 
Jul26.2015 

Stop all cell and communications towers in residential neighborhoods! 

Michele Hutchins 
Van Nuys, CA 91405 
Jul 26, 2015 

Naveed Hassan 
North Hollywood, CA 91601 
Jul26,2015 

Maria Quigley 
North Hollywood, CA 9160 I 
Jul26,2015 

MoveOn.org 4 



Support you I 00%. Thank you for leading the fight against corporate and unbelievably a church who have 
joined in the effort to bulldoze the neighborhood with the proposed cell tower install. 

Cathy Howarth 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul26,2015 

this radiation from high voltage lines can cause severe health problems 

Rose Humphreys 
Lancaster, CA 93534 
Jul 26, 2015 

Away from homes on public or private lands 

Valary White 
North hollywood, CA 91601 
Jul26,2015 

Enough is ENOUGH 

Crystal Sorrentino 
North Hollywood, CA 91601 
Jul 25, 2015 

Pamela Ellis 
North Hollywood, CA 91601 
Jul25,2015 

Michael Shaknovich 
long beach, CA 90802 
Jul25,2015 

Stop building eel towers in residential communities, especially where they are not wanted by the residents. 

Gilda Garcia 
North Hollywood, CA 9160 l 
Jul 25, 2015 

matthew fine 
North Hollywood, CA 9160 I 
Jul25,2015 

Rose Malaya 
North Hollywood, CA 91601 
Jul 25, 2015 

MoveOn.org s 



Catherine Crimins 
North Hollywood, CA 9160 I 
Jul 25, 2015 

angela cinader 
walnut, CA 91789 
Jul 25, 2015 

Abdul ghalambor 
Glendora, CA 91740 
Jul24,2015 

Vince De La Cruz 
Las Vegas, NV 89129 
Jul24,2015 

Eric Rafter 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul23,2015 

Benjamin Belai 
Covina, CA 91723 
Jul23,2015 

Michelle Lumiqued 
Orange, CA 92865 
Jul 23, 2015 

Jeannie Burton 
Snohomish, WA 98290 
Jul 23, 2015 

Geoff 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul23,2015 

Mcrete Mogcs 
Ontario, CA 91761 
Jul 22, 2015 

Eugene Kim 
Redlands, CA 92374 
Jul22,2015 

Maria Hernandez 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul22,2015 

MoveOn.org 6 



Kristine Kerby 
Covina, CA 91722 
Jul22,2015 

Protect my family from this please!!!! 

Angelique Bianca 
Woodland Hills, CA 91364 
Jul 22, 2015 

Naazneen Nawabi 
San Ramon, CA 94582 
Jul22,2015 

NO CELL TOWER HERE 

IP Freely 
Dothan, AL 3630 J 
Jul 22, 2015 

Sheena Heng 
West Covina, CA 91791 
Jul22,2015 

M Nakamura 
San Marino, CA 91108 
Jul22,2015 

Rizza 
Los Angeles, CA 90020 
Jul 21, 2015 

Dan 
Burlingame, CA 94010 
Jul 21, 2015 

Geraldine 
Burlingame, CA 94010 
Jul 21, 2015 

Jon Arizaga 
grand Terrace, CA 92313 
Jul 21, 2015 

reza 
Azusa, CA 91702 
Jul 21, 2015 

MoveOn.org 7 



max 
La Habra, CA 90631 
Jul 21, 2015 

karim 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 21, 2015 

Antonio 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 21, 2015 

Amanda Ledesma 
Duarte, CA 91010 
Jul 21 , 2015 

JamieL6pcz 
El Monte, CA 91734 
Jul 21 , 2015 

Kyle Lumsden 
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 9170 I 
Jul 21 , 2015 

Maricela Prieto 
El Monte, CA 91734 
Jul 21 , 2015 

Martin aranda 
Pomona.ca, CA 91766 
Jul 21. 2015 

Julio Beltran 
Pomona, CA 91766 
Jut 21, 2015 

Jose 
Baldwin Park, CA 91706 
Jul 21, 2015 

Jo Aquino 
San Diego, CA 92154 
Jul 21, 2015 

Luis rcza 
Chino hills, CA 91709 
Jul 21 , 2015 

MovcOn.org 8 



Salvador venegas 
West covina, CA 91790 
Jul 21, 2015 

Jose 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 21, 2015 

Anne Jojo Belisario 
Monterey Park, CA 91754 
Jul 21, 2015 

Dennis Estrada 
Meridian, ID 83646 
Jul 21, 2015 

Jeff Dominguez 
Rowland Heights, CA 91748 
Jul 21, 2015 

Justina 
Pomona, CA 91766 
Jul 21, 2015 

Jessica Burton 
Los Angeles, CA 90020 
Jul 21, 2015 

Tom Mayes 
long Beach, CA 90814 
Jul 21, 2015 

No Cell Towers in Residential Neighborhoods! 

Jorge Del Valle 
Rowland Heights, CA 91748 
Jul 21, 2015 

AnnaLyn Aquino 
El Sobrante, CA 94803 
Jul 21, 2015 

Please do not allow for Verizon and their cell towers to come into our children s home and streets 

Michael Scafuto 
Alli alll, CA 91740 
Jul 21, 2015 

MoveOn.org 9 



Eddie bcmard 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 
Jul 21, 2015 

No more cell towers 

john kaufman 
woodland hills, CA 91367 
Jul 21, 2015 

Robert A. Mattison III 
Montclair, CA 91763 
Jul 21, 2015 

Moises pedraza 
Ontario, CA 91764 
Jul 21, 2015 

Joe Emery 
Corona, CA 92880 
Jul 21, 2015 

Carole Bothwell 
San Ramon, CA 94582 
Jul 21, 2015 

Nicole Hamada 
San Francisco, CA 94112 
Jul 20, 2015 

Charie Dionisio 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul20,2015 

No Cell Towers in Residential Neighborboods! 

Joe De Leon 
Claremont, CA 91711 
Jul20,2015 

Patrick Hull 
Newport Beach, CA 92661 
Jul 20, 2015 

Jane 
Covina, CA 91723 
Jul20,2015 

MoveOn.org 



Keep towers out of residential communities 

sandra ruiz 
SALINAS, CA 93907 
Jul 20, 2015 

I am a Verizon wireless customer. 

Michael Pollgreen 
Huntington Beach, CA 92646 
Jul20,2015 

Deanna Sanchez 
rosemead, CA 91770 
Jul20,2015 

Yohannes Yilm 
Shoreline, WA 98155 
Jul 20, 2015 

JOCELYN BRILLANTES 
chino hills, CA 9 l 709 
Jul 20, 2015 

Liliana Rosas 
Los Angeles, CA 90039 
Jul20,2015 

No verizon tower our neighborhood 

Rebeccalingao@yahoo.com 
San dimas, CA 91773 
Jul20,20l5 

Anna popez 
West covina, CA 9179 J 
Jul 20, 2015 

Brisia portugal 
Ontarii, CA 9 J 76 l 
Jul20, 2015 

Jessica Varela 
Los Angeles, CA 90033 
Jul20,2015 

Alex plascencia 
El Monte, CA 9 l 734 

MoveOn.org l I 



Jul20,2015 

NO CELL TOWERS NEAR THE COMMITTEES! 

Luis Alonzo 
Soith Gate, CA 90280 
Jul 20, 2015 

Francis Dulnuan 
Houston, TX 77007 
Jul 20, 2015 

Rosario Aguirre 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul20,2015 

Archie Manley 
United States 93112 
Jul20,2015 

Dondi bueno 
Glendora, CA 91741 
Jul20,2015 

David Kotulski 
Nashville, TN 37215 
Jul20, 2015 

MJ Aquino 
San Mateo, CA 94403 
Jul 20, 2015 

Pete Aquino 
San Mateop, CA 94403 
Jul20,2015 

Binh Dang 
Temple City, CA 91780 
Jul20,2015 

NO CELL TOWER 

Mark Luera 
Glendora, CA 91740 
Jul 20, 2015 

Mary Ann Lumiqued 
MA ~nchen, Gennany 
Jul20,2015 
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Stop building towers in Residential Communities. 

John Hernandez 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul20,2015 

Nicolas Henke 
San Ramon, CA 94582 
Jul 20, 2015 

Since we don't know the full detail on how cell tower will affect us, please do not create any new cell tower 
until research is complete. 

enrico Maldia 
Fontana, CA 92336 
Jul20,2015 

no to Verizon cell tower! 

Jason Pinhead 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Jul20,2015 

Rachel pye 
Chino hills, CA 91709 
Jul20,2015 

My brother and his kids around San Dimos California, the plant should be done far away from residences and 
kids. Please find your plant away from children . 

Mimi edward 
Va, VA 22204 
Jul20,2015 

Joan 
San Francisco, CA 94 I 12 
Jul 19, 2015 

Debbie Ghomeshi 
Chino Hills, CA 91709 
Jul 19, 2015 

Sherin 
Pomona, CA 91767 
Jul 19, 2015 

Dina 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
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Jul 19, 2015 

Justin Aquino 
El Sobrantc, CA 94803 
Jul 19, 2015 

Paul 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul 19, 2015 

Cristina 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul 19, 2015 

Putting up that tower would effect alot of family's . 

James Thomas 
glendora, CA 90801 
Jul 19, 2015 

Donna Aquino 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Jul 18, 2015 

Hannah gostynski 
San dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 18, 2015 

We don't want that happening. 

Eden Teklu 
Seattle. WA 98168 
Jul 18. 2015 

jiyun nam 
Glendora, CA 91741 
Jul 18, 2015 

Sheraz Naz 
Glendora, CA 91741 
Jul 18, 2015 

Tim egri 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul 18, 2015 

Ernie carrasco 
Glendora, CA 91740 
Jul 18, 2015 

MoveOn.org 14 



Jamie flowers 
Colton, CA 92324 
Jul 18, 2015 

Tom Nessman 
Covina, CA 91722 
Jul 18, 2015 

No Cell Towers! Protect our Children's health! 

Rose Unser 
Colton, CA 92324 
Jul 18, 2015 

Raul Evangelista 
San Francisco, CA 94112 
Jul 18, 2015 

Lisa Emery 
La Puente, CA 91746 
Jul 18, 2015 

Vicky Manley 
SF, CA 94112 
Jul 18, 2015 

Jenn Aquino 
Tacoma, WA 98422 
Jul 17, 2015 

Elise 
Las Vegas, NV 89110 
Jul 17, 2015 

Roma Patel 
West Covina, CA 91791 
Jul 17, 2015 

John Ros 
Panorama City, CA 91402 
Jul 17, 2015 

Veronica 
Highland, CA 92346 
Jul 17, 2015 

MoveOn.org 15 



Please do not contact me at all. .. I'm completely opposed to cell towers in neighborhoods ! ! ! ! I'm against this 
tower in this residential area. 

Melissa Arana 
North Hollywood, CA 91602 
Jul 17, 2015 

Jiannc 
Cerritos, CA 90703 
Jul 17, 2015 

Raymond 
Lynwood, CA 90262 
Jut 17, 2015 

Robert calderone 
Covina, CA 91723 
Jut 17, 2015 

There is only one reason for erecting or placing additional cell towers atop buildings and that's to pulse 
extremely low frequencies at LA residents to group harm us. Cell tower frequencies arc the same used by the 
CIA for mind control and the same used to move the manmade clouds of nano metals & polymers, now 
covering us dome-like every night and most days. pimpmyweather.com 

Lorena Mannor 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90029 
Jul 17, 2015 

Daniel 
Covina, CA 91722 
Jul 17, 2015 

Ayrel Evans 
Fontana, CA 92336 
Jul 17, 2015 

Too hannful for the community not safe for anyone. 

Theo Minassian 
Tujunga, CA 91042 
Jul 17, 2015 

Stop this please. 

Georgina Tiffany 
SAN DIMAS, CA 91773 
Jul 17, 2015 

MoveOn.org 16 



Juanita Miranda 
Long Beach, CA 90805 
Jul 17, 2015 

Peter falcon 
Baldwin park, CA 92706 
Jul 17, 2015 

Adam vasquez 
Ranch I cucamonga, CA 91730 
Jul 17, 2015 

Garry Caswell 
San dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 17, 2015 

No Cell Towers! 

Gustavo Nunez 
Alhambra, CA 91803 
Jul 17, 2015 

Protect our Children's Health! 

Erica Lumiqued 
Rowland Heights, CA 91748 
Jul 17, 2015 

No Cell Towers in Residential communities! 

Ariah Arizaga 
Colton, CA 92324 
Jul 17, 2015 

MoveOn.org 17 



I cannot understand why a cell tower would be approved in a residential community without having a town 
meeting. This whole project appears to have been done in the shadows to avoid the scrutiny of the community 
. I find Verizon's choice of this location to be very interesting. Verizon chose a location that was next to the 
city of San Dimas, but located in a county strip between 3 city's borders. By locating the cell tower in this 
county strip the could file the project in downtown LA some 30 mile away from the community where it will 
be constructed. I would also like to know if this project by Verizon took into consideration the impact it will 
have on the wilderness park located south of our community which is within the I 000 feet of this area of the 
cell tower construction. Has an Enviromental Impact Report be done for the procect and how it will impact 
our neighbor hoods as well as the Wilderness Park where LA Co Supervisor Mike Antonovich has dedicated a 
nature trail in his name.? I was believe that Verion was incorrect in there filing of this application for a cell 
tower by indicating the area was an Agricultcral Arca and not a low density RESIDENT AL AREA. I have 
heard that Verizon claims that this tower was needed to improve reception in the area for Verizon customers! I 
am a Verizon customer and I have full service from my residence (5 bars most of the time) and I am sending 
this from my cell phone at my residence , so that claim appears to be null and void. I am requesting that this 
project be scrapped I till a full hearing and investigation is completed and all healt hazards be evaluated as 
well for the long term safety of our families and children. Thank you for allowing me to share my concerns on 
this subject. Ken Lockwood. 

Lockwood, Kempton 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 17, 2015 

No Cell Towers! 

Ron MArtinelli 
South Pasadena, CA 91030 
Jul 17, 2015 

Joshua Awuma 
Alhambrn, CA 9180 I 
Jul 17, 2015 

No Cell Towers! Protect Children's Health! 

Robert Ayden Ellis V 
Colton, CA 92324 
Jul 17, 2015 

MINAS SIRAKIE 
BURBANK, CA 91502 
Jul 17, 2015 

Helping the little people against corporate America 

Miguel Munoz 
Walnut, CA 91789 
Jul 17, 2015 
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Patricia Ramos 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul 17, 2015 

ejike mbaruguru 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 17, 2015 

Mariel Aloise 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 17, 2015 

Cristina 
Oakland, CA 94603 
Jul 17, 2015 

Andrew Maldonado 
Burbank, CA 91504 
Jul 17, 2015 

Alyssa 
Colton, CA 92324 
Jul 17, 2015 

Rose Unser 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 16, 2015 

Health and safety should come first. 

yewoineshet Tadele 
covina, CA 91723 
Jul 16, 2015 

Tony Chu 
La, CA 90034 
Jul 16, 2015 

zewdu belai 
Covina, CA 91723 
Jul 16, 2015 

David Amorim 
Los Gatos, CA 95032 
Jul 16, 2015 

Bruce sindel 
West Covina, CA 91790 
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Jul 16, 2015 

William Young 
Glendora, CA 91740 
Jul 16, 2015 

MANNY GONZALEZ 
COVINA, CA 91722 
Jul 16,2015 

Please stop building cell towers in residential communitied thanks 

Wilson torrico 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul 16, 2015 

Mulugeta Tadele 
Inglewood, CA 90302 
Jul 16, 2015 

Michelle Samra 
Highland, CA 92346 
Jul 16, 2015 

Dj James Gabriel 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 16, 2015 

James G Weisberg 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 16, 2015 

Put your dam cell tower by your house not mine! 

Mark Aguilera 
Pomona, CA 91766 
Jul 16, 2015 

U.R.A. Lunatic 
Wasamattau, CA 90026 
Jul 16, 2015 

Stop building towers near homes. 

Ayyde Vargas 
Cypress, CA 90630 
Jul 16, 2015 
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Demerick Fern 
North Hollywood, CA 9160 I 
Jul 16, 2015 

Not healthy for this tower to be around this community of children 

Solomon 
Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 
Jul 16, 2015 

Michael Fleming 
Vista, CA 92083 
Jul 16, 2015 

Health first 

Tehetena 
Covina, CA 91723 
Jul 16, 2015 

Health first 

Daniel 
Covina, CA 91722 
Jul 16, 2015 

Betty Temesgen 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul 16, 2015 

Abreham Demisse 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul 16, 2015 

Maria Bongo 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul 16, 2015 

Jorge gomez 
walnut, CA 91789 
Jul 16,2015 

Raquel 
Pomona, CA 91767 
Jul 16, 2015 

Paul graham 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
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Jul 16, 2015 

Please don't put a tower next to Chaing's house. Thank you 

Jonas saucedo 
Baldwin park, CA 91706 
Jul 16, 2015 

I disagree with such dangerous project in our neighborhood. It puts us and our kids at risk of unforeseen 
consequences. STOP IT! 

Bisrat Gebregiorgis 
Covina, CA 91722 
Jul 16, 2015 

Samuel4mc@gmail.com 
North Hollywood, CA 9160 I 
Jul 16, 2015 

Joey 
Pomona, CA 91766 
Jul 16, 2015 

For the sake of our community living in that neighborhood and genemtions to come I am against erection of 
Cell Phone Towers. 

Moges Taye Abebe 
Covina, CA 91722 
Jul 16, 2015 

David Curry 
Glendora, CA 91740 
Jul 16, 2015 

Jacqueline mananquil 
South Pasadena, CA 91030 
Jul 16, 2015 

Please do not do that may harm the community. 

John 
Los Angeles, CA 91007 
Jul 16, 2015 

Bernie Juarez 
Covina, CA 91722 
Jul 16, 2015 
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carlos pei'ia 
Baldwin park, CA 91706 
Jul 16, 2015 

I hate cell towers .. 

Nathan Nunez De Lima 
Azusa, CA 91702 
Jul 16, 2015 

Greg 
Glendora, CA 91740 
Jul 16, 2015 

Ida Young 
West Covina, CA 91791 
Jul 16, 2015 

Thomas Nessman 
covina, CA 91722 
Jul 16, 2015 

Jerry Hernandez 
South EI Monte, CA 91733 
Jul 16, 2015 

James Weisberg 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 16, 2015 

Chad Penry 
Newport Beaxh, CA 92663 
Jul 16, 2015 

Mike England 
La Verne, CA 91750 
Jul 16, 2015 

Solomon Abebe 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 16, 2015 

Please stop installing Cellphone towers in residential areas! 

Yidnekachew Wubishet 
Valencia, CA 91354 
Jul 16, 2015 
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TALIA CARVENTE 
Los Angeles, CA 90006 
Jul 16, 2015 

jessica davinroy 
covina, CA 91724 
Jul 16, 2015 

Janet Sanchez 
LA.CA 90037 
Jul 16,2015 

STOP VERIZON NO CELL TOWER!!! 

Rachelle Rodriguez 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 16, 2015 

Salvador Almaraz 
Venice, CA 90291 
Jul 16, 2015 

Jesus Guzman 
Venice, CA 90291 
Jul 16, 2015 

Thu-Van Nguyen 
Los Angeles, CA 90031 
Jul 16, 2015 

Abebaw Anbessaw 
Castaic, CA 91384 
Jul 16, 2015 

PRISCILLA PETRICHES 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90004 
Jul 16, 2015 

Annette Sanchez 
Winnetka, CA 91306 
Jul 16, 2015 

KATRINA 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90004 
Jul 16, 2015 

claudia brownc 
Tarzana, CA 91356 
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Jul 16, 2015 

Angelica Almaraz 
Venice, CA 90291 
Jul 16, 2015 

Alex Gonzalez 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul 16,2015 

Karl Wood 
Los Angeles, CA 90048 
Jul 16, 2015 

Karim Ghomeshi 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 16, 2015 

No Cell Tower in the residential area 

Yayeneabeba Argaw 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 16, 2015 

Michele Mcclain 
LaPuente, CA 91744 
Jul 16, 2015 

Fabiola Escobedo 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul 16, 2015 

Please do not place a cell tower in residential areas. It will greatly affect the home values in the area. 

Maricar Berry 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 16, 2015 

Cannen Calderon 
covina, CA 91722 
Jul 16, 2015 

Carlos Casillas 
Highland, CA 92346 
Jul 16, 2015 
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No on Charter Oak Lighthouse cell tower. Keep out scenic pollution in residential areas. Verizon stop hurting 
families and their communities by lowering their home values which are many peoples retirement and legacy. 
Find another place besides residential areas! 

Carla 
Rosemead, CA 91770 
Jul 16, 2015 

Victoria Bongo 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul 16, 2015 

No cell tower in residencial erea! 

David Jew 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 16, 2015 

Dani Geen 
oakland, CA 94606 
Jul 16, 2015 

Grace Ying 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 16, 2015 

Brenda 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 16,2015 

Monica austria 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul 16, 2015 
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The proximity of Cell Phone Towers in Residential Communities is an impingement on the wellness, health, 
safety and peace of mind of the community affected. In addition, property values would be significantly 
reduced. Long term risks have not been properly considered and pose a hazard that cannot be assuaged by a 
short term limited monetary compensation to one entity at the critical location. Furthermore, there are no 
issues or complaints with current subscribers of cell phone services in their business, residential and 
commuting area. Also, there is the issue of disruption of communication and signal between ongoing and 
present cell, wifi, and communication devices already present. Lastly, there was no reasonably scheduled and 
nearby notice to community members to consider the action and consequences of a unilateral corporate 
decision in addition to the mentioned payout to the nearby entity that holds a special tax status as for its 
religious purpose. 

JOSE GENGHIS P CURAMENG 
SOUTH PASADENA, CA 91030 
Jul 16, 2015 

Alexander Escobedo 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul 16, 2015 

No towers in our neighborhood 

Joaquin Garcia 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul 16, 2015 

Elizabeth Bongo 
Covina, CA 91724 
Jul 16, 2015 

Stop building cell towers in residential areas. 

Mary Lou Koopman 
Loveland, CO 80537 
Jul 16, 2015 

Brandon Melendez 
Corona, CA 92880 
Jul 16, 2015 

No Cell Tower in Residential Community and Neighborhood! Property Values drop 10-20%! No one wants a 
45 foot Ugly Tower in this Neighborhood! 

David Lumiqued 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 16, 2015 

Gabriel Gaytan 
San Bernardino, CA 92507 
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Jul 16, 2015 

Pilar Weisberg 
San dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 16, 2015 

Chang Weisberg 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Jul 16, 2015 
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ESSEX I 4337 N. Sunflower Avenue, Covina, CA 91724 I APN: 8426 .. 016-033 

PHOTO KEY MAP: 
VIEW 1: Northeast Corner of the Property (View from Badillo St.) 
VIEW 2: Northwest Corner of the Property 
VIEW 3: Southeast & Northeast Corners of the Property (View from Sunflower Ave.) 
VIEW 4: Project property parking lot (View from Badillo St./ Northwest project property corner) 
VIEW 5: Northeast Corner of the Property (View from Sunflower Ave.) 
VIEW 6: Driveway & Front of Property (View from Sunflower Ave.) 
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March 20, 2014 

~ 
~ 

Verizon Wireless 
15505 Sand Gan)'onAve. 
Building 0-1 
Irvine, CA 92618 

Subject: Verizon Wireless' proposed telecommunications facility 
named "Essex" 4337 N Sunflower Ave, Covina, CA 91724. 

Verizon Wireless' Networtc Engineering Department conducts radio frequency (RF) emission 
stucfies on aQ sites in Southern California. All cellular transmit and receive equipment is 
manufactured to meet strict FCC requirements. Prior to use In a cellular system, the equipment 
must have FCC approval as to design, use and technical parameters. Upon tum up, Verizon 
Wireless wm utilize 746-757 Mhz. nS-787 Mhz, 880-894 Mhz, 83~8 Mhz, 1965-1970 Mhz, 
1885-1890Mhzand1715-1730, 2115-2130 Mhz spectrum. Verizon Wireless' telecommunications 
equipment will not interfere with any ftequencies used by emergency personnel in the frequency 
range of HF, UHF, VHF, 800 MHz or with any system operating outside of Verizon Wireless' FCC 
licensed frequency band or with. 

In the event that Verizon Wireless' installation does cause interference, please contact Networic 
Operations Control Center (NOCC) at (800)-264-6620. 

Please let us know if you have any additional concerns. 

Scott Lee 
RF Design Engineer 
RF Engineering Department 
Verizon Wireless 
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Los . .A .. nQeles C ountY - ~ 

Department of Regional Planning 
Planninrz :or rh: Cliai. -:ng.:s Ahead 

June 16, 2015 Richard J. Bruckner 
Director 

Verizon Wireless 
2749 Saturn Street 
Brea CA 92821 
Attn: Ross Miletich 

REGARDING: PROJECT NO. R2014-02565·(5) 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121 
4337 N. SUNFLOWER AVENUE (APN: 8426-016-033) 

Hearing Officer Pat Hachiya, by her action of June 16, 2015, has APPROVED the above­
referenced project. Enclosed are the Hearing Officer's Findings and Conditions of Approval. 
Please carefully review each condition. This approval is not effective until the appeal period has 
ended and the required documents and applicable fees are submitted to the Regional Planning 
Department (see enclosed Affidavit of Acceptance Instructions). 

Appeals: 

The applicant or any other interested persons may appeal the Hearing 
Officer's decision. The appeal period for this project will end at 5:00 
p.m. on June 30, 2015. Appeals must be delivered in person. 

To file an appeal, please contact: 
Regional Planning Commission, Attn: Commission Secretary 
Room 1350, Hall of Records 
320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 974-6409 

Upon completion of the appeal period, the notarized Affidavit of Acceptance and any applicable 
fees must be submitted to the planner assigned to your case. In addition, any applicable CEQA 
fees for the Department of Fish and Wildlife shall be paid, and a Notice of Determination, if 
applicable, must be filed with the County Clerk according to the instructions with the enclosed 
Affidavit of Acceptance. Please make an appointment to ensure that processing will be 
completed in a timely manner. Failure to submit these documents and applicable fees within 60 
days will result in a referral to Zoning Enforcement for further action. 

For questions or for additional information, please contact Jeantine Nazar of the Zoning Permits 
East Section at (213) 974-6435, or by email at jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov. Our office hours 
are Monday through Thursday, 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. We are closed on Fridays. 

Sincerely, 
DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING 

R~IC r J .B~k e f o r (Vi fv'1. 
Maria asi , Superv1s1ng Regional Planner 
Zoning Permits East Section 

Enclosures: Findings, Conditions of Approval, Affidavit of Acceptance (Permittee's 
Completion), 
c: DPW (Building and Safety); Zoning Enforcement; 
MM:JN 

cc 060412 

320 West Temple Street• Los Angeles. CA 9(1(1 12 • 213.9-.1-64 11 •Fa.\ : 213-626-0!3.+ •TDD: 213-617-2292 



FINAL FINDINGS OF THE HEARING OFFICER 
AND ORDER 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
PROJECT NO. R2014-02565 • (5) 

CONDJTOINAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121 

1. The Los Angeles County ("County") Hearing Officer conducted a duly-noticed public 
hearing in the matter of Conditional Use Permit No. 201400121 ("CUP") on June 16, 
2015. 

2. The permittee, Verizon Wireless {'1permittee"), requests the CUP to authorize 
construction, operation, and maintenance of a wireless telecommunications facility 
(WTF) ("Project") on a property located at 4337 N Sunflower Avenue in the 
unincorporated community of Charter Oak C-Project Site11

) in the A-1-10,000 (Light 
Agricultural - 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Lot Size Required Area} zone County 
Code ('1County Code.,) Section 22.24.100. 

3. The Project Site lease area is 378 square feet in size located on the southwestern 
portion of the property within a 1.25 acre lot developed with a church. The proposed 
Project will not interfere with the existing use. The Project Site is irregular in shape 
with generally flat topography. 

4. The Project Site is located in the Charter Oak Zoned District and is currently zoned 
A-1-10,000 (Light Agricultural with 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Lot Required 
Area). 

5. The Project Site is located within the Low Density Residential land use category of 
the County General Plan. 

6. Surrounding Zoning within a 500-foot radius includes: 
North: A-1-10,000 and City of San Dimas 
South: A-1-10,000 
East: City of San Dimas 
West: City of San Dimas 

7. Surrounding land uses within a 500-foot radius include: 
North: Water tanks and single-family residences 
South: Single-family-residences 
East: Single-family residences 
West: Single-family residences 

8. CUP 85-152 approved in 1986 allowed the construction, operation and maintenance 
of a church. This permit indicates that there is one oak tree on the southeast portion 
of the property. Assessor's records show that a total of more than 88,000 square 
feet in area of building improvements were built in 1989. REA201000132 allowed 
second floor additions for Sunday school classrooms. 

CC.OJJ114 
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television stations and towers" as a comparable use. Radio and television stations 
and towers are permitted uses in zone A-1, provided that a CUP is first obtained. 

23. The Hearing Officer finds that the Project is accessed from Badillo Street through a 
non-exclusive vehicular path of 12 feet wide and from Sunflower Avenue. Therefore, 
the proposed site is adequately served by highways or streets of sufficient width and 
improved as necessary to carry the kind and quantity of traffic such use would 
generate, and by other public or private service facilities as are required. 

24. The Hearing Officer finds that to ensure continued compatibility between the Project 
and the surrounding land uses, it is necessary to limit the conditional use permit to 
15 years. 

25.The Hearing Officer finds that pursuant to sections 22.60.174 and 22.60.175 of the 
County Code, the community was properly notified of the public hearing by mail, 
newspaper, and property posting. Additionally, the Project was noticed and case 
materials were available on Regional Planning's website and at libraries located in 
the vicinity of Charter Oak community. On May 5, 2015, a total of 293 Notices of 
Public Hearing were mailed to all property owners as identified on the County 
Assessor's record within a 1000-foot radius from the Project Site, as well as four 
notices to those on the courtesy mailing list for the Charter Oak Zoned District and to 
any additional interested parties. The applicant has provided the Certificate of 
Posting indicating that the property was posted on May 15, 2015. 

26. The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of 
proceedings upon which the Hearing Officer's decision is based in this matter is at 
the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, 13th Floor, Hall of 
Records, 320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodian of 
such documents and materials shall be the Section Head of the Zoning Permits East 
Section, Department of Regional Planning. 

BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE HEARING OFFICER CONCLUDES THAT: 

A. The proposed use with the attached conditions will be consistent with the adopted 
General Plan. 

B. The proposed use at the site will not adversely affect the health, peace, comfort or 
welfare of persons residing or working in the surrounding area, will not be 
materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment or valuation of property of other 
persons located in the vicinity of the site, and will not jeopardize, endanger or 
otherwise constitute a menace to the public health, safety or general welfare. 

C. The proposed site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the yards, walls, 
fences, parking and loading facilities, landscaping and other development features 
prescribed in this Title 22, or as is otherwise required in order to integrate said use 
with the uses in the surrounding area. 
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D. The proposed site is adequately served by highways or streets of sufficient width 
and improved as necessary to carry the kind and quantity of traffic such use would 
generate, and by other public or private service facilities as are required. 

THEREFORE, THE HEARING OFFICER: 
1. Finds that the Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act 

pursuant to section 15301 of the State CEQA Guidelines (Class 3, New Construction 
or Conversion of Small Structures categorical exemption); and 

2. Approves Conditional Use Permit No 201400121, subject to the attached 
conditions. 

MG:JN 
06/16/2015 
c: Zoning Enforcement, Building and Safety 



FINAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

PROJECT NO. R2014-02565-(5) 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project is a conditional use permit request for the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of a wireless telecommunication facility (WTF) disguised as a decorative 
steel frame and the installation of a new backup power generator and equipment 
cabinets within the lease area subject to the following conditions of approval: 

GENERAL CONDITIONS 

1. Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term "permittee" shall include the 
applicant, owner of the property, and any other person, corporation, or other entity 
making use of this grant. 

2. This grant shall not be effective for any purpose until the permittee, and the owner 
of the subject property if other than the permittee, have filed at the office of the Los 
Angeles County ("County") Department of Regional Planning ("Regional Planning") 
their affidavit stating that they are aware of and agree to accept all of the 
conditions of this grant, and that the conditions of the grant have been recorded as 
required by Condition No. 7, and until all required monies have been paid pursuant 
to Condition No. 10. Notwithstanding the foregoing, this Condition No. 2 and 
Condition Nos. 4, 5, and 9, shall be effective immediately upon the date of final 
approval of this grant by the County. 

3. Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term "date of final approval'' shall 
mean the date the County's action becomes effective pursuant to Section 
22.60.260 of the County Code. 

4. The permittee shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the County, its agents, 
officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the County 
or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul this permit 
approval, which action is brought within the applicable time period of Government 
Code Section 65009 or any other applicable limitations period. The County shall 
promptly notify the permittee of any claim, action, or proceeding and the County 
shall reasonably cooperate in the defense. If the County fails to promptly notify the 
permittee of any claim, action, or proceeding, or if the County fails to cooperate 
reasonably in the defense, the permittee shall not thereafter be responsible to 
defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the County. 

5. In the event that any claim, action, or proceeding as described above is filed 
against the County, the permittee shall within ten days of the filing make an initial 
deposit with Regional Planning in the amount of up to $5,000.00, from which actual 
costs and expenses shall be billed and deducted for the purpose of defraying the 
costs or expenses involved in Regional Planning's cooperation in the defense, 

CC.1182014 
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including but not limited to, depositions, testimony, and other assistance provided 
to permittee or permittee's counsel. 

If during the litigation process, actual costs or expenses incurred reach 80 percent 
of the amount on deposit, the permittee shall deposit additional funds sufficient to 
bring the balance up to the amount of $5,000.00. There is no limit to the number of 
supplemental deposits that may be required prior to completion of the litigation. 

At the sole discretion of the permittee, the amount of an initial or any supplemental 
deposit may exceed the minimum amounts defined herein. Additionally, the cost 
for collection and duplication of records and other related documents shall be paid 
by the permittee according to County Code Section 2.170.010. 

6. If any material provision of this grant is held or declared to be invalid by a court of 
competent jurisdiction, the permit shall be void and the privileges granted 
hereunder shall lapse. 

7. Prior to the use of this grant, the permittee, or the owner of the subject property if 
other than the permittee, shall record the terms and conditions of the grant in 
the office of the County Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk ("Recorder"). In addition, 
upon any transfer or lease of the property during the term of this grant, the 
permlttee; or the owner of the subject property if other than the permittee, shall 
promptly provide a copy of the grant and its conditions to the transferee or lessee 
of the subject property. 

8. This grant shall terminate on June 16, 2030. Entitlement to use of the property 
thereafter shall be subject to the regulations then in effect. If the permittee intends 
to continue operations after such date, whether or not the permittee proposes any 
modifications to the use at that time, the permittee shall file a new conditional use 
permit application with Regional Planning, or shall otherwise comply with the 
applicable requirements at that time. Such application shall be filed at least six (6) 
months prior to the expiration date of this grant and shall be accompanied by the 
required fee. In the event that the permittee seeks to discontinue or otherwise 
change the use, notice is hereby given that the use of such property may require 
additional or different permits and would be subject to the then-applicable 
regulations. 

9. This grant shall expire unless used within two (2) years from the date of final 
approval of the grant. A single one-year time extension may be requested in 
writing and with the payment of the applicable fee prior to such expiration date. 

10. The subject property shall be maintained and operated in full compliance with the 
conditions of this grant and any law, statute, ordinance, or other regulation 
applicable to any development or activity on the subject property. Failure of the 
permittee to cease any development or activity not in full compliance shall be a 
violation of these conditions. Inspections shall be made to ensure compliance with 
the conditions of this grant as well as to ensure that any development undertaken 
on the subject property is in accordance with the approved site plan on file. The 
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permittee shall deposit with the County the sum of $1 ,600.00. The deposit shall be 
placed in a performance fund, which shall be used excluslvely to compensate 
Regional Planning for all expenses incurred while inspecting the premises to 
detennine the permittee's compliance with the conditions of approval. The fund 
provides for Eight (B) biennial (one every other year) inspections. Inspections 
shall be unannounced. 

If additional inspections are required to ensure compliance with the conditions of 
this grant, or if any inspection discloses that the subject property is being used in 
violation of any one of the conditions of this grant, the permittee shall be financially 
responsible and shall reimburse Regional Planning for all additional enforcement 
efforts necessary to bring the subject property into compliance. The amount 
charged for additional inspections shall be $200.00 per inspection, or the current 
recovery cost at the time any additional inspections are required, whichever is 
greater. 

11 . Notice is hereby given that any person violating a provision of this grant is guilty of 
a misdemeanor. Notice is further given that the Regional Planning Commission 
("Commission") or a Hearing Officer may, after conducting a public hearing, revoke 
or modify this grant, if the Commission or Hearing Officer finds that these 
conditions have been violated or that this grant has been exercised so as to be 
detrimental to the public's health or safety or so as to be a nuisance, or as 
otheiwise authorized pursuant to Chapter 22.56, Part 13 of the County Code. 

12. All development pursuant to this grant must be kept in full compliance with the 
County Fire Code to the satisfaction of said department. 

13. All development pursuant to this grant shall conform with the requirements of the 
County Department of Public Works to the satisfaction of said department. 

14. All development pursuant to this grant shall comply with the requirements of Title 
22 of the County Code and of the specific zoning of the subject property, unless 
specifically modified by this grant, as set forth in these conditions, including the 
approved Exhibit "A," or a revised Exhibit "A" approved by the Director of Regional 
Planning ("Director''). 

15. The permittee shall maintain the subject property in a neat and orderly fashion. 
The permittee shall maintain free of litter all areas of the premises over which the 
permittee has control. 

16. All structures, walls and fences open to public view shall remain free of graffiti or 
other extraneous markings, drawings, or signage that was not approved by 
Regional Planning. These shall include any of the above that do not directly relate 
to the business being operated on the premises or that do not provide pertinent 
information about said premises. The only exceptions shall be seasonal 
decorations or signage provided under the auspices of a civic or non-profit 
organization. 
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In the event of graffiti or other extraneous markings occurring, the permittee shall 
remove or cover said markings, drawings, or signage within 24 hours of such 
occurrence, weather permitting. Paint utilized in covering such markings shall be 
of a color that matches, as closely as possible, the color of the adjacent surfaces. 

17. The subject property shall be developed and maintained in substantial 
conformance with the plans marked Exhibit "A." If changes to any of the plans 
marked Exhibit "A" are required as a result of instruction given at the public 
hearing, Three (3) copies of a modified Exhibit "A" shall be submitted to Regional 
Planning by August 16, 2015. 

18. In the event that subsequent revisions to the approved Exhibit "A" are submitted, 
the permittee shall submit Three (3) copies of the proposed plans to the Director 
for review and approval. All revised plans must substantially conform to the 
originally approved Exhibit "A". All revised plans must be accompanied by the 
written authorization of the property owner(s) and applicable fee for such revision. 

PERMIT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 

19. The facility shall be operated in accordance with regulations of the State Public 
Utilities Commission. 

20. Upon completion of construction of the facility, the permittee shall provide upon 
request to the Zoning Enforcement Section of Regional Planning written 
certification that the radio frequency electromagnetic emissions levels comply with 
adopted Federal Communications Commission (FCC) limitations for general 
population/uncontrolled exposure to such emissions when operating at full strength 
and capacity. If other WTFs are located on the subject property or on adjacent 
parcels, the aforementioned report shall include the radio frequency 
electromagnetic emissions of said WTFs. 

21 . Insofar as is feasible, the permittee shall cooperate with any subsequent applicants 
for wireless communications facilities in the vicinity with regard to possible co­
location. Such subsequent applicants will be subject to the regulations in effect at 
that time. 

22. Any proposed WTF that will be co-locating on the proposed facility will be required 
to provide upon request the same written verification of emissions and include the 
cumulative radiation and emissions of all such facilities to the Zoning Enforcement 
Section of Regional Planning. 

23. All structures shall conform to the requirements of the Division of Building and 
Safety of Public Works or other appropriate agency and obtain an encroachment 
permit if deemed necessary. 

24. If any external lighting is proposed, including security lighting, it shall be on motion 
sensors, be of low intensity, fully shielded and directed away from any adjacent 
residences. Pole mounted lighting is prohibited on the leasehold unless the facility 
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is disguised as a light pole. Antenna lighting is prohibited. Beacon lights are 
prohibited unless required by the FAA. 

25. The construction and maintenance of the facility shall be limited to the hours of 
9:00 AM to 5:00 PM, Monday through Friday. Emergency repairs of the facility 
may occur at any time. 

26. Placement and height of all pole mounted equipment shall be in substantial 
conformance with that shown on said Exhibit "A". The facility shall be built as 
depicted in the photo simulations presented at the public hearing. 

27. One parking space for maintenance vehicles shall be provided. The space does 
not have to be dedicated solely to maintenance vehicles. Maintenance vehicles 
shall not block access to driveways or garages. 

28. The maximum height of the facility shall not exceed 46 feet above finished grade 
line. 

29. The permittee shall maintain current contact information with the Zoning 
Enforcement Section of Regional Planning. 

30. The finished surface of the facility shall not be glossy or reflective in nature unless 
such finish is necessary to blend into existing design features. The finish shall be 
graffiti-resistant. 

31. The facility shall be maintained in good condition and repair, and shall remain free 
of: general dirt and grease; chipped, faded, peeling or cracked paint; trash, debris, 
litter, graffiti and other forms of vandalism: cracks, dents, blemishes and 
discolorations; visible rust or corrosion on any unpainted metal areas. Any 
damage from any cause shall be repaired by the permittee within 30 days of 
notice. Weathered, faded or missing parts/materials used to disguise/camouflage 
the facility shall be maintained and/or replaced by the permittee within 30 days of 
notice. Provided landscaping shall be maintained at all times and shall be 
promptly replaced if needed. 

32. Upon request, the permittee shall submit annual reports to the Zoning Enforcement 
Section of Regional Planning to show compliance with the maintenance and 
removal conditions. 

33. The project number, conditional use permit number and lease holder contact 
information shall be prominently displayed on the facility where it can be easily 
viewed at or near eye level. 

34. The facility shall be secured by fencing, gates and/or locks. All fencing or walls 
used for screening or securing the facility shall be composed of wood, vinyl, stone, 
concrete, stucco or wrought iron. Chain links, chain link with slats, barbed and 
other types of wire fencing are prohibited. If the facility's fences or walls are visible 
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from the public right-of-way, landscaping, in a minimum planter width of five feet, 
shall be provided to screen the fence or wall from the street. 

35. Upon termination of this grant or after the construction of this facility, if the facility 
has ceased to operate; the permittee shall remove such facility and clear the site of 
all equipment within six months of the cease of operation date. The permittee shall 
restore the site as nearly as practicable to the condition prior to the installation of 
the subject facility. 

PROJECT SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 

36. The lease area shall be enclosed within an 8-foot-high CMU wall. 

37. Appurtenant equipment boxes shall be screened or camouflaged. 

38. The noise from the proposed diesel powered emergency generator shall not 
exceed 60 dBA at the nearest residential property line during non-emergency 
operations. 

39. The permittee shall adhere to the proposed generator plans and specifications as 
cleared by Public Health. 

40. The emergency generator maintenance test runs should be restricted to the hours 
between 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. and prohibited on Sundays. 

41. Construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 7am to 7pm Monday through 
Saturday. No construction work on Sundays and Holidays. The permittee shall 
adhere to the construction noise requirements contained in the Los Angeles 
County Noise Control Ordinance, Title 12, section 12.08 Part 3. 

42. The permittee shall adhere to the requirements of the Los Angeles County noise 
Control Ordinance, as contained in Chapter 12.08 of the Los Angeles County 
Code, Title 12. 

Attachement: 
Public Health Department Letter dated June 9, 2015 

.. 
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CYNTHIA A. HARDING, M.P.H. 
lrilerim Director 

JEFFREY D. GUNZENHAUSER, M.D., M.P.H. 
Interim Heallh Officer 

ANGELO J. BELLOMO, REHS, QEP 
Dlntctor cl E1111lmnmenllll Health 
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Assislanl Oln:ctor of Environmental Health 
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June 9, 2015 

TO: Jeantine Nazar 
Regional Planning Assistant II 
Department of Regional Planning 

FROM: Michelle Tsiebos, REHS, DPA (/~.: 
Environmental Health Division ... ..__,....,,. 
Department of Public Health 

SUBJECT: CUP CONSULTATION 
PROJECT NO. R2014-02565 
Wireless Telecommunications Facility 
4337 Sunflower, Covina 

X Public Health recommends approval of this CUP. 
w Public Health does NOT recommend approval of this CUP. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

HlldD Soils 
Fln:.tDislri:t 

Malle Rldl•V·Tlmmu 
Se=in~Dlslri:I 

511111111 Kuohl 
'lhirll Cislllct 

Don Knabe 
FlllltlhD~lrlc:t 

Ml:hHl D. Antonovl~h 
Fifth Oist~:I 

The Deparbnent of Public Health - Environmental Health Division has reviewed the CUP request 
for the above referenced project. The CUP is for a wireless telecommunications facility consisting 
of a proposed 46-foot high tower with antennas and related equipment. The applicant is proposing 
a standby SD generator located inside an 8-foot CMU wall in the parking area. 

The Department recommends approval of the CUP. 

Toxics-Epidemiology Program 

Staff from Toxics Epidemiology Program reviewed the documents and plans provided by the 
applicant of the subject project located at 4337 Sunflower, Covina, CA. 

Based on the information provided and site visit, we recommend the following conditions as 
conditions of the permit: 

• The noise from the proposed diesel powered emergency generator shall not exceed 60 
dBA (L25) at the nearest residential property line during non-emergency operations (i.e. 
generator maintenance run test for less than 15 min). (Based on the technical information 
provided, we do not anticipate that the generator would exceed the day time exterior noise 
standard. The noise attenuation provided by the proposed 8ft. CMU wall, distance to 
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residential property line, generator housing, and existing 6ft CMU wall would maintain noise 
levels below exterior noise standards. ) 

• The applicant shall adhere to the proposed specifications for nolse control presented in the 
application. 

• The emergency generator maintenance test run shall be restricted to the hours between 
9am-9 pm. 

• Construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 7am to 7pm. Monday through 
Saturday. No construction work on Sundays and Holidays. The applicant shall adhere to 
the construction noise requirements contained in the Los Angeles County Noise Control 
Ordinance, Title 12, section 12.08 Part 3. 

• The applicant shall adhere to the requirements of the Los Angeles County Noise Control 
Ordinance, as contained in Chapter 12.08 of the Los Angeles County Code, Title 12. 

The noise Impacts associated with the project should be less than significant with adherence to the 
conditions above. 

If you have questions regarding the above section, please'contact Robert Vasquez or Evener 
Masis of the Toxics-Epidemiology Program at (213)738-3220 or at rvasguez@oh.lacounty.cov and 
emasis(ciloh .lacounty.aov. 

For any other questions regarding this report, please feel free to contact me at (626) 430-5382 or 
at mtsiebos@oh.lacountv.aov. 



DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

Los A.ngeles County 
Departn1ent of Regional Planning 

f>la1111i11~ for 1he Clw/lengc'. /head 

REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSI 
APPEAL FORM 

Ms. Rosie Ruiz 
Regional Planning Commission Secretary 
Department of Regional Planning 
County of Los Angeles 
320 W. Temple Avenue. Room 1350 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Name 

Rich:ml I Bn1ckn .. 1 

Din:c111r 

SUBJECT: Project Number(s): 12e2._/C/ - 0 2-5"_/ :S-- S __ 
Case Number(s). Cl./f' Z,O;c/ {l.0/Z,( __ _ _ _ 

Case Planner: A.LA/ t:L1-A~.._, ---- -----­
Address. _!j_337A!Ja#~l.a--'--/-j/y-ldl1l . .>..:..:..(A_,_/ _ 

Assessors Parcel Number: 

Zoned District: ~L{Jt_?L__i!tr/_4JJJSff:z'rf._ 

Entitlement Requested: 

---..cdo/lltY'ff/d /Airr-~k .~ ~/LJ!itJl(::d;~ l1' 
---·~ - ---
----------- -~-~-----·~ ~-----

Related Zoning Matters: 

Tentative Tract/Parcel Map No. 
- - - . 

CUP, VAR or Oak Tree No. 

Change of Zone Case No. • 

Other 

~---- -

- ------
-------

(Reverse) 

320 \\.6t Temple Street• Los Angeles. CA 90012·213-97--l-6-tl1•Ia~: 213-626-0-!3 4 • I DD: 213-6 17-2292 
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I am appeahng the decision of (check one and fill in the underlying information): 

J5<f' Hearing Officer 
------------ Public HearingrMe: J[-n'.,c:_/4/d!S-__ _ 

D Director 
Decision Date: 

Hearing Officer's Name: ~_ffa~-/1-tf'-Lt 
Agenda Item Number: J L_ _ ___ _ 

The following decision is being appealed (check all that apply): 

D The Denial of this request 

.RJhe Approval of this request 

0 The following condit ions of approval· 

The reason for this appeal is as follows· 

~ /&TJ~LJ~7tlfi5';£-4Au 

Are you the applicant for the subject case(s) (check one)? D YES 

---~---

~o 

Submitted herewith is a check or money order for the amount due, as indicated on the Fee Schedule 
on the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning s website. 

<:::::: =>-7 ?==:sL ---~--- tJ,<JV-10 _ (A,11111~ .• i!w 
Appellant (Signature} Print Name 

/ (l=s ../Yot/'rC:~TL_-6 !fir/'{., ... ~~/ v/4.-:~.r UJ tf/:f':t~_ ~-- __ 
Address 

. tLU-LJ"/-32:_2-ff_cp,/I) _£,;o-t;/jl-111U(w~ _ 
Day Time Telephone No. 

' Fee subiect to cr ange 



June 30, 2015 Page 4 of Appeal Paperwork 

Reasons for Appeal are as follows: 

1. Proper Notification-by Verizon was not supplied to local residents within 1000 square feet from 

proposed project. Addresses and names supplied to Jeantine Nazar. 

2. Aesthetics-of Proposed Cell Tower Project is not pleasing to Residents and Community. It is a 

nuisance and does not blend in with community. This Cell Tower will be an eye sore in the area. 

It will tower over the church and is not approved by the Local Residents. 

3. Health Concerns· We believe through personal Experience and Worldwide studies and Research 

that Cell Towers will negatively affect the health of the residents and community within the 1 

mile radius plus from project. Studies and recent denials locally will back up our claims. FCC 

requirements are too lenient and favor studies by Cell companies. Independent and Worldwide 

studies contradict FCC and Cell company findings. There are no Studies Proving Cell Towers do 

not cause Health issues and Cancer. No Studies on Children are conducted and they are the 

most greatly affected. Because of this reason, we ask the Board to Deny this project. 

4. County of LA Board of Supervisors-Stop Construction of cell towers at Fire stations. ( Read 

Articles supplied) March 2015. 

5. Property Values will Drop· Realtors agree that living next to a Cell Tower or Proposed Cell tower 

creates a devaluation of Home Owner Property Values. Ask yourself, if given a choice to live by 

a cell tower or not, which would you choose? We choose not to Jive by a Cell Tower in a 

Residential neighborhood and by local schools with 1 block. 

6. Residents Moving- We would like to prevent residents from moving, leaving too much supply 

and values in area will drop. New home owners surveyed say if they knew about this cell tower, 

they would have not moved into area or asked for lower sale price. 

7. Zoning· It has come to our attention that this project is being viewed or zoned as in an 

Agricultural area. This is not agricultural but residential. Please review zoning and deny based 

upon new information about zoning. 

8. Cell Coverage is Sufficient· Local Verizon users in area polled believe and have stated that Cell 

Coverage in the area is more than sufficient. Please deny based upon these findings. 

9. Interference- We believe that this Cell Tower does have interference with other existing services. 

Directv, Time Warner, and Sirius Satellite radio. Retired Sheriff, and local resident, will provide a 

letter of opinion based upon his experience. 

10. Local Meeting· We f~el a local meeting needs to be established to help with input on this 

proposed project. Delay or deny project until local meeting completed in neighborhood. 



/ j 11. local Approval=More Cell Tower Approvals· 1=3 then here comes #4. Verizon today, AT&T, 

Sprint. Then T-Mobile to follow. We do not want any more Cell Towers in residential 

communities. Deny this approval. 

/ 12. Camouflage· If this tower is safe, why camouflage from community and residence. If it's bad, 

expose it and keep it as a reminder of what is really there. Deny this approval. 

/'13· School· local Principal, parents and school officials we polled and talked to oppose this cell 

tower within 1-block of school. A denial of a school from alternative site is reason why this 

approval should be denied. 

/ 4. Duel Cul-de-sac-sharing Street to residents and church. This constant exposure to residents 

within a few feet from project is a high concern. This means we'd pass by 2·4 times daily on 

average. Please deny this project. 
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DEl'ARlMENT OF 
REGIONAL PLANNING 

320 West Ttmpft S1rce1 
Los Angele~ 

Cahfomia 90012 

97.C-6401 

Norman Murdoch 
Pbnnins Dit.ctor 

CERTIFIED-RECEIPT 
REQUESTED 

• December 29, 1986 

Charter Oak Church of Abundant Life 
1267 North Sunflower Avenue 
Covina, California 91724 

Attention: Mr. Phillip Rather 

Dear 

RE: 

Sirs: / 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 85-~52-(l) 
To construct and operate a church. 
4337 Sunflower Avenue; Charter Oak Zoned 
District, Zone A-1-10,000 

1-

The Regional Planning Commission, by its action of December 3, 
1986, GRANTED the above described permit. Documents pertaining 
to this grant are enclosed. 

Your attention is called to the following: 

1. Condition No. 2, that this grant shall not be effective 
for any purpose until the applicant and the owner of the 
property involved, or his duly authorized representative, 
have filed at the office of the Department of Regional 
Planning the enclosed affidavit stating that they are aware 
of, and accept all the conditions of this permit; 

2. The Commission's decision may be appealed to the Board 
of Supervisors at the office of Mr. Larry J. Monteilh, 
Executive Officer, Room 383 Hall of Administration, 
500 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012, 
telephone (213) 974-1442. The appeal must be postmarked 
or delivered in person within 15 days after this notice is 
received by the applicant. This grant will not become 
effective until and unless that period has passed without 
an appeal. 
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Charter Oak Church of Abundant Life 
December 29, 1986 
Page 2 

( 

3. The Commission's grant affects the following described 
property: 

(See attached legal description) . 
If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact 
variances and Permits Section at (213) 974-6446. 

very truly yours, 

DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING 
Norman Murdoch, Director of Planning 

.// ~1 11~ - t::: 4-~· ---
Schwarze, A-;;]nist ator 

Zon g Administration Branch 

JS:RF:eh 

Enclosures: Affidavit; Findings and Conditions 

cc: Building and Safety; Board of Supervisors; Zoning Enforcement; 
Laurance Blanchard, 1267 North sunflower Avenue, Covina, CA 
91724; Irwin & Associates, Inc., 16400 Pacific Coast Highway, 
1205, Huntington Beach, CA 92649; E. v. Jennings, Planning 
Director, City of Covina, 125 East College Street, Covina, CA 
91723; Alan Carter, Planning Director, City of San Dimas, 245 
East Bonita Avenue, San Dimas, CA 91773 
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CERTIFIED PROPERTY OWNER'S LIST 
AFFIDAVIT 

ZONING CASE NoiCP 8 5 -1 5 2 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES . . 

I. Cb\.\ \t'4f !\ , declare under penalty of 
perjury. pursuant to Section.2015.5 of the Code of Civil Procedunt, th.t the .uac:hed list con1ains the names l11d 
.tdrems of all persons who ~ shown on the latest available assessment rol of the County of Los Angeles IS owners 
of the subject property and as owning property within 1 d"IStlnce of five hundred (500t feet from the exterior 
boundaries of property legally described as: 

SAID LAND IS SITUATED IN THE UNINCORPORATED AREA. COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA. AND IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

THOSE PORTIONS OF LOTS 3 AND 4 OF TRACT 350, AS PER MAP RECORPED IN BOOK 15 
· PAGE 64 OF MAPS, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY, 

DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS; 

BEGINNIN6,AT THE POINT OF.INTERSECTION AT THE CENTER LINE OF SUNFLOWER 
AVENUE. WITH THE SOUTHERlY RIGHT OF WAY OF THE PACIFIC ELECTRIC RAILWAY 
COMPANY AS SAID POINT IS SHQWN ON CQUHTY SURVEYOR MAP NO. c.s.e. 944 ON 
FILE IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY SURVEYER OF SAID COUNTY; THENCE SOUTH 00 
DEGREES 16 1 55 11 EAST ALONG SAID CENTER LINE. 165 FEEJ; THENCE SOUTH 58 
DEGREES 23' 3011 WEST PARALLEL WITH THE SOUTHERLY RIGHT OF WAY OF SAID 
PACIFIC EIECJRIC RAii WAY COMPANY, 409.75 FEET; THENCE NORTH 00 DEGREES 16' 
55" WEST PARELLEL WITH THE EASTERLY BOUNDARY OF LOTS 3 AND 4 
AFOREMENTIONED. 165 FEET TO A POINT IN THE SOUTHERLY BOUNDARY OF SAID 
PACIFIC ELECTRIC RIGHT OF WAY; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHERL,Y BOUNDARY NORTH 
58 DEGREES 23' 3011 EAST 409.75 FEET TO THE PQINT OF BEGINNING. 

EXCEPT THAT PORTION OF SAID LAND LYING EASTERLY OF THE 'WESTERLY LINE OF THE 
EAST 20 FEET OF sAID LOTS. 
EXCEPTING THE "PRECIOUS MEJALS AND ORES THEREOF" AS EXCEPTED FROM THE PARTITION 
BETWEEN JOHN ROWLAND, SR. AND WILLAIM WORKMAN. IN THE PARTITION DEED RECORDED 
IN BOO~xl~tfNlE 39 OF DEEDS. Califomia, this __ 

lb-th dayaf ~kc .19 ~r; 

Signature 
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE mo: 85152~(1) 

REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING DATES: November s and 19; 
1986 

PROCEDURE BEFORE THE COMMISSION: 

First Hearing: November 5, 1986 

The applicant's representative testified in favor of a request to 
construct and operate a church in the Charter Oak community. The 
Commission continued the hearing to inspect the site and to allow 
the applicant to consider means to relate the occupancy of the 
proposed fellowship hall to required parking. 

There was no opposition testimony: 

Field Meeting: November 18, 1986 

The Commission conducted an inspection of the site with all 
members present. 

Second Hearing: November 19, 1986 

The applicant agreed to adjust the occupancy for the fellowship 
hall to the amount of parking provided. There being no further 
testimony, the Commission closed the public hearing. 

FINDINGS: 

1. The request is to construct and operate a church facility 
located at 4337 Sunflower Avenue, Charter Oak. 

2. The subject property is 52,560 square feet in area, shaped as 
a parallelogram, of level topography, and vacant. One native 
California Oak tree is located near the southeasterly corner 
of the site and is to renain in place. 

3. The site is located at the southwesterly corner of Badillo 
Street and Sunflower Avenue. The former is a partially 
improved major County highway and the latt~r is a partially 
improved County local service street. The Department of 
Public Works requests dedication of 30 feet from centerline 
on Sunflower, SO feet from centerline on Badillo, construc­
tion of base and pavement curb, gutter and sidewalk on 
Sunflower, and street lights and street tree installation 
along Badillo. 

4. The property is bounded on the south, west and east by single 
family residences and on the north by a water storage tank 
facility. 
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE No: es1s2:c11 Page 2 

s. The subject property is located within the A-1-10,000 zone 
(Light Agriculture, 10,000 square foot lots) of the Charter 
Oak Zoned District. That zone requires approval of a 
conditional use Permit for churches. 

6. The site is also located within the "Urban ln land use 
category of the Los Angeles County General Plan (1 to 6 
dwellings per acre density average). Churches are permitted 
within that category as'a local service use, subject to a 
showing of compatibility with the surrounding area. 

7. The plan, Exhibits "A-1 and A-2", shows a complex consisting 
of 2 structures with a connecting roofline over a central 
patio area. The sanctuary structure, which would seat 294 
persons, would be located near the corner frontage of the 2 
streets. The fellowship hall would be located near the 
center of the site. Seventy parking spaces would be located 
along the southwest and westerly property boundaries and 
within the site next to the fellowship hall. Landscaping 
would be installed along the front setbacks of both frontages 
as well as within the parking lots. Two driveways would be 
provided, one each to the 2 street frontages. 

The buildings under this plan slightly exceed the required 
parking by virtue of their occupancy. The applicant has 
agreed to adjust the occupancy and/or increase parking to 
meet minimum requirements. 

8. An Initial Study was prepared on this project in compliance 
with the State CEQA Guidelines and the environmental report­
ing procedures of the County of Los Angeles. It was deter­
mined that this project will not ~xceed the established 
threshold criteria for any environmental or service factor 
and, as a result, will not have a significant effect on the 
physical environment. 

BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE COMMISSION CONCLUDES: 

A. The proposed use with the attached conditions and restric­
tions will be consistent with the adopted general plan for 
the area. 

B. With the attached restrictions and conditions, the requested 
use, at the location proposed, will not adversely affect the 
health, peace, comfort or welfare of persons residing and 
working in the surrounding area, and will not be materially 
detrimental to the use, enjoyment, and valuation of property 
of other persons located in the vicinity of the site, and 
will not jeopardize, endanger, or otherwise constitute a 
menace to the public health, safety or general welfare. 
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CONDITIONAL OSE PERMIT CASE No: es1s2:c11 Page 3 

c. The proposed site is adequate in size and shape to accommo­
date the yards, walls, fences, parking and loading facili­
ties, landscaping and other development features prescribed 
in the zoning Ordinance, and as is otherwise required in 
order to integrate the use requested with the uses in the 
surrounding area. 

D. The proposed site has aqequate traffic access and said site 
is adequately served by other public and private service 
facilities which it requires. 

And, therefore, the infocnation submitted by applicant and 
presented at the public hearing substantiates the required 
findings for a Conditional Use Permit as set forth in Section 
22.56.090 of the Title 22 of the Los Angeles County Code, the 
zoning Ordinance. 

COMMISSION ACTION: 

1. The Regional Planning Commission approves the negative 
declaration for the project, certifies that it has reviewed 
and considered the envirornnental information contained in the 
Initial Study, and determines that the proposed project will 
not have a significant effect on the environment. 

2. In view of the findings of fact presented above, Conditional 
Use Permit No. 85152-(1) is GRANTED with the attached 
conditions. 

3. The road acquisitions required by this grant are determined 
to be consistent (pursuant to Section 65402 of the Government 
Code) with the County of Los Angeles General Plan. 
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE uo: 85152~(1} CONDITIONS 

l~ Unless otherwise apparent £ran the context, the term nper­
mi ttee" shall include the applicant and any other person, 
corporation, or other entity making use of this grant. 

2. This grant shall not be effective for any purpose until the 
permittee and the owner of the property involved (if other 
than the permittee) have filed at the office of the Depart­
ment of Regional Planning their affidavit stating that they 
are aware of, and agree·to accept, all of the conditions of 
this grant. 

3. The permittee shall reimburse the County for any court and 
attorney's fees which the County may be required to pay as a 
result of any claim or action brought against the County 
because of this grant. Although the permittee is the real 
party in interest in an action, the County may, at its sole 
discretion, participate at its own expense in the defense of 
the action, but such participation shall not relieve the 
permittee of any obligation under this condition. 

4. This grant will expire unless used within 2 years from the 
date of approval. A one year time extension may be requested 
before the expiration date. 

s. If any provision of this grant is held or declared to be 
invalid, the permit shall be void and the privileges granted 
hereunder shall lapse. 

6. The subject property shall be developed, maintained and oper­
ated in full compliance with the conditions of this grant and 
any law, statute, ordinance or other regulation applicable to 
any development or activity on the subject property. Failure 
of the permittee to cease any development or activity not in 
full compliance shall be a violation of these conditions. 

7. Notice is hereby given that any person violating a provision 
of this grant is guilty of a misdemeanor. Notice is further 
given that the Rf!9ional Planning Commission may, after con­
ducting a public hearing, revoke or modify this grant, if it 
finds that these conditions have been violated or that this 
grant has been exercised so as to be detrimental to the pub­
lic health or safety or so as to be a nuisance. 

8. This grant allows the construction, use and operation of a 
church facility, subject to the following restrictions as to 
use: 

a. The occupancy of the maximum number of persons within 
the largest assembly area and/or the amount of parking 
provided shall by adjusted as necessary to comply with 
the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 
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CONDITIONS 
Page 2 

b. Parking lot lighting shall be shielded and directed away 
from adjacent residences and shall be restricted to the 
minimum necessary to safely traverse the lot. Such 
lighting shall be turned off no later than 10:30 p.m. 

c. The use of bells, chimes or amplified sound intended to 
be audible outside of the church buildings is prohib-
i ted. 

d. Commercial use of the facilities is prohibited. 

e. An Oak Tree Permit must be approved prior to any trimming 
or excavation work around the dripline of the oak tree on 
the subject property. 

9. Three copies of a revised plot plan, similar to Exhibit "A-1" 
and "A-2" as presented at the public hearing and conforming 
to such of the following conditions as can be shown on a 
plan, shall be submitted for approval of the Director of 
Planning: 

a. Show floor plan details and occupancy determinations as 
specified in Conditions Ba. 

b. Show details of all perimeter screen walls. 

c. Show the location details, heights, and intensity of any 
parking lot lighting. 

The property shall be developed and maintained in substantial 
conformance with the approved plan. All revised plot plans 
must be accompanied by the written authorization of the prop­
erty owner. 

10. Provide details of measures to be taken to protect the native 
oak tree including trimming, dripline and root crown work as 
approved by the County Forester in conjunction with the Oak 
Tree Permit. 

Three copies of a landscape plan, which may be incorporated 
into a revised plot plan, shall be submitted to and approved 
by the Planning Director before issuance of a building per­
mit. The landscape plan shall show the size, type, and loca­
tion of all plants, trees, and watering facilities. All 
landscaping shall be maintained in a neat, clean and health­
ful condition, including proper pruning, weeding, removal of 
litter, fertilizing and replacement of plants when neces­
sary. 
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CONDITIONS 
Page 3 

11. Provisions shall be made for all natural drainage to the sat­
isfaction of the Department of Public Works. 

12. The subject facility shall be developed and maintained in 
compliance with requirements of the Los Angeles County De­
partment of Health Services. Adequate water and sewage fa­
cilities shall be provid~d to the satisfaction of said De­
partment. 

13. Upon receipt of this letter, the permittee shall contact the 
Fire Prevention Bureau of the Los Angeles County Forester and 
Fire Warden to determine what facilities may be necessary to 
protect the property from fire hazard. Water mains, fire 
hydrants, and fire flow shall be provided as may be required 
by said Department. 

14. Dedicate (if not already dedicated) to the County of Los 
Angeles that portion of the subject property within SO and 30 
feet of the centerlines of Badillo Street and Sunflower 
Avenue respectively, and the 13 foot corner radius at the 
intersection of those streets. 

~s. Dedicate to the County of Los Angeles the right to restrict 
access to Badillo Street. 

16. The permittee shall install curb, gutter, and sidewalk im­
provements along the frontage of the subject property on 
Sunflower Avenue, and street trees and street lights along 
Sunflower Avenue and Badillo Street to the satisfaction of 
the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. 

17. Complete or guarantee completion of all requirements of Con­
ditions 14, 15, and 16 to the satisfaction of the Department 
of Public Works before obtaining building permits. 

18. All structures shall conform with the requirements of the 
Division of Building and Safety of the Department of Public 
Works. 

RF:JS:meg 
11/21/86 
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.. Department o/Regional Planning 
: Ii rrt : 320 West Temple Street 
·. : Los Angeles, California 90012 
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PROJECT SUMMARY 

OWNER I APPLICANT 

Verizon Wireless. 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

PROJECT NUMBER HEARING DATE 

R2014-02565-(5) June 16, 2015 

REQUESTED ENTITLEMENTS 

Conditional Use Permit No. R201400121 
Environmental Assessment No. 201400208 

MAP/EXHIBIT DATE 

2/6/15 

The applicant is requesting a conditional use permit for the construction, operation and maintenance of a 
wireless telecommunications facility (WTF) disguised in a 46 feet high decorative steel frame and the 
installation of a backup power generator within the lease area. 

LOCATION 

4337 N Sunflower Avenue 

ASSESSORS PARCEL NUMBER(S) 

8426-016-033 

GENERAL PLAN/ LOCAL PLAN 

Countywide General Plan 

ACCESS 

Sunflower Avenue 

SITE AREA 

0.01 Acres 

ZONED DISTRICT 

Charter Oak 

LAND USE DESIGNATION 

1-Low Density Residential 

ZONE 

PROPOSED UNITS 

N/A 

MAX DENSITY/UNITS 

N/A 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION (CEQA) 

A-1-10,000-(Light Agricultural with minimum 10,000 
square feet area) 

COMMUNITY STANDARDS DISTRICT 

NIA 

Class 3 Categorical Exemption - New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures 

KEY ISSUES 

• Consistency with the Los Angeles County General Plan 
• Satisfaction of the following Section(s) of Title 22 of the Los Angeles County Code: 

o 22.56.040 (Conditional Use Permit Burden of Proof Requirements) 
o 22.24.100 (A-1 Zone Development Standards) 

CASE PLANNER: 

Jeantine Nazar 

PHONE NUMBER: 

(213) 974- 6435 

E-MAIL ADDRESS: 

jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov 
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PROJECT NO. R2014-02565-(5) 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121 

ENTITLEMENTS REQUESTED 

STAFF ANALYSIS 
PAGE 1OF4 

• Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the construction, operation and maintenance 
of a wireless telecommunications facility (WTF) disguised in a decorative steel 
frame in the A-1-10,000 (Light Agricultural - 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Lot 
Size Required Area) zone, pursuant to County Code Section 22.24.100 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Verizon Wireless is seeking a CUP to allow the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of a WTF disguised in a decorative steel trellis frame (27'-6"x15'-0") 
mounted on three posts 46 feet in height. The WTF lease area is on the southwestern 
portion of the property behind the existing church building in the parking area and will 
not interfere with the existing use. The access to the lease area is from Badillo Street 
through a non-exclusive vehicular path of 12 feet wide as well as from Sunflower 
Avenue. 

SITE PLAN DESCRIPTION 
The site plan depicts 12 panel antennas, eight feet high each, mounted on three arms, 
four on each arm, 12 Remote Radio Units, four on each arm mounted behind the panel 
antennas, two parabolic antenna dishes and two RA YSCAPS mounted on the steel 
frame. The elevation plans depict the height of the antennas at 45 feet at the top and 
camouflaged with the steel trellis frame. The applicant is proposing to install equipment 
cabinets and a backup generator within a 378 (18'x21 ') square-foot lease area enclosed 
in an eight-foot-high CMU wall. 

LOCATION 
The WTF is located at 4337 N Sunflower Avenue within the unincorporated community 
of Charter Oak. 

EXISTING ZONING 
The subject property is located within the A-1-10,000 Zone in the Fifth Supervisorial 
District. 
Surrounding properties are zoned as follows: 
North: A-1-10,000 and City of San Dimas 
South: A-1-10,000 
East: City of San Dimas 
West: City of San Dimas 

EXISTING LAND USES 
The subject property is developed with a church. Surrounding properties are developed 
as follows: 
North: Water tanks and single-family residences 
South: Single-family-residences 
East: Single-family residences 
West: Single-family residences 

cc 01'1•3 



PROJECT NO. R2014-02565-(5) 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121 

STAFF ANALYSIS 
PAGE 2 OF 4 

PREVIOUS CASES/ZONING HISTORY 
CUP 85-152 approved in 1986 allowed the construction, operation and maintenance of 
a church. This permit indicates that there is one oak tree on the southeast portion of the 
property. 
Assessor's records show that a total of more than 88,000 square feet in area of building 
improvements were built in 1989. 
REA201000132 allowed second floor additions for Sunday school classrooms. 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION 
Los Angeles County ("County") Staff recommends that this project qualifies for a 
Categorical Exemption (Class 3 Exemption, New Construction and Conversion of Small 
Structures) under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the County 
environmental guidelines. The entitlement request is a new construction and includes a 
lease area of less than 400 square feet in size. The proposed WTF is disguised within a 
decorative frame with a cross design, which blends in well with the existing church 
building characteristics with negligible visual impact on the environment. Therefore, staff 
recommends that the Hearing Officer determine that the project is categorically exempt 
from CEQA. 

STAFF EVALUATION 
General Plan/Community Plan Consistency 
The project site is located within the Low Density Residential land use category of the 
County General Plan. This designation is intended for single-family residences of 1 to 6 
dwelling units per acre, schools, churches, local parks and other community-serving 
public facilities. The WTF serves the residential and commercial communities as well as 
the nearby schools by providing cellular phone services to the neighborhood, and is a 
suitable use; and therefore, consistent with the permitted uses of the underlying land 
use category. 

The following policies of the General Plan are applicable to the proposed project: 

Policy D.63-"Maintain high quality emergency response service." 

The proposed antennas and associated equipment will provide emergency service 
by connecting to close emergency dispatchers and assist the local residents and 
church goers in emergency situations. 

Further, the following Goals of the General Plan, Land Use Section, Part D, are 
applicable to the subject property and serve as guidelines for development: 

"To provide for land use arrangements that take full advantage of existing public 
service and facility capacities:" 

The wireless facility will improve the communication network for the residents and 
the church by providing service networks. 

cc 021313 



PROJECT NO. R2014-02565-(5) 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121 

Zoning Ordinance and Development Standards Compliance 

STAFF ANALYSIS 
PAGE 3 OF 4 

The proposed wireless facility is located in the A-1 zone. A wireless telecommunications 
facility is not a defined use in the Zoning Ordinance, however, staff traditionally utilized 
the defined use of "radio and television stations and towers" as a comparable use. 
Radio and television stations and towers are uses subject to a CUP pursuant to Code 
Section 22.24.100. 

Section 22.52.1220 of the County Code determines parking requirements for uses that 
are not specified and requires that parking shall be provided in an amount which the 
director finds adequate to prevent traffic congestion and excessive on-street parking. 
The proposed wireless telecommunications facility will be unmanned and will require 
periodic maintenance visits, typically once a month. 

Site Visit 
Staff visited the site and found that the site is clean and adequate. A WTF at this 
location with the proposed design would be appropriate. 

Burden of Proof 
The applicant is required to substantiate all facts identified by Section 22.56.040 of the 
County Code. The Burden of Proof with applicant's responses is attached. Staff is of 
the opinion that the applicant has met the burden of proof. 

COUNTY DEPARTMENT COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Staff has not received any agency comments for this WTF Project. 

LEGAL NOTIFICATION AND PUBLIC OUTREACH 
Pursuant to the provisions of Sections 22.60.174 and 22.60.175 of the County Code, 
the community was appropriately notified of the public hearing by mail, newspaper, 
property posting, library posting and DRP website posting. 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 
Staff has received an email from a concerned citizen regarding the new WTF at this 
location. The resident is concerned about possible interference of the new WTF with the 
other communication devices such as TV and cable. 

FEES/DEPOSITS 
If approved, fees identified in the attached project conditions will apply unless modified 
by the Hearing Officer. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
The following recommendation is made prior to the public hearing and is subject to 
change based upon testimony and/or documentary evidence presented at the public 
hearing: 

Staff recommends APPROVAL of Project Number R2014-02565-(5), Conditional Use 
Permit Number 201400121, subject to the attached conditions. 

CC02t3tJ 



PROJECT NO. R2014-02565-(5) 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121 

SUGGESTED APPROVAL MOTION: 

STAFF ANALYSIS 
PAGE40F4 

I, THE HEARING OFFICER, CLOSE THE PUBLIC HEARING AND FIND THAT THE 
PROJECT IS CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT PURSUANT TO STATE AND LOCAL 
CEQA GUIDELINES AND APPROVE CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 201400121 
SUBJECT TO THE ATTACHED FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS. 

Prepared by Jeantine Nazar, RPAll, 
Reviewed by Mitch Glaser, AICP 

Attachments: 
Draft Findings, Draft Conditions of Approval 
Applicant's Burden of Proof statement 
Correspondence 
Site Photographs, Photo Simulations, Aerial Image 
Site Plan, Land Use Map 

MM:JN 
June 7, 2015 
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DRAFT FINDINGS OF THE HEARING OFFICER 
AND ORDER 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
PROJECT NO. R2014-02565 - (5) 

CONDITOINAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121 

1. The Los Angeles County ("County") Hearing Officer conducted a duly-noticed public 
hearing in the matter of Conditional Use Permit No. 201400121 ("CUP") on June 16, 
2015. 

2. The permittee, Verizon Wireless ("permittee"), requests the CUP to authorize 
construction, operation, and maintenance of a wireless telecommunications facility 
(WTF) ("Project") on a property located at 4337 N Sunflower Avenue in the 
unincorporated community of Charter Oak ("Project Site") in the A-1-10,000 (Light 
Agricultural - 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Lot Size Required Area) zone County 
Code ("County Code") Section 22.24.100. 

3. The Project Site lease area is 378 square feet in size located on the southwestern 
portion of the property within a 1.25 acre lot developed with a church. The proposed 
Project will not interfere with the existing use. The Project Site is irregular in shape 
with generally flat topography. 

4. The Project Site is located in the Charter Oak Zoned District and is currently zoned 
A-1-10,000 (Light Agricultural with 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Lot Required 
Area). 

5. The Project Site is located within the Low Density Residential land use category of 
the County General Plan. 

6. Surrounding Zoning within a 500-foot radius includes: 
North: A-1-10,000 and City of San Dimas 
South: A-1-10,000 
East: City of San Dimas 
West: City of San Dimas 

7. Surrounding land uses within a 500-foot radius include: 
North: Water tanks and single-family residences 
South: Single-family-residences 
East: Single-family residences 
West: Single-family residences 

8. CUP 85-152 approved in 1986 allowed the construction, operation and maintenance 
of a church. This permit indicates that there is one oak tree on the southeast portion 
of the property. Assessor's records show that a total of more than 88,000 square 
feet in area of building improvements were built in 1989. REA201000132 allowed 
second floor additions for Sunday school classrooms. 
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9. The site plan for the Project depicts 12 panel antennas, eight feet high each, 
mounted on three arms, four on each arm, 12 Remote Radio Units, four on each arm 
mounted behind the antennas, two parabolic antenna dishes and two RA YSCAPS 
mounted on the steel frame. 

10. The elevation plans depict the height of the antennas at 45 feet at the top 
camouflaged with the steel trellis frame (27'-6"x15'-0") with a cross design mounted 
on three posts (3'-0"x2'-7") 46 feet in height. The applicant is proposing to install 
equipment cabinets and a backup generator within a 378 (18'-0"x21 '-0") square-foot 
lease area enclosed in an eight-foot-high CMU wall. 

11. The Project Site primary access is via Badillo Street through a non-exclusive 
vehicular path of 12 feet wide. The secondary access to the Project Site is via 
Sunflower Avenue. 

12. The Project Site will not provide any dedicated parking and will rely on the existing 
church parking areas to accommodate the required parking spaces for maintenance 
vehicles. 

13. Prior to the Hearing Officer's public hearing on the Project, Regional Planning staff 
determined that the Project qualified for a Class 3, New Construction or Conversion 
of Small Structures, categorical exemption from the California Environmental Quality 
Act (Public Resources Code section 21000, et seq.} ("CEQA"), the State CEQA 
Guidelines, and the Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and Guidelines 
for the County, because the Project involves the construction of a WTF and includes 
a lease area of less than 400 square feet in area. The proposed WTF is disguised 
within a decorative frame with a cross design, which blends in well into the existing 
church building characteristics with negligible impact on the environment. 

14. The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) sets standards for safe human 
exposure to non-ionizing electromagnetic radiation. The conditions of approval 
require written verification that the proposed facility's radio-frequency radiation and 
electromagnetic field emissions will fall within the adopted FCC standards for safe 
human exposure to such forms of non-ionizing electromagnetic radiation when 
operating at full strength and capacity for the lifetime of this conditional use permit. 

15. Pursuant to the 1996 Telecommunications Act, local jurisdictions are preempted 
from considering radio frequency emissions, when regulating WTF's, as long as 
such facilities comply with FCC regulations, 

16. Prior to the Hearing Officer's public hearing, the Department of Regional Planning 
("Regional Planning") staff received one email regarding this Project. The concerns 
addressed are related to the possibility that the proposed WTF would interfere with 
the reception of other types of communication devices. 

17. To be inserted after the public hearing to reflect hearing proceedings. 
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18. The Hearing Officer finds that the Project is consistent with the goals and policies of 
the Countywide General Plan. The WTF and associated equipment will provide 
emergency service by connecting to close emergency dispatchers and assist the 
local residents and businesses in emergency situations. The WTF will improve the 
communication network for the residents in the area. 

19. The Hearing Officer finds that the Project is compliant with the applicable 
development standards of Subdivision and Zoning Ordinance Policy No 01-2010 
(Wireless Telecommunications Facilities) dated July 26, 201 O ("WTF Policy Memo"). 
The proposed tower is 46 feet high and complies with the maximum height 
requirement of 75 feet. The Project proposes camouflaging techniques to minimize 
the visual impacts and provides appropriate screening. The WTF is disguised within 
a decorative frame and includes good camouflaging techniques with less than 
significant visual impact. 

20. The Hearing Officer finds that the proposed use at the site will not adversely affect 
the health, peace, comfort or welfare of persons residing or working in the 
surrounding area, will not be materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment or 
valuation of property of other persons located in the vicinity of the site, and will not 
jeopardize, endanger or otherwise constitute a menace to the public health, safety or 
general welfare. The proposed WTF will operate within the FCC mandated 
parameters for radio frequency emissions and will comply with Regional Planning 
guidelines for reducing a coverage gap area. 

21. The Hearing Officer finds that the proposed site is adequate in size and shape to 
accommodate the yards, walls, fences, parking and loading facilities, landscaping 
and other development features prescribed in this Title 22, or as is otherwise 
required in order to integrate said use with the uses in the surrounding area. The 
proposed WTF meets the development standards for setback, height and parking 
requirements. The lease area is within the 20 feet front setback, 15 feet rear 
setback, and 5 feet side setbacks. The Section 22.52.1220 of the County Code 
determines parking requirements for uses that are not specified and requires that 
parking shall be provided in an amount which the director finds adequate to prevent 
traffic congestion and excessive on-street parking. The proposed wireless 
telecommunications facility will be unmanned and will require periodic maintenance 
visits, typically once a month. The Project will rely on the existing church parking. 

22. The Hearing Officer finds that the Project is consistent with the A-1 zoning 
classification. Although, Title 22 of the County Code does not explicitly specify WTF 
as a use, the use most consistent with WTF specified in Title 22 is "radio and 
television stations and towers" as a comparable use. Radio and television stations 
and towers are permitted uses in zone A-1, provided that a CUP is first obtained. 

23. The Hearing Officer finds that the Project is accessed from Badillo Street through a 
non-exclusive vehicular path of 12 feet wide and from Sunflower Avenue. Therefore, 
the proposed site is adequately served by highways or streets of sufficient width and 
improved as necessary to carry the kind and quantity of traffic such use would 
generate, and by other public or private service facilities as are required. 
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24. The Hearing Officer finds that to ensure continued compatibility between the Project 
and the surrounding land uses, it is necessary to limit the conditional use permit to 
15 years. 

25. The Hearing Officer finds that pursuant to sections 22.60.17 4 and 22.60.175 of the 
County Code, the community was properly notified of the public hearing by mail, 
newspaper, and property posting. Additionally, the Project was noticed and case 
materials were available on Regional Planning's website and at libraries located in 
the vicinity of Charter Oak community. On May 5, 2015, a total of 293 Notices of 
Public Hearing were mailed to all property owners as identified on the County 
Assessor's record within a 1000-foot radius from the Project Site, as well as four 
notices to those on the courtesy mailing list for the Charter Oak Zoned District and to 
any additional interested parties. 

26. The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of 
proceedings upon which the Hearing Officer's decision is based in this matter is at 
the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, 13th Floor, Hall of 
Records, 320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodian of 
such documents and materials shall be the Section Head of the Zoning Permits East 
Section, Department of Regional Planning. 

BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE HEARING OFFICER CONCLUDES THAT: 

A. The proposed use with the attached conditions will be consistent with the adopted 
General Plan. 

B. The proposed use at the site will not adversely affect the health, peace, comfort or 
welfare of persons residing or working in the surrounding area, will not be 
materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment or valuation of property of other 
persons located in the vicinity of the site, and will not jeopardize, endanger or 
otherwise constitute a menace to the public health, safety or general welfare. 

C. The proposed site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the yards, walls, 
fences, parking and loading facilities, landscaping and other development features 
prescribed in this Title 22, or as is otherwise required in order to integrate said use 
with the uses in the surrounding area. 

D. The proposed site is adequately served by highways or streets of sufficient width 
and improved as necessary to carry the kind and quantity of traffic such use would 
generate, and by other public or private service facilities as are required. 

THEREFORE, THE HEARING OFFICER: 
1. Finds that the Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act 

pursuant to section 15301 of the State CEQA Guidelines (Class 3, New Construction 
or Conversion of Small Structures categorical exemption); and 
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2. Approves Conditional Use Permit No 201400121, subject to the attached 
conditions. 

MG:JN 
06/07/2015 
c: Zoning Enforcement, Building and Safety 



DRAFT CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

PROJECT NO. R2014-02565~(5) 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project is a conditional use permit request for the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of a wireless telecommunication facility (WTF) disguised as a decorative 
steel frame and the installation of a new backup power generator and equipment 
cabinets within the lease area subject to the following conditions of approval: 

GENERAL CONDITIONS 

1. Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term "permittee" shall include the 
applicant, owner of the property, and any other person, corporation, or other entity 
making use of this grant. 

2. This grant shall not be effective for any purpose until the permittee, and the owner 
of the subject property if other than the permittee, have filed at the office of the Los 
Angeles County ("County") Department of Regional Planning ("Regional Planning") 
their affidavit stating that they are aware of and agree to accept all of the 
conditions of this grant, and that the conditions of the grant have been recorded as 
required by Condition No. 7, and until all required monies have been paid pursuant 
to Condition No. 10. Notwithstanding the foregoing, this Condition No. 2 and 
Condition Nos. 4, 5, and 9, shall be effective immediately upon the date of final 
approval of this grant by the County. 

3. Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term "date of final approval" shall 
mean the date the County's action becomes effective pursuant to Section 
22.60.260 of the County Code. 

4. The perrnittee shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the County, its agents, 
officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the County 
or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul this permit 
approval, which action is brought within the applicable time period of Government 
Code Section 65009 or any other applicable limitations period. The County shall 
promptly notify the permittee of any claim, action, or proceeding and the County 
shall reasonably cooperate in the defense. If the County fails to promptly notify the 
permittee of any claim, action, or proceeding, or if the County fails to cooperate 
reasonably in the defense, the permittee shall not thereafter be responsible to 
defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the County. 

5. In the event that any claim, action, or proceeding as described above is filed 
against the County, the permittee shall within ten days of the filing make an initial 
deposit with Regional Planning in the amount of up to $5,000.00, from which actual 
costs and expenses shall be billed and deducted for the purpose of defraying the 
costs or expenses involved in Regional Planning's cooperation In the defense, 
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including but not limited to, depositions, testimony, and other assistance provided 
to permittee or permittee's counsel. 

If during the litigation process, actual costs or expenses incurred reach 80 percent 
of the amount on deposit, the permittee shall deposit additional funds sufficient to 
bring the balance up to the amount of $5,000.00. There is no limit to the number of 
supplemental deposits that may be required prior to completion of the litigation. 

At the sole discretion of the permittee, the amount of an initial or any supplemental 
deposit may exceed the minimum amounts defined herein. Additionally, the cost 
for collection and duplication of records and other related documents shall be paid 
by the permittee according to County Code Section 2.170.010. 

6. If any material provision of this grant is held or declared to be invalid by a court of 
competent jurisdiction, the permit shall be void and the privileges granted 
hereunder shall lapse. 

7. Prior to the use of this grant, the permittee, or the owner of the subject property if 
other than the permittee, shall record the terms and conditions of the grant in 
the office of the County Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk ("Recorder''). In addition, 
upon any transfer or lease of the property during the term of this grant, the 
permittee, or the owner of the subject property if other than the permittee, shall 
promptly provide a copy of the grant and its conditions to the transferee or lessee 
of the subject property. 

8. This grant shall terminate on June 16, 2030. Entitlement to use of the property 
thereafter shall be subject to the regulations then in effect. If the permittee intends 
to continue operations after such date, whether or not the permittee proposes any 
modifications to the use at that time, the permittee shall file a new conditional use 
permit application with Regional Planning, or shall otherwise comply with the 
applicable requirements at that time. Such application shall be filed at least six (6) 
months prior to the expiration date of this grant and shall be accompanied by the 
required fee. In the event that the permittee seeks to discontinue or otherwise 
change the use, notice is hereby given that the use of such property may require 
additional or different permits and would be subject to the then-applicable 
regulations. 

9. This grant shall expire unless used within two (2) years from the date of final 
approval of the grant. A single one-year time extension may be requested in 
writing and with the payment of the applicable fee prior to such expiration date. 

10. The subject property shall be maintained and operated in full compliance with the 
conditions of this grant and any law, statute, ordinance, or other regulation 
applicable to any development or activity on the subject property. Failure of the 
permittee to cease any development or activity not in full compliance shall be a 
violation of these conditions. Inspections shall be made to ensure compliance with 
the conditions of this grant as well as to ensure that any development undertaken 
on the subject property is in accordance with the approved site plan on file. The 
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permittee shall deposit with the County the sum of $1,600.00. The deposit shall be 
placed in a performance fund, which shall be used exclusively to compensate 
Regional Planning for all expenses incurred while inspecting the premises to 
determine the permittee's compliance with the conditions of approval. The fund 
provides for Eight (8) biennial (one every other year) inspections. Inspections 
shall be unannounced. 

If additional inspections are required to ensure compliance with the conditions of 
this grant, or if any inspection discloses that the subject property is being used in 
violation of any one of the conditions of this grant, the permittee shall be financially 
responsible and shall reimburse Regional Planning for all additional enforcement 
efforts necessary to bring the subject property into compliance. The amount 
charged for additional inspections shall be $200.00 per inspection, or the current 
recovery cost at the time any additional inspections are required, whichever is 
greater. 

11. Notice is hereby given that any person violating a provision of this grant is guilty of 
a misdemeanor. Notice is further given that the Regional Planning Commission 
("Commission") or a Hearing Officer may, after conducting a public hearing, revoke 
or modify this grant, if the Commission or Hearing Officer finds that these 
conditions have been violated or that this grant has been exercised so as to be 
detrimental to the public's health or safety or so as to be a nuisance, or as 
otherwise authorized pursuant to Chapter 22.56, Part 13 of the County Code. 

12. All development pursuant to this grant must be kept in full compliance with the 
County Fire Code to the satisfaction of said department. 

13. All development pursuant to this grant shall conform with the requirements of the 
County Department of Public Works to the satisfaction of said department. 

14. All development pursuant to this grant shall comply with the requirements of Title 
22 of the County Code and of the specific zoning of the subject property, unless 
specifically modified by this grant, as set forth in these conditions, including the 
approved Exhibit "A," or a revised Exhibit "A" approved by the Director of Regional 
Planning ("Director"). 

15. The permittee shall maintain the subject property in a neat and orderly fashion. 
The permittee shall maintain free of litter all areas of the premises over which the 
permittee has control. 

16. All structures, walls and fences open to public view shall remain free of graffiti or 
other extraneous markings, drawings, or signage that was not approved by 
Regional Planning. These shall include any of the above that do not directly relate 
to the business being operated on the premises or that do not provide pertinent 
information about said premises. The only exceptions shall be seasonal 
decorations or signage provided under the auspices of a civic or non-profit 
organization. 
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In the event of graffiti or other extraneous markings occurring, the permittee shall 
remove or cover said markings, drawings, or signage within 24 hours of such 
occurrence, weather permitting. Paint utilized in covering such markings shall be 
of a color that matches, as closely as possible, the color of the adjacent surfaces. 

17. The subject property shall be developed and maintained in substantial 
conformance with the plans marked Exhibit "A." If changes to any of the plans 
marked Exhibit "A" are required as a result of instruction given at the public 
hearing, Three (3) copies of a modified Exhibit "A" shall be submitted to Regional 
Planning by August 16, 2015. 

18. In the event that subsequent revisions to the approved Exhibit "A" are submitted, 
the permittee shall submit Three (3) copies of the proposed plans to the Director 
for review and approval. All revised plans must substantially conform to the 
originally approved Exhibit "A". All revised plans must be accompanied by the 
written authorization of the property owner(s) and applicable fee for such revision. 

PERMIT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 

19. The facility shall be operated in accordance with regulations of the State Public 
Utilities Commission. 

20. Upon completion of construction of the facility, the permittee shall provide upon 
request to the Zoning Enforcement Section of Regional Planning written 
certification that the radio frequency electromagnetic emissions levels comply with 
adopted Federal Communications Commission (FCC) limitations for general 
population/uncontrolled exposure to such emissions when operating at full strength 
and capacity. If other WTFs are located on the subject property or on adjacent 
parcels, the aforementioned report shall include the radio frequency 
electromagnetic emissions of said WTFs. 

21. Insofar as is feasible, the permittee shall cooperate with any subsequent applicants 
for wireless communications facilities in the vicinity with regard to possible co­
location. Such subsequent applicants will be subject to the regulations in effect at 
that time. 

22. Any proposed WTF that will be co-locating on the proposed facility will be required 
to provide upon request the same written verification of emissions and include the 
cumulative radiation and emissions of all such facilities to the Zoning Enforcement 
Section of Regional Planning. 

23. All structures shall conform to the requirements of the Division of Building and 
Safety of Public Works or other appropriate agency and obtain an encroachment 
permit if deemed necessary. 

24. If any external lighting is proposed, including security lighting, it shall be on motion 
sensors, be of low intensity, fully shielded and directed away from any adjacent 
residences. Pole mounted lighting is prohibited on the leasehold unless the facility 
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is disguised as a light pole. Antenna lighting is prohibited. Beacon lights are 
prohibited unless required by the FAA. 

25. The construction and maintenance of the facility shall be limited to the hours of 
9:00 AM to 5:00 PM, Monday through Friday. Emergency repairs of the facility 
may occur at any time. 

26. Placement and height of all pole mounted equipment shall be in substantial 
conformance with that shown on said Exhibit "A". The facility shall be built as 
depicted in the photo simulations presented at the public hearing. 

27. One parking space for maintenance vehicles shall be provided. The space does 
not have to be dedicated solely to maintenance vehicles. Maintenance vehicles 
shall not block access to driveways or garages. 

28. The maximum height of the facility shall not exceed 46 feet above finished grade 
line. 

29. The permittee shall maintain current contact information with the Zoning 
Enforcement Section of Regional Planning. 

30. The finished surface of the facility shall not be glossy or reflective in nature unless 
such finish is necessary to blend into existing design features. The finish shall be 
graffiti-resistant. 

31 . The facility shall be maintained in good condition and repair, and shall remain free 
of: general dirt and grease; chipped, faded, peeling or cracked paint; trash, debris, 
litter, graffiti and other forms of vandalism; cracks, dents, blemishes and 
discolorations; visible rust or corrosion on any unpainted metal areas. Any 
damage from any cause shall be repaired by the permittee within 30 days of 
notice. Weathered, faded or missing parts/materials used to disguise/camouflage 
the facility shall be maintained and/or replaced by the permittee within 30 days of 
notice. Provided landscaping shall be maintained at all times and shall be 
promptly replaced if needed. 

32. Upon request, the permittee shall submit annual reports to the Zoning Enforcement 
Section of Regional Planning to show compliance with the maintenance and 
removal conditions. 

33. The project number, conditional use permit number and lease holder contact 
information shall be prominently displayed on the facility where it can be easily 
viewed at or near eye level. 

34. The facility shall be secured by fencing, gates and/or locks. All fencing or walls 
used for screening or securing the facility shall be composed of wood, vinyl, stone, 
concrete, stucco or wrought iron. Chain links, chain link with slats, barbed and 
other types of wire fencing are prohibited. If the facility's fences or walls are visible 
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from the public right-of-way, landscaping, in a minimum planter width of five feet, 
shall be provided to screen the fence or wall from the street. 

35. Upon termination of this grant or after the construction of this facility, if the facility 
has ceased to operate; the permittee shall remove such facility and clear the site of 
all equipment within six months of the cease of operation date. The permittee shall 
restore the site as nearly as practicable to the condition prior to the installation of 
the subject facility. 

PROJECT SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 

36. The lease area shall be enclosed within an 8-foot-high CMU wall. 

37. Appurtenant equipment boxes shall be screened or camouflaged. 

38. The noise from the proposed diesel powered emergency generator shall not 
exceed 55 dBA at the nearest residential property line during non-emergency 
operations. 

39. The permittee shall adhere to the proposed generator plans and specifications as 
cleared by Public Health. 

40. The emergency generator maintenance test runs should be restricted to the hours 
between 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. and prohibited on Sundays. 

41. Construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 7am to 7pm Monday through 
Saturday. No construction work on Sundays and Holidays. The permittee shall 
adhere to the construction noise requirements contained in the Los Angeles 
County Noise Control Ordinance, Title 12, section 12.08 Part 3. 

42. The permittee shall adhere to the requirements of the Los Angeles County noise 
Control Ordinance, as contained in Chapter 12.08 of the Los Angeles County 
Code, Title 12. 



Los Angeles County 
Department of Regional Planning 

Planning for the Challenges Ahead 

Pursuant to Zoning Code Section 22.56.040, the applicant shall substantiate the following: 

(Do not repeat the statement or provide Yes/No responses. If necessary, attach additional pages.) 

A. That the requested use at the location will not: 
1. Adversely affect the health, peace, comfort or welfare of persons residing or working in the 

surrounding area, or 
2. Be materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment or valuation of property of other persons located in 

the vicinity of the site, or 
3. Jeopardize, endanger or otherwise constitute a menace to the public health, safety or general welfare. 

with a cross desi n element. Associated e ui ment will be laced at the foot of the tower. 

It will not create an hazardous materials fumes odors Ii ht fare traffic or noise. The facili 

will be full secured b an enclosure and will rovide needed voice data and E911 services 

to the area. 

B. That the proposed site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the yards, walls, fences, parking and 
loading facilities, landscaping and other development features prescribed in this Title 22, or as is otherwise 
required in order to integrate said use with the uses in the surrounding area. 

The ro·ect site is ade uate in size and sha e to accommodate all the develo ment features 

ards/setbacks 

unobtrusive the antennas will be enclosed within the tower and the associated e ui ment 
will be enclosed within a CMU wall . 

C. That the proposed site is adequately served: 
1. By highways or streets of sufficient width, and improved as necessary to carry the kind and quantity of 

traffic such use would generate, and 
2. By other public or private service facilities as are required. 

The ro osed facili will be unmanned. It will onl be visited occasional! about once a 

rovide access to the facili 

such as ewer, telco and fiber utilities. 

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning I 320 W. Temple Street I Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Phone: (213) 974-6411 I Fax: (213) 626-0434 I http://planning.lacounty.gov 



SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION FOR A WTF 

Introduction/Purpose 

Verizon Wireless (VZW) is a registered public utility, licensed and regulated by the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) and the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). As a public utility, VZW Is licensed by the FCC 
to provide wireless communication services throughout California. VZW is the largest wireless company in the United 
States and is dedicated to providing customers with wireless technology designed to enrich their lives. Its vision is to 
simplify the wireless experience for its consumer and business customers by offering easy-to-understand, affordable 
rate plans and excellent customer service. VZW is bringing next-generation wireless data products - from corporate e· 
mail to downloadable ringtones - to customers nationwide through its advanced networks. 

Background 

VZW Is the nation's largest digital voice and data network covering 290 million people and growing. With superior 
spectrum availability allotted in the nation's top 100 markets, VZW provides a fully digital GSM/GPRS with high speed 
EDGE wireless data network infrastructure. Wireless communications will continue to change the future of 
telecommunications with easy-to-use, lightweight and highly mobile communications devices including: portable 
telephones, computers and Personal Digital Assistants (PDAs). Wireless communications will provide voice, e-mail and 
Internet access capabilities for customer's communications needs virtually anywhere and at any time. The wireless 
network being developed by VZW differs from typical cellular networks in that it uses state of the art digital 
technology instead of analog systems, which have been in use since the early 1980's. The benefits include call privacy 
and security, improved voice quality, and an expanded menu of affordable products and services for personal and 
professional communications needs. 

Project Narrative & Coverage Analysis 

Efforts are currently underway in the County of Los Angeles to establish the required infrastructure for VZW. VZW has 
retained the services of Core Development Services (Core) to facilitate the land use entitlement process. Core is 
currently seeking approval of a Conditional Use permit for the installation and operation of an unmanned Wireless 
Telecommunications Facility (WTF) at the subject property which is currently zoned A-1 - light Agricultural. This 
project will install a 46-foot wireless facility disguised as a tower that has twelve panel antennas, two parabolic 
antenna dishes, and 12 RRU's. The generator and all associated equipment will be enclosed within an eight-foot tall 
CMU wall with connection to nearby existing electrical and telephone utilities to service the site. This facility will 
operate 24/7 except for the generator, which will operate once a week for maintenance, for about 15 minutes unless 
power is disconnected from the facility. Regular maintenance of the facility will be conducted by a technician about 
once a month. All associated antennae and equipment will be screened and hidden from the public right-of-way. 
Therefore, this site design and proposal adheres to the developments guidelines (Ord. Policy No. 01-2010). 

The intent of this facility is to meet capacity demands to the expanding community's needs for cell phone coverage in 
and around the Covina area of Los Angeles County. This new facility will provide improved coverage for those 
individuals who live, work and visit the surrounding community. As shown in the coverage maps, there is a gap in 
coverage along West Covina Boulevard, between North Reeder Avenue and South Valley Center Avenue. Specifically, 
this project will ofHoad capacity that surrounding area while also improving coverage in residential neighborhood. The 
specific location and design of the proposed project is illustrated in further detail on the provided drawings and photo 
simulations. 

1 



Alternative Candidate for Essex 
AllematMl Candidates 

C.reo!e-d on :.-u~ 28 By Upd!a:e-d 1 rrriu:c 1c;;o 
Rate tnis map Wr'I.~ • CDfT'l'nen1 Kl.IL I§ 
:hi 0 

' Proposed Proiec:t Property 

' Water Tanks 

"( Chns\'s Church of Valley 

' Glen Oak Elementary School 

\{ San Dimas Communily Hospilal 

Alternative Candidates for WTF 

Alternative Project Site I Location I Reason for Elimination • 
• Water Tonks I Northwest of Sunflower Ave. & Badillo St. I City Code prohibits ground-build facilities in the 

property's zone. 
• Christ's Church of Valley I 1404 W. Covina Blvd, San Dimas, CA I This candidate did not meet RF requirements 

and standards. 
• Glen Oaks Elementary School I Northeast of Sunflower Ave. & Cypress St. I Verizon Wireless does not engage 

in development on elementary school properties. 
• San Dimas Community Hospital I 1350 W. Covina Blvd, San Dimas, CA l The property owner rejected the 

project proposal. 

Ultimately, the proposed project site at 4337 Sunflower Avenue was chosen above the other candidates because: 
1) The location would allow the Radio Frequency engineer to achieve the height needed for the WTF. 
2) The ample space lease available can accommodate the WTF's particular stealth tower design, height and 

associated equipment. 
3) The zoning of the property is compatible with the proposed project use. 

2 



ESSEX I Project Narrative 

I. Current & Proposed Use 

The proposed project site is actively used as a church facility, located in the northeastern corner of the property, which 

occupies approximately Y. of the total property. The remainder of the property is used for parking. We propose to 

incorporate an unmanned wireless telecommunications facility (WTF), in the southwestern zone of the property, that will 

not interfere with the existing use. 

II. Operations 

The proposed unmanned WTF will be located in the southwestern zone of the property where it will operate 24 hours per 

day and seven days per week. A WTF technician will visit the site approximately once a month. Due to the low maintenance 

design of the project, it is unlikely for the WTF to generate any significant changes to the surrounding traffic patterns. 

Ill. Consistency with General Plan 

The proposed project's general plan land use designation is H9 (residential). The proposed wireless facility will be consistent 

with LA County's 2012 General Plan, which has the following two goals that encourage the further establishment of wireless 

facilities: 

• Goal PS/F 6: A County with adequate public utilities. 

o Policy 2: Improve existing wired and wireless telecommunications infrastructure 

o Policy 3: Expand access to wireless technology networks, while minimizing visual impacts through co­

location and design. 

• Goal ED 3: An expanded and Improved infrastructure system to support economic growth and development. 

o Policy 3: Support the expansion of business communication networks, such as telecommunications and 

wireless technologies. 

IV. Consistency with Zoning Development Standards 

The proposed project property is zoned as light agricultural (A-1-10000). Per municipal code section 22.24.100, property 

zoned as A-1, that obtains the appropriate permit, may be used for communication equipment buildings and radio and 

television stations and towers, but not including studios. Therefore, our proposed WTF project would be compatible with 

the property's zoning. Per municipal code section 22.21.110, the front, side and rear yards shall be provided as required in 

Zone R-1. According to R·l, the front yard should not be less than 20·feet in depth, the corner side yard should not be less 

than 10-feet, the interior side yard should not be less than five-feet, and the rear yard should not be less than 15-feet in 

depth. The proposed project would have an approximate front setback of SO-feet, from the sidewalk along East Badillo 

Street, which would be more 2.5 times longer than the required minimum front depth of 20-feet required for the R-1 zone. 

The proposed project's side yard setback is also approximately SO-feet, which more than meets the required five-feet side 

setback for R-1. The proposed project would have an approximate 40-feet rear setback, which also exceeds R-l's 

corresponding rear setback. The municipal code does not subject A-1 to a height limit, but in consideration of the 35-feet 

height limit for R-1, our project will exceed that height restriction by 11-feet. 



Jeantine Nazar 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Or. Clifford F. Maass [traumadr@verizon.net] 
Friday, May 08, 2015 1 :52 PM 
Jeantine Nazar 

Subject: PROJECT NUMBER: R2014-02565-(5) Conditional Use Permit No. R201400121 
Environmental Assessment 201400208 

To: Jeantine Nazar 
Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning (DRP) 
320 W. Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

Dear Jeantine Nazar, 

May 8, 2015 

We live at 1963 East Haller Street, Charter Oak, CA. 91724. We have some questions regarding this 
46 foot tower. 

1 . Will there be any signal interference with our television/radio antenna reception if this tower is 
constructed? 

2. Will there be any signal interference with our Directv Satellite reception? 

3. If there is the possibility of any interference, Will Verizon Wireless and or facilitator of said 
communication tower be responsible in correcting the situation so that we have the same 
uninterrupted service we have now? 

4. If there is a problem, whom should we contact and what is their contact information? 

We are disabled and unable to make the meeting June 16, 2015 in Los Angeles. 

Thank you in advance for your quick and accurate response. Should you need to contact us, please 
see below. 

Best Regards, 

Clifford F. Maass 
William W. McConnell 
1963 East Haller Street 
Charter Oak, Ca. 91724-221 O 

email: traumadr@verizon.net 
Phone: 626-966-4763 

1 



ESSEX I 4337 N. Sunflower Avenue, Covina, CA 91724 I APN: 8426-016-033 

PHOTO KEV MAP: 
VIEW 1: Northeast Corner of the Property (View from Badillo St.) 
VIEW 2: Northwest Corner of the Property 
VIEW 3: Southeast & Northeast Corners of the Property (View from Sunflower Ave.) 
VIEW 4: Project property parking lot (View from Badillo St./ Northwest project property corner) 
VIEW 5: Northeast Corner of the Property (View from Sunflower Ave.) 
VIEW 6: Driveway & Front of Property (View from Sunflower Ave.) 
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March 20, 2014 

~ w:nmnwiretess 
Verizon Wireless 
15505 Sand Canyon Ave. 
Building D-1 
Irvine, CA 92618 

Subject: Verizon Wireless' proposed telecommunications facility 
named "Essex" 4337 N Sunflower Ave, Covina, CA 91724. 

Verizon Wireless' Network Engineering Department conducts radio frequency (RF) emission 
studies on all sites in Southern California. All cellular transmit and receive equipment is 
manufactured to meet strict FCC requirements. Prior to use in a cellular system, the equipment 
must have FCC approval as to design, use and technical parameters. Upon turn up, Verizon 
Wireless will utilize 746-757 Mhz, 776-787 Mhz, 880-894 Mhz, 835-848 Mhz, 1965-1970 Mhz, 
1885-1890 Mhz and 1715-1730, 2115-2130 Mhz spectrum. Verizon Wireless' telecommunications 
equipment will not interfere with any frequencies used by emergency personnel in the frequency 
range of HF, UHF, VHF, 800 MHz or with any system operating outside of Verizon Wireless' FCC 
licensed frequency band or with. 

In the event that Verizon Wireless' installation does cause interference, please contact Network 
Operations Control Center (NOCC) at (800)-264-6620. 

Please let us know if you have any additional concerns. 

Scott Lee 
RF Design Engineer 
RF Engineering Department 
Verizon Wireless 
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( Los Angele$ County 

DEPARTMENT OF 
REGIONAL PLANNING 

320 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles 

California 90012 

974·6401 

Norman Murdoch 
Planning Director 

CERTIFIED-RECEIPT 
REQUESTED 

December 29, 1986 

Charter Oak Church of Abundant Life 
1267 North Sunflower Avenue 
Covina, California 91724 

Attention: Mr. Phillip Rather 

Dear 

RE: 

Sirs: ~ 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 85-~52-(l) 
To construct and operate a church. 
4337 Sunflower Avenue; Charter Oak Zoned 
District, Zone A-1-10,000 

; _· 

The Regional Planning Commission, by its action of December 3, 
1986, GRANTED the above described permit. Documents pertaining 
to this grant are enclosed. 

Your attention is called to the following: 

1. condition No. 2, that this grant shall not be effective 
for any purpose until the applicant and the owner of the 
property involved, or his duly authorized representative, 
have filed at the office of the Department of Regional 
Planning the enclosed affidavit stating that they are aware 
of, and accept all the conditions of this permit; 

2. The Commission's decision may be appealed to the Board 
of Supervisors at the office of Mr. Larry J. Monteilh, 
Executive Officer, Room 383 Hall of Administration, 
500 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012, 
telephone (213) 974-1442. The appeal must be postmarked 
or delivered in person within 15 days after this notice is 
received by the applicant. This grant will not become 
effective until and unless that period has passed without 
an appeal. 



( 

Charter Oak Church of Abundant Life 
December 29, 1986 
Page 2 

( 

3. The Commission's grant affects the following described 
property: 

(See attached legal description) . 
If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact 
Variances and Permits Section at (213) 974-6446. 

very truly yours, 

DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING 
Norman Murdoch, Director of Planning 

~,/,L-k 
4~~---

Schwarze, Ad;;J.nist ator 
Zon g Administration Branch 

JS:RF:eh 

Enclosures: Affidavit; Findings and Conditions 

cc: Building and Safety; Board of Supervisors; Zoning Enforcement; 
Laurance Blanchard, 1267 North Sunflower Avenue, Covina, CA 
91724; Irwin & Associates~ Inc., 16400 Pacific Coast Highway, 
1205, Huntington Beach, CA 92649; E. v. Jennings, Planning 
Director, City of Covina, 125 East College Street, Covina, CA 
91723; Alan Carter, Planning Director, City of San Dimas, 245 
East Bonita Avenue, San Dimas, CA 91773 
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CERTIFIED PROPERTY OWNER'S LIST 

AFFIDAVIT 

ZONING CASE NmCP 8 5 -1 5 2 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGE LES 

• . 

t. CL""'-\ \ t wf ~ • declare under penalty of 
periurv, pursuant to Section. 2015.5 of the Code of Civil Procedure, that the attached list contains the names and 
addresses of all persons who are shown on the latest available assessment roll of the County of Los Angeles as owners 
of the subject property and as owning property within a distance of five hundred (500) feet from the exterior 
boundaries of property legally described as: 

SAID LAND IS SITUATED IN THE UNINCORPORATED AREA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

THOSE PORTIONS OF LOTS 3 AND 4 OF TRACT 350, AS PER MAP RECORPEP IN BOOK 15 
- PAGE 64 OF MAPS, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY, 

DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
-

BEGINNING~AT THE POINT OF.INTERSECTION AT THE CENTER LINE OF SUNFLOWER 
AVENUE, WITH THE SOUTHERLY RIGHT OF WAY OF THE PACIFIC ELECTRIC RAILWAY 
COMPANY AS SAID POINT IS SHOWN ON COUNTY SURVEYOR MAP NO. C.S.B. 944 ON 
FILE IN THE OFFICE OF "fHE COUNTY SURVEY ER OF SAID COUNTY; THENCE SOUTH 00 
DEGREES 16' 55 11 EAST ALONG SAID CENTER LINE. 165 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 58 
DEGREES 23' 3011 WEST PARALLEL WITH THE SOUTHERLY RIGHT OF WAY OF SAID 
PACIFIC El ECTRIC RAii WAY COMPANY, 409.75 FEET; THENCE NORTH 00 DEGREES 16' 
55 11 WEST PARELLEL WITH THE EASTERLY BOUNDARY OF LOTS 3 ANO 4 
AFOREMENTIONED, 165 FEET TO A POINT IN THE SOUTHERLY BOUNDARY OF SAID 
PACIFIC ELECTRIC RIGHT OF WAY; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY BOUNDARY NORTH 
58 DEGREES 23' 3011 EAST 409,75 FEET IO THE POINT OF BEGINNING . 

EXCEPT THAT PORTION OF SAID LAND LYING EASTERLY OF THE .WESTERLY LINE OF THE 
EAST 2o FEET oF sAIO LOTS. 
EXCEPTING THE "PRECIOUS METALS AND ORES THEREOF" AS EXCEPTED FROM THE PARTITION 
BETWEEN JOHN ROWLAND, SR. AND WILLAIM WORKMAN. IN THE PARTITION DEED RECORDED 
IN BOO~x~~tfcf'itE 39 OF DEEDS. California, this __ 

J 6? ~ day of Ser' ec-. 1'e C . 19 !'>? 

Signature 

3184 
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO: 85152:(1) 

REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING DATES: November 5 and 19; 
1986 

PROCEDURE BEFORE THE COMMISSION: 

First Hearing: November S, 1906 

The applicant's representative testified in favor of a request to 
construct and operate a church in the Charter Oak community. The 
Commission continued the hearing to inspect the site and to allow 
the applicant to consider means to relate the occupancy of the 
proposed fellowship hall to required parking. 

There was no opposition testimony: 

Field Meeting: November lB, 1986 

The Commission conducted an inspection of the site with all 
members present. 

Second Hearing: November 19, 1906 

The applicant agreed to adjust the occupancy for the fellowship 
hall to the amount of parking provided. There being no further 
testimony, the Commission closed the public hearing. 

FINDINGS: 

1. The request is to construct and operate a church facility 
located at 4337 Sunflower Avenue, Charter Oak. 

2. The subject pro~erty is 52,560 square feet in area, shaped as 
a parallelogram, of level topography, and vacant. One native 
California Oak tree is located near the southeasterly corner 
of the site and is to remain in place. 

3. The site is located at the southwesterly corner of Badillo 
Street and Sunflower Avenue. The former is a partially 
improved major County highway and the latt~r is a partially 
improved County local service street. The Department of 
Public Works requests dedication of 30 feet from centerline 
on Sunflower, 50 feet from centerline on Badillo, construc­
tion of base and pavement curb, gutter and sidewalk on 
Sunflower, and street lights and street tree installation 
along Badillo. 

4. The property is bounded on the south, west and east by single 
family residences and on the north by a water storage tank 
facility. 



( ( 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE No: 85152:(1) Page 2 

5. The subject property is located within the A-1-10;000 zone 
(Light Agriculture, 10,000 square foot lots) of the Charter 
Oak Zoned District. That zone requires approval of a 
Conditional Use Permit for churches. 

6. The site is also located within the "Urban l" land use 
category of the Los Angeles County General Plan (1 to 6 
dwellings per acre density average). Churches are permitted 
within that category as'a local service use, subject to a 
showing of compatibility with the surrounding area. 

7. The plan, Exhibits •• A-1 and A-2", st:iows a complex consisting 
of 2 structures with a connecting roofline over a central 
patio area. The sanctuary structure, which would seat 294 
persons, would be located near the corner frontage of the 2 
streets. The fellowship hall would be located near the 
center of the site. Seventy parking spaces would be located 
along the southwest and westerly property boundaries and 
within the site next to the fellowship hall. Landscaping 
would be installed along the front setbacks of both frontages 
as well as within the parking lots~ Two driveways would be 
provided, one each to the 2 street frontages. 

The buildings under this plan slightly exceed the required 
parking by virtue of their occupancy. The applicant has 
agreed to adjust the occupancy and/or increase parking to 
meet minimum requirements. 

B. An Initial Study was prepared on this project in compliance 
with the State CEQA Guidelines and the environmental report­
ing procedures of the County of Los Angeles. It was deter­
mined that this project will not exceed the established 
threshold criteria for any environmental or service factor 
and, as a result, will not have a significant effect on the 
physical environment. 

BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE COMMISSION CONCLUDES: 

A. The proposed use with the attached conditions and restric­
tions will be consistent with the adopted general plan for 
the area. 

B. With the attached restrictions and conditions, the requested 
use, at the location proposed, will not adversely affect the 
health, peace, comfort or welfare of persons residing and 
working in the surrounding area, and will not be materially 
detrimental to the use, enjoyment, and valuation of property 
of other persons located in the vicinity of the site, and 
will not jeopardize, endanger, or otherwise constitute a 
menace to the public health, safety or general welfare. 
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE No: 85152:(1) Page 3 

c. The proposed site is adequate in size and shape to accommo­
date the yards, walls, fences, parking and loading facili­
ties, landscaping and other development features prescribed 
in the Zoning Ordinance, and as is otherwise required in 
order to integrate the use requested with the uses in the 
surrounding area. 

D. The proposed site has aqequate traffic access and said site 
is adequately served by other public and private service 
facilities which it requires. 

And, therefore, the information submitted by applicant and 
presented at the public hearing substantiates the required 
findings for a Conditional Use Permit as set forth in Section 
22.56.090 of the Title 22 of the Los Angeles County Code, the 
Zoning Ordinance. 

COMMISSION ACTION: 

1. The Regional Planning Commission approves the negative 
declaration for the project, certifies that it has reviewed 
and considered the environmental information contained in the 
Initial Study, and determines that the proposed project will 
not have a significant effect on the environment. 

2. In view of the findings of fact presented above, Conditional 
Use Permit No. 85152-(1) is GRANTED with the attached 
conditions. 

3. The road acquisitions required by this grant are determined 
to be consistent (pursuant to Section 65402 of the Government 
Code) with the County of Los Angeles General Plan. 
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. es1s2:c1) CONDITIONS 

1: Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term "per­
mittee" shall include the applicant and any other person, 
corporation, or other entity making use of this grant. 

2. This grant shall not be effective for any purpose until the 
permittee and the owner of the property involved (if other 
than the permittee) have filed at the office of the Depart­
ment of Regional Planning their affidavit stating that they 
are aware of, and agree'to accept, all of the conditions of 
this grant. 

3. The permittee shall reimburse the County for any court and 
attorney's fees which the County may be required to pay as a 
result of any claim or action brought against the County 
because of this grant. Although the permittee is the real 
party in interest in an action, the County may, at its sole 
discretion, participate at its own expense in the defense of 
the action, but such participation shall not relieve the 
permittee of any obligation under this condition. 

4. This grant will expire unless used within 2 years from the 
date of approval~ A one year time extension may be requested 
before the expiration date. 

S. If any provision of this grant is held or declared to be 
invalid, the permit shall be void and the privileges granted 
hereunder shall lapse. 

6. The subject property shall be developed, maintained and oper­
ated in full compliance with the conditions of this grant and 
any law, statute, ordinance or other regulation applicable to 
any development or activity on the subject property~ Failure 
of the permittee to cease any development or activity not in 
full compliance shall be a violation of these conditions. 

7. Notice is hereby given that any person violating a provision 
of this grant is guilty of a misdemeanor. Notice is further 
given that the Regional Planning Commission may, after con­
ducting a public hearing, revoke or modify this grant, if it 
finds that these conditions have been violated or that this 
grant has been exercised so as to be detrimental to the pub­
lic health or safety or so as to be a nuisance. 

8. This grant allows the construction, use and operation of a 
church facility, subject to the following restrictions as to 
use: 

a. The occupancy of the maximum number of persons within 
the largest assembly area and/or the amount of parking 
provided shall by adjusted as necessary to comply with 
the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 
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b. Parking lot lighting shall be shielded and directed away 
from adjacent residences and shall be restricted to the 
minimum necessary to safely traverse the lot. Such 
lighting shall be turned off no later than 10:30 p.m. 

c. The use of bells, chimes or amplified sound intended to 
be audible outside of the church buildings is prohib­
ited. 

d. Commercial use of the facilities is prohibited. 

e. An Oak Tree Permit must be approved prior to any trimming 
or excavation work around the dripline of the oak tree on 
the subject property. 

9. Three copies of a revised plot plan, similar to Exhibit "A-1" 
and "A-2" as presented at the public hearing and conforming 
to such of the following conditions as can be shown on a 
plan, shall be submitted for approval of the Director of 
Planning: 

. 
a. Show floor plan details and occupancy determinations as 

specified in Conditions Sa. 

b. Show details of all perimeter screen walls. 

c. Show the location details, heights, and intensity of any 
parking lot lighting. 

The property shall be developed and maintained in substantial 
conformance with the approved plan. All revised plot plans 
must be accompanied by the written authorization of the prop­
erty owner. 

10. Provide details of measures to be taken to protect the native 
oak tree including trimming, dripline and root crown work as 
approved by the County Forester in conjunction with the Oak 
Tree Permit. 

Three copies of a landscape plan, which may be incorporated 
into a revised plot plan, shall be submitted to and approved 
by the Planning Director before issuance of a building per­
mit. The landscape plan shall show the size, type, and loca­
tion of all plants, trees, and watering facilities. All 
landscaping shall be maintained in a neat, clean and health­
ful condition, including proper pruning, weeding, removal of 
litter, fertilizing and replacement of plants when neces­
sary. 
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11. Provisions shall be made for all natural drainage to the sat­
isfaction of the Department of Public Works. 

12. The subject facility shall be developed and maintained in 
compliance with requirements of the Los Angeles County De­
partment of Health Services. Adequate water and sewage fa­
cilities shall be provid~d to the satisfaction of said De­
partment. 

13. Upon receipt of this letter, the permittee shall contact the 
Fire Prevention Bureau of the Los Angeles County Forester and 
Fire Warden to determine what facilities may be necessary to 
protect the property from fire hazard. Water mains, fire 
hydrants, and fire flow shall be provided as may be required 
by said Department. 

14. Dedicate (if not already dedicated) to the County of Los 
Angeles that portion of the subject property within 50 and 30 
feet of the centerlines of Badillo Street and Sunflower 
Avenue respectively, and the 13 foot corner radius at the 
intersection of those streets. 

fS. Dedicate to the County of Los Angeles the right to restrict 
access to Badillo Street. 

16. The permittee shall install curb~ gutter~ and sidewalk im­
provements along the frontage of the subject property on 
Sunflower Avenue, and street trees and street lights along 
Sunflower Avenue and Badillo Street to the satisfaction of 
the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. 

17. Complete or guarantee completion of all requirements of Con­
ditions 14, 15, and 16 to the satisfaction of the Department 
of Public Works before obtaining building permits. 

18. All structures shall conform with the requirements of the 
Division of Building and Safety of the Dep.artment of Public 
works. 

RF: JS :meg 
11/21/86 



Retraction of RF Statemenls 
11After doing a lot of research and after discussing this with my group we have come to 
the conclusion that we no longer believe in the negative health effects from RF 
emissions, radiation and EMF from cell towers and wireless facilities. As the 
representative of this group and as agreed to by all the members of the community group 
opposing the Verizon cell tower we would like to formally retract and strike from the 
public record any mention of negative health effects from RF emissions, radiation and 
EMF from cell towers and wireless facilities. Again we retract any and all mention on 
the public record of negative health effects in our verbal testimony during public 
hearings, in writing, and in correspondence." 
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Dear Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning. 

Please reject Verizon' s application R2014-02565-(5) for a cell tower at 4337 N. Sunflower Ave. based on 
the fact that the application is still incomplete and does not prove the existence of a "significant gap". WE 
need to reject it at this time here is the list of evidence. 

1. Coverage in the proposed area is already good. Burden of proof has NOT been met by the 
applicant that a truly "significant" gap in coverage actually exists. Acquisition of Verizon's towers 
by American Tower is most likely driver for this cell tower application to gain more sites for 
American Tower to lease. 

2. E9 l l services currently in place meet all needs of the community and are not in need of 
improvement. 

3. The proposed Verizon wireless tower facility location is a prohibited use per the existing 
conditional use pennit governing use of this plot. 

4. The proposed Verizon wireless tower facility would place charter oaks lighthouse in violation of 
the occupancy parking requirements placed upon it per Conditional use pennit. 

5. Application is INCOMPLETE: Site Justification/ Alternative Sites Analysis is STILL MISSING. 
Verizon has not proven that they have found the LEAST INTRUSfVE SITE, because of its 
proximity to schools, a day care, the Mike Antonovich multi use trail and in an R-1 single family 
residential zone. 

6. Tower should be limited to 35' to fit in with building codes for R-1 zoning (section 22.20.110). 
7. 46' tower and potential future growth up to 66' tower would not fit in aesthetically into the area. 
8. Property Values decline for homes around a cell tower. 
9. Fire Hazard and earthquake concern to surrounding homes, schools, day care, and the Mike 

Antonovich multi use trail. 

Now we will review the evidence in detail: 

I) Coverage in the proposed area is already good. Burden of proof has not been met by the 
applicant that a truly "significant" gap in coverage actually exists. 

How is Significant Gap Defined? How should it be filled if there is one? 

According to The Third Circuit Court of Appeals in APT v. Penn Township: First, the provider 
must show that its facility will fill an existing significant gap in the ability of remote users to 
access the national telephone· network. 
(The Supreme Court upheld the Third Circuit's definition of "significant gap" when it refused to 
hear the appeal by Omnipoint in Omnipoint v. Newtown (Pennsylvania). Omnipoint's key 
objection was the court's definition of "significant gap." The Supreme Court refused to hear that 
appeal, thereby letting the Third Circuit's decision stand.) 

Second, the provider applicant must also show that the manner in which it proposes to fill the 
significant gap in service is the least intrusive. This will require showing that a good faith effort 
has been made to) identify and evaluate less intrusive alternatives, e.g: that the provider has 
considered less sensitive sites, alternative tower designs. Placement of antennas on existing 
structures, etc. 
According to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals in Metro PCS vs. San Francisco, 2005: "the 



Telecommunications Act does not assure every wireless carrier a right to seamless coverage in 
every area it servcs,'1 and that the inability to cover 'a few blocks in a large city' is, as a matter of 
law, not a 'significant gap1

•
11 

Cities and the County can deny applications if cell coverage is already good, and cities do NOT 
have to grant access to increase capacity. According to the 1996 Telecom Act, if a significant gap 
is proven, then local governments must grant access. If a significant gap is not proven, then the 
cell tower is non-essential, and local governments do not have to grant access. Improving gaps in 
coverage and increasing capacity are NOT the same thing. At the July hearing, the Verizon's 
CORE representative admitted that the cell tower site was proposed to INCREASE capacity, not 
to fill in a "significant gap." 

a. In Sprint vs. Palos Verdes, Ninth Circuit Court found Sprint's projected coverage maps 
unclear in defining "significant gap", and found that drive test (actual test) results more 
valid. The reason is because they are theoretical maps and many factors are taken into 
account that are theoretical (path loss, diffraction, reflections etc.) and based on 
assumptions made by the person who generate the maps. What are the assumptions that 
Verizon used in generating their map? They are not listed. Verizon's projected coverage 
map (see "Essex coverage - site by itself from Verizon 's application package) shows 
large Green weak signal areas in a small area extending less than 2 miles along Badillo, 
in contradiction to the coverage map on their website. According to Verizon's coverage 
maps from their website, good coverage is shown in the area of the new proposed tower 
and beyond, in all of the surrounding areas. Good coverage is shown in green- areas with 
a problem with coverage would be marked in white. But there is no white! Conclusion: 
there is no true "gapu in coverage. 

" 
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b. Testimonials from 15 Verizon cell customers below say that their coverage is good in the 
proposed cell tower location, along Badillo, between Sunflower and Lyman, at Charter 
Oaks Light House Church: Are attached hereto accompanied by sworn affidavits. 

c. According to sensorly.com, a 3rd party crowd sourced website that collects unbiased 
signal infonnation from customers, there is no significant gap either for Badillo area 
between Sunflower and Lyman. Customers use sources such as these to help make 
decisions on the best providers for their area. 

·" 
c....... .. 

•• !!!!!!!!!~~ i"\ ___ ) 
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Source: Scnsorly.com 
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d. Here is another unbiased 3rd party source RF map from Opensignal.cum. The area in the 
circle is right around 4337 N Sunflower Ave Covina, CA 91724. Notice that the area is 
colored in orange and red, which indicates strong signal. There is no significant gap 
there, and putting a cell tower in the middle of an area with strong sibrnal makes no sense. 

Also notice that in this same area, Verizon's Site by itself map shows green areas which 
mean weak signals. 



·::-ROOTMerrics· Veruon 
Q. ~337 N Sunflow"' A-,., Covino Cl €) 

U"1~tcd • Bed 8 P;>0t • F,.., 



Compare coverage 

c. 11' r - Hli "\.<'r {'. •' • l'•c t,A ,. • ~ I llt" I..,,_ ti-~ ot .., 

ATH 

TMJtiJe +73°/o 

loo·~ 

Source: Opcnsignal.com 
e. In February 2015, American Tower paid $5 billion to acquire the lease rights to all of 

Verizon's 11 ,000+ cell towers for 28 years. In this deal, Verizon will sublease tower 
space from American at $1900/month per site, for a minimum of 10 years, with 2% 
annual rent escalators. http: Uwww .fiercewireless.com/story/verizon-oftloads-towers­
american-tower-Sb/2015-02-05 The total rent paid by Verizon to American Tower for all 
of its towers for 10 years amounts to -$3billion that is guaranteed. To recoup their $5 
billion investment, American Tower would need another minimum total rent revenue of 
$2 billion from other sources. Even though Verizon submitted this application prior to the 
acquisition, if approved, this site would be controlled by American Tower, which is in the 
business of leasing tower space to cell carriers. Please understand that this is no longer an 
application made only by Verizon, but an application made by American Tower, who is 
not a cell carrier and is the largest owner of cell tower sites in the US, with rights to 
40,000 cell towers. Here is an ad on their website advertising availability on 11,500 



Verizon cell tower sites for co-location. http: lj go.pardot.com/1125692/2015-04-
l 0/3qgw47 
We believe American Tower wants this site to build a tower that it can lease to multiple 
carriers. Which is how American Tower will recoup $2 billion rent revenue needed from 
other .carriers. Verizon also sold 165 towers to American Tower for $0. l billion, which 
equates to a sale price of $600,000 per tower. After the leases expire, American Tower 
will have the ability to purchase the towers. Seep. 12 of Verizon 2014 Annual Report, 
Tower Monetization Transaction 
http://www.verizon.com/about/sites/default/files/2014 vz annual report.pdf 
The total cost in siting and constructing a cell tower is $250-$300K, so by selling a tower 
for $600K, Verizon is also making $300K + off each tower. Verizon is already the highest 
ranked network for coverage in Covina according to opensignal.com (see map above), 
and shows strong signal around 4337 N Sunflower Ave Covina, CA 91724 so why would 
they need more towers? 

Because there L<i 110 sig11i(ica11t gap accordi11g to Verizo11 's ow11 web!i·ite, 3rd pam• sig11al maps. actual 
sig11al map.<i, a11d customer's testi1no11ials, tlte Citv does 11ot ltave to grat1t acce.<;s. Tltis cell tower is 
mai11lv for CAPACITY a11d to give America11 Tower more site.<; to lease. CAPACITY give.<; Verizo11 the 
abilitv to .\·ell more pho11e 1111mbers a11d prmide faster speeds (or data {4GLTEJ, wltich has NO impact 
011 voice calls or 911 calls. The 1996 Telec01111111111icatio11s Act sap· NOTHING about req11iri11g cities to 
grant access to i11crease a carrier's CAPACITY. /(the Co1111(V chooses to give Verizo11 more 
CAPACITY, which is 11ot the same as satisfyi11g a "sig11i(ica11t gap", it should be 011 terms that are 
acceptable to a11d will he11e(it tile ci(V a11d it . ., citize11.<;, a11d it sh"uld be tl1e LEAST illtrusive 111ea11s. 1101 

the MOST i11tr11sive. 

Also, "roaming" enables Verizon's customers to use another carrier's network {Sprint uses CDMA like 
Verizon) in case Verizon does not have a good signal in a spot. This is another factor that prevents a 
41Significant gap". 

2) Emergency 911 services currently in place meet all needs of the community and are not in 
need of improvement. 

Arc the Emergency 911 sen•ices in the area currently meeting all of the needs of the 
community? 

According to FCC Ruling FCC ruling (CC Docket 94-102) it is required that any carrier connect 
an E9 l 1 call from ANY cell phone, even an unsubscribed cell phone. There is a shared 
responsibility amongst all carriers to connect to E91 I. (See attachment) In an emergency you are 
better off using a landline vs 911. When you call 911 from a landline a dispatcher will know your 
exact location address and phone number. As demonstrated by the below map total coverage from 
all providers in the area show a more than adequate support coverage for all of the areas 
Emergency 91 I needs. 
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3) The proposed Verizon wireless tower facility location is a prohibited use per the existing 
conditional use permit governing use of this plot. 

The proposed site for the Verizon Wireless tower is located on a lot with an existing conditional 
use pennit. The site in question is the Charter Oaks Light House Church located at 4337 N 
Sunflower Ave Covina, CA 91724. This site is already governed by Conditional use pennit 
#85152-( I) where in under section 8 subsection d "Commercial use of the facilities is prohibited." 

The installation, operation, leasing, and any other action pertaining to the proposed wireless tower 
is unquestionably a commercial use. 



a. 1l1e 1996 Telecom Act contains many references to "commercial" and "competitive free 
market", making cell towers a commercial endeavor. In AT&T vs. City Co1111cil of Virginia 
Beach, US Court of Appeals for 4'h District ruled that placing a cell tower is a commercial 
endeavor. and that the city has a right to reject it on a church property within a residential 
zoned area, and that the city has ultimate authority over aesthetics which is subjective. Read 
full court decision here http://www.ca4.uscourts.gov/Opinions/Published/972389.P.pdf 
The church's Conditional Use Pennit doesn't say anything about use for a public utility or 
commercial use, which is what a cell tower is, and goes against the original specified use in 
the CUP. 

b. The nature of the relationship between Verizon Wireless and American Towers further 
emphasizes this commercial use. 

In February 2015, American Tower paid $5 billion to acquire the lease rights to all of 
Verizon's 11,000+ cell towers for 28 years. In this deal, Verizon will sublease tower space 
from American at $1900/month per site, for a minimum of 10 years, with 2% annual rent 
escalators. http://www.fiercewireless.com/story/verizon-offioads-towers-american-tower­
Sb/2015-02-05 The total rent paid by Verizon to American Tower for all of its towers for 10 
years amounts to -$3billion that is guaranteed. To recoup their $5 billion investment, 
American Tower would need another minimum total rent revenue of $2 billion from other 
sources. Even though Verizon submitted this application prior to the acquisition, if approved, 
this site would be controlled by American Tower, which is in the business of leasing tower 
space to cell carriers. Please understand that this is no longer an application made only by 
Verizon, but an application made by American Tower, who is not a cell carrier and is the 
largest owner of cell tower sites in the US, with rights to 40,000 cell towers. Here is an ad on 
their website advertising availability on 11,500 Verizon cell tower sites for co-location. 
http: lj go.pardot.com/V25692/2015-04-10/3qgw47 

We believe American Tower wants this site to build a tower that it can lease to multiple 
carriers. Which is how American Tower will recoup $2 billion rent revenue needed from 
other .carriers. Verizon also sold 165 towers to American Tower for $0.lbillion, which 
t:quates to a saie price of$600,000 per tower. Attcr the leases expire, American Tower will 
have the ability lu pun:hasc the towers. See p. 12 of V crizon 2014 Annual Report, Tower 
Monetization Transaction 
http://www.vcrizon.corn/about/sites/default/files/2014 vz annual report.pdf 

The total cost in siting and constructing a cell tower is $250-$300K, so by selling a tower for 
$600K, Verizon is also making $300K + off each tower. Given the nature of the towers as 
well as the potential financial gains for Verizon, American Towers as well as the income to 
Charter Oaks Light House Church how could this tower be anything but a commercial use?\ 

c. The California Board of Equalization issued an opinion pertaining to Cell Towers located on 
properties owned by religious organizations on September 16 2008 siting: "a churches 
exemption applies to property used exclusively for religious worship ... " later stating that 
" . . . it would be difficult to conclude that leasing property for the installation of a cell tower is 
incidental or reasonably necessary for religious worship or religious purposes." Though the 
presence of the tower does not disqualify the property from exemption the tower itself is not 
exempt as it is not being operated for an exempt purpose IE: Commercial use. Please see the 
attached full text. 

d. When considering the application of the statute, it is important to know the intended use of a 
proposed facility because the only types of wireless facilities covered by Section 332(c)(7), 



are those that are " for the provision of personal wireless services." The term "personal 
wireless services" is defined in the statute to mean "commercial mobile services, unlicensed 
wireless services, and common carrier wireless exchange access services." 

5 . Definitions 

"Personal wjrc~s sc.ryiccs ~ indudc commercial mobile ~erviccs. unlicensed wirclc~s 
services. and common carrier wireless c.\changc access services. 47 U .S.C. 
§332(c)(7)(C)(i). 

·commercial mobile senil"Cs" are defined in Section 332 of the Communicatiom A1.."t and 
the FCC s rulell. and include cellular telephone scr\'iccs rcgulaled under Pan 22 of the 
FCC's rules, SMR scn'ices regulated under Part 90 of the FCC!, rule!,. and PCS regulated 
under Part 24 of the FCCs rules. 47 CF.R. §20.9 . 

.. (C) DEFINffiONS- For purposes of this paragraph--
' (i) the tenn 'personal wireles.s services1 means 

commercial mobile services, unlicensed wireless 
services, and common carrier wireless exchange access 
services; 

Source: Fact Sheet - Wireless Telecommunications Bureau - FCC Http://wireless.fcc.gov/ factl .pdf 

The Proposed tower fails to meet the conditional use permit burden of proof pursuant to Zoning 
Code Section 22.56.040 that the applicant must substantiate the following: 

a. That the requested use at the location will not: 

i. Adversely affect the health, peace, comfort or welfare of persons residing or working 
in the surrounding area, or 

ii. Be materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment or valuation of property of the other 
persons located in the vicinity of the site, or 

iii. Jeopardize, endanger or otherwise constitute a menace to the public health, safety or 
general welfare. 

The installation of cellular towers are unquestionably detrimental to the use, enjoyment or 
valuation of property of the other persons located in the vicinity of the site. 

a . Property Values decline around a cell tower. 

A 46' tower looks like a cell tower and is hard to disguise- it is obtrusive because it is 
taller than any of the surrounding trees, and looks like a cell tower. The tallest tree 
around the church is a pine that measures 30', so a 46' tower will be obvious and stick 
out. With ever increasing negative media coverage on cell towers, people are 
becoming more concerned about living close to cell towers. Stories on popular shows 
like Dr. Oz and Dr. San jay Gupta and on news programs warning about the potential 



hazards of cell tower radiation have appeared and seem to be airing more often. It is 
impossible to camouflage the antennas completely, and prospective homebuyers will 
notice a cell tower in the neighborhood and will not want to buy in the area because 
of what they've heard on the news. Dr. Sandy Bond, in the Fall 2007 Appraisal 
Journal, said that property values drop 2-20% for homes near a cell tower. The July 
25, 2014 issue of Realtor Mag reported that an ovenvhelming 94 percent of home 
buyers surveyed by the National Institute for Science, Law & Public Policy 
(NISLAPP) say they are less interested and would pay less for a property located 
near a cell tower or antenna. 79 percent said that under no circumstances would they 
ever purchase within a few blocks of a cell tower or antennas, and almost 90 percent 
said they were concerned about the increasing number of cell towers and antennas in 
their residential neighborhood. 
htttt:l/realtonnag.realtor.org/dailynews/2014/07/25/cell-towers-antennas-problematic­
for-buyers Is Verizon/ American Tower going to compensate us for our loss in home 
values? A $1 million house would drop between $20,000-$200,000 per house for a 2-
20% drop in home value. 

This affects people's opinions of school safety as well. Covina has been able to maintain high 
property values due to its desirable location and quality schools. If people see that there arc cell 
towers close to schools, neighborhoods, daycares and hiking trails they may not want their 
children enrolled at these schools because of the negative media coverage regarding potential cell 
tower dangers. 

The tower represents a potential hazard may jeopardize, endanger or otherwise constitute a 
menace to the public health, safety or general welfare. 

a. Cell towers do catch on fire from routine maintenance welding, and the proposed 
location is less than I 00 ft from the nearest home 

i. June 2015- a cell tower caught fire in Virginia during maintenance welding, 
http: lfwtkr.com/2015/06/ 16/cell-phone-tower-near-heritage-hig~school-catches­
fireL 

ii. 111 2014 in Grnmiview (Columbus) Ohio, a baii ficid iight pole cell tower m the 
football field of a high school I l:aughl fire 

http://dispatch.com/content/stories/local/2014/07115/0715-grandview-cellphone­
tower-fire.html 

iii. In 2014 in Thurston, Oregon, a ball field light pole cell tower located close to a 
high school caught fire. 

http://www.kval.com/newsllocaVCell-tower-fire-near-Thurston-High-sends-up­
smoky-plume-275018241.html 

iv. Prince George, MD in 2006, a ball field light pole cell tower caught fire during 
welding 

http://www.firehouse.com/news/10500668/maryland-cell-tower-destroyed-bv-fire 
v. In Rancho Cucamonga, CA, in 2014 a ball field light pole cell tower caught fire 

' during welding 
http://www.dailybulletin.com/20110113/cell-tower-catches-fire-nearby­
buildingsevacuated ; 

vi. in Lilburn, GA in 2011, a ball field light pole cell tower caught fire during 
welding causing evacuation of day care nearby 

http://www.gwinnettdailvoost.comLnewsL2011 Ldec/Q2Lfire-closes-rockbridge-road/ 



v11. and in Las Vegas along US 95 in 2013, a light pole cell tower caught fire during 
welding 

http://www.fox5vegas.com/story/20959950/cel1-phone-tower-catches-fire-near-us-95 

For all of these reasons the proposed tower violates the existing conditional use pennit in place 
with Charter Oaks Church prohibiting commercial activity and the project fails to meet the 
conditional use permit burden of proof pursuant to Zoning Code Section 22.56.040 in such that it 
will have unknown and potentially serious health consequence, it's presence will detrimental to 
the property values of the surrounding homes, and it poses a direct and well documented hazard 
to the surrounding homes. For all of these reasons WE should deny Verizon' s Application. 

4) The proposed Verizon wireless tower facility would place charter oaks lighthouse in 
violation of the occupancy parking requirements placed upon it per Conditional use permit. 

Within the existing conditional use permit for Charter Oaks Lighthouse it is required that the 
church maintain a specific number of available parking. Under the current Conditional use permit 
"Seventy spaces will be located along the south west and westerly property boundaries and within 
the site next to the fellowship hall. .. " (Findings paragraph 7) This parking is being provided by 
the areas that the proposed tower is supposed to be occupying. The parking capacity at current is 
insufficient to accommodate the church as the attendees of the church already regularly park on 
the streets surrounding the church as well as in the neighborhoods adjacent. Parking was already 
an issue when the CUP was approved in 1986 since then attendance has likely increased and no 
additional parking has been added. 

The p1an, Ex hi bi ts "A-1 and A-2 ••, shows a complex consisting 
of 2 structures with a connecting rco£line over a cen~ral 
patio area. The sanctuary structure, which would seat 294 
personsr wou1d be located near the corner frontage of the 2 
streets_ The fellowship hall would be located near the 
center of the site. Seventy parking sp~ceG would be located 
along the nouthwe~t and westerly property bound~rie~ and 
within the site next to the fcllow~hip ha11. Landscaping 
would be installed along the front setbacks of both frontages 
as well as within the parking 1ots. Two driveway& would be 
provided, one each to the 2 street frontaqes. 

The buildings under this plan slightly exceed the required 
parking by virtue of their occupancy. The applicant ha& 
agreed to adjust the occupancy and/or increase parking to 
meet minimUZP r&auirements-

.. 

The reduction of spaces is expressed in the map provided in Verizon 's application wherein they 
are removing 2 parking spaces to accommodate the Tower. 
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Additionally the number of available spaces arc 
further limited due to the presence of temporary 
storage focilities that have been on the property for 
years as well as the inadequate maintenance of the 
parking facilities located at Charter Oaks Facility 
limiting the availability of some of the parking 
spaces. 

Reducing the number of available parking spaces 
on the church's property will escalate the issue and 

cause a significant inconvenience to the neighborhoods surrounding the church. For these 
reasons WE should deny Version's application. 

5) Application is INCOMPLETE: Site Justification/ Alternative Sites Analysis is STILL 
MISSING. 

........ 
A- tO 

If there is a significant gap, then the least intrusive means of filling the gap should be identified. 
Which includes alternative sites and technologies. The proposed location is in a residential area 
surrounded by homes, with the closest house less than lOOft away. Verizon has not proven that 
they have found the LEAST INTRUSIVE SITE to fill their alleged COVERAGE GAP because of 
its proximity to a school, a day care, hiking trails and an R-l zone 



Fire Hazards and tower collapses are real risks and should be taken into account for identifying 
the least intrusive means when homes and schools are that close. 

At a minimum, the search area is supposed to cover the entire service area with the alleged gap .. 
They need to broaden where they can go to cover the service area. Where are the other possible 
locations that Verizon can site the cell tower? That is the question that would be answered by an 
Alternative Sites Analysis, which is incomplete. 

Verizon is obligated to PROVE that the proposed site is the LEAST INTRUSIVE SITE to fill 
their alleged GAP. 

Since Verizon still has not done a proper alternative sites analysis or identified the least intrusive 
means to fill their alleged gap, we will provide some. In T-Mobile v the City of Anacortes, the 
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals ruled that a locality is not compelled to accept the provider's 
representations. However, when a locality rejects a prima facie showing, it must show that there 
are some potentially available and technologically feasible alternatives. 

Alternative technologies that are less intrusive exist besides large 
cell towers. Small cells were not mentioned in the application. 
They would be the least intrusive means to increase capacity, and 
they don't have the same risk of fires and collapses. Verizon states 
that they arc looking to improve coverage along Badillo. This 
situation is perfect for microcells to increase capacity. One type of 
small cell has a range of - 600' radius that can sit on top of a light 
pole. (See picture of NextG small cell below) You could put 3 - 6 
of them along Badillo 
to take the place of the proposed tower, which would improve 
capacity. 



Jeantine Nazar 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Newcastlelane1883 [newcastlelane1883@yahoo.com] 
Wednesday, August 19, 20151 :06 PM 
Jeantine Nazar 

Subject: 
Chang Dano Weisberg; Rachelle Rodriguez; newcastlelane1883@yahoo.com 
Re: Alternative Sites Not Alternative Sites but Rejected 

Jeanitne, 
Chang will follow up with Photos and addresses: 

Here are the reasons that we see as issues with Alternative Sites listed on Petition and 
Package: 

1. Water Tanks/Northwest of Sunflower Ave. and Badillo St/City Code prohibits ground 
build-based facilities in the property's zone. (On Package/Petition) 

According to Verizon representatives at the Verizon Meeting held on July 27, 2015 it 
was mentioned that the Water Tanks were reviewed and since the facilities were not 
able to build on the ground, city of Covina said Verizon could review to put on the Top of 
the Water Tanks. Verizon and Core decided it wasn't going to work because it wasn't 
high enough for what they wanted for this project. (Not an Alternative Site available) 

2. Christ's Church of Valley/1404 W. Covina Blvd, San Dimas, CA/ This candidate did 
not meet RF requirements and standards. 

According to Greg Lindsey 909-592-2282 x137 at CCV head of operations on July 23, 
2015. (Voicemail was listened to at meeting August 17, 2015) Verizon proposed to put 
a tower on the ground, CCV said No. Gave option to put on the roof, said Verizon didn't 
want to absorb the cost of this project and didn't pursue this option any further. (Not an 
Alternative Site Available) 

3. Glen Oaks Elementary School/Northeast of Sunflower Ave. and Cypress 
St.Nerizon Wireless does not engage In development on elementary school properties. 

At Verizon meeting July 27, 2015, it was disclosed that this is what they consider a 
Sensitive Area or Location. (Not an Alternative Site Available) 

4. San Dimas Community Hospital/1350 W. Covina Blvd, San Dimas, CA/The 
Property Owner rejected the project proposal. 

At Verizon meetinQ=July 27, 2015, it was disclosed that this is what they consider a 
Sensitive Area or Location.(Not an Alternative Site Available) 

Ultimately, the proposed project site at 4337 Sunflower Avenue was chosen above the 
other candidates because: 
1) The Location would allow the Radio Frequency engineer to achieve the height 
needed for the WTF. 
2) The ample space lease available can accommodate the WTF's particular stealth 
tower design, height an associated equipment. 

1 



3) The zoning of the property is compatible with the proposed project. 

Our argument against this final location site, is that they do not have any Alternative 
sites other than the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church in a Residential Neighborhood and 
community. We need 4 Alternative Locations, Not locations that were rejected or 
not pursued by Core and Verizon. We believe that even though the Church is zoned 
A-1 (Light Agricultural) there is no Agricultural or Animals at this specific location and it's 
like an Island amongst the Sea of Residential R-1 zoned properties North, South, East 
and West of site. Only non-residential property is the Water Tanks. 99% of the area is 
Residential. The Tower does not fit into the Aesthetics and look of homes and Church's 
locally. It will be an eye-sore and nuisance in this Community of residential homes. 229 
Letters from residents signed is a real concern and must be taken into consideration 
according to Board of Supervisors field deputy Brian Mejia representing Mike 
Antonovich and the 5th District. 

David Lumiqued 

<Alternative Sites not Alternative Rejected or Not Pursued.pdf> 

z 
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2 WTF Palm Monopines at Vons I Royal Oaks 

932 E. Badillo, Berkeley Square Shopping Center, Covina, CA 91724 

2 WTF Palm Monopine Located at Jiffy lube 

21008 E Arrow Hwy, Covina, CA 91724 



• . " 

1 WTF Palm Monopine at Big Lots 

20808 E Arrow Hwy, Covina, CA 91724 

1 WTF Palm Monopine at U-Haul 

1961 E Covina Blvd, Covina, CA 91724 



6) Tower should be limited to 35' to fit in with building codes for R-1 zoning (section 
22.20.110). 

The property that the proposed tower would be 
located on is zoned as A-1 but this is an anomaly 
in the area and could be described as an Island of 
A-1 in an ocean of R-1 zoning please see the 
zoning map. As such the tower should be limited 
to the height restrictions of the R-1 Zoning of the 
majority of the effected properties. 

a. Under Los Angeles County 
Zoning Code 22.20.110 the maximum height limit 
of any structure is "35 feet from the existing or 
excavated grade" 

This application to erect a tower al 46' should be 
denied as it exceeds the maximum height 
restriction on the surrounding R-1 Structures. 

7) 46' tower and potential future growth up to 66' tower would not fit in aesthetically into the 
area. 

a. The federal Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals has ruled that neither California law 
nor the federal Telecommunications Act prevent local governments "from taking 
into account aesthetic considerations in deciding whether to permit" the 
development of wireless telecommunications facilities, such as cell towers. 
(Sprint PCS Assets. L.L.C. v. City of Palos Verdes Estates. et al. , 9th Cir. No. 05-
56106, October 14, 2009.) 

b. When an architect applies for a CUP for a remodel or new home often the City 
will require a photo board that shows the surrounding homes and street. This is 
used to prove COMPATIBILITY with the surrounding neighborhood. 

Here arc a number of samples of the homes adjacent to the church and the 
proposed cell tower. As you can clearly see a cell tower would not aesthetically 
fit in with this picturesque neighborhood. 



1847 Newcastle Ln, San Dimas 1841 Newcastle Ln, San Dimas 

1823 Newcastle Ln, San Dimas 906 Essex Rd, San Dimas 

973 Pembroke Rd, San Dimas 2084 E Cypress St, Covina 

1150 Edinburgh Rd, San Dimas 1723 Gainsborough Rd, San Dimas 



c. A cell tower would loom over the neighborhood and STIGMATIZE THE 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES. It would ruin the views for the surrounding 
homes. Please see the following excerpt from the STIGMATIZED PROPERTY 
SURVAY. The complete survey is attached hereto. 
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d. The tower renderings provided by Verizon arc not compatible with the 
surrounding community. Especially, with the local churches. No other church in 
the community has a detached bell tower or steeple. Allowing Verizon to place a 
detached WTF disguised with a decorative cross is ugly and inconsistent with the 
community. The tower would be at least one and a halftimes larger than any 
surrounding trees and the church itself. It would be double at the 66' height which 
the tower is assured to grow to. 

Sec balloon height tests and local churches and the above pictured surrounding 
neighborhood homes for reference. 

N Barston Ave East View North Barston Ave East View 

---.. ' 

~ -- ! 

-... -
0 
@ 



Badillo Ave South View Sunflower Ave View 

Church Christ of the Valley Church of Nazcrene 

8) Property Values decline for homes around a cell tower. 
a. A 46' tower looks like a cell tower and is hard to disguise- it is obtrusive because it is 

taller than any of the surrounding trees, and looks like a cell tower. The tallest tree around 
the church is a pine that measures 30', so a 46' tower will be obvious and stick out. With 
ever increasing negative media coverage on cell towers, people are becoming more 
concerned about living close to cell towers. Stories on popular shows like Dr. Oz and Dr. 



Sanja)l..Gupta and on news programs warning about the potential hazards of cell tower 
radiation have appeared and seem to be airing more often. It is impossible to camouflage 
the antennas completely, and prospective homebuyers will notice a cell tower in the 
neighborhood and will not want to buy in the area because of what they've heard on the 
news. Dr. Sandy Bond, in the Fall 2007 Appraisal Journal, said that property values drop 
2-20% for homes near a cell tower. The July 25, 2014 issue of Realtor Mag reported that 
an overwhelming 94 percent of home buyers surveyed by the National Institute for 
Science, Law & Public Policy (NISLAPP) say they are less interested and would pay less 
for a property located near a cell tower or antenna. 79 percent said that under no 
circumstances would they ever purchase within a few blocks of a cell tower or antennas, 
and almost 90 percent said they were concerned about the increasing number of cell 
towers and antennas in their residential neighborhood. 
http:/ /realtonnag.realtor 10rsldai I ynews/2014/07 /25/ce I I-towers-antennas-problematic-for­
bu ycrs Is Verizon/American Tower going to compensate us for our loss in home values? 
A $1 million house would drop between $20,000-S200,000 per house for a 2-20% drop in 
home value. 

9) Fire Hazard \,Dd earthquake concern to surrounding homes, schools, day care, and the 
Mike Antonovich multi use trail. 

a. Cell towers do catch on fire from routine maintenance welding, and the proposed 
location is Jess than 100 ft from the nearest home and close to schools, day care and 
the Mikt: Antonovich multi use trail. 

i. June 2015- a cell tower caught fire in Virginia during maintenance welding, 
http: I fWtkr .com/2015/06/ 16/cell-phonc-tower-near-heritage-hi gh-schoo 1-catches­
fireL 

11. In 2014 in Grandview (Columbus) Ohio, a ball field light pole cell tower in 
the football field of a high school I caught fire 

http://dispatch.com/ content/ stories/local/20 l 4107 / I 5/0715-grandview_-cell0,hqne­
tower-fire. html 

iii. In 2014 in Thurston, Oregon, a ball field light pole cell tower located close to 
a high school caught fire. 

http://www.kval.com/news/local/Cell-tower-fire-near-'l'hurston-High-sends-up-
. smoky-plume-275018241.html 

iv. Prince George, MD in 2006, a ball field light pole cell tower caught fire 
during 
welding 

http://www.firehouse.com/news/ l 0500668/maryland-cell-tower-destroyed-bv­
fire 

v. In Rancho Cucamonga, CA, in 2014 a ball field light pole cell tower caught 
fire during welding 

http://www.dailybulletin.com/20110113/cell-tower-catches-fire-nearby­
buildingsevacuated ; 

vi. in Lilburn, GA in 2011, a ball field light pole cell tower caught fire during 
welding causing evacuation of day care nearby 

http://www.gwinnettdailypost.comLnewsL2011 Ldec/02Lfire-closes-rockbridgc­
road/ ; 
vii. and in Las Vegas along US 95 in 2013, a light pole cell tower caught fire 

during welding 



CONSLUSlON 

http://www.fox5vegas.com/story/20959950/cell-phone-tower-catches-firc-near­
us-95 

b. Per section 6409 (a) of the Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of2012, 
the applicant has the right to make a 20' addition to the height of the tower, which the 
city cannot deny. The proposed 46' tower will grow to a 66' tower. Would a 66' tower 
meet city codes? 4337 N Sunflower Ave Covina, CA 91724 is in an earthquake area, 
so the structure of the tower should be supported accordingly. No mention of 
earthquakes has been made in the application. There are serious safety consequences 
if the cell tower does not have deep enough footings in a earthquake zone. Kid pass 
through the church's property and there will be a risk of the heavy tower falling 
during a moderate earthquake. 

There is no "significant gap." It has not been proven by the applicant. Third party website maps 
from sensorly.com and opensignal.com do not show any gaps. Our actual signal map of the area 
also did not show any "significant gaps." Testimonials and affidavit from 15 Verizon customers 
showing no "significant gaps.11 Even Verizon's own coverage maps on their website show no 
gaps, let alone a "significant gap." Even though Verizon has the BEST coverage in the city 
according to opensignal.com, Verizon is expediting a number of new cell tower applications in 
various areas since American Tower acquired rights to all of Verizon's towers in February 2015. 
This must be considered a driver for Verizon's application because American Tower needs to 
make a minimum of $2 billion in rent from other sources to recoup their $5 billion investment. 
When you consider all these FACTS, is there really a "significant gap?" it is out contention that 
alternative sites and alternative solutions do exist, but Verizon, perhaps due to cost 
considerations, will not consider them? Is data on dropped calls low in the area? We have also 
provided other technologically feasible alternatives and solutions, such as the use of small cells 
and increasing the capacity at existing sites in industrial/commercial areas. 

The proposed cell facility at the proposed location is the MOST intrusive means to fill Vcrizon's 
alleged significant gap. We have cited relevant case law regarding significant gap, least intrusive 
means to fill a gap, alternative site analysis, and city's right to enforce aesthetic considerations in 
cell tower citings, and section 704a of the 1996 Telecom Act which outlines the city's rights to 
decide "where," "how high," and "aesthetics". In addition there are serious safety considerations 
with a 46' tower and that the proposed site is located within an earthquake liquefaction zone. The 
aesthetics of a 46' tower docs not fit in with the area. Its proposed location is also within 100 ft. of 
residential houses, and this location goes against the wishes of 700 residents who signed a 
petition against this cell tower installation as well as more than 150 letters from residents against 
the cell tower .. 

Reject their application now. If you grant Verizon a continuance, Verizon will do the same thing 
again in a couple months without the requested items and waste everybody's time at a planning 
commission hearing. You do not have to allow the placement of cell towers near R 1 zones just 
because you have received an application for one, and a deficient one at that. We have provided 
sufficient evidence to reject this application that would stand up in court based on legal 
precedents. Enforce our County's telecom codes and stand up for your citizens. and reject 
Verizon's proposal unanimously. 
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R~cipiQnt Address CityStZip Apnlist 

A H AND W R JOERGER TRS 2060 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402017058 

ABRAHAM AND ITZEL VACA 443 N GREER AVE COVINA CA 91724 • 8426016007 

ADRIAN D AND CLAUDIA L HALL 412 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426016001 

AJAY KAND MONICA MEHTA 937 S PEMBROKE RD SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426037015 
A~BERT..A·CENGEJA's:EJ:iA·~ ~·, -· : . ··r:-ef;·~·5,~. u 1823 NEWCASTLE LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426040011 .., .. ., . 
ALFRED Y AND MARTHA P MONTANO 2026 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402017056 
ALLEN Y PAN ET AL 2204 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402016060 

ALVARO AND MARIA STARBIRD 4225 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426013047 
ALVIN N AND JACQUELINE DEL BANCO 2214 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402016066 

AMIR H GOLSORKHI ET AL 1823 W CARDIFF RD SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426037006 
ANA VARTABEDIAN 4447 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402017031 
ANGIE XU 21004 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402016026 
ANTHONY FOUX PO BOX60 PACIFIC GROVE CA 93950 8426016025 
AmeNie~n~N'o'lJ:teeEhaA~ilrJ6/\o;.~1 ·~J."i', -; .: ~: 

.\. ~ - . i - p 
1871 NEWCASTLE LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426040003 

ANTONIO SUAREZ ET AL 4434 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018034 
ARDEN SAND NANCY C LAW TRS 1804 NOTrlNGHAM LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426036011 
ARMON DO ANO DENISE M GARCIA 1026 SHERWOOD CT SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426036018 
ARNULFO AND DELFINA F GUTIERREZ 1841 NOTTINGHAM LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426036005 

AURELIO 'AND MARIA R MEJORADO·¥ .·.i.:'.tC~:ii! 1817 NEWCASTLE LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426040012 
BARRY AND LISA GUSTAFERRO 715 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402024003 
BENJAMIN HILL ET Al 4438 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018036 
BERNARDO UY 4504 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402016030 
BETTE J LEE TR 851 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402017064 
BILLY C AND KELLIE E HAARBAUER 2212 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402016067 
BOBBIE R DIMMITI 661 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402024007 
BRENTON ESTRADA 2187 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402015054 
BRETT E AND MARY A NORTH 460 N BARSTON AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426016024 
BRIAN KAND SONDRA J LEE 4432 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018033 
BRUCEDADAM 35598 KOLO CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 8426036006 
BRUCE RAND MARV A BURLEW 1002 SHERWOOD CT SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426036015 
BRUCE T ANO TAMMY S REIGNER 2153 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402015020 
CANDACE LOWRY TR 2014 E EDGECOMB ST COVINA CA 91724 8426018023 

CARMELO AN Cf MARIA OOCARANO ,: J.l~~. \i: 1841 NEWCASTLE LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426040008 



CATHERINE DELVA 4423 N SUNFLOWER AVE 
CECILIA CORDER 10l.5 SHERWOOD CT 

·CHANG:.Ol~q;~-~R'"':.,~~l5-.1!ERG ;~ ·· ~1~r~~~1.M:t_ : 1853 NEWCASTLE LN 
CHARLES AND TEENA NESS 619 N LYMAN AVE 
CHARLES EDWARDS 
CHARLES I KINNE 

CHARLES 0 GRAHAM 

CHARTER OAK LIGHTHOUSE 
CHENXIANG JIA ET Al 
CHERIN HANES ET Al 

CHERYL OKAMURA 

CHRISTEL MODER TR 
CHRISTOPHER A AND MARIA D CASTRO 

CHRISTOPHER AND AMANDA LOCKWOOD 
CHRISTOPHER R GUNTENSPERGEN ET AL 
CLAIRE OSTRAND TR 

CLIFFORD F MAASS ET Al 

COLLEEN M BOURLAND TR 

COVINA CITY 

CRAIG E SMITH 
CYPRESS PLACE HOMEOWNERS ASSN 
CYPRESS VANTAGE ESTATE LLC 
DANIEL AND MARY H CEBALLOS 

DANIEL G ARMENDARIZ ET Al 
DANIEL G MCMEEKIN ET Al 

DANIEL K SCHMIDT 
DAVID A AND MARIA WEBER 

970 S PEMBROKE RD 
728 N CHARTER DR 

1874 W CARDIFF RD 

43=:7 N SUNFLOWER AVE 
2u:o E CYPRESS ST 
1980 E HALLER ST 

2175 E BADILLO ST 
604 N CHARTER DR 
648 N CHARTER DR 

2203 E BADILLO ST 
41'18 N LYMAN AVE 

1n1 GAINSBOROUGH RD 

1963 E HALLER ST 
43l6 N LYMAN AVE 

125 E COLLEGE ST 
4443 N SUNFLOWER AVE 

PO BOX3057 
2275 HUNTINGTON DR UNIT 559 
4300 N LYMAN AVE 

94Ei S PEMBROKE RD 
48Z N BARSTON AVE 

4402 N LYMAN AVE 
433 N GREER AVE 

'7. ~· ... - --: :: .... ~_,,;-:-:-.•_ 

DAVID A:lUM~~~f)'tQ~l]\ '""~~i::'lit~~ili~:~f , 18El3 NEWCASTLE LN 
DAVID ALFARO 459 N BARSTON AVE 

DAVID AND AURORA ESPARZA 1878 E EDGECOMB ST 

DAVID HAND MELINDA M YAMASHITA 1886 W CARDIFF RD 

DAVID LAND FAITH M SWANSON 
DAVID V AND GUADALUPE A PORCO 
DELBERT AND SHIRLEY G MORGAN TRS 

'-' 

1852 NOTIINGHAM LN 
20:!5 E EDGECOMB ST 
45:!8 N SUNFLOWER AVE 

..-.. 

-

COVINA CA 91724 
SAN DIMAS CA 91773 
SAN DIMAS CA 91773 
COVINA CA 91724 
SAN DIMAS CA 91773 
COVINA CA 91724 

SAN DIMAS CA 91773 
COVINA CA 91724 
COVINA CA 91724 
COVINA CA 91724 
COVINA CA 91724 
COVINA CA 91724 
COVINA CA 91724 
COVINA CA 91724 
COVINA CA 91724 
SAN DIMAS CA 91773 
COVINA CA 91724 
COVINA CA 91724 
COVINA CA 91723 
COVINA CA 91724 
SAN DIMAS CA 91773 
SAN MARINO CA 91108 
COVINA CA 91724 
SAN DIMAS CA 91773 
COVINA CA 91724 

COVINA CA 91724 
COVINA CA 91724 
SAN DIMAS CA 91773 
COVINA CA 91724 
COVINA CA 91724 

SAN DIMAS CA 91773 
SAN DIMAS CA 91773 
COVINA CA 91724 
COVINA CA 91724 

8402018029 
8426036028 
8426040006 
8402024011 
8426037009 
8402024020 
8426037022 
8426016033 
8402016049 
8402018004 
8402015031 
8402024012 
8402024016 
8402015046 
8426017007 
8426035018 
8402017003 
8402018045 
8426016900 
8402017063 
8402015094 
8402016027 
8402018047 
8426037011 
8426016022 
8402018014 
8426016006 
8426040001 
8426016019 
8402025029 
8426037021 
8426036014 
8426016015 
8402016042 
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DELBERT K HORINE 443 N 9ARSTON AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426016017 

DELIA S JERVIS 2172 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402016045 

DIANNE L SHUBIN TR 1448 E NAVILLA PL COVINA CA 91724 8402018005 

DON ANO DAWN FRAZER 1913 E RUDDOCK ST COVINA CA 91724 8402025003 
DONALD K WALLACE 477 N BARSTON AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426016021 
DUANE A AND CYNTHIA J WALSBERG 1988 E HALLER ST COVINA CA 91724 8402018003 
DUANE F AND ALICIA CARLSON TRS 806 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402017001 
EDMOND AND MARV A AUZENNE TRS 4215 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426013049 
EDMUNDO R ANO PEGGY J CID TRS 4236 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426016003 
EFRAIN 0 GONZALEZ TR 737 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402024001 
EH MAX DEVELOPMENT LLC 1839 9TH AVE MONROVIA CA 91016 8426033015 
ELSIE SILVERSTEIN ET AL 2177 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402015032 
E.Mf.l}ci AbD,AR

0

GQ,l~C!i_l:)g ~~~R~~-::~.l\_~·~~rJ : 1805 NEWCASTLE LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426040014 
ESTHER SOLIS TR 2151 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402015019 
FELICITO JR AND MARIA A GONZALES 727 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402024002 
FELIX P JR AND ISABEL VEIGA 15454 GALE AVE HACIENDA HEIGHTS CA 91745 8426033009 
FLORENCE J CHING TR 4348 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018019 
FRANCISCO DE ANDA 131 N RIMHURST AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402017036 
FRANK A BROWN ET AL 638 N CHARTER DR COVINA CA 91724 8402024015 
FRANK A LUISI ET AL 641 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402024009 
FRANK ANO SIGRID RIOS 2157 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402015022 
FRANK AND SUSAN L ROSELi 626 N CHARTER DR COVINA CA 91724 8402024014 
FRANKE ANO KATHRYN M FOSTER 961 S PEMBROKE RD SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426037017 
GABRIEL G AND CORINNA R MUNOZ 1187 EDINBURGH RD SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426033005 
GARY AND KATHY WARTH 4439 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018044 
GELNA AND JUAN AQUININGOC 2186 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402016052 
GEORGE A AND BECKY SERRANO 2014 E FARLAND ST COVINA CA 91724 8402017048 

GEORGE AND LINDA SAKELLARIOU 2209 1/2 CRARY ST PASADENA CA 91104 8402017062 
GEORGE ANO MERLYN E RIVERA 4305 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426018001 
GEORGE AND PATRICIA ZELLMANN TRS 651 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402024008 
GREG LAND GABRIELLE A MOORE 837 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402017066 
GREGORIO AND ALLYSON ASUNCION 452 N GREER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426016010 

GREGORY L PAYNE ET AL 424 N GREER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426016013 

GUSTAVO IBARRA 746 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018007 



HAROLD BAND ELAINE M STADLER 93L S PEMBROKE RD SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426037012 

HAROLD BUTTERBAUGH CO TR 330 N GREER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426018014 

HAROLD M BREEDLOVE TR 309 E PUENTE ST COVINA CA 91723 8402018012 

HARRY AND MARILYN MCINTOSH TRS 413 N GREER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426016004 

HARVINDER KAUR 10~1 GIBBS CT TUSCUMBIA AL 35674 8402016056 

HASMUKH AND NIRMALA JOSHI TRS 1745 GAINSBOROUGH RD SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426033011 

HEMANT AND SURBHI UDESHI 1801 NOTTINGHAM LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426036010 

HOWARD MEI ET Al 2184 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402016051 

HUGO RAND AURA Y GALVEZ 44:7 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018048 . . 
·~ 

•. "' ~ ~ 

HUI M CHEN. ET AL • ¥ .. • ' I ~ 1877 NEWCASTLE LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426040002 . . ....... . ·' .. ' . . 
INGEBORG ALBER TR 1737 GAINSBOROUGH RD SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426035002 

IYAD MAND HENE 8 SARSOUR PO BOX 2922 COVINA CA 91722 8426040009 
JACK RAND TWILA C SNEED TRS 4311 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426016029 
JACKIE AND SUZANNE EMMERTTRS 4518 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402016013 
JAGADISH AND TRUPTI J PATEL ET AL 949 S PEMBROKE RD SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426037016 
JAIME R ALEMAN 44081/2 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018018 
JAMES AND BARBARA RICHARDS TRS 201 WFST ONTARIO CA 91762 8402015053 
JAMES AND CATHERINE HOWARTH TRS 4503 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402017027 
JAMES AND CHERYL MOORE TRS 3n N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426017008 
JAMES AND JUDY YANG 9SU S PEMBROKE RD SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426037010 
JAMES D MC MASTER CO TR 4516 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402016028 
JAMES E AND CECILIA HAMILTON 847 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402017060 
JAMES FISCHELLA TR 181)2 W CARDIFF RD SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426037023 
JAMES G LACSON 4425 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018031 
JAMES PROSS 10:L8 SHERWOOD CT SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426036017 
JANE A NOLASCO 2170 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402016044 
JARED WAND NYON H KIM 2206 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402016061 
JAY D GATFIELD 1820 NOTTINGHAM LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426036012 
JEANETTE M REED 18:l1 NEWCASTLE LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426040013 
JEANNE L ROUP 4437 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018043 
JEFF W VELASCO ET AL 4505 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402017028 
JEFFREY G AND DONNA J KRUGER TRS 18155 NOTTINGHAM LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426036002 
JEFFREY WAND CAROL A BALDWIN 982 S PEMBROKE RD SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426037036 

JENNIFER MAZZARELLE 2199 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402015048 

-
--



,,-.... 

JEREMIAH J STEELE 2002 E FARLAND ST COVINA CA 91724 8402017047 
JERRY C CUMMINS 1835 W CARDIFF RD SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426037034 
JERRY LAND BONNIE D SNODGRASS 922 S PEMBROKE RD SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426037013 
JESSIE AND VIVIAN A JIM 2194 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402016054 
JESUS M AND LOURDES CHACON TRS 3148 ANGELUS AVE ROSEMEAD CA 91770 8426013048 
JO ANN MADDALENA TR 2193 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402015051 
JOANN MILLER TR 1981 E HALLER ST COVINA CA 91724 8402017005 
JOANN MORRISSEY ET AL 4330 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018023 
JOHN C AND KAREN L BOUSMAN 4233 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426013046 
JOHN C HYBARGER 20747 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402018040 
JOHN HOESER 236 S VALLEY CENTER AVE SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8402017029 
JOHN WANO PATRICIA H BURNS TRS 614 CHARTER DR COVINA CA 91724 8402024013 
JOHNWYAO 2196 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402016053 
JONATHAN M TRUSTRNELIUS CO 605 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402025001 
JORGE L CARRILLO ET AL 21025 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402016036 
JOSE ANO VANESSA SANCHEZ 4404 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018015 
JOSE LAND CHRISTINE L DIAZ 442 N GREER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426016011 
JOSEPH AND CELINA ARCENEAUX TRS 1873 NOTIINGHAM LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426036001 
JOSEPH RENTERIA TR 2191 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402015052 
JOSHUA BAND LISA E VEATER 2161 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402015024 
JUAN AND GELNA AQUININGOC 2218 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402016064 
JUAN E GARCIA ET AL 2034 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402017061 
JUAN SANTOS ET AL 4309 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426016030 
JUFANG ZHANG 721 BLUESTONE CIR FOLSOM CA 95630 8402016055 
JULIAN J JR AND MARIBEL E AVON 1042 SHERWOOD CT SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426036021 
JUSUF AND LALAINE NASIR 412 N GREER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426016014 
KATHVVAN PHU 815 E BARBERRYWAV AZUSA CA 91702 8402016068 
KEMPTON SANO TERESA A LOCKWOOD 1809 NOTTINGHAM LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426036009 
KEN J AND MARY H PHO 2188 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402016057 
KENNETH D AND AMANDA L LITWAK 2179 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402015033 
KENT A AND JILL M DOHY 331 N GREER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426017013 
KIM KPHUNG 2084 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402017069 
KRISTINA A AND JUAN M ANGULO 1923 E RUDDOCK ST COVINA CA 91724 8402025002 

LAI EN ZHOU CO TR 1233 S 8TH AVE ARCADIA CA 91006 8402015050 



LANA K LESTICK TR 342 N GREER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426018013 

LANCE J HASERJIAN TR 1175 EDINBURGH RD SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426033014 

LARRY H AND MARJORIE E REVLES 4409 N SUN FLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018050 

LARRY J AND GEORGIANN KOSTKA TRS 2003 E HALLER ST COVINA CA 91724 8402017007 

LAURA 0 AND THOMAS E GALLENO 2173 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402015030 

LEO E AND FUMIKO SCHADE TRS 1039 SHERWOOD CT SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426036023 

LESTER D AND SHEILA M ZOLA TRS 363 N GREER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426017016 

LI LI 1115 N HIGHLAND OAKS DR UNIT 12 ARCADIA CA 91006 8402016035 

LINDA D LA FERR TR 1729 GAINSBOROUGH RD SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426035019 

uzm A OLIVARES 470 N BARSTON AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426016023 

LOIS M GRABER TR 2028 E EDGECOMB ST COVINA CA 91724 8426018021 

LONNIE G STEPHENSON TR 1874 E EDGECOMB ST COVINA CA 91724 8402025028 

LORETIE M HANKS TR 4421 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018030 

LUIS ALFONSO ET AL 2197 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402015049 

LUIS AND CLAUDIA ALVA 4433 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018041 

MANUEL GARCIA 1905 E RUDDOCK ST COVINA CA 91724 8402025004 

MARCELO A AND MARGARITA A RASPE 2169 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402015028 

MARGARET WALSH 2174 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402016046 

MARIA A QUINONEZ 4325 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426016027 

MARIA C DOMINGO 1989 E HALLER ST COVINA CA 91724 8402017006 

MARJORIE S HOLLAND TR 2185 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402015055 

MARK A AND PAULINE TARIN 451 N GREER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426016008 

MARK AND SANDRA R LOPEZ 1857 NOTTINGHAM LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426036003 

MARKT AND BARBARA M PARSLOW 81!:! N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402017002 

MARTIN H GOMEZ ET AL 2171 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402015029 

MARTINDALE COMMERCIAL 216 N GLENDORA AVE NO 200 GLENDORA CA 91741 8402018013 

MARV P BREAUX TR 716 N CHARTER DR COVINA CA 91724 8402024019 

MATTHEW M PILARZ ET AL 451 N BARSTON AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426016018 

MAURICIO MEDINA ET AL 4203 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426013019 

MAURO T AND ALICIA M ESPINO 421.1 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426013051 

MAYRA E GUTIERREZ 443.l N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018049 

MEI CHUEN HONG WU ET AL 442.6 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018035 

MEI YI LAU ET AL 423.0 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426016002 

MELVIN H CAVANAUGH 18l.9 NOTTINGHAM LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426036004 

-



-...... r--.. 

MICHAEL ANO AMY PINO 2009 SCARBOROUGH LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426032013 
M\CHAEL B MORANO ET AL 1010 SHERWOOD CT SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426036016 
MICHAEL l ANO PAMELA R WESSEL 467 N BARSTON AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426016020 
MIGUEL AND SYLVIA RAMOS 4440 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402016033 
MIVUKIWAOA 2181 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402015034 
NACIONALE STAFOYA ROBERT MET Al 4215 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426018004 
NANCY L RUSSELL 1759 RUSSELL Pl POMONA CA 91767 8426018002 
NANCY l RUSSELL TR 409 N CEDAR DR COVINA CA 91723 8402016029 
NELSON J JOYAL 55544 LAUREL VLY LA QUINTA CA 92253 8402017059 
NICHOLAS AND ALEKSANDRA CEKO 1621 W GARVEY AVE ALHAMBRA CA 91803 8402016050 
NICOLE L LUGOTOFF 2183 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402015056 
OALISAGUO 1163 EDINBURGH RD SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426033010 
OFELIA 8 CHUATE TR 2167 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402015027 
PAUL AND JACKIE ENCINIAS 4328 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018022 
PAUL AND JANET E AVILA 4435 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018042 
PAUL GRAHAM ET AL 1829 NEWCASTLE LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426040010 
PAUL V AND AIMEE L KAING 2159 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402015023 
PAULA J BROWNLEE TR 2012 E HALLER ST COVINA CA 91724 8402018001 
PEGGIE L CASWELL 4449 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402017030 
PHILIP J AND CAROL SPILOTRO TRS 2002 E HALLER ST COVINA CA 91724 8402018002 
PHILLIP AND LESLIE LOLLAR TRS 2208 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402016062 
PIERO J AND VALERIE YARBROUGH 2202 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402016059 
R~CHEtl:E N RO~RIG~p 

.. , 
1859 NEWCASTLE LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426040005 

~·..\. • ...11• •~ I -
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RAMIRO OCHOA 673 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402024006 

RASHA H MAHLI 4408 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018017 
RAULG MUNOZ 2022 E FARLAND ST COVINA CA 91724 8402017049 
RAUL G RAMIREZ TR 352 N GREER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426018012 

RAYMOND AND SUSAN ALGORRI TRS 2044 E FARLAND ST COVINA CA 91724 8402017052 
RAYMOND W TSANG ET AL 2155 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402015021 
RICARDO A HERNANDEZ ET AL 658 N CHARTER DR COVINA CA 91724 8402024017 
RICARDO AND GUADALUPE CHAVIRA 362 N GREER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426018011 
RICHARD 0 AND LUCY LEON 2000 E FARLAND ST COVINA CA 91724 8402017054 
RICHARD D ANO TERRY L LONGACRE 1850 W CARDIFF RD SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426037024 

RICHARD OASSALENAUX 1836 NOTTINGHAM LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426036013 



RICHARD MANO VERA FLORES TRS 2008 PETALUMA AVE LONG BEACH CA 90815 8426036008 

RICHARD SAND LINDA EDWARDS TRS 1973 E HALLER ST COVINA CA 91724 8402017004 

RICHARD S MADDALENA TR 1034 SHERWOOD CT SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426036031 

ROBERT D AND DORIS J DAHLSTROM 441!4 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402016037 

ROBERT J AND TRACY L SHUBIN 43~!6 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018021 

ROBERT J AVILA 4209 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426013050 

ROBERT LAND KATHLEEN R CUSHMAN 2035 E EDGECOMB ST COVINA CA 91724 8426016016 

ROBERT M NACIONALES TAPOYA ET AL 4215 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426018003 

ROBERTT AND CAROLYN RSKEIETRS 466 N GREER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426016009 

RODERICK E LOWELL CO TR 10822 SAINT LOUIS DR El MONTE CA 91731 8426018006 

ROGER AND JO E GIBISER 371 N GREER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426017017 

ROMAN T PATIUGALAN JR ET AL 2176 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402016047 
RONALD D AND ANDREA L SCHWEITZER 4138 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426017006 
RONALD J WHITE TR 1749 HAMPSHIRE CT SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426035004 
RONALD MAND CELESTE MERCEY TRS 92S S PEMBROKE RD SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426037014 
RUDY AND APRIL ARMENDARIZ 631 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402024010 
RYAN J AND BRIANNE L EDENS 4445 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402017032 
SAN DIMAS ESTATE SERIES 1760117TH ST RM 218 TUSTIN CA 92780 8426037032 
SANDEE C REPP TR 353 N GREER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426017015 
SAUL AND KIMBERLY A PEREZ 70S N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402024004 
SHARON SHIH JIUAN HOU 1825 NOTIINGHAM LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426036007 
SHIRLEY K JONES TR 2163 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402015025 
SOEDHARSONO AND TERESITA J JUDO 2042 E FARLAND ST COVINA CA 91724 8402017051 
SOLOMON TAVE ABEBE ET AL 1865 NEWCASTLE LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426040004 
STELLA K MAZZARELLE TR 1312 STONEHENGE DR SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8402015047 
STEVE AND JULIE UNGER 2022 E EDGECOMB ST COVINA CA 91724 8426018022 
STEVEN G AND JEANNIE GWIN 706 N CHARTER DR COVINA CA 91724 8402024018 
STEVEN M AND LINDA S SIMMONS TRS 2200 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402016058 
STEVEN M ELLITHORPE 1757 HAMPSHIRE CT SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426035003 
STEVEN M LEMASTER ET AL 1898 W CARDIFF RD SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426037020 

STEVEN WAND TRACEY K FIGUEROA 2165 E BADILLO ST COVINA CA 91724 8402015026 
SUZANNA LUJAN 4412 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402016039 
SYLVIA HAMMOND 2216 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402016065 
TABOR KAND SHARON L NELSON TRS 15Sl LONGHORN WAY NORCO CA 92860 8402024005 

-
~ -



---. 

TERESA ALEGRIA VIDAURRE 865 N SUNFLOWER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402017070 
TERESA :RUSSO TR . , ' ·~ , . 

1847 NEWCASTLE LN SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426040007 .......... .. .... . 
_, ... .. - ·· .. ~ .. .. ~ 

THOMAS H TIEU CO TR 20422 E COVINA HILLS RD COVINA CA 91724 8402016032 
THOMAS M AND CHERYL SEVOLD 1001 SHERWOOD CT SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426036027 
TIMOTHY AND Kl SUNG KWON TRS 973 5 PEMBROKE RD SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426037018 
TING REAL ESTATE LLC 372 N GREER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426018010 
TRISTAN ANO SHEREE PEREZ 2220 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402016063 
VELMA M GREER TR PO BOX 4455 COVINA CA 91723 8402018038 
VERONICA CASTRO TR 4308 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018046 
VICKI ROWLAND TR 423 N GREER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426016005 
VICTORIA ORELLANA 4406 N LYMAN AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402018016 
VINA QUITORIANO 2072 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402017068 
VINCENT W CAI ET AL 2034 E FARLAND ST COVINA CA 91724 8402017050 
WANPEN DOUNGNETRE 985 S PEMBROKE RD SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426037019 
WILLIAM C AND CHERYL A LANE 941 S ESSEX RD SAN DIMAS CA 91773 8426037004 

WILLIAM C BANDOW ET AL 2178 E CYPRESS ST COVINA CA 91724 8402016048 
WILLIAM H MCGINNIS CO TR 341 N GREER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426017014 
WILLIAM KAND RITA D SWANSON TRS 320 N GREER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426018017 
WILLIAM T CAVANAUGH CO TR 134 N HENTON AVE COVINA CA 91724 8402017008 
WILSON S BALDELOMAR ET AL 432 N GREER AVE COVINA CA 91724 8426016012 
YOLANDA SEGURA TR 1962 E HALLER ST COVINA CA 91724 8402018006 
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Affidavit of Chang W cisberg 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

The undersigned, CHANG WEISBERG, do hereby swear, certify, and affirm that: 

I. I am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of CA . I 
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witness, could testify 
completely thereto. 

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth 
below. 

3. I am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I live in Los Angeles County and have 
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home. I 
have not had any dropped calls or bad connections. I use my phone inside and outside 
my home, while I drive to and from work, and while communicating with friends and 
family daily in my community including but not limited to at school, church, 
shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have never called Verizon to complain 
about my wireless cell coverage. 

_ ....... A ...... Z;.-.tc ..... ·' _._/-="-..... rL_· ___ , 20 ~ 
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NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of 
the individual(s) who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and 
not the truthfulness. accuracy, or validity of that document. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

On y-fa/;~,~- before me, .6<H 10 /~l/.','/P./t.(C. li~'f)t !//ltd lc , 
·;_ I 

personally appeared <-',!.J/J/' · t: CIJ £'T.'i:.:(. , who proved to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence to be the person~{vhose name(s1{!§hrre-subscribed to the 
within instrument and acknowledged to me tha@.!the/they·executed the same in 

@ S)hedtheir-authorized capacity{fos}, and that b@~-r signature.~ on the 
instrument the person.(.s-), or the entity upon behalf of which the personJs-) acted, 
executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal, 

O~ ... ", .? . 
6 

D'Avr6 t. rui~fuuEo f 
COMM. If 1954Bi6 

~ •• · ·: NDTARY PUBLIC · t_.l!fORNIA Q 
;-;--.....,. :::> _,_..-_,, ~--.. ---~=-· . / (N S I) l \ LOS ANGELES COUNiV C'l 

------------·~-=~ .............,,,,_../___ otary ea J .;."'Y'c '
0 

~f.!!·£X!l~REj O,£!J·~~li-( 
Signature of Notary Public 

( 

( 

) 



Affidavit of Pilar Weisberg 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

The undersigned, PILAR WEISBERG, do hereby swear, certify, and affirm that: 

I. I am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of (11-\ . I 
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witness, could testify 
completely thereto. 

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth 
below. 

3. I am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I live in Los Angeles County and have 
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home. I 
have not had any dropped calls or bad connections. I use my phone inside and outside 
my home, while I drive to and from work, and while communicating with friends and 
family daily in my community including but not limited to at school, church, 
shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have never called Verizon to complain 
about my wireless cell coverage. 

I declare under the penalty of pe1jury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

-~....,._!1_.-1_.~-----· 20 , s- . 
I 

\ 



NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of 
the individual(s) who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and 
not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

On lf li1./~/~ before me, /J.(J:pJ t<.1.~:.t.iua: 1.m: . .:'wlf:i1t..-

personaily appeared /{, /.£ l1:lr:r.! h r:! r.; , who proved to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence t

1

0 be the personi) whose name(-s)@are subscribed to the 
within instrument and acknowledged to me tha~ey executed the same in 
-his~1ll1err authorized capacity(jes), and that by-hi-s~-heiT signature(-s-} on the 
instrument the persol}.(8J, or the entity upon behalf of which the person(.s) acted, 
executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal, 

( 

) 

) 



Affidavit of Joaquin Garcia 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

The undersigned , Joaquin Garcia, do hereby swear, certify, and affirm that: 

I. I am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of (lA . I 
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witness, could testify 
completely thereto. 

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth 
below. 

3. I am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I live in Los Angeles County and have 
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home. I 
have not had any dropped calls or bad connections. I use my phone inside and outside 
my home, while I drive to and from work, and while communicating with friends and 
family daily in my community including but not limited to at school , church, 
shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have never called Verizon to complain 
about my wireless cell coverage. 

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed this /f-i' day of --"/,_,(1-'1,_' 1.--''I_;.;...~' -----' 20 ;:._-

J n. /G. oaqum . arcia 

:I 
·'I 
i ?, f, I 



\ 

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of 
the individual(s) who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and 
not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

On J<if,.(r~- before me, .(}~~ tJ t~t/. '1c. !f7-I-, .~.;;{:·.v /{:&1,-
1 I ., 

personally appeared , #1L1/.l .'.11,1/ l-;:A;/ r.:,'A , who proved to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence to be the person(sJ whose nam~-s~Ture subscribed to the 
within instrument and acknowledged to me that@shefthey executed the same in 

<filSJA-eFft·heir authorized capacity(.ies}, and that by®l-10f4heir signature(s} on the 
instrument the person(-s)', or the entity upon behalf of which the person(.sj· acted , 
executed the instrument. 

I ce11ify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the Jaws of the State of California 
that the foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal, 

- ,,.,. 
- --~-- '/ --------<:~ 

( 

J 



Affidavit of Linda Garcia 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

The undersigned, Linda Garcia, do hereby swear, certify, and affirm that: 

l. I am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of 1~ • I 
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witness, could testify 
completely thereto. 

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facls set forth 
below. 

3.1 am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I live in Los Angeles County and have 
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home. I 
have not had any dropped calls or bad connections. I use my phone inside and outside 
my home, while I drive lo and from work, and while communicating with friends and 
family daily in my community including but not limited to at school, church, 
shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have never called Verizon to complain 
about my wireless cell coverage. 

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed this /6-t' day of _ /J"'"' ___ 'lt .... (....,..; =1/"""'sr _______ , 20 / S-

/ . ( 
~-- A-!~ 

/-( -· J 

binda Garcia 



\ 

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of 
the individual(s) who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and 
not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

On .Yh~/1c,,s before me, (/tJv·t] (!-1.1/d::_lffi/ Ii.:~:!/ 1- (11:..'ttr~ , 

persona{ly ~ppeared ~: .'./.l!4 (),1:~Z /1//' , who proved to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence to be the person . .Cs} whose name(s)QjYare subscribed to the 
within instrument and acknowledged to me that he~/t:Rey executed the same in 
hts@ftf1errauthorized capacitX(ies), and that by his@theirsignature(sJ on the 
instrument the person(s-), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s}acted, 
executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal, 

- .:..:-------- --.-..:. 

( 



c_ 
Affidavit of 'C•- q '~'-c.· ...... _ ,h .. \.:<' e ""<..:. \c , , , 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

The undersigned,~rns\,:,l.) : \'-,·.::.••::s\0::. 1,idp hereby swear, certify, and affirm that: 

I. I am over lhe age of 18 and am a residenl of the State of ~~~\~· \ '\ \ "- . I 
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a wilness, could testify 
completely thereto. 

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth 
below. 

3. I am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I live in Los Angeles County and have 
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home. I 
have not had any dropped calls or bad connections. I use my phone inside and outside 
my home, while I drive to and from work, and while communicating with friends and 
family daily in my community including but not limited to at school, church, 
shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have never called Verizon to complain 
about my wireless cell coverage. 

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed this \ \.t: day of \_ '0~'--S... '-'-c...,._\ . ) 

- -... \ /~ 

·-..__Ya.__~ ..... ~~"'·-'-:.._..._~ ......... ~_\......c---·,___,, 
Signature ' 

·v~'\~~_,\ '-·,e;; ·--i~,::~ ',~ 
Print 



\ 

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

A nolary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of 
the individual(s) who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and 
not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

On ~/ic/101.\- before me, !]!.!," 1.1 .'Ui' ; L .t;t., r '-711.~V (fth Ir 
personally appeared r'111 .11:--u ! ./lt1 '~-I! ST~//V , who proved to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence to be the person(.a) whose name(-s)fu;/are subscribed to the 
within instrument and acknowledged to me that he@.et-tfley executed the same in 

~hi-s~/their authorized capacity(iesJ, and that by his/@ttleir signature(sJ'on the 
instrument the person(-s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s)'acted , 
executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official sea!, 

. ::::: 

Signature of Notary Public 

( 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

The undersigned ,L\c~\ t.. ~.\'-•1.: ,c :.\-<'"~\do hereby swear, certify , and affirm that 

I . I am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State ofQ..0 .. \_..._, c · ' , -\ \. c '- . I 
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witne 

1
S, could testify 

completely thereto. 

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth 
below. 

3. I am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I Jive in Los Angeles County and have 
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home. I 
have not had any dropped calls or bad connections. I use my phone inside and outside 
my home, while I drive co and from work, and while communicating with friends and 
family daily in my community including but not limited to at school, church, 
shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have never called Verizon to complain 
about my wireless cell coverage. 

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed this \\_c day ofC\.:'-\......C_'., '-''-"'.:l :S 
5 

I 

/~~( c l/ t ~- z ,,,: 
~~.......;;~~~....-::~_:;_.....;.......;;.....~~-=-....__ 

Signature / 

/-;:;, s · / L ; ;) ·I '/J / 1_, .s:1_z I 1 L / 

Print 

'20 \l) 



\ 

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of 
the individual(s) who signed the document to which this certificate is auached, and 
not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

On X i/4 /c\ S: before me, tJ(],/'IJ Lut:1cvitf ,..-; ff.6t'I/ ('r11:t IC 

personally appeared ;.- / '~16 .r, c v,,:;1 J / r.'// !/ , who proved to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence to be the person,,(.s) whose name,,(s)d§Jare subscribed to the 
within instrument and acknowledged to me that-he@Wthey executed the same in 

-llis~1eir- authorized capacity(i0s-), and that by hrs~eir signatun;(s-) on the 
instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the perso1!{s} acted, 
executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNFSS my hnnrl nnd 0ffirifll 5P-RI 1 

Signature of Notary Public 

( 

( 

) 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

The undersigned,!'- C:. r l(__ J\' "' ' h ::~ do hereby swear, certify, and affirm that: 
> 

I . I am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of C t , \··~'"'" ... ,~ S, . I 
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witness, could testify 
completely thereto. 

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth 
below. 

3. I am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I live in Los Angeles County and have 
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home. I 
have not had any dropped calls or bad connections. I use my phone inside and outside 
my home, while I drive to and from work, and while communicating with friends and 
family daily in my community including but not limited to at school, church, 
shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have never called Verizon to complain 
about my wireless cell coverage. 

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed this I /: day of _ ...... ~_L1_.:..-;..<-_1"'-~-+-___ , 20 l ~ 

Signature 

Print 



\ 

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

A notary public or olher officer completing this ce1tificate verifies only the identity of 
the individual(s) who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and 
not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

On 'f:l!t//'•1s beforeme, /J;Jv,tJ UfJ.1tC.tltb,N"v:.-J1/Jl'£. ,',. , 

pe1:sonally app~ared t0.civ1!1 !f.t/J/' :L A<,11c /.f t<'.t1 , wh~roved to ~e on the basis of 
sat1sfaclory evidence to be the person,(S') whose name,ks)Jfthrre-subscnbed to the 
within instrument and acknowledged lo me tha@sheithey executed the same in 
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by@§1her-ltheir signature(.&-) on the 
instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, 
executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of 1he State of California 
that lhe foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

\V ffNESS my hand and official seal, 

\ 

__ ._. ~-----~---___ ~ __ =--_ :....:...--:_· _.) _r ..... • ___ (Notary Seal) 
Si giature of Notary Public 

( 

( 



Affidavit of Carla Garcia 

ST ATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

The undersigned, Carla Garcia, do hereby swear, certify, and affirm that: 

I. I am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of 11A . I 
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witness, could testify 
completely thereto. 

2. I suffer no legal disabilicies and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth 
below. 

3. I am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I live in Los Angeles County and have 
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home. I 
have not had any dropped calls or bad connections. I use my phone inside and outside 
my home, while I drive to and from work, and while communicating with friends and 
family daily in my community including but not limited to at school, church, 
shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have never called Verizon to complain 
about my wireless cell coverage. 

l declare under the penalty of petj u ry that the foregoing is true and correcl. 

Executed this /f..:.!i day of ,~11(-.,r.1.rr ,-
' 20 ' ..::. . 



\ 

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of 
the individual(s) who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and 
not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

On /1ttt)11y It< ).:'S- before me, l.'.<!1 ·I) , .£f,,.,)1,Q1Ff /;.;-;-0.1!' / 1tf!t:/r :.... 

personally appeared (',i.f!J'.t-<J ,-;,..,.L{_. ' 'A , who proved to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence to be the persol){s) whose namefs)(f§/are· subscribed to the 
within instrument and acknowledged to me that ·he@@'tthey executed the same in 
hisAfle?l~herr authorized capacity.,ies), and that by ·lli~ti:ietr signatuq::(-s)' on the 
instrument the persog(.s}, or the entity upon behalf of which the person(.sJ acted, 
executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal, 

Signature of Notary Public 

( 



( 

Affidavit of fi'11.:r/ OtJ1.1.'/1.~1 .. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

;,• ( ' ( 

The undersigned, 6:w, /J1t.1./~~1, , do hereby swear, certify, and affirm that: 

I. I am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of /'.ti . I 
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witness, could testify 
completely thereto. 

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth 
below. 

3. I am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I live in Los Angeles County and have 
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home. I 
have not had any dropped calls or bad connections . I use my phone inside and outside 
my home, while I drive to and from work, and while communicating with friends and 
family daily in my community including but not limited to at school, church, 
shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have never called Verizon to complain 
about my wireless cell coverage. 

I declare under the penalty of pe1jury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed this J/fli day of __..A_"'_~ t_·""-•·...-'.:,,..._- ____ , 20 / \ . 

- ~;Q~_) 
Signature> 

Z/e 1 /l .v ;j l/J ,u A-r 1. l .<-J Zl 'z:., 
Print 



\ 

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of 
the individual(s) who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and 
nol the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

On 'f'./;-1./.r before me, ....;;IJ.""",,....;..\ _t_' ....;;t_u_~_· r...;;... ~ '_[f"'"'/.""-- --------
personally appeared 13 .. ;-,;: ./ C ~f(,~'1.Wf tJ , who proved to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence to be the person{sf'whose name(.s)-~hrre subscribed to the 
within instrument and acknowledged to me that{fi,eJshe/they executed the same in 
(~~erft:lteir authorized capacity{ks), and that by<!§fhe.F#heir signature(-s}on the 
instrument the person(.sr, or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, 
executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

Signature of Notary Public 

( 

\ 



Affidavit of .. I!/t.i1 /) /,:1. 11.I!',;:, • 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

The undersigned, :J;:r 4 /) 'b11.f1.ll1:t/l.I , do hereby swear, certify, and affirm that: 

I. I am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of <A . I 
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witness, could testify 
completely thereto. 

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth 
below. 

3. I am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I live in Los Angeles County and have 
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home. I 
have not had any dropped calls or bad connections. I use my phone inside and outside 
my home, while I drive to and from work, and while communicating with friends and 
family daily in my community including but not limited to at school, church, 
shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have never called Verizon to complain 
about my wireless cell coverage. 

I declare under the penalty of pe1jury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed this /Ii/< day of _-=,,o'i;..;.;1.=l(_,_4._'/c-"'-v ____ , 20 /J- . 

/j)J (/L ') ~-h I/ il 11 
. ,J 

. \ 

~ 

Signature 

Print 



\ 

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of 
the individual(s) who signed the document to which thi s certificate is attached, and 
not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

On 1./ir.:lt-r before me, J]tJ~ ·IJ f-<.tk;r(.U(f°C 1'.~/t:{fj !'wt./( .... 
personally appeared ll~.'1: :.} /: /Jtf.~{ 11?,~· , who proved t~ me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence to be the persol}_(s) whose na~~)(Bfare·subscribed to the 
within instrument and acknowledged to me that~/rtJey executed the same in 
-hi-s/ijgJtlretr authorized capacity(i.es-), and that by hls~ei-r signatur~(.sf'on the 
instrument the person(-s}, or the entily upon behalf of which the person(-s) acted, 
executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Cali fornia 
that the foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and offida! sea!, 

.....__ ~ 

-·~/~=~~ 
----------------- (Notary Seal) 
Signature of Notary Public 



Affidavit of /J;Y/i{ l J /JN. tlfi rJ 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

The undersigned, /J/Jii.1. 1 tJ /f.1 ·''-~"'/.; , do hereby swear, certify, and affirm that: 

I . I am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of (14 . I 
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and , if called as a witness, could testify 
completely thereto. 

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth 
below. 

3. 1 am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I live in Los Angeles County and have 
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home. I 
have not had any dropped calls or bad connections. I use my phone inside and outside 
my home, while I drive to and from work, and while communicating with friends and 
family daily in my community including but not limited to at school, church, 
shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have never called Verizon to complain 
about my wireless cell coverage. 

I declare under lhe penalty of pe1jury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

/~-,20 __ _ 

Signature 

Print 



\ 

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of 
the individual(s) who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and 
not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

On 9/;/!tr before me, !);:~ '/) f l ·t,•: 1c...(){.f;_ /'..-%2{-' 1 'c:1;,'t/( 

personally appeared iJ.,.'N,'~{._ ////,/-d;r7."''.d , WhO proved tO me 011 the basis Of 
satisfactory evidence to be the personfsr whose name(-s)@a.re-subscri bed to the 
~~hin instrument and acknowledged to me tha@sheftfley executed the same in 

(~ths#therr authorized capacity(ies), and that by~~i:4heir signatur~(s) on the 
instrument the person('S}, or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s-) acted, 
executed the inslrumenl. 

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNFSS my hnnrl nnrl offic.iril st>::il 1 

l,<> 0 o r° t> e 0 e 0 e 0 e A f 
~ . '-...... / o·· DAVID A. LUMIQUED ~ 

___ -_-_----------~ __ ____.,.-........ ,_/ ____ (Notary Seal) CJ - : N~ft~r~lia~c~~1L~~~~AG'I 
S. f N p bl" l LOS ANGELES COUNTY 0 

1g11atureo Otary ll JC Jvovo£i'M4'·£XPJREJ'!£T·J•t°fJ~ 

( 



Affidavit of Joseph Moncada 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

The undersigned, Joseph Moncada, do hereby swear, ce11ify, and affirm that: 

~ I . I am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of v . l 
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witness, could testify 
completely thereto. 

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth 
below. 

3. I am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. l live in Los Angeles County and have 
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home. I 
have not had any dropped calls or bad connections. I use my phone inside and outside 
my home, while I drive to and from work, and while communicating with friends and 
family daily in my community including but not limited to at school, church, 
shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have never called Verizon to complain 
about my wireless cell coverage. 

I declare under the penalty of perjury that che foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed this /tf' 



\ 

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of 
the individual(s) who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and 
not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

On ,P,;;/i,//O/J.- before me, t el'- t./ ~ ';'t' !tr~,l..>t'- f//'t1tfc/r 
personally appeared .,J?i::.:=J';- tlv.i' ~tl-4 • who proved to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence to be the person!sf whose name{s-)C!.§Jar-e subscribed to the 
within instrument and acknowledged to me tha@/shetthey-executed the same in 

chlS/·her/theii~authorized capacity_Q.es-), and that byC!iliJher..4hei1 signatur_e(.s} on the 
instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the persO!J{s-) acted, 
executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the Jaws of the State of California 
that the foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal, 

:--.... ~ ..-::·::--:::::==:::===:::- .// _______ .- ______ "-?_.._' _____ (Notary Seal) 
Signature of Notary Public 

( 



( 

Affidavit of Margaret Melendrez 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

The undersigned, Margaret Melendrez, do hereby swear 1 certify, and affirm that: 

l. I am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of rA . I 
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witness, could testify 
completely thereto. 

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth 
below. 

3. lam a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I live in Los Angeles County and have 
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home. I 
have not had any dropped calls or bad connections . I use my phone inside and outside 
my home, while I drive to and from work, and while communicating with friends and 
family daily in my community including but not limited to at school, church, 
shopping, and at recreational parks and trails . I have never called Verizon to complain 
about my wireless cell coverage. 

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed this //71' day of _ _.4_-__ /r_/f:i_/t_/ .... ':.T" ____ , 20 , r . 

. ' 
Margaret Melendrez 



\ 

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of 
the individual(s) who signed the document to whi r ' this certificate is attached, and 
not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of 11• 'lent 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

On ~~!~ / "':-> .(- before m, 
( ,., ;[/-personally appeared /f 1(,'C..r,'&flt' ;ufrv.,11~ 

satisfactory evidence to be the person_(s-) '' 
within instrument and acknowledged to me 
his/@1their authorized capacity(i~, and that 
instrument the person(s-), or the entity upon beh. 
executed the instrument. 

·~'(/ fth!:L'lc 

•o me on the basis of 
_,cri bed to the 

.. ecuted the same in 
.r1eir signalurefs) on the 

which the person(-s-) acted, 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the Jaws of the State of California 
that the foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal, 

-? --- ----=--:::::::::::::::-- ~ 
~~----------= ___ "---" __ ? ____ (Notary Seal) 
Signature of Notary Public 

( 



( 

Affidavit of Ken Lockwood 

STA TE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

The undersigned, Ken Lockwood, do hereby swear, certify, and affinn that: 

I. I am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of California . I have 
personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witness, could testify 
completely thereto. 

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth 
below. 

3. I am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I live in Los Angeles County and have 
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mite of my home. I 
have not had any dropped calls or bad connections. I use my phone inside and outside 
my home, while I drive to and from work, and while communicating with friends and 
family daily in my community including but not limited to at school, church, 
shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have not ca11ed Verizon to complain 
about my wireless cell coverage for many years. 

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed this 17th day of August. 2015. 

Sigti jJ/ 
Ken Lockwood 

Print 
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NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of 
the individual(s) who signed the document to which this certificate is altached, and 
not the truthfulness. accuracy, or validity of that document. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

On -gJ1i_~ /-;~· /S" before me, /jfA.' , 1) L H1~11c- it(11'J 1vrJ1i'1-y/i.tti'uc_ 

personalty appeared l~t-( V I ~i'/L d(;OJ) 'who yroved to ~eon the basis of 
satisfactory evidence to be the personM whose nam~)@are·subscri bed to the 
within instrument and acknowledged to me that·h~tey executed the same in 

.hi-@tttcir authorized capacity_{i~, and that by his/her/their signature(-5} on the 
instrument the person(s}-, or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s-) acted, 
executed the instrument. 

I ce11ify under PENAL TY OF PERJURY underthe laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal, 

~ / ··~ / .. _____ ' .../ '"""'"=~ 

Ci -- / _________________ (Notary Seal) 

Signature of Notary Public 

( 
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Affidavit of r~ tr I Ck. ~fC-?_ 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

The undersigned, f ~1ri ct I.dpt 2-, do hereby swear, certify. and affirm that: 

1. I am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of {a J; fyf n itl . I 
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witness, could testify 
completely thereto. 

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth 
below. 

3. I am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I live in Los Angeles County and have 
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home and 
around Charter Oak community. I have not bad any dropped calls or bad connections. 
I use my phone inside and outside my home, while I drive to and from work, and 
while communicating with friends and family daily in my community including but 
not limited to at school, church, shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have 
never called Verizon to complain about my wireless cell coverage. 

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed this ___ day of 

Signatlll'C 

Print 
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NOTARYACKNOWLEDGEI\fENT 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of 
the individual(s) who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and 
not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

ST A TE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

On ~.;:;£, ,.., before me, 1J/J~ ii) Uf11/l(). liit/, /\r.,/J.J"i:yri.u.%1r-, 
person y appeared // JJ112l £ k r c.; 't-""i! , who J>fOVed to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence to be the person_'8Ywhose n~..s:(.s-)~e ·subscribed to the 

)ri11Wi instrument and acknowledged to me tha~~e/tbey executed the same in 
~authorized capacity(iesj, and that by<filsiher/their signatureOO on the 
instrument rhe person(-s), or the entity upon behalf of which the persooW acted, 
executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENAL TY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal, 

----~----------~_-__ -_- _/ _ .. __ · ___ (Notary Seal) 
Signature of Notary Public 

.. 
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Affidavit of 

STAIB OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

The undersigned, ,JO_~ Lf fL'L., do hereby swear, certify, and affirm that: 

l. I am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of La{' r~ i ~ . I 
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witne s, could testify 
completely thereto. 

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth 
below. 

3. I am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I live in Los Angeles County and have 
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home and 
around Charter Oak community. I have not had any dropped calls or bad connections. 
I use my phone inside and outside my home, while I drive to and from work, and 
while communicating with friends and family daily in my community including but 
not limited to at school, church, shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have 
never called Verizon to complain about my wireless cell coverage. 

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is nue and correct. 

Executed this jQ__ day of ~k.Sf: , 20 f 1'"" . 

Si~ 
Riu.. \ u. f tt.-

Print 
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NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of 
the individual(s) who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and 
not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

On r //=?Ir J before me, /)J;v:I) l (. i~: £it.1i-iJ · ~ f( ;J.i1t-'1/ 1 l.t.l'll( ' , . 
personally appeared 1c· .-r 1r1. 1.~'{r-"'i.~ , who proved to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence to be the personJsr whose name..(.s-@1fe subscribed to the 
within instrument and acknowledged to me tha~shelthey executed the same in 
~er/their authorized capacity(ies), and that b~Fltheir signatur~(s) ·on the 
instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s--)-acted, 
executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENAL TY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my band and official seal, 

~ ? "" ------'=----=~ (Notary Seal) 

Signature of Notary Public 
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Affidavit of 

STA TE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

The undersigned, J~t.. L, p.u_ , do hereby swear, certify. and affirm that: 
/"(_(· __ ;Q. 

1. I am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of \..:JAJI- ' ·~ . I 
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witnes , could testify 
completely thereto. 

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth 
below. 

3. I am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I live in Los Angeles County and have 
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home and 
around Charter Oak community. I have not had any dropped calls or bad connections. 
I use my phone inside and outside my home, while I drive to and from work, and 
while communicating with friends and family daily in my community including but 
not limited to at school, church, shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have 
never called Verizon to complain about my wireless cell coverage. 

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed this ---11. day of A"-5 .,_qf r( ,20 __ 

<JI4-~ 61) rt 
Print 
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NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of 
the individual(s) who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and 
not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

STA 1E OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

On f /-:::;£ ~/_C before me, OtJ.,r,11) LV. 1!·J1<- ~t~Y~ /\Ol f.f1y /?. 11.Ylc~. 
personally appeared , /.IJ<'-V If: 1.£/'t~. , wh~oved to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose nam~_iS/m: subscribed to the 
within instrument and acknowledged to me that-het4ietti\ey executed the same in 
hi&1thcir-authorized capacityQ,es), and that by-bi~signature(s) on the 
instrument the person(.a)", or the entity upon behalf of which the perso11(s) acted, 
execured the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal, 

~ :2 / '-~--=---- // --~ 
-----------------(Notary Seal) 
Signature of Notary Public 

( 
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Affidavit of 

STA TE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

The undersigned, 01 a .. lo f lL . do hereby swear, certify. and affirm .that: 

~~ ·nu~ 1. I am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of . I 
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witn ss. could testify 
completely thereto. 

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth 
below. 

3. I am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I live in Los Angeles County and have 
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home and 
around Charter Oak community. I have not had any dropped calls or bad connections. 
I use my phone inside and outside my home, while I drive to and from work, and 
while communicating with friends and family daily in my community including but 
not limited to at school, church, shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have 
never called Verizon to complain about my wireless cell coverage. 

I declare under the penalty of perjury chat the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed this jJ_ day of /.l'lA:~ r ,20 ff. 

: . .. . 
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NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

A notary public or other office( completing this certificate verifies only the identity of 
the individual(s) who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and 
not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

STA TE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

On K/r.:i/1.1,- beforeme, {)£ ... _, /J£!ll,;OA..Jl1:£.,'/li.7"',.l n ~LI'. t 

personfuiy 7;ppeared /J k' lo:-. kl •:...' , who proved to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence t;; be the person~ whose name~are-subscribed to the 
within instrument and acknowledged to me thct~sl!elthey executed the same in 

@erltlrei:t authorized capacit~, and that ey<!YsJhcrltlleir signatur# on the 
instrument the pcrsonOO, or the entity upon behalf of which the persol!(s) acted, 
executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENAL TY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal, 

.• / 
Signature of Notary Public 

( 

) 
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ne 24, 2015 

Attn: Jeanine Nazar 
Los Angeles County 
Department of Regional Planning (DPR} 
320 W Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: PROJECT NO: R2014-02565-(S) . 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS CASE NO: 201400121 

PROJECT LOCATION: 4337 N SUNFLOWER AVENUE 

To Whom It May Concern: 

We, the undersigned concerned residents of Oak Crest, and elsewhere attest that we are in opposition 
to the installation of Verizon wireless telecommunications facility on the property located at 4337 N 
Sunflower Avenue and call on the city Planning Department, as well as the Zoning Board to deny this 
application. 

Residents see this project as not aesthetically pleasing and a nuisance in the community. It does not fit 
in to reflect of the community and the residents do not approve this eye sore locally. The installation of 
the cellular antenna is inconsistent with the character of the neighborhoods surrounding the location. 
We would hope the City of Covina would discourage antenna or tower proliferation and protect against 
visual blight and damage to our community aesthetics. 

In addition, residents are justifiably concerned about proposed cell towers reducing the value of their 
homes and properties. Whether or not there is a clear "proof'. Many potential home buyers don't 
want to buy homes near, or within view of, cell towers. How does Verizon have the right to decrease 
the value of our homes? We don' t think they do. 

This area already has adequat~ cell service. We believe Verizon wireless telecommunications should be 
required to find more appropriate locations in nearby commercial and industrial zones away from 
residential neighborhoods, far away from schools and and that all alternative scenarios must be 
exhausted to make a more appropriate selection on industrial or commercial land. 

We request you to respect the wishes of the concerned residents and deny the proposed project at this 
location. 

Thank you very much, 
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COMMUNITY YARD SALE 
& SILENT AUCTION 
SUNDAY, AUGUST 30TH 
TOOLS +TOYS + CLOTHES ~ 
FREE FOOD+ DRINKS 
OAK CREST ESTATES ~ 

1883 NEWCASTLE LANE 

SAN DIMAS 91773 ~ 
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FOR ALL UPDATES & TO SIGN OUR PETITION VIA EMAIL: CELLTOWERWATCH.WORDPRESS.COM 

COMMUNITY YARD SALE 
& SILENT AUCTION 
SUNDAY, AUGUST 30TH 
TOOLS +TOYS + CLOTHES 
FREE FOOD+ DRINKS 
OAK CREST ESTATES 
1883 NEWCASTLE LANE 
SAN DIMAS 91773 
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.............. ............ ........ ...... .. .......................................................................................................................................... ·················· 
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............................................................................................................................................................................................. 

OR ALL UPDATES & TO SIGN OUR PETITION VIA EMAIL: CELLTOWERWATCH.WORDPRESS.COM 

COMMUNITY YARD SALE 
& SILENT AUCTION 
SUNDAY, AUGUST 30TH 
TOOLS +TOYS + CLOTHES ~ 
FREE FOOD+ DRINKS 
OAK CREST ESTATES ~ 

1883 NEWCASTLE LANE 
SAN DIMAS 91773 ~ 
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.............................................................................................................................................................................................. 

........................................................................................................................... , ................................................................. . 
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FOR ALL UPDATES & TO SIGN OUR PETITION VIA EMAIL: CELLTOWERWATCH.WORDPRESS.COM 

COMMUNITY YARD SALE 
& SILENT AUCTION 
SUNDAY, AUGUST 30TH 
TOOLS +TOYS +CLOTHES~ 
FREE FOOD + DRINKS 1 

OAK CREST ESTATES ~ 

1883 NEWCASTLE LANE 
SAN DIMAS 91773 ~ 
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···························································································································································································· 
............................................................................................................................................................................................ 
.............................................................................................................................................................................................. , .. 
......................................................................................................................... , ................................................................. . 
···························································································································································································· ........................................ ., .................................................................................................................................................. . 
OR ALL UPDATES & TO SIGN OUR PETITION VIA EMAIL: CELLTOWERWATCH.WORDPRESS.COM 

COMMUNITY YARD SALE 
& SILENT AUCTION 
SUNDAY, AUGUST 30TH 
TOOLS +TOYS + CLOTHES ~ 
FREE FOOD + DRINKS ' 
OAK CREST ESTATES ~/ 

1883 NEWCASTLE LANE 
SAN DIMAS 91773 ~ 
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COMMUNITY YARD SALE 
& SILENT AUCTION 
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OAK CREST ESTATES 
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COMMUNITY YARD SALE 
& SILENT AUCTION 
SUNDAY, AUGUST 30TH 
TOOLS+ TOYS+ CLOTHES 
FREE FOOD+ DRINKS 
OAK CREST ESTATES 
1883 NEWCASTLE LANE 
SAN DIMAS 91773 
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FOR ALL UPDATES & TO SIGN OUR PETITION VIA EMAIL: CELLTOWERWATCH.WORDPRESS.COM 

COMMUNITY YARD SALE 
& SILENT AUCTION 
SUNDAY, AUGUST 30TH 
TOOLS+ TOYS+ CLOTHES 
FREE FOOD+ DRINKS 
OAK CREST ESTATES 
1883 NEWCASTLE LANE 
SAN DIMAS 91773 
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Verizon: Stop Building Cell Towers In 
Residential Communities 

Petition by Chang Weisberg 

To be delivered to Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors- 5th District, Mayor 
of Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors, Jeantine Nazar, LA County 
Planning, Ross Miletich, Verizon Wireless I Core Development Services, and 
Laurence M Blanchard, Senior Pastor 

"Can you hear me now? Good." The infamous ad campaign from Verizon that fueled 

the spread of their enormous telecommunication network has made them the number 

one service provider in the country. But, at what cost? Protect our homes and our 

children from cell towers being built in R-1 zoned residential communities. There are 

several concerns that need to be researched and addressed at the local and national 

( level including health, environmental, and social economical concerns. The 

Telecommunication Act of 1996 gives overwhelming power to Verizon and its 

competitors to build cell towers in residential communities. After doing tons of 

research, It's almost impossible for local residents to stop the building of these cell 

towers near their homes. Don't let corporate interests trump local residents! 

Please join the Home Owner's Association of Oak Crest Estates~ residents of San 

Dimas. City of Covina, and Los Angeles County to stop the proposed Verizon cell 

tower at the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church located at 4337 N Sunflower Ave. 

Covina, CA 91724. 

There me currently 303 signatures. NEW goal - \\'e nee<l 400 signatures! 



PETITION BACKGROUND 

We need to protect our local community from overwhelming corporate interests. 

Please suppo11 our HOA and local residents fight the proposed Verizon cell tower 

being built in our residential community. 

CURRENT PETITION SIGNERS 

• 305. Amanda Sevold from San Dimas, CA signed this petition on Aug 16, 2015. 
• 304. Jennifer Moreno from Covina, CA signed this petition on Aug 13, 2015. 

• 303. Envin Dela bra from Azusa, CA signed this petition on Aug 11, 2015. 
• 302. Joseph Ramirez from el monte, CA signed this petition on Aug 11, 2015. 
• 301. Michael Hirun from Monterey Park, CA signed this petition on Aug 11, 2015. 
• 300. Leon Townsend from Alta Dena, CA signed this petition on Aug 11, 2015. 
• 299. Antoinette Chiba from Pasadena, CA signed this petition on Aug 11, 2015. 
• 298. Shane Anderson from Santa Clarita, CA signed this petition on Aug 11, 2015. 
• 297. Dennis Chee from Arcadia, CA signed this petition on Aug 11, 2015. 
• 296. Bryn Rocke from Los Angeles. CA signed this petition on Aug 11, 2015. 
• 295. Julio Kim from Los Angeles, CA signed this petition on Aug 11, 2015. 
• 294. Dennis Delgado from Los Angeles, CA signed this petition on Aug 11, 2015293. 
• 293. Aman Morison from Northridge, CA signed this petition on Aug 11, 2015. 
• 292. Andrew Huynh from Arcadia, CA signed this petition on Aug 11. 2015. 
• 291 . Percy Caisip from Baldwin Park, CA signed this petition on Aug 11, 20 I 5. 

• 1Q() fpnn Nn"a fir('\m D nc"'n1P~d Ct\ ""1nngd th1·"' pgt"1t:O'" 0'1 AU" 1 l ">O I ' _,,..., • U-•••• • •<V • '°"aa -4"''-'W""" ........ -. , .& ~ ..J f:, '""' I tJ t.. I ll 1 .l '- 5 1 .. ~ J. 

• 289. J Herbert Santos from Pasadena, CA signed this petition on Aug 11, 2015. 
• 288. David Lisle from San Bernardino. CA signed this petition on Aug 11, 2015. 
• 287. Lauren Obryant from Pasadena, CA signed this petition on Aug 11. 2015. 
• 286. Fernando Perez from El Monte, CA signed this petition on Aug 11, 2015. 
• 285. Charles Barcelona from Pasadena, CA signed this petition on Aug 11. 2015. 
• 284. Morris Woo from Temple City, CA signed this petition on Aug 11, 2015. 
• 283. Mo Hills from Santa Ana, CA signed this petition on Aug 11. 2015. 

• 282. Gagik Havhann from Glendale, CA signed this petition on Aug 11, 2015. 
• 281. Seth Sutherland from Bloomington, CA signed this petition on Aug 7, '.2015. 
• 280. Fernando Gutierrez from Bloomington, CA signed this petition on Aug 7, 2015. 
• 279. Angela Duran from Bloomington. CA signed this petition on Aug 7, 2015. 
• 278. Carrie Ashton from Bloomington. CA signed this petition on Aug 7. 2015. 
• 277. Sara Anchondo from Bloomington, CA signed this petition on Aug 7. '.2015. 
• 276. Sarah Krejci from Bloomington, CA signed this petition on Aug 7, 2015. 
• 275. Brenda Delavega from Bloomington, CA signed this petition on Aug 7, 2015. 

( ) 



• 274. Sherry Buetow from Bloomington. CA signed this petition on Aug 7, 2015. 273. 
Stephen Brown from COVfNA. CA signed this petition on Aug 5. 2015. 

• 272. Megan Brown from COVINA, CA signed this petition on Aug 5, 2015. 
• 271. Ressell L Johnson from San Dimas~ CA signed this petition on Aug 1, 2015. 
• 270. muluneh kebede from pearland, TX signed this petition on Jul 31, 2015. 

-

I am against cell phone la\\-ers in a residential area and need tn be sto) c<l at any coast. 

• 269. hanna woldeyohannes from pearl and, TX signed this petition on Jul 31 ~ 2015. 

l am agaimt cell t;::mers in a residential area and need lo be sto) eJ al any coast. 

• 268. Daryle Schroeder from Carson, CA signed this petition on Jul 31, 2015. 
• 267. Joan Cong from Alhambra, CA signed this petition on Jul 30, 2015. 
• 266. Misrak kebede from Pearland, TX signed this petition on Jul 30, 2015. 

-

I believe it is ve1") inconsiderate or Verizon to think of buildin • a tO\\.cr in a n:si<lential nci!?.hborhood. 

• 265. LaniViolet from Paramount. CA signed this petition on Jul 30, 2015. 

• 264. Lourdes Ramirez from Pomona, CA signed this petition on Jul 29, 2015. 263. 
( Daniel Galindo from El monte, CA signed this petition on Jul 29, 2015. 

No cell towers lz 

• 262. Frank Hill from North Hollywood. CA signed this petition on Jul 29, 2015. 

Sto uttin •these thin s all over the world. the \i.orld. 

• 261. Cynthia Gonzalez from Pomona, CA signed this petition on Jul 28, 2015. 
• 260. Jessica palomo from Pomona, CA signed this petition on Jul 28. 2015. 
• 259. Tim Ellis from North Hollywood, CA signed this petition on Jul .28. 2015. 
• 258. Thomas Rumfelt from 91789. CA signed this petition on Jul 28, 2015. 
• 257. Luis Palomo from San Dimas. CA signed this petition on Jul 28, 2015. 
• 256. J Nguyen from San Dimas, CA signed this petition on Jul 28. ::w 15. 
• 255. John V from San Dimas. CA signed this petition on Jul 28, 2015. 

• 254. Margaret Melendrez from Pomona. CA signed this petition on Jul 28, 2015. 
253. Patrick lopez from Covina. CA signed this petition on Jul 27, 2015. 

• 252. Jajaira Gonzalez from Glendora, CA signed this petition on Jul 27. 2015. 
• 251. Lorraine Coleman from Upland. CA signed this petition on Jul 27. 2015. 

'250. Ernest Garcia from Irving. TX signed this petition on Jul 27. 20 l 5. 



No Cell Towers in Residential Communities! 

• 249. Lydia Garcia from Irving. TX signed this petition on Jul '"!.7~ 2015. 

No Cell To\\crs! Pight Charter Oak Li •hthousc and Verizon! 

• 248. Benny Tillman from Pomona, CA signed this petition on Jul 27, '.2015. 

Sto Huildin' Cell Phone Towers in Residential Communities 

• 247. DAVID LEW from LOS ANGELES, CA signed this petition on Jul 27, 2015. 

No Cell Tower!!! 

• 246. Tina Truong from Beverly Hills. CA signed this petition on Jul 27, 2015. 
• 245. Allison Villa from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 27, 2015. 

• 244. Ruby Ann Santiago from Hayward, CA signed this petition on Jul 27, 2015. 
243. Habte-Wold Kassa from Los Angeles, CA signed this petition on Jul 27, 2015. 

Vcri10n. Pka'ic he mindful of our concern. A void gcttin' close to residences. Be a good stC\\ard of our environment. 

• 242. Carmen Rios from San Dimas. CA signed this petition on Jul 27, 2015. 
• 241. Ashley Manrique from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 26. 2015. 
• 240. Dorrin Turner from La Puente, CA signed this petition on Jul 26, 2015. 
• 239. Jennifer L Dominguez from Irvine, CA signed this petition on Jul 26, 2015. 
• 238. Olivia chapmari from IH Mirnd<l. CA signed this petition on Ju! 26. 20 ! 5. 
• 237. Michele Hutchins from Van Nuys, CA signed this petition on Jul 26, 2015. 

Sta all cell and wmmunications towers in residential nci •hhorhoods! 

• 236. Naveed Hassan from North Hollywood, CA signed this petition on Jul 26, 2015. 
• 235. Maria Quigley from N01th Hollywood, CA signed this petition on Jul 26, 2015. 
• 234. Cathy Howarth from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 26. 2015 . 

• 
233. Rose 

Humphreys from Lancaster. CA signed this petition on Jul 26, 2015. 
- - -

this radiation from hi •h volta~c lines can cause severe health problems 

• 232. Valary White from North hollywood, CA signed this petition on Jul 26, 2015. 

( 

) 



-

A wav from homes on ublic or xiv ate lands 

• 231. Crystal Sorrentino from North Hollywood, CA signed this petition on Jul 25, 2015. 
- - -

Enou!.!h is ENO UGI I 

• 230. Pamela Ellis from North Hollywood~ CA signed this petition on Jul 25. 2015. 
• 229. Michael Shaknovich from long beach, CA signed this petition on Jul 25, 2015. 
• 228. Gilda Garcia from North Hollywood, CA signed this petition on Jul 25, 2015. 

Sto building eel ltmcrs in residential communities, cs ccially \\here they arc not wanted by the residents. 

• 227. matthew fine from North Hollywood, CA signed this petition on Jul 25, 2015. 
• 226. Rose Malaya from North Hollywood. CA signed this petition on Jul 25. 2015. 
• 225. Catherine Crimins from North Hollywood, CA signed this petition on Jul 25, 2015. 

224. angela cinader from walnut, CA signed this petition on Jul 25, 2015. 
• 223 . Abdul ghalambor from Glendora~ CA signed this petition on Jul 24. 2015. 

• 222. Vince De La Cruz from Las Vegas. NV signed this petition on Jul 24, 2015. 
• 221. Eric Rafter from Covina. CA signed this petition on Jul 23, 2015. 
• 220. Benjamin Belai from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 23, 2015. 
( 219. Michelle Lumiqued from Orange~ CA signed this petition on Jul 23, 2015. 
• 218. Jeannie Burton from Snohomish, WA signed this petition on Jul 23. 2015. 
• 217. Geoff from San Dimas, CA signed th is petition on Jul 23, 2015. 
• 216. Merete Moges from Ontario. CA signed this petition on Jul 22. 2015. 
• 215. Eugene Kim from Redlands, CA signed this petition on Jul 22, 2015. 

• 214. Maria Hernandez from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 22, 2015. 2 I 3. 
Kristine Kerby from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 22, 2015. 

• 212. Angelique Bianca from Woodland Hills, CA signed this petition on Jul 22, 2015. 

Protect my fomil} from this plea~c ! !!! 

• 211 . Naazneen Nawabi from San Ramon, CA signed this petition on Jul 22, 2015. 
• 210. IP Freely from Dothan, AL signed this petition on Jul 22. 2015. 

NO CLLL TOWER I !ERE 

• 209. Sheena Heng from West Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 22, 2015. 
• 208. M Nakamura from San Marino, CA signed this petition on Jul 22. 2015. 
• 207. Rizza from Los Angeles, CA signed this petition on Jul 21. 2015. 
f\ "!06. Dan from Burlingame~ CA signed this petition on Jul 21. 2015. 



• 205. Geraldine from Burlingame, CA signed this petition on Jul 21, '.20 I 5. 
• 204. Jon Arizaga from grand Terrace, CA signed this petition on Jul 21 , 2015. ( 

• 203 . rcza from Azusa, CA signed this petition on Jul 21, 2015. 

• 202. max from La Habra. CA signed this petition on Jul 21. 20 I 5. 
• 20 I. karim from San Dimas, CA signed this petition on Jul 2C2015. 
• 200. Antonio from San Dimas, CA signed this petition on Jul 21. 2015. 
• 199. Amanda Ledesma from Duarte, CA signed this petition on Jul 21 , 2015. 
• 198. Jamie Lopez from El Monte, CA signed this petition on Jul 21 , 2015. 
• 197. Kyle Lumsden from Rancho Cucamonga, CA signed this p~tition on Jul 21. 2015 . 
• 196. Maricela Prieto from El Monte. CA signed this petition on Jul 21, 2015. 
• 195. Martin aranda from Pomona,ca. CA signed this petition on Jul 21. 2015. 
• 194. Julio Beltran from Pomona, CA signed this petition on Jul 21, 2015. 
• 193. Jose from Baldwin Park. CA signed this petition on Jul 21 , 2015 . 

• 192. Jo Aquino from San Diego, CA signed this petition on Jul 21, 2015. 
• 191. Luis reza from Chi no hills~ CA signed this petition on Jul 21, 2015. 
• 190. Salvador venegas from West covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 2I.2015. 
• 189. Jose from San Dimas, CA signed this petition on Jul 21, 2015. 
• 188. Anne Jojo Belisario from Monterey Park, CA signed this petition on Jul 21. 2015. 
• 187. Dennis Estrada from Meridian, ID signed this petition on Jul 21, 2015. 
• 186. Jeff Dominguez from Rowland Heights, CA signed this petition on Jul 21 , 2015. 

( 

• 185. Justina from Pomona. CA signed this petition on Jul 21, 2015. 

• 184. Jessica Burton from Los Angeles, CA signed this petition on Jul 21, 2015. I 83. 
Tom Mayes from long Beach: (' A signecf this petition on Jul 2 I , 201 5. 

• I 82. Jorge Del Valle from Rowland Heights, CA signed this petition on Jul 21 , 2015. 

No Cell Towers in Residential Neighborhoods! 

• 181 . An naLyn Aquino from El Sobrante, CA signed this petition on Jul 21, 2015. 
• 180. Michael Scafuto from Alli alll, CA signed this petition on Jul 21. 2015. 

-

Plcasi: do not allow for Verizon and their cell to\\crs to come into our children s home and streets 

• 179. Eddie bernard from Los Angeles. CA signed this petition on Jul 21 ~ 2015. 
• 178. john kaufman from woodland hills, CA signed this petition on Jul 21. 2015. 

- -

No more cell towers 

• 177. Robert A. Mattison III from Montclair, CA signed this petition on Jul 21, 2015. 
• 176. Moises pedraza from Ontario. CA signed this petition on Jul 21. 2015. 
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175. Joe Emery from Corona, CA signed this petition on Jul 21. 2015 . 

• 174. Carole Bothwell from San Ramon, CA signed this peti tion on Jul 21, 2015. I 73. 
Nicole Hamada from San Francisco. CA signed this petition on Jul 20, 20 I 5. 

172. Charie Dionisio from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 20, 2015 . 
171. Joe De Leon from Claremont, CA signed this petition on Jul 20, 2015 . 

No Cell Towers in Rcsitlenlial Nci •hborhoods! 

170. Patrick Hull from Newport Beach, CA signed this petition on Jul 20, 2015 . 
169. Jane from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 20, 2015 . 
I 68. sandra ruiz from SALINAS, CA signed this petition on Jul :w~ 2015 . 

Kee Lmvers out of residential communities 

I 67. Michael Pollgreen from Huntington Beach, CA signed this petition on Jul 10, 2015 . 

I am a Verizon \vireless customer. 

166. Deanna Sanchez from rosemead, CA signed this petition on Jul 20, 1015 . 
I 65. Yohannes Yilm from Shoreline, WA signed this petition on Jul :w. 2015 . 

• 164. JOCELYN BRILLANTES from chino hills, CA signed this petition on Jul 20. 
2015163. Liliana Rosas from Los Angeles, CA signed this petition on Jul 20, 2015. 

I 62. Rebeccalingao@yahoo.com from San dimas, CA signed this petition on Jul 20, 2015 . 

No vcriz:on tower 011r ncighhm hooc.l 

161. Anna popez from West covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 20, 2015 . 
160. Brisia portugal from Ontarii, CA signed this petition on Jul 20. 20 I 5 . 
159. Jessica Varela from Los Angeles. CA signed this petition on .Jul 20, 2015 . 
158. Alex plascencia from El Monte, CA signed this petition on Jul 20, 2015 . 
157. Luis Alonzo from Soith Gate. CA signed this petition on Jul 20, 2015 . 

-

NO CELI. '[OWERS NEAR ·r llE COMMl'l rEES! 

156. Francis Dulnuan from Houston, TX signed this petition on Jul 20, 2015 . 
155. Rosario Aguirre from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 20. 2015 . 

• 154. Archie Manley from United States signed this petition on Jul 20. 2015. 153. 
Dondi bueno from Glendora. CA signed this petition on Jul 20. 2015. 

152. David Kotulski from Nashville. TN signed this petition on Jul 10. 2015. 
I 51. MJ Aquino from San Mateo. CA signed this petition on Jul 20, 2015 . 



• 150. Pete Aquino from San Mateop, CA signed this petition on Jul 20, 2015. 
• 149. Binh Dang from Temple City, CA signed this petition on Jul 20. 2015. 
• 148. Mark Luera from Glendora, CA signed this petition on Jul 20, 2015. 

--

NO CELL TOWER 

• 147. Mary Ann Lumiqued from Miinchen, Germany signed this petition on Jul 20, 2015. 
• 146. John Hernandez from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 20, 2015. 

--

Sto buildirn.! towers in Residential Communities. 

• 145. Nicolas Henke from San Ramon, CA signed this petition on Jul 20, 2015. 
• 144. cnrico Maldia from Fontana, CA signed this petition on Jul 20, 2015 . 

• 
143. Jason Pinhead from San Francisco. CA signed this petition 

on Jul 20. 2015. 
- -

no to Verizon cell tmver! 

• 142. Rachel pyc from Chino hills, CA signed this petition on Jul 20, 20 I 5. 
• 141 . Mimi edward from Va, VA signed this petition on Jul 20, 2015. 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

My brother and his kids around San Dimos California. the plant should be done for mvay from residences and kids. 

Pl<!ase find your !ant <ma from children . 

1 &Q ln-:1n firon1 <::,.,n F1·,_,n,.;""O r" .. :,.,n.,.d th'1c- p"'t'1t1'on on 1u1 1 0 "'>f\ I' • • •""-•a a .._,._,. U J.\.l•.J"" '""'-' L J'5 '-" J ""' J 1 1.J' -V J . 

139. Debbie Ghomeshi from Chino Hills. CA signed this petition on Jul 19. 2015 . 
138. Sherin from Pomona. CA signed this petition on Jul 19, 2015 . 
I 37. Dina from San Dimas~ CA signed this petition on Jul 19, 2015 . 
136. Justin Aquino from El Sobrante, CA signed this petition on Jul 19. 20 I 5 . 
135. Paul from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 19. 2015 . 

• 134. Cristina from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 19, 2015. 133. James 
Thomas from glendora, CA signed this petition on Jul 19, 20 I 5. 

Putt in• tl l that tower \\inuld effect alot of famil 's. 

• 132. Donna Aquino from San Francisco~ CA signed this petition on Jul 18. 2015. 
• 13 I. Hannah gostynski from San dimas, CA signed this petition on Jul 18. 2015. 
• 130. Eden Teklu from Seattle, WA signed this petition on Jul 18, 2015. 

-

We don't want that ha cning. 

( 



• 129. jiyun nam from Glendora, CA signed this petition on Jul J 8, 2015. 
128. Sheraz Naz from Glendora, CA signed this petition on Jul 18, 2015. 

• 127. Tim egri from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 18. 2015. 
• 126. Ernie carrasco from Glendora, CA signed this petition on Jul 18. 2015. 
• 125. Jamie flowers from Colton~ CA signed this petition on Jul 18, 2015. 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 124. Tom Nessman from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 18, 2015. 123. Rose 
Unser from Colton, CA signed this petition on Jul 18, 2015. 

No Cell TmH~r~! J>mtcd our Children's health~ 

122. Raul Evangelista from San Francisco, CA signed this petition on Jul 18. 2015 . 
121. Lisa Emery from La Puente, CA signed this petition on Jul 18, 2015 . 
120. Vicky Manley from SF, CA signed this petition on Jul 18, 2015 . 
119. Jenn Aquino from Tacoma, WA signed this petition on Jul 17, 2015 . 
1 18. Elise from Las Vegas, NV signed this petition on Jul 17, 2015 . 
l I 7. Roma Patel from West Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 17, 2015 . 
116. John Ros from Panorama City, CA signed this petition on Jul 17, 2015 . 
115. Veronica from Highland, CA signed this petition on Jul 17, 2015 . 
114. M"elissa Arana from North Hollywood, CA signed th is petition on Jul 17, 2015 . 

( • 
113. Jianne from Cerritos, CA signed this petition on Jul 17, 

2015. 
• 112. Raymond from Lynwood, CA signed this petition on Jul 17, 2015. 
• 111. Robert calderone from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 17, .2015. 
• 110. Loretta Marmor from LOS ANGELES. CA signed this petition on Jul 17, 2015. 

There i~ onl) m1e reaso11 for e1ecti11g or placing additional cell tcl\\crs atop huildin~s and that\ to pulse extremely low 

freyuencic'> at LA resit.knts to g1oup ha1m us. Ccll tm\cr lrcqucncics aic the :-amc u~cd hy the CIA Cor mind control and 

the same LheJ tu lllO\C the manrnade clouds ofnann metah & pol) 111crs. mm CO\crin~ us dome-like c\ery night and 

most J:l\ s. )im 1111: \H!athcr.com 

• 109. Daniel from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 17. 2015. 
• 108. Ayrel Evans from Fontana. CA signed this petition on Jul 17, 2015. 
• 107. Theo Minassian from Tujunga, CA signed this petition on Jul 17. 2015. 

Too harmfol for the community not safe for anyone. 

• 106. Georgina Tiffany from SAN DIMAS, CA signed this petition on Jul 17, 2015. 

( o this lease. 
-



• 105. Juanita Miranda from Long Beach. CA signed this petition on Jul 17, 2015. 

• 104. Peter falcon from Baldwin park, CA signed this petition on Jul 17~ 2015. 103. 
Adam vasquez from Ranch I cucamonga. CA signed this petition on Jul 17. 2015. 

• 102. Garry Caswell from San dimas~ CA signed this petition on Jul 17, 2015. 
• I 0 I. Gustavo Nunez from Alhambra, CA signed this petition on Jul 17, 2015. 

No Cell Tower.~! 

• 100. Erica Lumiqued from Rowland Heights, CA signed this petition on Jul 17, 2015. 

Protect our Children's I lcalth! 

• 99. Ariah Arizaga from Colton, CA signed this petition on Jul 17, 2015. 

No Cell Tov,crs in Residential communities! 

• 98. Lockwood, Kempton from San Dimas, CA signed this petition on Jul 17, 2015. 

I cannol lllHkrstanJ why a ccll llmcr would be approved in a residential rnrnmuniLy without having a tm\n meeting. 

Thie; \\hole projet:t appears to have been done in the shadows to avoid the c;crutiny of the community. I tind Veri10n's 

choice of thi'i Jocltion to be very interesting. Verizon chose a location that was next to the city of San Dimas. but 

located in a county strip between J cil_!\ borders. 13y Joi:ating the cell tower in this county strip the could life the projcd 

in ucmntti\\ n LI\ ~omc 30 111ilc awa: from the community where it will be constrndeu. I would abo like to knm\ ifthi" 

project by Verizon tuok intn rnnsidcr;1lio11 the impact it \\ill have on the wilderness park located south of our 

community \\hi ch i" \\ ith in the IOOO 1~et of this area of the cc!! tower construction. 1 las an E11viro111cntal Impact Report 

be d.QJ.}e for tbLl!I!l!;ect m1dl.JQw_iLwill i111nact om ngjghbor hoQJt; a'.i._\\Cll ao.; the Wilderness ParL\_v_here LASo 

Sup en isor Mike Antonm ich has dedicated a nature trail in his name.'! I was believe lhal V crion was inrnrrect in there 

filing of this application lor a cell tm\cr by indicating the area was an Agrirnlteral Area and not a low densit: 

RESIDENTAL AREA. I ha\c heard that Vcri1on claims that this tcmer \Vas needed to improve reception in the area for 

Verizon customers! I a111 a Veriloll rn~tomer and I h<we full service from my residrnce (5 bar~ mo~! of the time) and l 

am ~cndinµ. this from 111; cell phone :ll my residence. so that cl<1irn appea1:> to be null and void. I ;un requesting that thi<; 

project he scrarpcd l till a full herning and investigation is completed and all heal! hazards be e\aluatcd a<; \\ell for the 

long term safety of our families and children. TlwnK you for al lowing me to share m.} concerns on this suhject. Ken 

Lockwood. 

• 97. Ron MArtinelli from South Pasadena, CA signed this petition on Jul 17. 2015. 

No Cell Towers! 

• 96. Joshua Awuma from Alhambra, CA signed this petition on Jul 17.1015. 
• 95. Robert Ayden Ellis V from Colton, CA signed this petition on Jul 17, 1015. ( ) 



-

No Cell Towers! Protect Children's I Iealth! 

• 94. MINAS SIRAKIE from BURBANK, CA signed this petition on Jul 17, 2015. 93. 
Miguel Muiioz from Walnut. CA signed this petition on Jul 17, 2015. 

l lel ing the I i!tlc eo le again.st cnr orate America 

• 92. Patricia Ramos from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 17, 2015. 
• 91. ejike mbaruguru from San Dimas, CA signed this petition on Jul 17, 2015. 
• 90. Mariel Aloise from San Dimas, CA signed this petition on Jul 17. 2015. 
• 89. Cristina from Oakland, CA signed this petition on Jul 17. 2015. 
• 88. Andrew Maldonado from Burbank, CA signed this petition on Jul 17. 2015. 
• 87. Alyssa from Colton, CA signed this petition on Jul 17. 2015. 
• 86. Rose Unser from San Dimas, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 85. yewoineshet Tadele from covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 

• 
( 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

I kalth and safety should come lir~t. 

• 84. Tony Chu from La, CA signed this petition on Jul 16. 2015. 83. zewdu belai 
from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 16. 2015. 

82. David Amorim from Los Gatos. CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015 . 
81. Bruce sindel from West Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, '.:WIS. 
80. William Young from Glendor~ CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015 . 
79. MANNY GONZALEZ from COVINA, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015 . 
78. Wilson torrico from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 16. 2015 . 

Please sto buildin~ l'.dl lll\\e1s in re..,idcntial rnmmuniticd thanks 

77. Mulugeta Tadele from Inglewood. CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015 . 
76. Michelle Samra from Highland, CA signed this petition on Jul 16. 2015 . 
75. Dj James Gabriel from San Dimas. CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015 . 

• 74. James G Weisberg from San Dimas, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 73 . 
Mark Aguilera from Pomona, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015 . 

Put ·our dam l'.cll t1mcr h\ \Olli house not mine! 

• 72. U.R.A. Lunatic from Wasamattau, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 71 . Ayyde Vargas from Cypress, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 

Sto::i building towers near homes. 

~ 70. Demerick Fern from North Hollywood, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 



• 69. Solomon from Lake Tahoe, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
-

Not healthy for this tower to be around this comm unit · of children 

• 68. Michael Fleming from Vista, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 67. Tehetena from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 16. 2015. 

Health first 

• 66. Daniel from Covina, CA signed thjs petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
-

I lealth first 

• 65. Betty Temesgen from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 

• 64. Abreham Demisse from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 63. 
Maria Bongo from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 

• 62. Jorge gomez from walnut, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 61. Raquel from Pomona, CA signed this petition on Jul 16~ 2015. 
• 60. Paul graham from San Dimas, CA signed this petition on Jul 16. 2015. 
• 59. Jonas saucedo from Baldwin park, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 

Please don't riut a tm\ er next to Chaing's house. Thank )OU 

• 58. Bisrat Gebregiorgis from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
--

J_!]j<,~lgl ~·.: \illlLlm:h dangerous. µrnj.crt i11 11ur ;lci~1hlu.uhuod . . ll pu1!i-i!~nd.{>llr-kid~I risk-Gi=...mforc&ee1-H:OH5etjHeHCl''i. 

STOP lT! 

• 57.Samuel4mc@gmail.com from No11h Hollywood, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 
2015. 

• 56. Joey from Pomona. CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 55. Moges Taye Abebe from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 

• 52. John from Los Angeles. CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 

Please do not do that ma· harm the communitv. 

( 



~ 51 . Bernie Juarez from Covina. CA signed this petition on Jul 16. 2015. 
50. carlos peiia from Baldwin park~ CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 

• 49. Nathan Nunez De Lima from Azusa. CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 

I hate cell 10\\ ers .. 

• 48. Greg from Glendora, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 47. Ida Young from West Covina. CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 46. Thomas Nessman from covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 45. Jerry Hernandez from South El Monte, CA signed this petition on Jul 16. 2015. 
• 44. James Weisberg from San Dimas, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 43 . Chad Penry from Newport Beaxh, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 

• 42. Mike England from La Verne, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 41 . Solomon Abebe from San Dimas, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 40. Yidnekachew Wubishet from Valencia, CA signed this petition on Jul 16. 2015. 

Please stop install in~ Cell ' hom.! tcmcrs in rcsidl.!ntial areas! 

• 39. TALIA CARVENTE from Los Angeles, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 

(
• 38. jessica davinroy from covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 

37. Janet Sanchez from LA, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 36. Rachelle Rodriguez from San Dimas, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 

STOP VERIZON NO CELL TOWl:R!!! 

• 35. Salvador Almaraz from Venice, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 

• 34. Jesus Guzman from Venice, CA signed this petition on JuJ 16, 2015. 33. Thu­
Van Nguyen from Los Angeles, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 

• 32. Abebaw Anbessaw from Castaic, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 31 . PRISCILLA PETRICHES from LOS ANGELES, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 

2015. 
• 30. Annette Sanchez from Winnetka, CA signed this petition on Jul 16. 2015. 
• 29. KATRINA from LOS ANGELES, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 28. claudia browne from Tarzana, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 27. Angelica Almaraz from Venice, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 26. Alex Gonzalez from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 16. 2015. 
• 25. Karl Wood from Los Angeles. CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 24. Karim Ghomcshi from San Dimas. CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
( 23. Yayeneabeba Argaw from San Dimas. CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 20 J 5. 



-

1 No Ccll 1 owcr in the residential area 

• 22. Michele Mcclain from LaPuente, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 21 . Fabiola Escobedo from Covina. CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 20. Maricar Berry from San Dimas, CA signed this petition on Jul 16. 2015. 

- -

Please do not place a cell tcmer in residential areas. It will greatly affect the home values in the area. 

• 19. Carmen Calderon from covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 16. 2015. 
• 18. Carlos Casillas from Highland~ CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 17. Carla from Rosemead, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 

No on Charter Oak Lighthouse cell tcmcr. Keep out scenic rollution in residential an.:•t~. Verizon stop hurting fam il ies 

and their rnmmunities h; lcmering their home values \\hich .ire many peoples tetirement a1:d leL'..1c~. I-ind another 

lace besides residential are;ts! 

• 16. Victoria Bongo from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 15. David lew from San Dimas, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 

• 12. Brenda from San Dimas. CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 11 . Monica austria from Covina. CA signed this petition on Jul t 6, 20 t 5. 
• 10. JOSE GENGHIS P CURAMENG from SOUTH PASADENA~ CA signed this 

petition on Jul 16, 2015. 

The proximity of Cell Phone Towers in Residential Communities is an impingement on the \\d lnc<,s, health. safety and 

peucc of mind of the community affected. In addition. rroperty values would he significantly reduced. Long term risk'> 

hmc not heen properly considered and pose a hazard that carmot he assuaged by a short lt:rm limited :imm:tary 

compensation lo Olll' r.:ntity at the critical location. l·urthcrmorc. there are no issues or complaints with current 

subscribers or cell phone services in their llll'>incs~. residential an<l commuting area. Alsll. there is the issue of 

disrupt:on or crnrnmmication and signal bet\\ccn ongoing and pre<,erlt cell. \\ i fi, aml commun!ca:illn device<, alrc:1d) 

rresent. l.astl). thcrl' \\as no 1e;1<.onahl) .~chedulcd and nearb) notice to community members to rnnsi der the actio n am.I 

consequences ot'a unilateral corporate <lecision in addition to the mentioned payout to tile nearby entity that hold~ a 

s ecial t<LX status as for its reli •ious rnr ose. 

• 9. Alexander Escobedo from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 8. Joaquin Garcia from Covina, CA signed this petition on Jul 16. 2015. 

( 

( 



( 
-

No towers in our neighborhood 

• 7. Elizabeth Bongo from Covina. CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 6. Mary Lou Koopman from Loveland, CO signed this petition on Jul 16. 2015. 

-

S1o buildino cell towers in resiucntial areas. 

• 5. Brandon Melendez from Corona. CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• 4. David Lumiqued from San Dimas, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 

No Cell Tcmcr in Residential Cnmmunit) and Neighborhood! P1operty Values drop I0-'.:0%! No one \\ants a 45 foot 

Ugly Tm1,cr in this Neighborhood! 

• 3. Gabriel Gaytan from San Bernardino, CA signed this petition on Jul 16. 2015. 
• 2. Pilar Weisberg from San dimas, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 
• I. Chang Weisberg from San Dimas, CA signed this petition on Jul 16, 2015. 

( 



( 

( 

( 

Verizon and LA County Department of Regional Planning 

The Oak Crest Homeowners and local Residents are wanting to file an appeal to the Cell Tower 
Approval at the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church on Badillo and Sunflower. 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 (Across from Water Tanks) 

http://planning.lacounty.gov/case/view/r ... 

http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/ ... 

http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/ ... 

http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/ ... 

We ask everyone that is concerned about the fallowing listed issues below to help get the word 
out and expect someone or maybe yourselves to visit your neighbors and get Names, 
Addresses and Signatures to turn in for the Appeal process of this Approved project. We ask for 
Donations to file the $735 appeal fee. If we can get 735 signatures and donations of $1 per 
person, it will be very manageable. Please help! The Appeal is due 6/30/2015 this Tuesday in 
downtown L.A. We have a representative in our Community that will submit appeal. If you have 
information and supporting documentation to submit, in addition to what is gathered, this would 
be greatly appreciated to try and overturn this approval. 

ISSUES for Appeal: 

1. Health Issues due to increased radiation exposure to everyone within a close proximity to this 
cell tower. (Estimated 750 meters to 1 mile) Do we want our kids and ourselves exposed to this 
additional radiation in a Residential Community? It's like having a Microwave Oven running all 
day and night. The FCC rules are very lenient and below community standards. Potential Class 
Action Lawsuits in the future due to health issues. 

http://www.celltowerdangers.org 

http://www.celltowerdangers.org/defeated ... 

2. Property Values will drop roughly 10-20% on average once a Cell Tower is installed. Homes 
close or next to these towers have experienced a devaluation of Market Value because of the 
risk of exposure on a 24 hour bases. 

http://www.parjustlisted.com/ceU-towers ... 

3. Current Homeowners may move due to this risk of exposure thus creating high supply and 

Page 1 



1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

6. 

7. 

lower prices after it is disclosed that Cell Tower EMF Radiation is close by. Kids shouldn't play 
outside in there own neighborhoods. Remember when X-Rays were cool? Not Anymore. 

4. The Look and Aesthetics of the Cell Tower is deemed Unfavorable and a Nuisance within the 
community. Once you know it's there, it will be an everyday reminder of how much radiation is 
floating around locally and within a Residential area and with schools nearby. 

5. Local Interference with already established services. We don't want additional issues or 
disruptions from already in use services. (Directv, Time Warner, AT&T and Verizon) 

6. Local Cell coverage is already good and sufficient. To overload the area and add additional 
Radiation and Emissions is very unhealthy. 

I can go on and on, but we are running out of time and would like to get support of everyone 
within this community and surrounding communities that will be negatively effected for years to 
come. 

Please get the word out and if you can help gather signatures and collect donations tor the filing 
fee of $735, it would be greatly appreciated. 

If you are interested in submitting signatures and donations ahead of Tuesday's appeal, we plan 
to have a community meeting Monday evening. Reach out to us if you want or plan to 
participate. Let's not wait until everyone is sick to start to make a difference. Oak Crest HOA! 

Thanks for your Support! 

Name From Comments 

Rachelle San Dimas, CA 
Rodriguez 

grace & william San Dimas, CA 
chen 

David Lumiqued San Dimas, CA 

Pilar Weisberg San Dimas, CA We are very against this cell tower, not only because we 
have young children and there are adverse health affects, 
but because it will bring our home value down. 

rebecca antonio San Dimas, CA 
lingao 

Dina Ghomeshi San Dimas, CA 

Karim Ghomeshi San Dimas, CA 

Page2 - Signatures 1 • 7 
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Name From Comments 
8. Ted Williams RALLS, TX 

( 9. Kathryn Irby GULFPORT, MS 
10. Bettina Lorenz Rhede, Germany 

11. Judith Downey CHELSEA, MA 

12. Cristal Cendejas San Dimas, CA 

13. Albert Cendejas San Dimas, CA 

14. Abel Cendejas San dimas, CA 

15. Howard Mei Covina, CA 

16. mauricio carvajal santiago, Chile 

17. David Lumiqued San Dimas, CA 

i 8. Hugh Smith Barnsley, United 
Kingdom 

19. Mimoun Benouda Haute Normandie, 
France 

20. Michael Covina, CA 
Mousteiko 

21. Kristy Dahlstrom Covina, CA My parents bought this property in 1985 so I'd have a good 
community to be raised in. I am so thankful for having a 
safe and comfortable home now as I near my 30s and I 
have to say, when I walked out of my home this AM and 
saw people protesting this tower I was APPALLED that a 

( church, someone who should be a good community 
member, is trying to bring this into our neighborhood. 

22. Paulo Reeson Toronto, Canada 

23. Chun Yue Dai Covina, CA 

24. Shanigann covina, CA 

25. Pedro Aguila Covina, CA I live next to the church and am appalled the church would 
allow this tower to be close children schools and near 
residences. 

26. Solomon Abebe San Dimas, CA The appearance of cell towers is a nuisance to the 
neighborhood in addition to the exposure of residents to 
high energy emission through Radio Frequency. 

\ Page 3 A Signatures 8 - 26 



June 29, 2015 

To Whom ft May Concern: 

The concerns of local residents opposed to a cell tower being erected in their area 
<ire justifiable. Even though they will most likely disguise the tower ::is a tree, it will 
most likely extend 30 feet dbove <!ny Lree in the <irea. This will have <1 negative 
impact on the value of surrounding homes. This decrease in value will have a trickle 
effect and continue to widen in time. Not only are these towers an eyesore but they 
may also cre<Jte health concerns. With the decre<isc in property v<1lucs, this will also 
Jffect property tc1xes n cg•1tively. Rea 1 tors will nlso hm'<' •1 negative i 111 p<Kt such ~is 
decreased income and properties not moving as quickly as they should. Who wants 
to live by a cell tower? 

Cell towers should be placed in loc:.1tions other than residential .ffc,1s, schuob nr 
parks. 

Sincerely, 

I, I 

V1v1c1n Vdic1scnor 
Realtor 
BRE#01255767 
Excellence Real Estate 

.. 

( 

) 



August/£ 2015 

Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-(S) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: /j AV/ L1 {,,() A-1, tQ...l.l(f} 

Resident Address: /'/83 .Altt1/t'IJcJ'T[t6' [IJN51 J1~!/Jldf, DJ r (:fl.3 

Years- 6 (City) Years-Cf 3 (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 

Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 

Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 

reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 

recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 

communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 

in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 

an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

Thank You, .,.,. 

~~ 



August~ 2015 

letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-(S) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: &- {/t!Je-c_ - f 0111r~J 
Resident Address: /g?3 AkwCMUE (ft/G J>~IY I lll~S Cd l/1t:/3 

Years- b (City) Years-Z~ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 

Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 

Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 

reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 

recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 

communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 

in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 

an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

ThankVou~ ~ ~ 

( ) 

l 



/ 

August[!; 2015 

letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-(5) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: Q. ~ ~ UJe.< ~ 
ResidentAddress: \ 5 ( Na..,JC:ei.;±k_ lf«tY\L, 

Years- JC/CfAcity) Years- 7o/5(LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 
Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 
Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 
and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 
reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 
recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 
communities. 

lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 
in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 
an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 



' 

-· 
August&, 2015 

Resident Name: Ji lVSSA ~f2J'l/.J9A 
~· 

Resident Address: /ill !Vfu11C.e'&Ta> tAt£:-/ ~N/J1t'11f/d C/171-3 
Years- b {City) Years-/2- (LA County) 

' . 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 

eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community _of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 

community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

J have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Thank You, 



August 16, 2015 

Attn: Jeanine Nazar 
Los Angeles County 
Department of Regional Planning (DPR) 
320 W Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: PROJECT NO: R2014-02565-(5) 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS CASE NO: 201400121 

PROJECT LOCATION: 4337 N SUNFLOWER AVENUE 

To Whom It May Concern, 

My name is Rachelle Rodriguez. My husband, 5 year old daughter, 2 small dogs Charlie and Butters, and 
I reside at 1859 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, Ca 91773 in the Oak Crest Estates. I would like to state our 
opposition to the installation of the Verizon wireless telecommunication facility proposed on the 
property located at 4337 N. Sunflower Avenue, Covina, Ca 91724. First and foremost, we were not given 
proper notification by Verizon about this project. It is required by law to give residents proper 
notification with details of the proposed project and to give them ample time to accept or reject such a 
proposal. We were given none of those. We heard about this project from one of the residents in our 
community after it had already been approved. Unfortunately, not only did we not have any 

( 

information about this project, but also have to pay to file an appeal so we voices can be heard. Not ( • 
only do I feel that this is unfair, but an unlawful and negligible act by Verizon. We, as a community, have 
gone out talking to residents and informing them about this proposed project. The general consensus is 
not only were they not aware of such a project, but they are opposed to it. 

Second, I am very concerned about the look and aesthetics of the proposed tower. We live in a very 
beautiful community that only has one eiitiance and exit. Unfortun<:itely, the one cntr<incc <ind exit i~ 
located at the corner of Sunflower Ave and Badillo St. This is the very same corner that the Verizon is 
proposing to construct their cell tower. Every day, when we leave and come home, we have to pass by 
this ugly and unnecessary cell tower and be reminded that our small and beautiful community is being 
overshadowed by a corporate conglomerate that is Verizon. As for Verizo~ trying to disguise the cell 
tower to look like a cross, if there is no negative connotation about a cell tower then why are they trying 
to disguise it. Also, as a devoted catholic, I frankly find it a bit offensive that they are using a cross to 
disguise a cell tower that everyone in the community seems to be opposing. In addition, we are 
justifiably concerned about the proposed cell tower reducing the value of our homes. Whether or not 
there is clear "proof' how adversely effects home values, it is a known fact that if you had a choice 
whether to live next to a cell tower or not, you would choose not to. I've also spoken to a very close 
friend that is a professional real estate broker in this community about the effects of cell towers when 
buying or selling a home. He stated that it always plays a negative role for both buyers and sellers. 
Sellers have to drop their price and buyers will either make a lower offer or simply look for a home 
elsewhere. How does Verizon have the right to decrease the value of our homes? I don't think they 

have that right. 

Third, cell towers emit large amounts of radiation, endangering the health of our children, pregnant 
women, people with chronic illnesses, the elderly, and small animals are at highest risk for the negative 



( 

( 

effects of this constant exposure. Studies have shown that the effect of radiation from cell towers on 
people living and/or working within close proximity to a cell tower begin to suffer from headaches, 
migraines, have sleep disorders, have learning difficulties, have low concentration ability, lowered 
hormone levels, and much higher risk for cancer. Who would want to gamble with their health and live 
next to that? I, personally, would not want to gamble with the health of my family nor the health of all 
the children that attend the two elementary schools that exist within close proximity of this proposed 
cell tower. 

Fourth, I would like to request for a local venue to be scheduled for the appeal so that the voices of the 
residents could be heard. Unfortunately, since the proposed project is on an unincorporated Los 
Angeles County property, the hearings are held in downtown Los Angeles. Many in our community work 
daily from 9am to Spm and/or are elderly and cannot make it to downtown Los Angeles to speak their 
minds and be given due process. 

In conclusion, we request you to respect the wishes of the concerned residents and deny the proposed 
project at this location. This area already has adequate cell service. We believe that Verizon should be 
required to find a more appropriate location in a nearby commercial or industrial zoned property away 
from residential neighborhoods and as far away as possible from any schools. Not only were we not 
given proper notification by Verizon regarding this proposed cell tower construction, but the venue for 
the hearings should be changed to a more suitable location for the residents that will be directly 

affected by this project. 

,.,,--
) '.\ 

Sin erely.1 / -, 



Dear Planning Commission Board, 

My name is Pilar Weisberg. I am against the cell tower in my residential 

community at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. I have lived here for over fifteen 

years and have never had a dropped call anywhere or at any time. I have been a 

Verizon customer for at least fifteen years and have never had a problem with 

dropped calls. 

We have no gap in coverage at all so there is no need for anothey cell tower 
~ -------

with in a mile from the four that are up the street. 
-.-.--~ -~ -;..... 

This is a very sensitive area with a school up the block and a day care around 

the corner. 

I definitely don't want to look at a 46-foot cell tower disguised as a cross. I 

feel it's very sacrilegious and awful to look at. I know for sure it will bring down the ( 
value of my home that has kept its value even in the toughest times. Please rethink 

you decision and repeal your permit for this awful cell tower. 

Pilar Weisberg 

1853 Newcastle Ln 

San Dimas, CA 91773 



( 
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Dear Planning Commission Board, 

My name is James Weisberg; I am a senior at Charter Oak High School. I am 

against the cell tower in a residential community. I am always able to call and text 

my friends anytime of the day anywhere in the community. Also, my friends are 

always able to call me. 

I am now culturally corrupted because now I believe the church is 

hypocritical since they preach to "Love thy neighbor", but putting a cell tower is not 

loving your neighbor. 

Please rethink your decision and deny Verizon and the church the permit for 

this awful cell tower. 

James Weisberg 

1853 Newcastle Ln 

San Dimas, CA 91773 



Augustpa1s 

Name and Address: Al.J/O.Al!O L.//·lG4a 

1871 A/eW~rc..e L-AI 

~-V./ .D/.IY/A , 2 CA q;7~ 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 

next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 

this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

( 



( 

I · • 
August~' 2015 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market 9ecline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, / 

./ '-d '-"- ;I Lu. 



August/£, 2015 

Name and Address: 

t i If{) 5/Jj('_~c~ 

/g_~s ;f/&i/cA-.f7ZE L-4~
1

~ 
-~/f# £?///)45 CA 91773 
To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

1e~iu~r1lietl 11ei~liLurl1uuJ. i uo 11ot think we iieed any morn cell antennas in this arcil. There Jre plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

~·------



August l6 2015 
/ 

Name and Address: 

Rt-· J?Z~2- ~OJ-SOLQJ' 
IC~] s \\) ~}G0L tcUl_,\__ 

~Oµ\., w ... ~1-c/00 Cc"-' C-t\) )j 
_. 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this-community-of residential homes:-ltdoes- notfit-intothis-community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 



August 15 2015 

letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Proj ect 

Project No R2014·02565·(5) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: \-f b NE SR R~ ULJR 
Resident Address: I g-_'S s !'\\ £ Lu0a st-l Ii L Q\;\ ~ _<;;'" ........ ':::. \ W')c\.<; CA 9 ,' 7 I 3 
Years- LS (City) Years-~ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 

Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 

Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 

reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 

recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 65 feet. Not acceptable in residential 

communilies. 

l astly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 

in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 

an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this resident ial neighborhood. 

Thank You, 

( 



( 

( 

August 12, 2015 

Resident Name: 'Az,c/i.- d:21..c,- d, 
l . 

Resident Address: 'f 3 l ' 1J Jf,ftl.fll'--<Vt/L. &o-r . , Cr.·t,, a.-

Years- (City) Years!/:3 (LA County) 

Dear Planning Commission Board, 

I have lived in this area since before the church was built in the early BO's. I 

am adamantly opposed to the cell tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. My 
-=== 

backyard is right up against the church, so along with the water towers already in ---- - --::..----- ----- ... -
my sight line, I definitely don't want to see a cell tower as well. 

I have never had a problem making or receiving calls. This cell tower will 

negatively affect my home value. I have been a great neighbor to the church, and 

they didn't have the common courtesy to talk with their immediate neighbors about 

this cell tower. They already have illegal storage containers on their property that 

invite vagrants to take shelter there, a cell tower is over and beyond what I am 

willing to accept. I feel like they are taking advantage of the older neighbors in the 

area that can't go to the meeting due to health concerns. 

Please repeal your permit for this awful cell tower. 

I 

d 



August 12, 2015 

,-/- - . y I 
Resident Name: _ f,{;tt~ ... Q{r' !L qc (!U 

Resident Address: 4-.3;/ fl. &11 ilcrl1)f/l.. fiu-t 
[' I 

Years-__ (Ci ty) Years-~CJ:~ ~aunty) 

Dear Planning Commission Board, 

I have lived in this area since before the church was built in the early BO's. I 

am adamantly opposed to the cell tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. My 
= 

backyard is right up against the church, so along with the water towers already in -- ' -
my sight line, I definitely don't want to see a cell tower as well. 

I have never had a problem making or receiving calls. This cell tower will 

negatively affect my home value. I have been a great neighbor to the church, and 

they didn't have the common courtesy to talk with their immediate neighbors about 

this cell tower. They already have illegal storage containers on their property that 

invite vagrants to take shelter there, a cell tower is over and beyond what I am 

willing to accept. I feel like they are taking advantage of the older neighbors in the 

area that can't go to the meeting due to health concerns. 

Please repeal your permit for this awful cell tower. 

Thank You, 

.-. - _·-- l7 /} 
/ ,( i·c.~---Q( ... ,,~c:t 

( 
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Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-(5) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

ReSident Name: ~<;-j3! t"- -f\ ll1,r 1 "'-

Resident Address:bS" {'): S v~vy;Je,(' A\/--$' 
;' Years- (City) Years-__ (LA County) 

To Jean tine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 

Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 

Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 

reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 

recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 

communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 

in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 

an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 



August .it 2015 

Resident Name: [\\)~\fst\\1'\V\ \:] 5f\1~ 
Resident Address: e\ijs ~- ~\)~\,{j\r-.Jffi? ~~ 0nv\ Nf\ \\~ llt11L-r 

YearsA____.;;.\.t,.___(City) Years-.J..e._ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 

eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 

based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 

community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

Thank You, 

( 

( 
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Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-(S) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: ~j>. \JI= 
Resident Address="" 9~~ ~ Oo~tt\ll\ Q.Jt ~11-z..LJ' 
Years- \CJ (City) Years-10 (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

ram writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 

Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 

Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 

reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 

recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 

communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 

in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 

an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

Thank You, 



August J.12015 

Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-(S) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: ~ ~C~ 
Resident Address: I ~ · i\LLONMJ2. l\'Jl{ 
Years· \6 (City) Years--1Q. (LA County} 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

J am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 

Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 

Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 

reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 

recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 

communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 

in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 

an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

Thank You, 

( 

( 



( 
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August 1',201s 

Resident Name: ~~ \26£~ 
ResidentAddress: ~~ ~-9'\~f\ll~\?¥ fWC. ~\Jll'll\ lbr C'(l·1i~ 
Years- \e6 (City) Years-Jil (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 

eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 

based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 

community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 



August~ 2015 

Name and Address: 

I & -3.A.A1-iJ 1b, f;._J.'f-~ 
119 /v/ !Lt n_j10vJ/ ~ ,,L 

Cov1~ c. ~ 7'1'1;2_,</ 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

~c1,.,Cv 

( 

( ) 



( 
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August J.k 2015 

Name and Address: 

}./ ;4;;_, f <:A.. d.r'\,?.-. 
11'? d J1.. ~ {~>''1 NC­
eo vt~ t:.. c4>r . q.l'r.2.-y 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

r am writing the. LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Ce ff Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 



August ~2015 

Resident Name: J ft V /(.:,2 k)L},\ Z-

Resident Address: 4 1 r s {/ J/ELc? 11 /µ-e 
Years- ?L(city) Years-¥ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 

eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 

based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 

community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

Thank You, 

( 
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Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565·(5) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: s~ eve. N c) 1'1£. l__ 

Resident Address: ' 0 -"d-~ G \ en-c °' K'__ D t....- ' 

Years- ~ (City) Years-~LA County} 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 
Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 

Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 

reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 

recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 

communities. 

lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 

in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 

an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

Thank You,~~ 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Surldays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

( 

( 



' 

( 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

s~ 



August"'6 2015 

Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-(5) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: c,.j/M oN <..JOI-JN 
-~-~--------------

Resident Address: Q lo1 g .B"B"LL-~OOK ~/. 

Years-___ ( City) Years-__ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 

Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 

Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 

reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 

recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 

communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 

in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 

an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

( 

( 



( 

( 

( 
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Resident Name: 
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Resident Address: :(fDC., ~ff- /J E{.Jfec#( fl~ 

Years- ;:2., 0 (City) Years· __ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 

eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 

based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 

community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

Thank You, 
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Name and Address : 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neiehborhood. I do not think wP nPPli any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their wehsite. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

( 

( ) 

) 



( August JJ201s 

Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-(S) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Namep/--//?t er-~/ ~ , 
ResidentAddress: ~ C ~.kd;j_;J (J,,(}VJ/'A 
Year~ (City) Years~ County~ C/f q/) ~ 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 

Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 

Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 

reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 

recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 

communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 

in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 

an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

c;ql.?//h a~ 
Thank You, 



,,. 
August h 2015 

Name and Address: 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

'Sr cA112-'7 cr-itS-tS 
c_ypf2<:_~ <S-r 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It wiJI have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neiehborhood. I do not think. wP nPPci ;my morP r.P.11 antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

( 

( 



( 

( 

( 

August~ 2015 

Resident Name: 6TCV£ c2fJltl/IC!\15 
Resident Address: 2;2,ci) C' C {PR£::f3 
Years- /1_ (City) Years~LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 

eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 

based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 

community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 



I 
Augustli, 2015 

letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-(5) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name:~f,,_ir-V...,..µ"""'1"'""D ...... r4_--"'£=.....;...1_rn_~ _l'h ___ fn---'S __ _ 

Resident Address: _ __,~...........,d ........ D ........... O_...b"-'-1 ..... ~_..j~p_._ns5~<;..............,Z$1=>...· _, 

Years-jL(City) Years-./.b(LA CounM 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 

Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 

Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 

reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 

recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 

comm unities. 

lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 

in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 

an issue. 

eny this Petition to l'µ,Jve a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

A.4~ 

( 

( 



( 

( 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 

next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 

this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 
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Name and Address: 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. J believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of Jiving next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. J do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, ~ 

( 

( 



( 

( 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 
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Name and Address: 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neiehbors in Covina, S<1n Oim;ic; ;incl Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

( 

( 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

( allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

( 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. r believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. r believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the aiea accoiding to my cell caiiici. Veiizon is #1 accoiding to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

( 

( ) 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

( allowed into this tower as well. J believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 

next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 

this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our rc:;idcntinl neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors i11 Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

( 

( 

) 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendor.rdo not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. ft will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 



August lli, 2015 

Name and Address: 

\30..6\\\ o s~ 

GAC/\ t 1 ·~~ 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 

next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 

this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying io do in our rt!!>iUt!lllidl 11t!i~huurhuuu. i i.Jt!iit!vt! ll1t! LOm111unity 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

( 

( 



( 

( 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

( 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell ( ) 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 



August 12_, 2015 

Name and Address: 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

( allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 
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Name and Address: 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. J do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

( 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell ( 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

J have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

i11 Liu:: area accordiiig to my cell carrier. Verizon i:; ftl ~ccording to theiP.Nebsite. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 



( 

August _1?2015 

Name and Address: 

~ ~'-\\o St 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 
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Name and Address: 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 

next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 

this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

wh:Jt Verizon and the Church are tryine tn rln in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

Cit~{ (}£hit/[ k 

( 

( 



( August Ji,201s 

( 
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Resident Name: ~Q., tv'\\TI)frv 
Resident Address: 0~ ~· S\Jtln l}~'\ley -PNJf 
Years· ·1{) {City) Years-'70 (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 

eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 

based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 

community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

Thank You, 

~ ~ (YU~al 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

( 

( 



.,.. 
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Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565·(5) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Address: )...lflf. 6 Cvpr-t:~> .Si Vv'71Ac. 1 tit 11'/""Lt:f 
Years- (City) Years-__ { LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 

Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 

Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 

reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 

recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 

communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 

in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 

an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 



August ii, 2015 

Resident Name:_S,~6_f ...... '~l ...... /J.. __ A-(J_.__..D,_il--_1_/..1_._._HL::""--v._..Q..__ __ 

Resident Address:--'v ___ t ....... f:-...... L_~_c;;.._c__,1r'--'-P M---"'-_i....;...( _.S._,(""-1-, ....... C......,1N ( ,.J 7f 
I ' CA: 

Years- ~ (City) Years_l 'L (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 

eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 

based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 

community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I hav~ guuu ir 11ul ~·~al L~ll cov~1age in this area and do not believe that a Cell To•·.rer is nccc5!iary in thi!; 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good uy Lhis cell lower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

( 

( 



( August li, 2015 

( 

Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-{5) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: b?~C () 5 ;i....pl.)1,.. \/..A-fl,.-{6 

Resident Address: 'V1 is- l... ~ C l(p 'k! ( ( C ( 

Years- '7 (City) Years-1 lfLA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 

Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 

Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 

reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 

recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 

communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 

in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 

an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina. San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

( 

( 



( 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

J 
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Resident Name: D \ll~ t1 r.U,.tf\ (}. t 11 Mtr"I 
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Resident Address: >"' c.. ' vv / n'"'t:: \}) \l "\ UV v I Ufi 'l Y-1 
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Years- ID (City) Years- \D (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 

eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 

based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 

community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

i itdv~ guut..i ;r 11ul g1~i:1l t:~li wvt:1dgt: i11 llii~ area and do not believe that a Cell Towei ls necessary' in thi:; 
residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell Lower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

Thank You, 

bvcu1rJ1w1 au~ 

( 

\ 



( 

( 
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Resident Name: D~ f ~ ~~ 9tJi //'\Ji\.~ 
Resident Address: ~'l.-{8' (. C~P~~ rr ·l ~-111}1~Jtt, CA Dil1J-i 
Years-_q __ (City) Years-4-" (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 

eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 

based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 

community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 



August& 2015 

Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-(5) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: Cf4.!n Plff!P- &2~4 lfJ ~Tlii 
Resident Address: ~;118' l j {}~Pt2f;S~ &I 1 C-01/ (f~ 1 Cft Off 1 J4 
Years- I 0 (City) Years-JJL (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that J don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 

Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 

Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. Jt is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower witl also 

reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 

recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 
communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 

in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 

an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

( 

( ) 

I 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 



August J.2, 2015 ( 

Resident Name: lJi-fVJ~ ifeJ A4L LCT1 k' 7 

Resident Address:~•/ 7 ScJ A.>R..t?1,,_, FY< f{ j)"C' • 

Years-~( City) Years-_L&fl~ County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 

eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 

based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 

community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

i hav~ good if not great cell CUVeiage in this arc<i ;:md do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential area. Cell cuvt:!rage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

Thank You, 

( 



( 

( 
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Resident Name: t/1,JA WvJtt.>r!:.#A,_f) 

ResidentAddress: 2[)1'2 E 6f('a;~C ~· ~1JA ~ ·~11'2.4 

Years- ,C-: (City) Years-Q (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 

eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 

based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 

community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 



August!.£ 2015 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think wP need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

./ 

( 

( 



I 
l 

( 

August J!2., 2015 

Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014~02565·(5) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: V'\j?Gll- Fi\-)l)tA 

Resident Address: W72 F . c·y(J;f~ Sf" C;iV1NA ~ Cfl724 

Years-_s __ (City} Years-_JL (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 

Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, J am now informed. 

Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 

reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 

recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 

communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 

in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 

an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 



August 12, 2015 

Name and Address: 

Ylt?6\ L.- T-1\Tl)U 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

( 

( 



{ 

( 
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Name and Address: 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 



August~ 2015 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dima~ d11u Gl~ndora do iiot want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

( 

( 
\ 



( August~ 2015 

( 

Name and Address: 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

\Jj1'SlLeJ NL;) 
Thanks, 



August t£ 2015 ( 

Resident Name: M{,\:vzi= ~'-'.)." \.--
Resident Address: '2-\ ~~ ·E · kt& f C-1'5 S Sf--
Years- C.r>\JINftii:t Years-.!lQ~ Coun~) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 

eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 

based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 

community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

i have guut.i if 11ul ~1~al L~ll cuverage in this aiea and do not believe thilt CJ Cell To'.t:er is necessary in this 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

('"·1 v ~ l / 
Thank You, _) ( 

( 
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August lS" 2015 

Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-{5) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: K.e-V\ J · ?k 
Resident Address: Z I ~ £ · ?"<.j prf 3 c:, Sf · 
Years- \ 0 T {City) Years-2o i (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 

Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 

( Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

( 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 

reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 

recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 

communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 

in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 

an issue. 

Please~e this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

l L r ') ~'V\.\ r 

Than You, -.... J ~ 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 

next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 

this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
1Nhat Verizon and the Church are trvine to do in n11r rP!iidential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and ncighbor5 in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

( 

( 



( 

August~ 2015 

Name and Address: 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sin?({~ 



£ 

August 1,6 2015 

Name and Address: 

0 c;cM u -5uepvef-r 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co· location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 

next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 

this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

'h-c. fo (.l)-t'1_ 6 {Jes J16 + ac:i.d. a"/' °"? p-e~ to a o-r 
CJrJ~JUA.rn ( IJ; ~ -fti.e_ ~PLO rdz &t.1 ~ ff Fo tr -~ 
Jt'--etvf- ~l lu l/ ( ./UC I t/l.f b ,.-zr>vt t.J f3'lf 7J:r/t/' ·~1~ L 5 

Thanks, ~ /VO pvblit! f!C'!M .-fl) {1-i,f-$ -fv~' 

~v ·ffµ_ L(JJ!VIUO n,: If ~ ctb 7@ /e-fy 
f'VO {!>-R·niJPt 1 . 

( 

( 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 

next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 

this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon; Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

arid neighbors in Cavir.a, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

. '\ \ ·· . ·-' '~\~\ r--. '"'; 
'-.... . ·- l .... '..:. -'"--.. 

{ 

( 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

( allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 

next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 

this Cell Tower by my home. 

( 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

( 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell ( 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

J am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 



( 

( 

( 
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Name and Address: 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is 1#1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 



August~ 2015 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 

next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 

this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

( 

( 

) 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

J am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

( allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 

next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 

this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

J~ 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co·location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 

next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 

this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

( 

( 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

( allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 

next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 

this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

1 
f(d L ( NfJJi 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of Jiving 

next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

-.-<~ L1~~ 

( 

( ) 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanlk 
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I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. ft does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 

next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 

this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Chunih are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

( 

) 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Com~,J; /iJ 1 ~ "(i fc;;. ( 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out c:if this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co·location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Si~ 
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Name and Address: 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon-from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

( 

( ) 

( I 
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Name and Address: 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I rove my city and area and do not want to be forced to move_ out ~f this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and ' neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be. 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

ram writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

( 

_) 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not frt in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

( 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location (...- ) 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their web~ite. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not'approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not wa.nt the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed pe.tition. 

Sincerely, 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into -this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 

next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 

this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

( 

0 

) 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

e;r 
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Name and Address: 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

( 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell (~ ') 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location _ _, 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

t ) 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be farced to move out <?f this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential ho~es. ltwill have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary ii) this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the lA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential .neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas,. Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

( 

( ) 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this communiJ;Y of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, f 
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To Jeantlne Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once th!!re is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

~ 
tncerely, 

( 

_) 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Comm_ittee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the communit,v and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighbo~hood. I do not think we need any more cell antenn~s in this area. There are plenty 

in the area accord in~ to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their 'f'ebsite. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

( 

) 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors Jn 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes Into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co·location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 
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To Jeantine Nazar and lA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think Wj need any more cell antennas in this area. There arf plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Ver\zon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

~ 

( 

() 
~ .. 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out <?f this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. ltwill have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

sincerer 
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Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not t~ink we need any more cell antennas in this area. T~ere are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrifr· Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

( 

0 

. 
~ ) 
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Name and Address: 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 

next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 

this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in1our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

( 

l j 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is re~lly good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 

next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 

this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

( 

() 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, (_ \l \ \' 5 
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Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-(S) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: ~CA.'('tbl\b\o ~B sffi.xa.ryyo 
Resident Address: t 1> l--\ r cl~ eMt\ .R 1-n • 
Years- 1 5 (City1 Years-l:::£.f}_ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 
Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 
Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 
and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 
reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 
recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 
communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 
in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 
an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

( 

(_) 

\._) 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

r have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co·location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

( 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out ~f this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

( 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell () 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this an~a. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

t, ) 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I Clo not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do 'not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their propqsed petition. 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to Jet you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this communi.ty, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co·location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 

this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residcnti.il neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

) q , 
I~/\ 

( 

. ' 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerel\F,' ~ 
v· ~ 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

( 

( ) 

t \ 
\ ) 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

( 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell ( ) 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. 190 not think we need any more cell antennas in this f1rea. There are plenty 

in the area according to my Gell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 1 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

~ 

I '\ 
\_ J 
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August~ 2015 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 



August J!:L 2015 

Name and Address: 

Solo~~'cVl T- !~L-e..~{ 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this com.munity 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 
J 1 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

( 



( - August rt 2015 

( · 

l 

Name and Address: 

E £(6' So lo/hon 

l ~bS Newu._i ~f i._.,.,., ~" o;., ,11 C~ c\ll]J 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a eel~ tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

~,JJ~ 



August ..!.Z, 2015 

Name and Address: 

t\v\~~ '1cxr(tt\. 
\ S1 I )Jew liJJ; \-\<. ~~ 

Sek~\/\ V\-Vv ~ C{ rt 1. !S 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage. is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

( I 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living Q 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 

this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church ~re trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I bE;lieve the community 

and neighbors in Covina: San Qimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appe~I against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 



August~ 2015 

\Je~~A~;~ LJ~k4~ 
,~, ...1:€W~ tt-l 

~"'tl Pl~AS .c+--91113 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 
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Name and Address: 

Cc. ~SI(.. \}l!>lj~y'~ 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want fhe proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

( 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property v_alues will drop because of living C> 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 

this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell. Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

~-~ 
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Name and Address: 

\)J 810V114 ~ .\)~~ 
4t9-l1e rJ- fvt:J<.fi- -b'-· 

0"1\) ( n~. CA; q l Zoa 
To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes, It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 
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Name and Address: 

(\/\a. . f\-v~\; \\-u V1 o..vJ ~ V--

41-~ rJ. ~ '~ J~ ~~ ~. 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. ft will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 accun.ling to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

&flo.v~ot ~(l- ~u~ 

( 

0 

I ' 
l ) -· 
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E~"~ Ab'""So lo mo n 
1ro b 5 I\/ e w c: CAS-t J__ t Lr, 
S°'n D ( ma..s, e,.A o I 7l3 To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Commitlee~ -J 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oal< lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Th.ls Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

Eyo b so __ ,)o mo n 



August/.i; 2015 

Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-(5) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: .G If e' 0 V'y f>.i y l:: -L-

Resident Address: J{~ ¥ t/1 Gve £?1"' /9//-f', 

Years- / f (City) Years-70 -f(LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 

Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. _and Sundays, I am now informed. 

( 

Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. () 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 

reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 

recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 

communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 

in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 

an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

· Thank You, 

. \ 
~ I 
'-./ 
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August ~2015 
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Resident Name:~ DSCt Ga, I van 
ResidentAddress: . 42UJ. Gt.lftrev,: Aue 1 

vears-3--(city) Yeai2K_ ~county) Cov f Y) Cit C lA 
) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 
an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 
based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 
community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 
more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

Thank You, 
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Name and Address: 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

( 

. my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be c·-. ) 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell . 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 
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August JL 2015 

letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014·02565-(S) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: MO(\\ ( fA ffJS\Yl~ 
Resident Address: Zl I i, l t · f?eN VfOOO 'f 
Years- lb (City) Years-ll_ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 
Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 
Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not flt into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 
and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 
reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 
recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 
communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 
in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 
an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

Tha~ 



August L 2015 

Resident Name: Al er- \},. >f'-'(!.2-

Resident Address: f/f 5. f:l'he:.r A.., e . f{/7 2+-
Years-___ (City) Years-_!}_ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 

eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 

based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 

community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great ce!I coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

Thank You, 

( 

(_) 



August 12, 2015 

Years-__ (City) Years-.lzl(LA County) 

Dear Planning Commission Board, 

I have lived in this area since before the church was built in the early SO's. I 

am adamantly opposed to the cell tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. My 

• 
backyard is right up against the church, so along with the water towers already in 

( I my sight line, I definitely don't want to see a cell tower as well. 

I have never had a problem making or receiving calls. This cell tower will 

negatively affect my home value. I have been a great neighbor to the church, and 

they didn't have the common courtesy to talk with their immediate neighbors about 

this cell tower. They already have illegal storage containers on their property that 

invite vagrants to take shelter there, a cell tower is over and beyond what I am 

willing to accept. I feel like they are taking advantage of the older neighbors in the 

area that can't go to the meeting due to health concerns. 

Please repeal your permit for this awful cell tower. 

Thank You, 



August12,2015 ( 

Resident Name: &i-dt-· J..1/Jiu. ( 
ResidentAddres~ 1'3;3 ~. ~..,_ rJut j ~ 4-

Years- (City) Years-lci....(LA County) 

Dear Planning Commission Board, 

I have lived in this area since before the church was built in the early BO's. I 

am adamantly opposed to the cell tower at Charter Oak Lighthous.e Church. My 

' 
backyard is right up against the church, so along with the water towers already in 

my sight line, I definitely don't want to see a cell tower as well. 

I have never had a problem making or receiving calls. This cell tower will 

negatively affect my home value. I have been a great neighbor to the church, and 

they didn't have the common courtesy to talk with their immediate neighbors about 

this cell tower. They already 'have illegal storage containers on their property that 

invite vagrants to take shelter there, a cell tower is over and beyond what I am 

willing to accept. I feel like they are taking advantage of the older neighbors in the 

area that can't go to the meeting due to health concerns. 

Please repeal your permit for this awful cell tower. 
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August 12, 2015 

ResidentName: ~(,~(\\-()~ 
Resident Address: q2:o0\ ~ ~f 1 O\J0r Avt 
Years· ~ (City) Years-1.fu.(LA County) 

Dear Planning Commission Board, 

I have lived in this area since before the church was built in the early BO's. I 

am adamantly opposed to the cell tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. My 
. 

backyard is right up against the church, so along with the water towers already in 

my sight line, I definitely don't want to see a cell tower as well. 

I have never had a problem making or receiving ca1ls. This cell tower will 

negatively affect my home value. I have been a great neighbor to the church, and 

they didn't have the common courtesy to talk with their immediate neighbors about 

this cell tower. They already have illegal storage containers on their property that 

invite vagrants to take shelter there, a cell tower is over and beyond what I am 

willing to accept. I feel like they are taking advantage of the older neighbors in the 

area that can't go to the meeting due to health concerns. 

Please repeal your permit for this awful cell tower. 

Thank You, 



August 12, 2015 

Resident Name: __.,_~""""'-'u....:--...,....::~~"'CE:_..,. 

Resident Address: -+..a..,<;~~~~~~~ 

Years-_Ll_(City) Years-t'Q.(LA County) 

Dear Planning Commission Board, 

I have lived in this area since before the church was built in the early 80's. I 

am adamantly opposed to the cell tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. My 

backyard is right up against the church, so along with the water towers already in 

my sight line, I definitely don't want to see a cell tower as well. 

I have never had a problem making or receiving calls. This cell tower will 

negatively affect my home value. I have been a great neigh bur lo lite church, and 

they didn't have the common courtesy to talk with their immediate neighbors about 

this cell tower. They already have illegal storage containers on their property that 

invite vagrants to take shelter there, a cell tower is over and beyond what I am 

willing to accept. I feel like they are taking advantage of the older neighbors in the 

area that can't go to the meeting due to health concerns. 

Please repeal your permit for this awful cell tower. 

Thank You, 

( I 

( _) 

(_) 
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August 12, 2015 

Resident Name: Q rd?a 00.nk:r:> 

Resident Address: '-'tbt'C-\ t\) o<Yl{)feu>e.r ~e 
Years· z_. (City) Years- Z1 (LA County) 

Dear Planning Commission Board, 

I have lived in this area since before the church was built in the early BO's. I 

am adamantly opposed to the cell tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. My 
. 

backyard is right up against the church, so along with the water towers already in 

my sight line, I definitely don't want to see a cell tower as well. 

I have never had a problem making or receiving calls. This cell tower will 

negatively affect my home value. I have been a great neighbor to the church, and 

they didn't have the common courtesy to talk with their immediate neighbors about 

this cell tower. They already have illegal storage containers on their property that 

invite vagrants to take shelter there, a cell tower is over and beyond what I am 

willing to accept. I feel like they are taking advantage of the older neighbors in the 

area that can't go to the meeting due to health concerns. 

U'Jiepeal your permit for this awful cell tower. 

Thank You, 



August 12, 2015 

Resident Name:J U Ct.vt Scivt fo5 
ResidentAddressS{3 0 9 N.<;on fl uw< v 
Years- ff (City) Years-5A County) 

Dear Planning Commission Board, 

I have lived in this area since before the church was built in the early BO's. I 

am adamantly opposed to the cell tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. My 

' 
backyard is right up against the church, so along with the water towers already in 

my sight line, 1 definitely don't want to see a cell tower as well. 

1 have never had a problem making or receiving calls. This cell tower will 

negatively affect my home value. I have been a great neighbor!to the church, and 
I I 

they didn't have the common courtesy to talk with their immediate neighbors about 

this cell tower. They already have illegal storage containers on their property that 

invite vagrants to take shelter there, a cell tower is over and beyond what I am 

willing to accept. I feel like they are taking advantage of the older neighbors in the 

area that can't go to the meeting due to health concerns. 

Please repeal your permit for this awful cell tower . 

. 
Thank You, 

--1u tl lll ~a Mi-@ 5 

(_) 

' ' 
\~) 
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Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-(5) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: /Abe\ CevJJej Ot j 

Resident Address: lo :r:, .~!WC:oSH ( 
Years- °1 (City) Years-2.LJ(LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 
Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 
Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 
and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 
reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 
recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 
communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 
in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 
an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 
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August 1',, 2015 

Resident Name:~ e;i;, 10C::O p s 

Resident Address: l&:Z3 A/Eic.s..;CA""'I' <. c ,o wL 

Years- 9 (City) Vears-!:d::. (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 

eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 

based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 

community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage In this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
I 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

Thank You, 

( 



( 

( ' 

August~~ 
Name and Address: w J 

r- /JtftAtl~ C/t q;n 
To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
In the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 



August~ 2015 

letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-(S) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 

Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 

Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 

reduce my home value baseq upon its visual pollution to my residence and horn;. I was also notified 

recently that they can raise ir s height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptabl~ in residential 

communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower Is necessary 

in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 

an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

Thank You, 

.~· . t _,::. 
._,. ,) ' •• l\'"'\.11 \. 

( 1 

0 

~ _) 
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August lk., 2015 

Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-(5) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: . J,t rz.1e { t. • ..:> 

Resident Address: \~ 11 j\iei.J (a~~ If havu J ..5c.01\ f), ,.,..4t 1 cA f( 111) 

Years- I I (City) Years-43 (LA County} 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 

Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 

Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 

reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 

recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 

communities. 

lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 

in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 

an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built In this residential neighborhood. 

Thank You, & ~1 



August lb 2015 

Resident Name: Ma cu. Mu'~ o:rdo 
Resident Address: ) ~ JJ dJeu )2" a,j' lie L n ·.52 nJ> /1YY/tJ3, {A- q 177 3 
Years- / 2 (City) Years-~LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 

eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

( 

based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this Q 
community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

Thank You, 

. 
''--~ 



( August~ 2015 

(~. , 

l 

Name and Address: . 

#yL 12.t,.~ 
ff' I ( /./~c:.4f/L, Lr­
);~_ (J, ~~"JI" c ;4- 7 t ?7_3 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
. my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

~----4,;;;,_;~,.;£....--· .1 -------·-..... . 
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August _b 2015 

Name and Address: 

~,i.tttV ~aM·V 
I~/ YLW~.rj{f_ lJA-1 

SttJI\ JJJnttu/ c;r o;111; 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neishbor5 in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

( 

c> 

C.J 



( 

( 
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August J.h 2015 

Resk!ent Name: ~ ~ {;;.A~ 
Resident Address: S~QwL ~ L)'), 
Years- /£ (City) Years--1zl2 (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 
an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 
based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 
community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 
more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

J 
J. 

Thank You, ' i l LL vLlL 



August~ 2015 

Resident Name: (\'\ 1 ~c.- G }1 o l'MS(~ 

Resident Address: \Pl \5. bf~ Jwi' . W lov• •~. Ctr-"1 I 7"1 1 

Years- 3~ {City) Years- 3i (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 
an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 
based upon its visual negative Impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes Into this 
community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 
more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not gre.it cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower Is necessary in this 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

Thank You, 

( 

(_) 



( August JL 2015 

( 

Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-(5) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: R~...,f L-D f e -z._ 
Resident Addres-s: __ ,;J.._/_'1-:::C(~--=e_..;... -13.,..,.....e-/~/-r-b-r-t;-o....,.lc..- Sf · C ov( ~'1 

~-----------------------------~ 

Years- /L (City) Years-__ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 
Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 
Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It Is ugly 
and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 
reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 
recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable In residential 
communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower Is necessary 
in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 
an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

Thank You, 



August LL 2015 

Resident Name: J tl-C &-i (. l v p e' 2.. 
Resident Addres-s:_;l._/_b_t-~-,,,,,-.--13-~--{/_h_n._CJ_o_fc_c .S-f · (_ O V; "l 'l 
Years-~(City) Years-_ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit Into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 
an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 
based upon its visual negative Impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 
community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 
more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

Thank You, 

( 

0 



( August {i, 2015 

( 

Name and Address: 

~../n"'-L.r~ 
21 b 'le. Jelfh~,l SJ 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit Into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do In our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors In Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 



August 12, 2015 

Resident MamJ?u+ h fut] ~S 
Resident Address:lf 30C[ N sr..vn+~{tu_, 
Years- / J (City) Years.:?3 (LA County) 

Dear Planning Commission Board, 

I have lived in this area since before the church was built in the early 80's. I 

am adamantly opposed to the cell tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. My 

' 
backyard is right up against the church, so along with the water towers already in 

my sight line, I definitely don't want to see a cell tower as well. 

l have never had a problem making or receiving calls. This cell tower will 

negatively affect my home value. I have been <1 greal neighbor to the church, and 

they didn't have the common courtesy to talk with their immediate neighbors about 

this cell tower. They already have illegal storage containers on their property that 

invite vagrants to take shelter there, a cell tower is over and beyond what I am 

willing to accept. l feel like they are taking advantage of the older neighbors in the 

area that can't go to the meeting due to health concerns. 

Please repeal your permit for this awful cell tower. 

( ) 

~ ) ..... ,.-
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August!£ 2015 

NameandAddress: Y.,Nes:/T G.a..rct0 
q~o ~o £v~!7-Uf..J 
Set-?J (J. t'l8RJ c'"z..--J {!_ ;rL. CJ I 1 U 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 



August~ 2015 

Name and Ad%~~ 

J <1.L-«0 tl-; S b 3 [.o 1lW ti'd t Gt 

-CYQ-1 } QS 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be a/lowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbor5 in Covina, S<1n Dimas ;md Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, cJ ~(.,-0 {o F) 0 0e'-S 

0 
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August~ 2015 

Resident Name: ~V\. e yf Q'r-ej ;l r. 
Resident Address: 0.3 c fiv\ wva~ Cw r9. pv..s 1td..tvvr I el\ 4' l l or 
Years· (City) Years·~LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 

eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46·66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home yalue 

based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 

community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe thata Cell Tower Is necessary in this 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 



August JS 2015 

Name and Address: J td I a...:. p G a.. re { 4-
CJ ;:;. o .s_-' o E u c..L::L 17-u t:. .. 
£Ct-,-v ~ 11.Bte-11:~,; C 19-L/ F 9 I ?7rb 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

0
_ 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 



( 

( 

l 

.-­
August b, 2015 

Name and Address: 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
. my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 



Augustl.2, 2015 

Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-{5) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name:CA\2L-k_ bAR-Cl-k­

Resident Address:3t[tJt )\J&g.. hE 
Years- >~ {City) , Years-fr (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower ~roposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 

Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 

Also, the Church has posted recent slgnage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 

reduce my home val~e based upon its visual pollution to my residence apd home. I was also notified 

recently that they ca,n raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not aGceptable in residential 

communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 

in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 

an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

Thank You, 

( 1 

() 
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August JS:, 2015 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location . .Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is ##1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 



August !£ 2015 

.-
Resident Name: 6t J C.1/- LU f i I (). l( r2 D 

,,. rz,.,L 9M'n (" n r-: 1z- ()" ' ' . .a L' J r-.. f' J C. f G H-/. ~7 c /f 9 I 7 if ff-' Resident Address: 2- 2- o/.S 1 :;v I CA.) rr V ~ 1 vv v,, rv ,__, .., c::; .._, 

Years- I 7 (City) Years-11_ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 

based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 

community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

Thank You, 

S.._;_U;>.../ ,f u..~~ D " {} 
C'y 

( 
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August 82015 

Name and Address: 

T' ...-:--( ( Vl VL l' v{ 0 k_5J 
830 {p UJi { s/, ;1/"e_. !i>(v /_ #3 o cJ 

&~ {-1-t ii~ (It- 1 o;;l_// 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Co!"'mittee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage, In this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower Is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negatrve visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 

next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 

this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina,· San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thafrv 



August!£ 2015 

Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-{5) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: ~JeL /e,,,v;YJr( 
Resident Address: if471µ.Wf&-r:,J!L L .. J/I.. 
Years- 'L {j (City) Years-}£ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 
Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 
Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does· not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 
and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 
reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also- notified 
recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 

I I 

communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 
in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 
an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

Thank You, 

( 

\ ) 
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August 19 2015 

Name and Address: 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit Into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 



August ~2015 

Resident Name:_Gt_; \_'p_€_r+ __ \A_~ __ j.J1<-\N-~---
Resident Address:_~_\_l\-..__g_. -~-ct._V'_b_-er __ A-_v_-e..;;....___0>_ v' ~ CA q m~ 
Years-~O (City) Years-..iiaLA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon# Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 

eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 

based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 

community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

Thank You,;:.t~ (}~ 

( i 
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Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-(5) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: 5;{ber*- \Ja&i-Ltl~ ~. 
. 4-l l\' S -ftt.r-hor- ~ 0 11 t' V\.o,_ CA- ~ L '101( Resident Address: 

Years- l ti {City) Years-0 ~ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing_ the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 
Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 

( Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

(_ 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does.not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 
reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 
recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 
communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 
in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 

an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

Thank You, 



August JZ, 2015 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

( 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell Q 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas In this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 



( 
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August _fr'2015 

Resident Name: 0 ~"'~ V, lAJW 
Resident Address: Z"'l..-),(,. "2. • ~ ~ ~ 

Years- k (City) Years-22.._ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 
an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 
based upon its visual negative impact to my residence a~d home. Once one cell tower comes into this 
community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 
more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 



August 11., 2015 

Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-(5) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: \._4e}h (b ~CJ\ m 
ResidentAddress: lO(oO ~ r Arfe\V /fw y:ff: {~ co-\llf)C'\ c~ 11/Zlµ 
Years- '2 (City) Years-la_ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 
Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 
Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does 'not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 
reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 
recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 
communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower Is necessary 

in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 
an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

Thank You, 

( 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this-area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 



) August !!t 2015 

Name and Address: 

WJ' J.f. 4°f~r Av.a. 
&vfJJa, e1t 11W 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Resi.dential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out <?f this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I ~ave good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

._) 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

./~~ 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, ft has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Veriz and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neigh rhood and community. 

) 

Thanks, 

() 



. ) 
( 

August~ 2015 
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To Jeantine Nazar an~ LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out C!f this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
eighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
ccording to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

the LA Rlanning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
ak Light ouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 
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To Jean tine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual Impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed Into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to Jet you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

( 

0 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighb~rhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 
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To Jeantine Nazar and lA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co·location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the C~urch are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

( 

0 

( ) ...... 
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Name and Address: 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this communi_ty 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 
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Name and Address: 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't wantthe proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does ~ot fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon ahd the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors rn Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this· cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

( I 

0 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

CJ) _]?.Iv-
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our re~idential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

( 

(_) 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't wantthe proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 

next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this CellTower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

_.. ... --- --, 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the lA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't wantthe proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 

next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 

this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighbdrhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors In Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Celhlower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower In this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

0 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary In this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co·location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We undetstand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, I I f I I I i . i 
I . I 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't wantthe proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower c:omes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area wiJI be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

t!il l 



August~ 2015 

Resident Name: :f.c&-Wv'- %~.("oo ~·, ... .'1. 

Resident Address: r3o 7 8 . G-r e,.~,{ ft-.'~ 

Years- 3 ~ (City) Years...:=,'6 (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single famlly homes. It is ugly and will be 
an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 
based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 
community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 
more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary In this 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

Thank You, 

() 
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Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-(S) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: D~ J fR //\ 1-c::J Pe, 2-
'1 /. ~ .~ ' '3!-f { ..b~,, ~ rd Resident Address: I I" lG ...:)7. 

--------------~---------------- ~ 
Years- \2- (City) Years-_ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 
Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now Informed. 
Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 
and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 
reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 
recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable In residential 
communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower Is necessary 
in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 
an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

Thank You, 
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Name and Address: l\ l\ (l.'(\{A ia ~U ~ 
')S\IJL \-.! , tro~\CCf kvt 
Lo~ f\n~e\61 CA ctoo~ 

To Jeantlne Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

To:6264410426 

Please uphold this appeal against Ver/ion and deny their petition for a cell Tower In this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors In 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit In this community of residential homes. It wlll have negative visual Impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes Into this community, we understand that others wlll be 
allowed Into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics In my area will be Impacted with a Market decline. We understand co~ocatton 
will be allowed once there Is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good If not great call coverage In this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower Is necessary In this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antenn11s in thjs area. There are plenty 
In the area according to my cell carrier. Verli.on is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

(~ ...__ 

( _) 
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AUG-17-2015 08:51 From:TBS 3108601130 To:6264410426 

August D 2015 

l.etttlr to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-(S) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Years- (City) Years-_ (LA County) 

To Jeantlne Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covfna, CA 91724. 
Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now Informed. 
Also, the Church has posted recent slgnage about this Cell Tower which was not there In the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit Into this community of residential single family homes. It ts ugly 
and wlll be Aesthetfcally unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower wlll also 
reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 
recently that they can raise It's helgtit anqther 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable In residential 
communities. 

lastly, a have good lf not great cell coverage in thJs area and do not beHeve that a Cell Tower Is necessary 
In this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 
an Issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built In this residential nelgtiborhood. 

ThankVou, 



AUG-17-2015 08:51 Fr om:TBS 3108601130 To:6264410426 

August (1201s 

Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-0256S-(S) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

ResldentName: ~~ QA~ 
ResldentAddress: _2/q Q. ~~~ Urc_,,-"fl1"»1 
Years- C (City) Years· _$:'(LA County) 

To Jeantlne Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the folloWing reasons listed below. 

Rrst, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 
Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the str~et, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now Informed. 
Also, the Church has posted recent sfgnage about this Cell Tower which was not there In the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential slngle family homes. It Is usly 
and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this nefghborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 
reduce my home value based upon itS visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 
recently that they can raise lrs height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable In residential 
communities. 

Lastly, I have good If not great cell coverage In this area and do not beMeve that a Cell Tower Is necessary 
In this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls 1 make are not 
an Issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built In this residential neighborhood. 

~-) 
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August!1201s 

Resident Name: St11· A J,,.,~Ntt­
ResldentAddress: 100§ (AiltHS 01vd 

Years· 1.-5 (City) Years·Z:i. (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Plannrna Committee, 

To :6264410426 

I am writing the LA Plannlng Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do In our resJdentlaf neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It Is ugly and wlll be 
an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46..06 foot Cell Tower wUI also reduce my home value 
based upon Its visual negative Impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes Into thls 
community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 
more antennas and electro smog In our community. 

f have good If not great cell c:oYerage In this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower Is nec:essary In this 

residential area. Cell coverage Is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

Thank You, 



AUG-17-2015 08:50 From:TBS 3108601130 

August J1 2015 

To Jeantlne Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good If not great cell coverage In this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower ls necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage Is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing ttte LA Planning committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed. cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly In this community of residential homes. It does not flt Into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others wlll be allowed Into this cell tower as welf. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do In our residential neighborhood. l believe the community 
and neighbors In CovirJa, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cetl Tower In this Resldential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

CJ 

C_j 
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August~ 2015 

Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Projl!!ct 

Project No R2014-o256S-(S) '!· 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name~~~ et Cerr~Ae. 
ResldentAddreu:.:Jf311 Qvn ft1&no ~/Dq C..,4 c,q.q-O()O{a 
Year$- f' (City) Years-.:2:$(LA County} 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Pfannlng Committee, 
~ 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

Fil'St, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 
Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now Informed. 
Also, the Church has posted recent slgnage about this cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not flt Into this community of residential single family homes. It Is ugly 
and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 
reduce my home value based upon Its vfsual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 
recently that they can raise It's height another 20 ff!et to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 
communities. 

Pu4! :3"18 

Lastly, I have good if l'IOt great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a cen Tower Is necessary 
in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 
an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built In this residential neighborhood. 



AU:a-17-2015 08:50 From:TBS 3108601130 To:6264410426 

'· ' 

August l12015 

To Jeantlne Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good If not great cell coverage In this area arid do not believe that a Cell Tower Is necessary In this 
residential netshborhood. Cell coverage Is really good by this proposed location. 

I am Writing the LA Plannfng Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposea Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Ugh tho use Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly In this community of resldentlal homes. ft does not flt Into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes Into this community, we 
understand that others wlll be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there Is a tower at this location. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened mv eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do In our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors In Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do 11ot want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Ctll Towel" In this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

l 

( 
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August~ 2015 

To Jeantlne Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verl%on and deny their petition for a Cell Tower In this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower In our residentlal neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want .this Cell Tower. · 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual Impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes Into this community, we undeP.tand that others will be 
allowed Into this tower as well. I belleve my property values will drop becauie of liVing next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics In my area wlll be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there Is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good If not great cell coverage In this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary il'I this 
residentlal neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas In this area. There are plenty 
In the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon Is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lishthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition . . 



August LJ201s 

·-- /"!._._.1. Resident .Name: ,J t?S"t=- K?fifN~·lllJ 1P CU(!. At/E/J 'i 

Resident Address: 045 6' ,1J.C K501'1 ST PAS!-PeN A CA C) I/ 04-
Years- / .5 (City) Years-~ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

.. 
I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 

eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this Q 
community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

I 
~ .... 

() 
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Resident Name: GuJ ta v a N IJn G? z 

ResidentAddress: ?.116 S' . Mer(J,·ao Ave . AMamhro. , CA, tf/S0.3 
' 

Years- q (City) Years-...2.2. (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA.Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 

eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into thi~ community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 

community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good If not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is nece~sary in this 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and .. Deny Verizon there petition. 

Thank You, 
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. 
Resident Name: Ii,." '111 / 
ResidentAd~ress : /fb6CC tvl ~rf. /);'1 b. 
Years--¥-(City) Years-!/_ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

proj~ct at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single famify homes. It is ugly and will be 

based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this ( ) 

community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential are;i. Cell coverage is really good by thic; cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition . 

.... 
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Resi~ent Name: -:sos1,b. a AwlA WI .4 
Resid~:nt Address: /1M~-:; ff A/~ a-Lrti cit 
Years- ;;tQ (City) Years-~ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 

eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell .Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

based up0n its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 

community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 

more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

~y+~ .. 
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Name and Address: +@ /r )( J./tt}4 
11 2 y 5.. fr'Jerf J/q"'t A~ # 4 

n/ ha.tM.h~t\.. (C! r 9'Jto3 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop­
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighburhood. I believe the community 
and 'neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

( "" 

0 

u 
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Name and Address: 

-r~'-~ l~b.e..A-
1 'i&,t,~ !Lt C,/;(/f 
/U~w ~ ((I Cl4 q { 3 (,_ t 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and comm unity. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. r do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes Into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed i.nto this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good If not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 



Augus~2015 

Name and Address: 
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To Jeantine Nazar and.LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Moh, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell To~er does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

(~. 

allowed into this tower as well. J believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell c·,) 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential nei~hborhood. I do not think we need any more cell a~tennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

' I 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 



( 

( 

l 

August _.i6 2015 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop­
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 
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Name and Address: A & 6 A.Po J) (} ue. 2-
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed pe~ition . 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential h-omes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please.stop. 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

0 

\ .) 



( 

( 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop­
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believ~ the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

~~ 



August Jfp 2015 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop­
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the cornmunily 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 



( 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my Mme. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

SinC1'rely, de J; C/CJ.- flit'~ 



August .1L 2015 

Name and Address: 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed o'nce there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not thin~we need any more cell antennas in this area. Thereiare plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 1 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

,, 

Sincerely, R f 1 C.. I 0.. 

0 
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August Q., 2015 

Resident Name: Nit.Qe; JA\ae(' 
Resident Address: 9~3'2 12o.w, ft,. ~.$6'61&'", M Qrrz(J ~ 
Years- 1 (City) Years-_[_ (LA County) 

To Jeantlne Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do In our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not frt into this community of residential single family homes. It Is ugly and will be 
an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower wlll also reduce my home value 
based upon its visual negati\le impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes Into this 
community, we understand that others will be allowed Into this cell tower as well. We do not want 
more antennas and electro smog In our community. 

I have good If not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential area. Cell coverage Is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition ..• 
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To Jeantlne Nazar and LA Planning committee, 

3108601130 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower In this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do notapprove of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors In 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. .. . 

'•· 
This Cell Tower does not flt ln this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual Impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes Into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics In my area will be Impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there ls a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if "ot great cell cover.iga In this area and uo uot beneve that a Cell Tower is rlecessary In this 
resJdentlal ne1gnborhood. I do not think we need any more cell arttennas in this area. THere are plenty 
In the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon Is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the lA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

0 

u 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appea I against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residentia I 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not appr9ve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be Q 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of Jiving next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacte~ with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have eood if not ereat cell coverage in this atea and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

(_) 



Dear Planning Commission Board, 

( My name is Chang Weisberg and I am in first grade at Glen Oak Elementary. I 

am against the cell tower all my calls to my Grandma always work and her calls to 

me always work. I don't want a cell tower in a residential community. 

(_ 
Chang Weisberg 

1853 Newcastle Ln 

San Dimas, CA 91773 

l 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Plannfng Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual Impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

r am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

( ) 

.. 
u 
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August l..Z 2015 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It win have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

<\!\'t;\.~ 
Sincerely, 



\_ 

August~ 2015 

Name and Address: 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 

residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 

allowed once there is a tower at this location. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 

what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 



August ~2015 

. Resident Name: Gt: \\:>er+ v~'l=:\,\_€J?... 
Resident Address: '\.l l\- g · 8;tV'ber R-v-e, 

Years-'0\.0 (City) Years-ThlA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 
an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 
based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 
community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 
more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Towelt is necessary in this 
residential area. Cell coverage is "really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

ThankYou,~~ ('.)~ 

0 
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Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-(S) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: 5;{~ UcuS:-UL~ J"}i. 
-4l~ S - fzi,r-b..or- ~ 0 u l Ni_ 01- 9-L?ll( Resident Address: 

Years- lg (City) Years-0 ~ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 
Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 

( Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 
and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 
reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 
recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 
communities. 

lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 
in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 
an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

Thank You, 



) 

August~ 2015 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 

Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 

area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 

Church adding a fell tower in ourJesid~_ntial neighborhood .. I believe the community and neighbors in 

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 

my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 

allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 

tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is neces~ary in this 

residential neighborhood. J do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 

in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 

the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

0 

(_) 
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August _ty201s 

Resident Name: D ~,.~ V. ~ 
Resident Address: Z,""'L,...-% "2. • 91 ~ ~ 
Years- (;., (City) Years-12.._ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 
an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 
based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 
community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 
more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 



August li 2015 

letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565-(5) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: \.._.mtl Cb ~c:?\ m 
Resident Address: 1.0(oO .Q. .t Ar(Gy{/ /fwy~ {2_ c'D-\./tf>O. Cft ~17?.G 

I 

Years- '2 (City) Years-_11 (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 
Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 
Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 
and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 
reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 
recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in resid~ntial 
communities. 

lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 
in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 
an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

Thank You, 

() 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
ur:iderstand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Veriion and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 
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Name and Address: 

wd' ~- l1"reer- iJv~ 
&vfila, e~ 11W 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and a~ea and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 
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) 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

Thanks, 

~~~A 
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Name and Address: 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

Please uphold this appeal against Veriz and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neigh rhood and community. 

Thanks, 

0 

\_) 
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Name and Address: 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have goo if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
eighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
ccording to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

the LA P~anning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
ak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out ~f this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It wlll have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage Jn this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are. plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 

0 
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Name and Address: 
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. I love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this 
area due to a cell tower next to my home. 

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. I do not approve of Verizon and the 
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. I believe the community and neighbors in 
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to 
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be 
allowed into this tower as well. I believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell 
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location 
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty 
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I do not want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

Sincerely, 
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Name and Address: 

/tr, \J\f\ v.,., I/\ 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location. 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower at 
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition. 

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community 
and will have negative visua I impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this comm unity, we 
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be 
allowed once there is a tower at this location. I believe my property values will drop because of living 
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop 
this.Cell Tower by my home. 

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to 
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our rt!siuential neighborhood. I tlelieve the community 
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower. 

.~ 

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential 
Neighborhood and community. 

~~/JONf~ 
• Thanks, 
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August 1..§, 2015 

Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014·02565-(5) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

Resident Name: t''RP~'{ IV.c +r1 t-tHl-l 

Resident Address: <fl') J\f, GP.eER.. A.\lt:, t-vvvwl\ 

Years- ~y (City) Years-.ft.it_ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the propos~d Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed be!Qw. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 
Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 
Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell To~r does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 
and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 
reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 
recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 
communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower Is necessary 
in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 
an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

Thank You, 



August~ 2015 

Resident Name: ~ h ~r 
Resident Address: lf.1 > & ... G' a e ~ Q A V°'C I c () u I N ,,4 

Years·~ If {City) Years· 84 {LA County} . 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do In our residential neighborhood. 

. . 
This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 
an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46~66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value C) 
based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 
community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 
more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not sreat cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower Is necessary in this 
residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

Thank You, 

() 
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Resident Name: l\.;\cirlCt VVJ b,1 ( , 
Resident Address: ,4 )3 ~(. f1 ~~t e ( /}J. Qc v ti JG 
Years- 2 ·':} (City) Years-.a1_ (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 
an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 
based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 
community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 
more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary In this 
residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

Thank You, 

. . ; . 
' r .r · v 

1 [(..{ ~/~ 
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Resident Name: D ~ {/ l Q 
Resldent Address: '1 ~ ·i, 

[\- LJE:-5~ 

1'\ (,,.._.n...crdt._ r+V Li(1 1I )tVl/; er/ 
Years- / Z (City) Years-25_ {LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 

. ~, 
( l 

an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value Q 
based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this _, 
community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 
more antennas aod electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

Thank You, ~ 
--- ·-- - ·-· - ~- ) ) 0 IL c,0.-1 ~ "' /' · /., /A -Z <==--- _ J c.. v'\. .... 
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Resident Name: Cda v/d kl 'v/vl'?e f 
Resident Address: Lf7i? N Gr<:7C- r Ave ;~tJ (i (I./ I( I cA­
Years- f ·2 (City} Years-D(LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 
an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 
based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 
community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 
more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

Thank You, 



August M, 2015 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the IA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse ~hurch . 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single.family homes. It is ugly and will be 
an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 
based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 
community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 
more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I hi:lve good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

( ) 
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( 

Years8- {LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my 
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 
an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 
based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 
community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 
more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

Thank You, 

~~unfj 
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letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565·(5) 

4337 N. ~unflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

ResidentName:E~~) f ~ 
Resident Address= A j si!e Cvt 
Years-3 Q (City) Years~ (LA County} 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 
Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 

Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 

reduce my home value based ~upon its visual pollution to my residence and home) I v1as also notified 

recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable ~n residential 

communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 

in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 

an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 

Thank You, 

f PVlclto ~Ul i 

0 

_) 
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letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project 

Project No R2014-02565·(5) 

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724 

ResidentName: AH~{Q ~~ 
Resident Address: . \ ~ NeJ fie U, 
Years- d-Q (City) Years·J/l (LA County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 

project at Charter Oak lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below. 

First, I was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724. 

Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, I am now informed. 

Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past. 

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly 

and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also 

reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. I was also notified 

recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not acceptable in residential 

communities. 

Lastly, I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary 

in this residential area and neighborhood. I do not have dropped calls and the voice calls I make are not 

an issue. 

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood. 
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Resident Name: Ado& 1$..12., 
Resident Address: I R05 N euJ casd-Je Vi 
Years- :fd= (City) Years-~ County) 

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, 

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that I don't want the proposed Cell Tower 
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. 

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, ~nd Sundays, It has opened my 
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. 

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be 
an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value 
based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this 
community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want 
more antennas and electro smog in our community. 

I have good if not grea,t cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this 
residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location. 

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition. 

( ) 

\~_) 
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April 23, 1996 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

FACT SHEET 
Information-provided by the Wireless Telecommunications Bureau 

NEW NATIONAL WIRELESS TOWER SITING POLICIES 

The Telecommunications Act of 1996 contains important provisions concerning the placement of 
towers and other facilities for use in providing personal wireless services. Most state and local 
communities have worked closely with cellular and other wireless service providers on such 
placement plans, but this new law establishes new responsibilities for communities and for the 
Federal Communications Commission (FCC). The rapid expansion in the wireless industry makes 
these issues even more important. 

. 
This fact sheet is intended to explain the new provisions and to help state and local governments 
as they deal with the complex issues of facilities siting in their local communities. At the end of 
this fact sheet, you will find names of contacts for additional information about this area and other 
issues before the FCC. 

Section 704 of the Telecommunications Act of l 996 (the 11 1996 Act") governs federal, state and 
local government oversight of siting of "personal wireless service" facilities. The 1996 Act 
establishes a comprehensive framework for the exercise of jurisdiction by state and local zoning 
authorities over the construction, modification and placement of facilities such as towers for 
cellular, personal communications service (PCS), and specialized mobile radio (SMR) 
transmitters: 

The new law preserves local zoning authority, but clarifies when the exercise of local 
zoning authority may be preempted by the FCC. 

Section 704 prohibits any action that would discriminate between different providers of 
personal wireless services, such as cellular, wide-area SMR and broadband PCS. It also 
prohibits any action that would ban altogether the construction, modification or placement 
of these kinds of facilities in a particular area. 

The law also specifies procedures which must be followed for acting on a request to place 
these kinds of facilities, and provides for review in the courts or the FCC of any decision 
by a zoning authority that is inconsistent with Section 704. 
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Finally, Section 704 requires the federal government to take steps to help licensees in 
spectrum-based services, such as PCS and cellular, get access to preferred sites for their 
facilities. Federal agencies and departments will work directly with licensees to make 
federal property available for this purpose, and the FCC is directed to work with the states 
to find ways for states to accommodate licensees who wish to erect towers on state 
property, or use state easements and rights-of-way. 

The attachments ·to this fact sheet seek to provide information concerning tower siting for 
personal wireless communications services. They include a summary of the provisions of Section 
704 of the 1996 Act. the actual text of Section 704, and a technical information summary that 
describes the cellular, wide-area SMR and broadband PCS technologies that underlie the majority 
of requests for new tower sites. 

Questions about the Telecommunications Act of 19961 generally may be addressed to Sheryl 
Wilkerson in the FCC's Office of Legislative and Intergovernmental Affairs, 202-418-1902 (e­
mail: swilkers@fcc.gov). Questions about tower siting, licensing issues or technical matters may 
be addressed to Steve Markendorff, Deputy Chief, Commercial Wireless Division in the Wireless 
Telecommunications Bureau, 202-418-0620, (e-mail: smarkend@fcc.gov). 

This Fact Sheet is available on our fax-on-demand system. The telephone number for fax-on 
demand is 202-418-2830. The Fact Sheet may also be found on the World Wide Web at 
http://www.fcc.gov/wtb/wirehome.html. 



3 

SUMMARY OF SECTION 704 OF THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996 
The following is a sununary of key provisions. The text of Section 704 is reproduced in its 
entirety as an attachment to this sununary. 

I. Local Zoning Authority Preserved 
Section 704(a) of the 1996 Act amends Section 332(c) of the Communications Act 
("Mobile Services11

) by adding a new paragraph (7). It preserves the authority of state and 
local governments over decisions regarding the placement, construction, and modification 
of personal wireless service facilities, except as provided in the new paragraph (7). 

2. Exceptions 

a. States and Localities May Not Take Discriminatory or Prohibiting Actions 

b. 

Section 704(a) of the 1996 Act states that the regulation of the placement, 
construction, and modification of personal wireless service facilities by any State 
or local government or instrumentality thereof shall not unreasonably discriminate 
among providers of functionally equivalent services and shall not prohibit or have 
the effect of prohibiting the provision of personal wireless services. 47 U.S.C. 
§332(c)(7)(B)(i). 

Review: Any person that is adversely affected by a state or local government's 
action or failure to act that is inconsistent with Section 332(c)(7) may seek 
expedited review in the courts. 47 U.S.C. §332(c)(7)(B)(v). 

Procedures for Ruling on Reguests to Place. Construct or Modify Personal 
Wireless Service Facilities 

Section 704(a) also requires a State or local government to act upon a request for 
authorization to place, construct, or modify personal wireless service facilities 
within a reasonable time. Any decision to deny a request must be made in writing 
and be supported by substantial evidence contained in a written record. 47 U.S.C. 
§332(c)(7)(B)(ii), (iii). 

c. Regulations Based On Environmental Effects of RF Emissions Preempted 

Section 704(a) of the 1996 Act expressly preempts state and local government 
regulation of the placement, construction, and modification of personal wireless 
service facilities on the basis of the environmental effects of radio frequency 
emissions to the extent that such facilities comply with the FCC's regulations 
concerning such emissions. 47 U.S.C. §332(c)(7)(B)(iv). 

Review: Parties may seek relief from the FCC if they are adversely affected by a 
state or local govemment1s final action or failure to act that is inconsistent with this 
provision. 47 U.S.C. § 332(c)(7)(B)(v). 

3. Federal Guidelines Concerning RF Emissions 
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Section 704(b) requires the FCC to prescribe and make effective new rules regarding the 
environmenial effects of radio frequency emissions, which are under consideration in ET 
Docket 93-62, within 180 days of enactment of the 1996 Act. 

4 

NOTE: The pend ency of this proceeding before the FCC does not affect the roles which 
currently are in effect governing the environmental effects of radio frequency emissions. 
Section 704(b) gives preemptive effect to these existing mies. See related attachments to 
the Fact Sheet. 

4. Use of Federal or State Government Property 

a. Federal Property 

b. 

I 

Section 704(c) of the 1996 Act requires the President (or his designee) to 
prescribe procedures by which the federal government may make available on a 
fair, reasonable and nondiscriminatory basis, property, rights-of-way and 
easements under their control, for the placement of new spectrum-based 
telecommunications services. 

State Prooerty 

With respect to facilities siting on state property, Section 704(c) of the 1996 Act 
requires the FCC to provide technical support to States to encourage them to 
make property, rights-of-way and easements under their jurisdiction available for 
the placement of new spectrum-based telecommunications services. 

NOTE: Information concerning technical support for tower siting which the FCC 
is making available lu .)'/ute and local governments is attached to the Fact Sheet. 

5. Definitions 

"Personal wireless services" include commercial mobile services, unlicensed wireless 
services, and common carrier wireless exchange access services. 47 U.S.C. 
§332( c )(7)(C)(i). 

"Commercial mobile services" are defined in Section 332 of the Communications Act and 
the FCC's rules, and include cellular telephone services regulated under Part 22 of the 
FCC's rules, SMR services regulated under Part 90 of the FCC's rules, and PCS regulated 
under Part 24 of the FCC's rules. 47 C.F.R. §20.9. 
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"Unlicensed wireless services11 are defined as the offering of telecommwtlcations services 
using duly authorized devices which do not require individual licenses; direct-to-home 
satellite services are excluded from this definition. 47 U.S.C. §332(c)(7)(C)(iii) . 

.. 
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COMPLETE TEXT OF SEC. 704 OF THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996 

SEC. 704. FACILITIES SITING; RADIO FREQUENCY EMISSION STANDARDS. 
(a) NATIONAL WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATIONS SITING POLICY- Section 

332(c) (47 U.S.C. 332(c)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

'(7) PRESERVATION OF LOCAL ZONING AUTHORITY-
'(A) GENERAL AUTHORITY- Except as provided in this 

paragraph, nothing in this Act shall limit or affect the 
authority of a State or local government or instrumentality 
thereof over decisions regarding the placement, 
construction, and modification of personal wireless service 
facilities. 
'(B) LIMITATIONS- 1 

'(i) The regulation of the placement, construction, 
and modification of personal wireless service 
facilities by any State or local government or 
instrumentality thereof--

• (I) shall not unreasonably discriminate among providers of 
functionally equivalent services; and 

·{II) shall not prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the 
provision of personal wireless services. 

place, 

·(ii) A State or local government or instrumentality 
thereof shall act on any request for authorization to 
place, construct, or modify personal wireless service 
facilities within a reasonable period of time after the 
request is duly filed with such government or 
instrumentality, taking mto account the nature and 
scope of such request. 

'(iii) Any decision by a State or local government or 

construct, or modify personal wireless service 
facilities shall be in writing and supported by 
substantial evidence contained in a written record. 

'(iv) No State or local government or instrumentality 
thereof may regulate the placement, construction, and 
modification of personal wireless service facilities on 
the basis of the environmental effects of radio 
frequency emissions to the extent that such facilities 
comply with the Commission's regulations concerning 
such emissions. 

· (v) Any person adversely affected by any final 
action or failure to act by a State or local government 
or any instrumentality thereof that is inconsistent 
with this subparagraph may, within 30 days after such 
action or failure to act, commence an action in any 

6 
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court of competent jurisdiction. The court shall hear 
and decide such action on an expedited basis. Any 
person adversely affected by an act or failure to act 
by a State or local government or any instrumentality 
thereof that is inconsistent with clause (iv) may 
petition the Commission for relief. 

'(C) DEFINITIONS- For purposes of this paragraph--
. (i) the term 'personal wireless services' means 

commercial mobile services, unlicensed wireless 
services, and common carrier wireless exchange access 
services; 

'(ii) the term 'personal wireless service facilities' 
means facilities for the provision of personal wireless 
services; and 

'(iii) the term 'unlicensed wireless service' means 
the offering of telecommunications services using duly 
authorized devices which do not require individual 
licenses, but does not mean the provision of 
direct-to-home satellite services (as defined in 
section 303(v)).'. 

(b) RADIO FREQUENCY EMISSIONS- Within 180 days after the 
enactment of this Act, the Commission shall complete action in ET 
Docket 93-62 to prescribe and make effective rules regarding the 
environmental effects of radio frequency emissions. 

(c) AVAILABILITY OF PROPERTY- Within 180 days of the enactment of 
this Act, the President or his designee shall prescribe procedures 
by which Federal departments and agencies may make available on a 
fair, nondiscriminatory basis, property, 
rights-of-way, and easements under their control for the placement 
of new telecommunications services that are dependent, in whole or 
in part, upon the utilization of Federal spectrum rights for the 
transmission or reception of such services. These procedures may 
establish a presumption that requests for the use of property, 
rights-of-way, and easements by duly authorized providers should be 
granted absent unavoidable direct conflict with the department or 
agency's mission, or the current or planned use of the property, 
rights-of-way, and easements in question. Reasonable fees may be 
charged to providers of such telecommunications services for use of 
property, rights-of-way, and easements. The Commi~sion shall 
provide technical support to States to encourage them to make 
property, rights-of-way, and easements under their jurisdiction 
available for such purposes. 

1 
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TECHNICAL INFORMATION CONCERNING CELLULAR, SPECIALIZED MOBILE 
RADIO AND PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES 

April 1996 

Cellular Information 
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The FCC established rules and procedures for licensing cellular systems in the United States and 
its Possessions and Territories. These rules designated 306 Metropolitan Statistical Areas and 
428 Rural Service Areas for a total of734 cellular markets and spectrum was allocated to license 
2 systems in each market Cellular is allocated spectrum in the 824-849 and 869-894 MHz 
ranges. Cellular licensees are generally required to license only the tower locations that make up 
their outer service contour. Licensees desiring to add or modify any tower locations that are 
within an already approved and licensed service area do not have to submit an application for that 
location to be added to their cellular license, although they may need FCC approval if the antenna 
would constitute a major environmental action (See question 2, below) or would exceed the 
criteria specified in Part 17 of the FCC's Rules ("ConstructiQn, Marking and Lighting of Antenna 
Structures"). Part 17 includes criteria for determining when construction or placement of a tower 
would require prior notification to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). (See question 3, 
below.) 

A cellular system operates by dividing a large geographical service area into cells and assigning 
the same frequencies to multiple, non-adjacent cells. This is known in the industry as frequency 
reuse. As a subscriber travels across the service area the call is transferred (handed-oft) from one 
cell to another without noticeable interruption. All the cells in a cellular system are connected to 
a Mobile Telephone Switching Office (MTSO) by landline or microwave links. The MTSO 
controls the switching between the Public Switched Telephone Network (PSTN) and the cell site 
for all wireline-to-mobile and mobile-to-wireline calls. 

Specialized Mobile Radio <SMRl Information 

Specialized Mobile Radio (SMR) service licensees provide land mobile communications on a 
commercial (i.e., for profit) or private basis. A traditional SMR system consists of one or more 
base station transmitters, one or more antennas and end user radio equipment which often consists 
of a mobile radio unit either provided by the end user or obtained from the SMR operator. The 
base station receives either telephone transmissions from end users or low power signals from end 
user mobile radios. 

SMR systems operate in two distinct frequency ranges: 806-821/851-866 MHz (800 MHz) and 
896-9011935-940 MHz (900 MHz). 800 MHz SMR services have been licensed by the FCC on a 
site-by-site basis, so that the SMR. provider must approach the FCC and receive a license for each 
and every tower/base site. In the future the FCC will license this band on a wide-area market 
approach. 900 MHz SMR was originally licensed in 46 Designated Filing Areas (DFAs) 
comprised of only the top 50 markets in the country. The Commission is in the process of 
auctioning the remainder of the United States and its Possessions and Territories in the Rand 
McNally defined 51 Major Trading Areas. 
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PCS Information 

Broadband PCS systems are very similar to the cellular systems but operate in a higher frequency 
band, in the 1850-1990 MHz range. One other difference is that the FCC used different market 
areas for licensing pwposes. The FCC used the Rand McNally definitions for 51 Major Trading 
Areas {MTAs) and 493 Basic Trading Areas (BTAs). PCS was allocated spectrum for six 
Broadband PCS systems and 26 Narrowband systems. The six Broadband PCS systems will be 
licensed as follows: two Broadband PCS licenses will be issued for each of the 51 MT As and four 
for each of the 493 BTAs. The 26 Narrowband systems will be licensed as follows: eleven 
Narrowband PCS licenses will be issued for nationwide systems, six for each of five regional 
areas, seven for each of the 51 MT As and two for each of the 493 BT As. 

PCS licensees are issued a blanket license for their entire market area and are not required to 
submit applications to license individual cell sites unless construction of the facility would be a 
major environmental action or would require FAA notification. Major environmental actions are 
defined by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 that is discussed in question 2, below. 
Therefore, the FCC has no technical infonnation on file concerning PCS base stations. 

Freauently asked guestions concerning tower siting for personal wireless services. 

1. Do local zoning authorities have any authority to deny a request for tower siting? 

Answer: Yes. The Telecommunications Act of 1996 specifically leaves in place the authority 
that local zoning authorities have over the placement of personal wireless facilities. It does 
prohibit the denial of facilities siting based on RF emissions if the licensee has complied with the 
FCC's regulations concerning RF emissions. It also requires that denials be based on a reasoned 
approach, and prohibits discrimination and outright bans on construction, placement and 
modification of personal wireless facilities. 

2. What requirements do personal wireless communications licensees have to determine 
whether a site is in a flood plain? A historical sites must also comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 {NEPA). as well as other mandatory federal 
environmental statutes. The FCC's rules that implement the federal environmental 
statutory provisions are contained in sections 1.1301-1.1319. The FCC's environmental 
rules place the responsibility on each applicant to investigate all the potential 
environmental effects, and disclose any significant effects on the environment in an 
Environmental Assessment (EA), as outlined in section 1.1311, prior to constructing a 
tower. The applicant is required to consult section 1.1307 to determine if its proposed 
antenna structure will fall under any of the listed categories that may significantly affect 
the environment. If it does, the applicant must provide an EA prior to proceeding with the 
tower construction and. under section 1.1312, must await FCC approval before 
commencing any such construction even if FCC approval is not otherwise required for such 
construction. The FCC places all proposals that may significantly impact the environment 
on public notice for a period of 30 days, seeking any public comments on the proposed 
structures. 

The categories set forth in section 1.1307 include: 
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Wilderness Area 
Wildlife Preserve 
Endangered Species 
Historical Site 
Indian Religious Site 
Flood Plain 
Wetlands 
High Intensity White Lights in Residential Neighborhoods 
Excessive Radiofrequency Radiation Exposure 

3. Are there any FCC regulations that govern where towers can or cannot be placed? 

10 

Answer: The FCC mandates that personal wireless companies build out their systems so that 
adequate s.ervice is provided to the public. In addition, all antenna structures used for 
communications must be approved by the FCC in accordance with Part 17 of the FCC Rules. The 
FCC must determine if there is a reasonable possibility that the structure may constitute a menace 
to air navigation. The tower height and its proximity to an airport or flight path will be 
considered when making this determination. If such a determination is made the FCC will specify 
appropriate painting and lighting requirements. Thus, the FCC does not mandate where towers 
must be placed, but it may prohibit the placement of a tower in a particular location without 
adequate lighting and marking. 

4. Does the FCC maintain any records on tower sites throughout the United States? How 
does the public get this information (if any)? 

Answer: The FCC maintains a general tower database on the following structures: (1) any 
towers over 200 feet, (2) any towers over 20 feet on an existing structure (such as a building, 
water tower, etc.) and (3) towers that are close lo airports that may cause potential hazards to air 
navigation. The FCC's licensing databa!)e::S contain some base site information for Cellular and 
SMR systems. The general tower database and the Cellular and SMR data that may be on file 
with the FCC is available in three places: 

(1) Cellular licensing information is available in the Public Reference Room of the 
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau's Commercial Wireless Division. The Public 
Reference Room is located on the fifth floor of 2025 M Street, NW, Washington, DC 
20554, telephone (202)418-1350. On-line database searches of cellular licensing 
infonnation along with queries of the FCC's general tower database can also be 
accomplished at the Public Reference Room. 

(2) People who would like to obtain general tower infonnation through an on-line public 
access database should call or write Interactive Systems, Inc., 1601 North Kent St., Suite 
1103, Arlington, VA 22209, telephone 703-812-8270 . 
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(3) The FCC does not duplicate these records, but has contracted with International 
Transcription Service, Inc. to provide this service. Requests for copies of infonnation 
should be addressed to International Transcription Service, Inc. (ITS, Inc.), 2100 M St., 
NW, Suite 140, Washington, DC 20037, telephone 202-857-3800. 

S. Why do Cellular and PCS providers require so many tower sites? 

Answer: Low powered transmitters are an inherent characteristic of Cellular Radio and 
Broadband PCS. As these systems mature and more subscribers are added. the effective radiated 
power of the cell site transmitters is reduced so frequencies can be reused at closer intervals 
thereby increasing subscriber capacity. There are over 30 million mobile/portable cellular units 
and more than 22 thousand cell sites operating within the United States and its Possessions and 
Territories. PCS is just beginning to be offered around the country. Due to the fact that 
Broadband PCS is located in a higher frequency range. PCS operators will require more tower 
sites as they build their systems to provide coverage in their service areas as compared to existing 
Cellular carriers. Therefore. due to the nature of frequency reuse and the consumer demand for 
services, Cellular and PCS providers must build numerous base sites. 

6. Can Cellular, SMR and PCS providers share tower structures? 

Answer: Yes, it is technologically possible for these entities to share tower structures. However, 
there are limits to how many base station transmitters a single tower can hold and different tower 
structures have different limits. Moreover, these providers are competitors in a more and more 
competitive marketplace and may not be willing to share tower space with each other. Local 
zoning authorities may wish to retain a consulting engineer to evaluate the proposals submitted by 
wireless communications licensees. The consulting engineer may be able to detennine if there is 
some flexibility as to the geographic location of the tower. · 

7. Is the Federal government helping to find ways to accommodate multiple licensees of 
personal wireless services? 

Answer: Yes. The FCC has designated Steve Markendorff, Chief, Broadband Branch, 
Commercial Wireless Division, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau. FCC to as and respond to 
questions concerning tower siting issues. His telephone number is 202-418-0620. Also, 
President Clinton issued an Executive Memorandum on August l 0, 1995 directing the 
Administrator of General Services (GSA), in coordination with other Government departments 
and agencies, to develop procedures to facilitate appropriate access to Federal property for the 
siting of mobile services antennas. GSA recently released "Government-Wide Procedures for 
Placing Commercial Antennas," 61 Fed Reg 14,100 (March 29. 1996). For further infonnation 
contact James Herbert, Office of Property Acquisition and Realty Services. Public Building 
Service. General Services Administration, 18th & F Streets, NW, Washington, DC 20405, 
telephone 202-501-0376. 
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8. Have any studies been completed on potential hazards oflocatin2 a tower/base site close 
to residential communities? 

Answer: In connection with its responsibilities under NEPA, the FCC considers the potential 
effects of radio frequency (RF) emissions from FCC-regulated transmitters on human health and 
safety. Since the FCC is not the expert agency in this area, it uses standards and guidelines 
developed by those with the appropriate expertise. For example, in the absence of a uniform 
federal standard on RF exposure, the FCC has relied since 1985 on the RF exposure guidelines 
issued in 1982 by the American National Standards Institute (ANSI C95.l-1982). In 1991, the 
Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers (IEEE) issued guidelines designed to replace the 
RF ANSI exposure guidelines. These guidelines (ANSl/IBEE C95.l-1992) were adopted by 
ANSI. The Telecommunications Act of 1996 mandates that the FCC complete its proceeding in 
ET Docket 93-62, in which it is considering updating the RF exposure guidelines, no later than 
early August 1996. Copies of this proceeding can be obtained from the International 
Transcription Service, Inc. (ITS), telephone 202-857-3800. Presently, RF emission requirements 
are contained in Section l.1307(b) of the FCC's rules, 47 C.F.R. §1.1307(b), for all services. 
PCS has service specific RF emission provisions in Section 24.52 of the FCC's rules, 47 C.F.R. § 
24.52. 

Additional infonnation concerning RF emission hazards can be obtained through a variety of 
sources: 

(I) Information concerning RF hazards can be obtained on the World Wide Web at 
http://www.fcc.gov/oet/faqs. RF safety questions are answered and furtlier RF documents 
and information are contained under the Cellular Telephony Section. 

(2) OET Bulletins 56 and 65 concerning effects and potential RF hazards can be 
requested through the Radiofrequency Safety Program at 202-418-2464. Additionally, 
any specific questions com:c:miug RF hazards can be answered by contacting the FCC at 
this phone number. 

The FCC maintains a Communications and Crisis Management Center which is staffed 24 hours a 
day, seven days a week. In the event of an emergency, such as a radiofrequency hazard 
threatening public safety or health, you may call 202-632-6975. The watch officer who answers 
at that number can contact our compliance personnel in your area and dispatch them within a 
matter of hours. 
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We have received an increasing number of inquiries regarding religious organizations that lease 
a portion of their property for wireless communication tower (cell tower) sites. The cell towers 
are typically installed on the roof of a main worship center, embedded in an item such as a 
steeple or cross, in the parking lot, or elsewhere on the grounds. The inquiries are seeking an 
opinion on whether religious organization property leased to telecommunication companies for 
the installation of cell towers still qualifies for exemption under Revenue and Taxation Code 
section1 206 (church exemption), section 207 (religious exemption), or section 214 (welfare 
exemption). 

As explained in further detail below, the portions of the religious organization property that are 
leased as cell tower sites would not qualify for the church, religious, or welfare exemptions. 
However, disqualification of the exemption for the portion of the property leased as a cell tower 
site does not, by itself, jeopardize the organization's qualification for exemption on the remaining 
portions of the property that are used exclusively for religious worship (church exemption), for 
religious worship and the operation of a school of less than collegiate grade (religious 
exemption), or for religious purposes (welfare exemption). 

Law am/ Analysis 

There are three property tax exemptions available for property used for religious purposes: 

• Church exemption 
• Religious exemption 
• Welfare exemption 

The church exemption2 applies to property used exclusively for religious worship. The only 
requirement that must be satisfied is that the primary use of the property is for religious worship, 
and that all other uses are incidental and reasonably necessary uses supportive of the primary 
religious worship use. 

The religious exemption 3 applies to property owned and operated by religious organizations that 
use their property exclusively for religious worship, preschools, nursery schools, kindergartens, 

1 All section references are lo the Revenue and Ta.'<ation Code unless otherwise indicated. 
2 California Constitution, article XIII, sections 3(f) and 5; section 206. 
J Section 207. 
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schools of less than collegiate grade, or for both schools of collegiate grade and schools of less -
than collegiate grade (but excluding property used solely for schools of collegiate grade). This ( 
exemption applies when the religious organization/owner uses its property for both a place of 
worship and a school. 

As relevant to the cell tower issue, the welfare exemption4 applies to property used exclusively 
for religious purposes by a qualifying nonprofit entity, if the property is owned and operated by a 
qualifying nonprofit entity. s The definition of religious purposes as used for the welfare 
exemption is much broader than the definition of religious worship as used for either the church 
or religious exemptions. 

The church, religious, and welfare exemptions all require that any property for which one of the 
exemptions is sought must be used exclusively for the exempt purpose; specifically for religious 
worship (church exemption), for religious worship and the operation of a qualifying school 
(religious exemption), or for religious purposes (welfare exemption). Therefore, the first step in 
any analysis of a property's qualification for one of the exemptions is a determination as to 
whether the organization's exempt purpose is the exclusive use made of that property. Clearly, 
leasing a portion of a religious organization's property for the installation of a cell tower does not 
fall within its exempt purpose, regardless of whether the organization holds a church, religious, 
or welfare exemption on its property. 

The next step in determining qualification for exemption pertains to property that is used for a 
purpose that is not within the organization's primary exempt purpose. For such property, it must 
be determined whether that use is incidental to and reasonably necessary for the organization's 
exempt purpose. The courts have consistently approved exemption for property that, while not ( ) 
used solely for the organization's primary purpose, is incidental to and reasonably necessary for 
the accomplishment of that primary exempt purpose. In Cedars of Lebanon Hospital v. County of 
Los Angeles, 6 the California Supreme Court held: 

I I 
It thus appears tqat under the rule of strict but reasonable constryction, the phrase 
"property used exclusively for ... hospital. .. purposes" should be held to include 
any property which is used exclusively for any facility which is incidental to and 
reasonable necessary for ... the fulfillment of a generally recognized function of a 
complete modem hospital. 

Although the Cedars court interpreted the term used exclusively to include uses that are 
incidental to and reasonably necessary for an organization's exempt purpose in the context of a 
hospital under the welfare exemption, that holding and analysis apply equally to both the church 
and religious exemptions. 7 Again, it would be difficult to conclude that leasing property for the 
installation of a cell tower is incidental to and reasonably necessary for religious worship or 
religious purposes. Therefore, that portion of the property so leased does not qualify for the 

4 Section 214(a). 
~ This letter discusses only how the welfare exemption relates to property owned by religious organizations. The 
exemption is also available for property owned by other non-profit organizations and used exclusively for charitable, 
scientific, or hospital purposes. 
6 

( 1950) 35 Cal.2d 729. 
7 See Assessors' Handbook Section 267, Welfare, Church, and Religious &emptions, Part 11, at pp. 3, 12-13. All l ) 
Assessors' Handbook Sections are posted on the Board's website at www.boe.ca.gov/proptaxes/ahcont.htm. · 
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church, religious, or welfare exemptions. However, if a religious organization that qualifies for 
the church, religious, or welfare exemption leases space for the installation of a cell tower site, 
the organization may continue to qualify for the exemption on all of its property that previously 
qualified for the exemption; only the leased portion of the property would be disqualified from 
exemption. 

With respect to the welfare exemption, courts' holdings indicate that disqualification of a portion 
of property from the welfare exemption does not disqualify the entire property from the welfare 
exemption. In fact, in Cedars, the court held that certain portions of the taxpayer's property 
qualified and certain other portions did not qualify for the welfare exemption. 

We are unaware of any constitutional provision, statute, or judicial precedent that would require 
a different result when considering the effect of cell tower leases on property qualifying for the 
church or religious exemptions. Therefore, while the portion of property leased for the placement 
of a cell tower does not qualify for the church or religious exemptions, it does not disqualify the 
entire property from exemption. This is especially true since the amount of the property used is, 
in most cases, minimal. Additionally, and most importantly, the leasing of space on the exterior 
of a religious organization's building or on its grounds is distinguishable from allowing third 
party organizations the regular use of the interior of a main building for its own purposes 
unrelated to a religious purpose. 

Assessors' Handbook Section 267, Welfare, Church, and Religious Exemptions (AH 267), 
supports this view. AH 267 states that if religious worship is found to be the primary use of a 
building and all other uses are incidental to religious worship, the church exemption is applicable 
to the entire building. It goes on to state: 

If, however, another organization uses all or part of the facility for charitable 
purposes on a fixed rental basis, the welfare exemption must be claimed by both 
the church and the other organization/or the extent of that use, in addition to the 
church exemption for the remaining portion; or the church could claim the 
welfare exemption for the entire property and the other organization could claim 
the welfare exemption/or the extent o/that use.8 (Emphasis added.) 

AH 267 contemplates that an organization that uses a portion of a building for purposes that are 
not incidental to religious worship but qualifying for the welfare exemption on that portion must 
qualify that portion under the welfare exemption; however, the church exemption is not lost on 
the portion of the building used for religious worship. By extension, if the use of the 
non-qualifying portion of the building qualifies for neither the church exemption nor the welfare 
exemption, that portion of the property will not be exempt. However, the remaining portions of 
the building that are used for religious worship should still qualify for the church exemption. 
This example applies equally to the religious exemption. 

AH 267 also contemplates this treatment when separate structures are involved. It states that the 
church exemption applies to the place of worship and other areas or rooms in separate structures 
used for incidental or non-interfering purposes, while the welfare or religious exemption, or no 

'--
8 AH 267, Part II, p. 6. 
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exemption, applies to other structures based on their individual use.9 This contemplates that there 
may be other structures on a religious organization's property that do not qualify for the church ( 
exemption without jeopardizing the church exemption on the structures used exclusively for 
religious worship. This example applies equally to the religious exemption. 

While possibly difficult for county assessors to measure the actual square footage of the 
disqualified space because of the varying ways in which cell towers could be placed, it is 
necessary since the exemption is lost only for that portion of the property leased for the cell 
tower site. The county assessor must determine a valuation methodology that satisfactorily 
estimates the value of the leased property. For instance, if leased space is separated from the 
main worship center on the grounds or in a portion of the parking lot, the leased space square 
footage may easily be measured. In many cases, however, religious organizations lease and allow 
the installation of the towers on the main worship center roof or in an item such as a steeple or 
cross. In those cases, an estimate of square footage leased must be determined, or it may be 
appropriate for the county assessor to use the income approach to determine the value of the 
leased site. 

For assessment purposes, that portion of the property attributable to the lease may not be 
assessed as if it had undergone a change in ownership since the loss of an exemption does not 
trigger a change in ownership. 10 Rather, the value upon which property tax must be paid is 
equivalent to that portion of the existing factored base year value that no longer qualifies for 
exemption. 

If you have questions regarding these issues, you may contact Mrs. Ladeena Ford at ( 
916-445-0208 or at ladeena.ford@boe.ca.gov. 

DJG:lf 

Sincerely, 

Isl David J. Gau 

David J. Gau 
Deputy Director 
Property and Special Taxes Department 

9 AH 267, Part II, pp. 6-7. 
10 Unless the lease is for 35 years or more; section 6 l(c). l ) 
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VERIZON CUSTOMER CELL SERVICE TESTIMONIALS 

1. I am a Verizon Wireless customer and I have excellent voice call coverage. I have 
never had a dropped call and the connection always sounds great inside my home 
and outside. I receive great coverage within my local community. I can send and 
receive calls while I drive in my car, go grocery shopping, and when I pick up and 
drop off my children at schooJ. 
Elsie Silverstein 

2. I have been a Verizon Wireless customer for years. I receive excellent wireless 
coverage in my community where I live and work. I drive on Badillo and Sunflower 
Ave everyday. I use my phone to connect with my friends, family, and work. The 
calls are always clear and my connections are fast. I have always had great reception 
even inside Wal mart and Costco shopping and especially when I walk to and from 
the local schools and parks in the San Dimas and Covina communities. I have never 
complained to Verizon about dropped calls and usually have 4-5 bars on my 
smartphone device. 
Joaquin Garcia 

3. I am an active grandparent and satisfied Verizon Wireless customer. I enjoy great 
reception in the Covina and San Dimas communities. I make at least a dozen calls a 
day to my children and grandchildren without any dropped calls. I use my phone 
daily to connect with my family and friends. My Verizon Wireless service and 
connection is fast, clear, and reliable. I also have great confidence in my emergency 
wireless service. It's important that my coverage is excellent in and around my 
home so my family and I can have peace of mind in the event of an emergency. 
Linda Garcia 

4. I am a longtime resident of the Charter Oak community. I am also a loyal Verizon 
Wireless customer. There is no gap in my wireless coverage. I get wonderful service 
in and outside my home and while Driving to and from work. I have excellent signal 
strength and a fast reliable connection especially in San Dimas and Covina. I have 
never complained to Verizon about dropped calls or bad reception. I use my phone 
everyday, at night, and on the weekends to make calls from local schools, stores, and 
events. I use my smartphone all the time and my Verizon Wireless service is terrific. 
Joseph Moncada 



5. I have lived in Los Angeles County my entire life. I currently reside in San Dimas, 
CA and I am a Verizon Wireless customer. My entire family has Verizon Wireless ( l 

service. We have excellent coverage and enjoy fast and reliable calls daily. I can 
make calls inside and outside of my home on Newcastle Lane and have never 
experienced a significant gap in our coverage. I can enjoy texting.and emailing all 
around the Charter Oak community. I use my phone at LA Fitness where I work out 
everyday and organize racquetball tournaments. I send and receive calls with clear 
reception and have never had a dropped call. I use my phone in my car and drive 
past the church twice daily on my way to and from work. We have been protesting 
the proposed tower because Verizon claims we have a significant gap. I just don't 
recognize that. My cellular service has always been great. I have never had to call 
911, but I have the utmost confidence that my Verizon Wireless service is strong and 
reliable. 
Chang Weisberg 

6. I walk around the neighborhood everyday while walking my dog. I live in Covina 
and walk east on Badillo and walk past the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church 
everyday. I am a Verizon customer and enjoy strong service on my smartphone with 
excellent voice calls. I can send and receive calls on my way to San Dimas High 
School with no dropped calls and a very clear connection. I can send texts and 
emails with four solid signal bars. I also drive to Vons off Badillo and Grand Ave 
weekly and enjoy great reception in and outside of my car. I have never had a 
dropped call and have never called Verizon to complain about my wireless service. I 
don't understand Verizon's claim that there is a gap in their coverage? There is no ( ) 
gap in coverage. I can also send and receive calls from the Mike Antonovich Multi-
Use Trail that is located just south of the church. I visit Bonelli Park frequently and 
enjoy great cell service there as well. 
Brian D' Annunzio 1 
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7. I have lived in San Dimas since 1999. I am a Verizon Wireless customer. I have 
always enjoyed great cellular reception in and around the Charter Oak community. I 
can send and receive calls inside and outside of my house. I don't ever have dropped 
calls and my reception is crystal clear. I get really good coverage while I drive in my 
car. I drive up and down Sunflower Ave on my way to work everyday. There is no 
gap in our wireless coverage from Verizon. I was really surprised to find out that 
Verizon claims that there is a gap in our wireless coverage near San Dimas 
Community Hospital. I drive by the hospital, CCV, and San Dimas High School a few 
times every week and always have great reception day or night. I originally signed 
up with Verizon because they claimed that we have 100% wireless coverage in the 
Charter Oak area. I would agree that Verizon service is better than AT&T, T Mobile, 
and Sprint especially in San Dimas and Covina. I don't understand why we need 
another tower in our residential area. There are at least five cell towers within a 
mile of my house. There are two at the Vons shopping center off Badillo and Grand. 
There is another at the U Haul off Covina Ave. I also witness the installation of 
another tower next to the Jiffy Lube off Arrow Highway and Sunflower. There are 
two palm tree towers there now. There is also another tower across the street from 
Jiffy Lube at the Big Lots Shopping Center on the corner of Sunflower and Arrow 
Highway. I assume that is another reason we have such a strong network in our 
community. There is no way there is any gap in our coverage. My signal strength is 
always 3/4 bars and I have never complained to Verizon about dropped calls. 
Pam Silverstein 

8. l visit my friends and family in San Dimas on a weekly basis.lam a Verizon 
Wireless customer. I always have a strong signal on my smartphone and enjoy 
reliable service everyday. All my calls are very clear and I have never dropped a call 
at my friend's house on Newcastle Lane. There is no gap in coverage. In fact, I 
believe the wireless network has only gotten better over the years. l can send and 
receive call from my car and also inside and outside my friend's home. We usually 
BBQ once a week and the reception is good outside near his pool and even upstairs 
in his house. We usually go to the AMC movie theatre in Glendora and our reception 
is great inside and outside the theatre. We also get very good signal while we wait in 
line at the In N Out drive thru. We drive up and down Sunflower and Badillio on our 
way to the 210 and 57 freeways. The reception in my car is always great. 
Margaret Melendrez 



9. I am a Verizon Wireless customer. I live in Covina and use my phone everyday. I 
have very good voice calls that are always fast and reliable. 1 walk up and down ( 
Bonnie Cove daily on my way to and from St. Louise De Marillac Church. I always 
have good reception and never drop calls. 1 am very satisfied with my signal 
strength and service. 
I drive to shop and eat locally and get great reception in my car. When I am at home, 
I use my phone to communicate with friends and family all the time with no cell 
phone service problems. There is no significant gap in coverage. I don't understand 
why Verizon claims there is a significant gap? Their service has always been the 
fastest and most reliable. I am very satisfied with our wireless coverage. 
Daniel D'Annunzio 

10. I am an active parent of two children in our local community. I am also a 
Verizon Wireless customer. I have great cellular service. I can send and receive calls 
inside and outside my home. l drive everyday to Glen Oak Elementary and Charter 
Oak High School to drop off and pick up my children daily. I get solid reception in my 
car. I don't have any dropped calls and the reception is very good in my car. The 
same goes for calls in and around my home. There is no gap in my cellular service. I 
feel that Verizon is the best service provider in San Dimas. I always have at least 
three bars· on my smartphone and often have an even stronger signal. I can email 
and text with no problems. I also drive to and from karate class, gym workouts, 
grocery stores, and the local parks. I am very familiar with the local area. I have 
never noticed a gap in coverage and my phone reception has always been very good. ( - ,. 
Pilar Weisberg 
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I am a Verizon Wireless customer and I have excellent voice call coverage. I have never had a dropped 

call and the connection always sounds great inside my home and outside. I receive great coverage 

within my local community. J can send and receive calls while I drive In my car, grocery shopping, and 

when I pick up and drop off my children at school. 

Elise Silverstein 

I have been a Verizon Wireless customers for years. I receive excellent wireless coverage in my 

community where I live and work. I drive on Badillo and Sunflower Ave every day. I use my phone to 

connect with my friends, family, and work. The calls are always clear and my connections are fast. I have 

always had great reception even inside Walmart and Costco shopping and especially when I walk to and 

from the local schools and parks In the San Dimas and Covina communities. I have never complained to 

Verizon about dropped calls and usually have 4-5 bars on my smartphone device. 

Joaquin Garcia 

I am an active grandparent and satisfied Verizon Wireless customer. I enjoy great reception In the 

Covina and San Dimas communities. I make at least a dozen calls a day to my children and grandchildren 

without any dropped calls. J use my phone daily to connect with my family and friends. My Verizon 

Wireless service and connection is fast, clear, and reliable. I also have great confidence in my emergency 

wireless service. It's important that my coverage is excellent in and around my home so my family and I 

can have peace of mind in the event of an emergency. 

Linda Garcia 

I am a longtime resident of the Charter Oak community. I am also a loyal Verizon Wireless customer. 

There is no gap in my wireless coverage. I get wonderful service in and outside my home and while 

Driving to and from work. I have excellent signal strength and a fast reliable connection especially in San 

Dimas and Covina. I have never complained to Verizon about dropped calls or bad reception. I use my 

phone every day, at night, and on the weekends to make calls from local schools, stores, and events. I 

use my smartphone all the time and my Verizon Wireless service is terrific. 

Joseph Moncada 

I have lived in Los Angeles County my entire life. I currently reside in San Dimas, CA and I am a Verizon 

Wireless customer. My entire family has Verizon Wireless service. We have excellent coverage and enjoy 

fast and reliable calls daily. I can make calls inside and outside of my home on Newcastle Lane and have 

never experienced a significant gap in our coverage. I can enjoy texting and emailing all around the 

Charter Oak community. I use my phone at LA Fitness where I work out every day and organize 

raquetball tournaments. I send and receive calls with clear reception and have never had a dropped call. 

I use my phone in my car and drive past the church twice daily on my way to and from work. We have 

1 been protesting the proposed tower because Verizon claims we have a significant gap. I just don't 
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recognize that. My cellular service has always been great. I have never had to call 911, but I have the 

utmost confidence that my Verizon Wireless service is strong and reliable. 
Chang Weisberg 

I walk around the neighborhood everyday while walking my dog. I live in Covina and walk east on Badillo 
and walk past the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church every day. I am a Verizon customer and enjoy strong 

service on my smartphone with excellent voice calls. I can send and receive calls on my way to San 

Dimas High School with no dropped calls and a very clear connection. I can send texts and emails with 

four solid signal bars. I also drive to Von's off Badillo and Grand Ave weekly and enjoy great reception in 

and outside of my car. I have never had a dropped call and have never called Verizon to complain about 

my wireless service. I don't understand Verizon's claim that there is a gap in their coverage? There is no 

gap in coverage. I can also send and receive calls from the Mike Antonovich Multi-Use Trail that is 

located just south of the church. I visit Bonelli Park frequently and enjoy great cell service there as well. 
Brian 01 Annunzio 

I have lived in San Dimas since 1999. I am a Verizon Wireless customer. I have always enjoyed great 

cellular reception in and around the Charter Oak community. I can send and receive calls inside and 

outside of my house. I don't ever have dropped calls and my reception is crystal clear. I get really good 

coverage while I drive in my car. I drive up and down Sunflower Ave on my way to work everyday. There 

is no gap in our wireless coverage from Verizon. I was really surprised to find out that Verizon claims 

that there is a gap in our wireless coverage near San Dimas Community Hospital. I drive by the hospital, 

CCV, and San Dimas High School a few times every week and always have great reception day or night. I 

originally signed up with Verizon because they claimed that we have 100% wireless coverage in the 

Charter Oak area. I would agree that Verizon service is better than AT&T, T Mobile, and Sprint especially . 
in San Dimas and Covina. I don't understand 'why we need another tower in our residential area. There 

are at least five cell towers within a mile of my house. There are two at the Vons shopping center off 

Badillo and Grand. There is another at the U Haul off Covina Ave. I also witness the installation of 

another tower next to the Jiffy Lube off Arrow Highway and Sunflower. There are two palm tree towers 

there now. There is also another tower across the street from Jiffy Lube at the Big Lots Shopping Center 

on the corner of Sunflower and Arrow Highway. I assume that is another reason we have such a strong 

network in our community. There is no way there is any gap in our coverage. My signal strength is 

always 3/4 bars and I have never complained to Verizon about dropped calls. 

Pam Silverstein 

I visit my friends and family in San Dimas on a weekly basis. I am a Verizon Wireless customer. I always 

have a strong signal on my smartphone and enjoy reliable service every day. All my calls are very clear 

and I have never dropped a call at my friend's house on Newcastle Lane. There is no gap in coverage. In 

fact, I believe the wireless network has only gotten better over the years. I can send and receive call 

from my car and also inside and outside my friend's home. We usually BBQ once a week and the 

reception is good outside near his pool and even upstairs in his house. We usually go to the AMC movie 

theatre in Glendora and our reception is great inside and outside the theatre. We also get very good 

signal while we wait in line at the In N Out drive thru. We drive up and down Sunflower and Badillio on 



Fastest Mobile Networks 2014-PC Mag Page 13 of38 

operating system based on comfort, security, customizability, 
and apps, but don't worry too much about modem performance. 

T-Mo Says "Oh, No" In Ohio 
We were very impressed with T-Mobile's L TE speeds in most of 
the country's largest cities, but the carrier still has some pinches 

and gaps. When you drive outside major metro areas, for 
instance, T-Mobile's LTE network falls away more often than 
we'd like. The carrier also appears to be pinched in Ohio and 
Indiana. When we compared our crowdsourced tests in 
Cincinnati and Dayton with the nation's three largest cities, we 

saw the difference. T-Mobile says it's working on it. 

Atlanta, GA 

Winner: Verizon Wireless L TE 

Verizon's new XL TE spectrum really made the difference in 
Atlanta, giving Big Red the fastest upload and download speeds 
by a long shot. It's pretty evenly distributed throughout the city, 

too; we saw stunning upload speeds in the 30+ Mbps range 

downtown, in Buckhead, Little Five Points, and at Turner Field. 
Verizon's LTE network also had the best overall availability of 
the four L TE networks across our 11 test sites. 

T-Mobile, Sprint, and AT&T all have their pros and cons here. 
T-Mobile was the second-fastest network, but AT&T offered 

slightly better availability. Sprint, meanwhile, was even more 

impressively reliable, but quite slow for an L TE network. 
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Austin, TX 

Winner: T-Mobil.e LTE 

T-Mobile's L TE network won every single speed measure in 

Austin, making it the clear choice. Our phone briefly dropped to 

3G along Lime Creek Road and in Manor, but T-Mobile's 3G 
network is still pretty fast, so we didn't mind. Verizon~s LTE 

network offered somewhat better L TE coverage at somewhat 

slower speeds, but when it drops down to 3G, it drops a lot 

farther down than T-Mobile does. 

AT&T had a bit of a capacity problem with individual cell sites in 

Austin. At E 7th and Navasota, for instance, we got solid L TE 
signal but a chunk of slow speeds that ramped up at the end of 

our test, showing that AT&T's connection there was saturated 

for part of our test period. We saw the same thing by one corner 

of the Dell Children's Medical Center, but speeds increased as 

soon as we traveled a block down Barbara Jordan Blvd. 

Baltimore, MD 

Winner: Verizon Wireless L TE 
Do you know about Baltimore's proud wireless history? For 

years, Baltimore was where carriers would test new 

technologies because of its complex mix of hills, water, and 

high-rise and low-rise neighborhoods. That makes Baltimore a 

tough town for wireless, and we saw that in wobbly networks 

across the board. 

Baltimore was the first place Sprint launched its 4G WiMAX 

network, which is one reason I'm sad to see Sprint's slow 
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performance here. We only got bonafide Spark speeds at three 

of our test locations: at Monument and Howard, Druid Lake, and 
out in the Baltimore County suburbs. 

Verizon, on the other hand, delivered blazing XL TE speeds 

more consistently. It still had its ups and downs-North Avenue 
and Howard was a slow spot, for instance-but they were 
balanced out by crazy speeds elsewhere, like a run of 50Mbps 

downloads at Union Square Park in West Baltimore. Overall, 
Verizon had the best L TE experience in a difficult city for 
network design. 

Boston, MA 

Winner: Verizon Wireless L TE 

This one was tight. T-Mobile has been pouring money into ex­

MetroPCS cities in the Northeast, with the result of pretty 
consistent L TE coverage across Boston at solid speeds over 

our 5Mbps "good" threshold. But Verizon's coverage is even 
better, and though its speeds varied more widely, it was faster 

more often. That makes Verizon our overall (narrow) pick for 

Boston. 

AT&T saw a precipitous drop in Boston speeds between 2013 

and 2014, a natural outcome of adding a lot of LTE devices but 

no new L TE spectrum. This is one city where carrier 

aggregation will make a positive difference for AT&T 
subscribers in 2015. 
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Charlotte, NC 

Winner: AT&T LTE 
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AT&T dominated both of our North Carolina cities. In both 

Raleigh and Charlotte, AT&T offered the best upload and 

download speeds with excellent reliability, making it our overall 

North Carolina choice. 

Charlotte was more competitive than Raleigh, with both AT&T 

and Verizon turning in perfect Web completion scores and 

Sprint Spark finally showing up to pl~y_!_ AT&T performed 
especially well in the Myers Park and South Park 

neighborhoods, with speeds in the 50-60Mbps range. 

If you're looking for a low-cost carrier in North Carolina, consider (=- ... ~-
Cricket; now owned by AT&T, it's using the excellent AT&T L TE 

network and should have the same winning performance. 
! 

Chicago, IL 

Winner: Verizon Wireless L TE 
Consistently fast speeds and just plain terrific L TE coverage 

make Verizon Wireless our winner in Chicago this year. 

T-Mobile also performed very well, delivering L TE speeds over 

our minimum threshold even more consistently (Verizon had 

one slow spot by Midway Airport). But Verizon turned in 

absolutely crazy peak speeds, such as 80Mbps down on the 

Illinois Institute of Technology campus. 
l I 
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AT&T's Chicago speeds are slower than last year's, but they're 
( still pretty solid. The big blue carrier fell behind scrappy 

I 

,. 

T-Mobile with the reliability of its 3G network, though, as we saw 
scattered stalled Web page downloads all over the city. 

Hey, where's that Sprint Spark? As we saw in other cities, Sprint 
was dragged down by very inconsistent Spark coverage. Navy 
Pier? Sparky. Wrigley Field? Sparky. Irving Park by the 

cemeteries? Sparky. Elsewhere? Not so sparky. That's Sprint's 
challenge right now. 

Dallas, TX 

Winner: T-Mobile L TE 
Dallas is MetroPCS's old home city, so T-Mobile has more 

spectrum here than it does almost anywhere else. It has used 

that spectrum to good effect, delivering speeds that dominate 
the other major wireless carriers. T-Mobile gets extra points for 

consistently delivering download speeds over 5Mbps on its L TE 
network more often than its competitors do. 

I was surprised to find that overall, though, Dallas is a much 
slower city than it was last year. We saw declines in speeds 
across the board, with the exception of Sprint's L TE network; 

AT&T showed the most precipitous drop, struggling especially 

with a capacity issue downtown at Pioneer Plaza. That's made 

Dallas one of our slower cities across all networks this year, a 

major shift from 2012 and 2013. 
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Denver, CO 

Winner: T-Mobile L TE 
Denver is the only city we tested this year without four official 

L TE networks. Sprint hasn't launched L TE in Denver yet, 
although we saw a few towers turned on as we drove around 
town. 
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AT&T and Verizon weren't noticeably slower this year than they 

were last year. The big news is T-Mobile's brand-new LTE 
network, which launched last July and has just been going 
gangbusters all around the Denver metro area. It's really 
fast-as long as you don't travel further out than Longmont or 

Boulder. 

This year, we drove up 1-25, through Fort Collins, and then into 
Wyoming on our way to.Salt Lake City. T-Mobile coverage in 

Denver was excellent, but it was much poorer in the more rural 
areas. If you tend to drive farther afield, take a closer look at 

Verizon Wireless. 

Detroit, Ml 

Winner: T-Mobile L TE 

Consistency won the day for T-Mobile's L TE network in Detroit. 

It outpaced Verizon by delivering 93 percent of its downloads 

over 12Mbps, a stellar result for people looking for true 4G 
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performance from their 4G network. That said, it did drop to 3G 

( ) in Grosse Point. 

Verizon did pretty well here, too-you can see the XL TE effect 
as Big Red's speeds increased 50 percent from 2013, and 
Verizon's L TE network never dropped, although it slowed down 

sometimes. The fastest spot in town? We saw over 70Mbps on 
Verizon on Warren Ave. off Schaefer Rd. 

Sprint's 4G network in Detroit shows how badly the company 

needs its Spark upgrade. It wasn't actually noticeably slower 
than last year; it had lousy performance both years. 

Houston, TX 

Winner: Verizon Wireless L TE 
XL TE ruled the day in Houston, with Verizon's new spectrum 

allowing for average speeds much faster than any competing 
network's. That makes Verizon Wireless the winner this year in 

Houston by a landslide. 

AT&T also did well, topping last year's speeds-just not to the 
extent that Verizon Wireless did. In fact, with solid results from 

Verizon, AT&T, and T-Mobile, Houston has a good selection of 

fast wireless networks to choose from. 

Houston is a Sprint Spark city, and the good news is that we did 

see some Spark in Memorial, at the Houston Arboretum, and 

even out in Prairie View. But we saw slower L TE speeds 
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elsewhere, and our Sprint L TE phone bounced between 3G and 
LTE several times in Houston. 

Indianapolis, IN 

Winner: AT&T L TE 
AT&T'.s speeds in Indy improved from 2013, and consistently 

fast speeds with solid reliability make it our winner in Indiana. 
Verizon Wireless came a close second with higher peak speeds 
and even better reliability, but its average speed was docked a 

bit for a slow spot northwest of downtown. Both networks are 
good choices. 

T-Mobile is having a tough time in Indianapolis because the 

carrier is spectrum-constrained in Indiana and Ohio, so it can't 
deliver the broad lanes we see in its ex-MetroPCS cities. Our 

Sprint L TE phone, meanwhile, kept bouncing between L TE and • 
3G all over town, leading to those lower Web completion results. 

Jacksonville, FL 
Winner: T-Mobile L TE 

Another near-tie. T-Mobile brought slightly higher speeds, and 

Verizon L TE delivered considerably better reliability; our 70/30 

balance between speed and reliability threw the prize to 

T-Mobile, which also has a faster 3G backup network than 

Verizon does. 
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Jacksonville was a fast city all around, with Sprint turning in one 

( 
1 

of its better Spark performances (although it still struggled with 
coverage) and AT&T LTE also offering a solid balance of speed 
and reliability. While we didn't see the crazy peak speeds in 
Jacksonville that we saw elsewhere, the carriers had 
consistently fast connections across the metro area. 

Kansas City, MO-KS 
Winner: Verizon Wireless L TE 
People in Sprint's hometown are used to fast connections: 

Kansas City was the first place to get S3oogle Fiber, making it 
one of the few places in the country with true competition for 
high-speed home Internet service. 

Sprinfs L TE speeds have held their own in Kansas City, but 

they've been massively outpaced by Verizon's new XL TE 
network. Average download speeds on Verizon vaulted from 15 

to 24 Mbps thanks to Verizon's new AWS spectrum, with solid 
reliability across the metro area. 

AT&T saw a major speed drop in Kansas City this year, so I'm 
pretty sure that the company will focus on KC for carrier 
aggregation in 2015. Local residents clearly demand no less. 

Las Vegas, NV 

Winner: T-Mobile L TE 
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Think of T-Mobile as the Selfie Network. T-Mobile and Verizon 
both have a lot of spectrum in Las Vegas. and they've both been ( , ) 

upgrading to broad 20MHz channels. T-Mobile won in large part 

because of much faster upload speeds-that's the time it takes 
for your high-res selfie to make it to lnstagram. 

Download-wise, T-Mobile's speed advantage came and went 

across our 10 test sites. T-Mobile did better along the Strip, 
while Verizon showed better performance in neighborhoods 

west of 1-15. Within big hotel-casinos, of course, anything goes: 
Reception there is entirely dependent on whether that casino 

has made a deal with your carrier of choice for an in-building 

coverage system. I've seen mixed results in dozens of trips to 
Las Vegas over the past decade. 

Las Vegas is not a Spark market for Sprint yet, so we saw slow 

Sprint LTE speeds there. And while AT&T had some strong ( . .. __ 

peak speeds, low download speeds in our Strip and Downtown 

. tests held back its overall results. 

Los Angeles, CA 

Winner: Tie (T-Mobile and Verizon) 

Are you into uploads or downloads? T-Mobile and Verizon tied 

on our weighted score in Los Angeles. but you still have to 

decide. Verizon delivered faster peak and average download 

speeds; T-Mobile L TE had somewhat faster uploads. 

The networks broke dramatically differently across 

neighborhoods. We saw stronger T-Mobile and AT&T results 
l \ 
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than Verizon downtown. Just a few miles away, Verizon 
( } dominated around USC, and T-Mobile performed very well in 

Westwood and Santa Monica. T-Mobile delivered admirable 
speeds up in Pasadena and Pomona, while Verizon had better 
L TE reliability in parts of Orange County. 

,, --

Notably, nobody had perfect network reliability in Los 

Angeles-in most other cities, at least one network had a Web 
completion score above 90 percent. With such imperfect 
networks, it's important to tiy out new phones during their return 

period before you commit to a carrier choice. 

Memphis, TN 
Winner: T-Mobile L TE 

T-Mobile used to have a really hard time in Memphis. Not any 
more; although its L TE network isn't quite as reliable as AT& T's 

or Verizon's yet, it's safely faster. That's a big shift from last 
year, when T-Mobile was really spectrum-pinched in Memphis; 
scooping up some old U.S. Cellular spectrum in a deal last year 

made the difference for Magenta. 

That said, everybody's a bit of a winner here, even Sprint. 

Verizon saw its average speeds skyrocket from 11 to 18Mbps 

over the past year thanks to XL TE. Sprint's average speeds 

vaulted up, too. AT&T's speeds declined, but not by as much as 
we've seen in other cities. (That said, AT&T also provided our 

single fastest set of results, with speeds at the Eastgate 

Shopping Center hitting 60Mbps.) 
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T-Mobile's greatest strength in Memphis was Web download 

speeds, so surfing on that network should be a pleasure. 

Miami-Fort Lauderdale, FL 
Winner: Verizon Wireless LTE 
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This year we had an extra day in South Florida, so we spent it 
tooling around Broward County and a day in Dade. I know. It's a 

tough job. You should see driver Angela Moscaritolo's tan. 

Verizon dominated in South Florida, and if you can afford it, it 
should be your choice. Fastest downloads, fastest uploads, best 
reliability. It'll serve you well. 

But I have to call out Sprint Spark here, because in South 
Florida we finally started to see the speeds we're expecting from 

Sprint's new higher-speed system. Sprint outpaced AT&T and 
pulled wicked 50Mbps speeds at a site near S Miami Ave and 

SE 15th Rd. If we see those kinds of speeds from Sprint 
nationwide next year, it'll be a whole new ballgame. 

T-Mobile still took second place thanks to better reliability and 
better upload performance than Sprint, though. 

New Orleans, LA 

Winner: Verizon Wireless L TE 

It's Verizon XL TE for the win again in New Orleans. Verizon's 

( ' . l 
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L TE network saw a 70 percent speed jump from last year to this 
( 1 year, and it scored the best of any network on uploads, 

downloads, and reliability. 

... _ 

Sprint's and T-Mobile's performance both improved between 

last year and this, but AT& T's declined because of extreme 
network variability. AT&Twould show flashes of great speeds 
while we were driving through town-43-56Mbps in the Treme, 
for instance-but speeds would settle down when we stopped 
for our stationary testing, which is the opposite of what's 
supposed to happen. That left previously dominant AT&T in a 

near-tie with T-Mobile for second place. 

New York, NY 
Winner: Verizon Wireless L TE 

. New York has slain many a phone company. First AT&T's 3G 
system crumpled under the weight of all those iPhones; then 
Verizon's network nearly collapsed in 2012 when it got the L TE 

iPhone 5. There's good news this year, though: AT&T, T-Mobile, 

and Verizon all showed solid consistency across Manhattan, 
Brooklyn, and Queens, showing that the days of dropped 
connections are ending in the nation's biggest city. 

New York is Verizon's hometown, and it appears to have taken 

its troubles there seriously: Average download speeds tripled 

between last year and this year. If you don't have an XL TE­

capable phone, go get one right now. 
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This is a prestige market for T-Mobile and Verizon, both of 

whom have a lot of spectrum to play with, so both delivered 
impressive speeds. Verizon's LTE network only dropped once 

during our tests. Hang out at Spring and Varick downtown if you 

want to try to duplicate our BOMbps Verizon maximum result. 

The low Sprint Web completion results showed how our phone 

was waggling between 3G and L TE for our entire test run, with 

some of those L TE test results at 3G speeds. We only saw solid 

Spark speeds in our Greenwich Village test. Turning to our 

crowdsourced results, we also found some Spark speeds along 

Tremont Avenue in the Bronx, but not down by Yankee Stadium 
where our drive testers went. 

Philadelphia, PA 

Winner: Verizon Wireless L TE 

Verizon wins Philadelphia largely on the back of the fastest 

average and peak download speeds. The company's XL TE 

upgrade boosted average download speeds from ·10.3 to 

19.6Mbps, outpacing the other carriers' efforts. 

We were impressed by the reliability results we saw from 

Verizon, AT&T, and T-Mobile, though,· all of which covered 

Philadelphia without dropping L TE signal. Our fastest result was 

a 65Mbps down on Verizon in South Philly by the Eagles 

stadium-stadiums tend to have pretty powerful systems set up, 

and we got lucky stopping there on a non-game day. 
l 
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While AT&T, T-Mobile, and Verizon all delivered speeds that 
could probably beat your home Comcast connection, that's still 
no reason· for the Philadelphia giant to be able to merge with 
Time Warner-remember that as soon as you hook up an actual 
PC, all of the wireless carriers slap down restrictive data caps. 

Phoenix, AZ 
Winner: T-Mobile L TE 

I remember when we drove past a lone T-Mobile L TE tower in 
Phoenix last year and said, ''This thing looks fast." Well, they put 

up the rest of the towers, and it's indeed fast. T-Mobile won 
Phoenix over Verizon by providing more consistently speedy 

downloads and considerably faster uploads; the carrier's 4G 

network is also paired with a 3G network that's better at picking 

up the slack than Verizon's 3G system. 

AT&T delivered fast speeds, but hit a couple of saturated choke 

points in town. If you regularly drive between Phoenix and 

Tucson, meanwhile, look more closely at Verizon; it did the best 

job maintaining consistent L TE coverage down to Casa Grande 
and beyond. 

Portland, OR 

Winner: T-Mobile L TE 

AT&T, T-Mobile, and Verizon all did well in Portland, but . 

consistently high speeds ended up winning the day for T-Mobile. 
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The key is to look at the distribution graph below-while AT&T 
and Verizon each had some tests under our 5Mbps download 
threshold, T-Mobile had hardly any, whether on its HSPA+ or 
L TE networks. That means a T-Mobile connection in Portland 
will deliver a 4G-feeling experience more often. 

Sprint's performance in Portland was terribly uneven. We saw 
some top-notch Spark speeds at the airport and by the 

University of Portland, but our device bounced between L TE 
and 3G more often than L TE phones on the other carriers. 

Remember that T-Mobile's L !E network is still primarily urban. 
We saw much less T-Mobile LTE than AT&T or Verizon 
between Portland and Eugene, and none south of Eugene, 

where our T-Mobile phone fell back to 2G. 

Our Sprint 3G phone malfunctioned in Portland and we didn't 

get valid results, but that didn't affect our winners as we rate 3G 

and L TE networks separately. 

Raleigh, NC 
Winner: AT&T L TE 
AT&T dominated both of our North Carolina cities. In both 
Raleigh and Charlotte, AT&T offered the best upload and 

download speeds with excellent reliability, making it our overall 
North Carolina choice. 

All three of the other networks acted as if they were spectrum­

constrained in Raleigh. Sprint's Spark-less performance was 
( ) .. 
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pretty weak, Verizon didn't I oak XL TE-equipped, and T-Mobile 
had disappointing top speeds. 

If you're looking for a low-cost carrier in North Carolina, consider 
Cricket; now owned by AT&T, it's using the excellent AT&T l TE 
network and should have the same winning performance. 

Salt Lake City, UT 
Winner: T-Mobile L TE 

T-Mobile's performance in Salt Lake City shows why it's 
important to look at speed distribution across a large number of 
tests. AT&T and Verizon had better peak download speeds, and 

Sprint matched T-Mobile's download peak. But look at those 

distribution charts down there: Almost half of AT&Ts LTE 

download results were below the 5Mbps threshold we 
established for a good L TE experience. With T-Mobile, 97 

percent of its tests were over 5Mbps. 

As usual, Verizon also did well here. Sprint offers Spark service 

in Salt Lake City and Provo. We saw it at the airport and 
Brickyard Plaza, but not elsewhere; our crowdsourced testers 
also showed similarly poor results finding Spark, although it 

showed up pretty reliably downtown on one tester's LG G2 

phone. 
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San Diego, CA 
Verizon LTE 
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Superior reliability gave Verizon the crown in San Diego; while 
all three of the other L TE networks dropped to 3G at some point 
during our roaming around San Diego County, Verizon Wireless 

never did. Combine that with dramatically higher speeds this 
year compared with last year, and we found our winner. 

Across southern California, Verizon looks like the Cadillac 
choice right now and T-Mobile the affordable alternative. AT&T 
needs to step up reliability here, as the network had some 
wobbles in Point Loma and La Jolla at locations that proved no 
problem for Verizon's L TE network. 

San Francisco/San Jose, CA 

T-Mobile L TE 
T-Mobile's speed killed the competition in the Bay Area. We did 

five tests in San Francisco and then drove down the peninsula 
to San Jose, doing three tests in Silicon Valley and three in San 
Jose. As we've seen elsewhere, while AT&T and Verizon 

showed higher peak speeds than T-Mobile, T-Mobile 
consistently delivered download speeds over 5Mbps and upload 

speeds over 2Mbps more often than the competition, making it a 

more reliably L TE-class experience. 

You'd think T-Mobile coverage would vary across the metro 

area, but we found surprisingly consistent high speeds all the 

way down the peninsula. We did see some brief drops to 3G at 

Stanford and on the 280, but T-Mobile's HSPA+ network is also 

( 
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really fast-in fact, those speeds tended to blend right into the 
( / L TE picture. Our Sprint L TE phone spent most of its time in the 

Bay Area on 3G, rising to L TE for a few hour-long blocks but not 
offering a consistent L TE experience. 

Seattle, WA 
Verizon LTE 
XL TE rules Seattle. Verizon's L TE network turned in amazing 

results in our 10 tests around the city, with excellent network 
availability and just stunning speeds. T-Mobile also did well, but 
it couldn't match the consistently dazzling speeds we saw from 

Verizon. 

For example: In most cities, when we saw 80Mbps speeds, it 
was usually on a single fluke test. But settling in on the UW 
campus, we saw a string of 80Mbps results-pow, pow, pow. 

Up in Northgate, we saw a string of 70s. Lots of wow. 

That'll burn up your data plan in minutes, of course. T-Mobile 

and Sprint offer unlimited data; of the two, T-Mobile is the better 

bet here. Seattle is T-Mobile's hometown, and the carrier turned 
in solid speeds across all of our drive tests. Of course, the 

fastest speeds (66Mbps down) appeared on T-Mobile's 

corporate campus in Bellevue. 

Seattle isn't yet a Sprint Spark city, so speeds were pretty low, 

although we did find an active Spark tower in Lakeland North. 
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St. Louis, MO 

T -Mobile L TE 

T-Mobile eked out a win over Verizon Wireless in St. Louis 

thanks to consistently faster across-the-board speeds, even 

though Verizon and AT&T delivered better L TE reliability. 
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T-Mobile is the one bright spot in a tough L TE picture for St. 

Louis this year. AT& T's speeds declined by half in our tests, and 

while Verizon stayed steady, it didn't show the XL TE-powered 
gains we saw in other metro areas. Sprint launched L TE in St. 

Louis this year, but without Spark, we're seeing slow speeds. 

And last year, St. Louis lost a competitive option when Sprint 

shut down U.S. Cellular's old network. 

Hopefully, next year will see better results for St. Louis. 

Tucson, AZ 

T-Mobile LTE 

Tucson was a surprisingly slow city all around, with lower 

average and peak speeds than we saw in much of the rest of 

the country this year. T-Mobile's LTE network turned in the best 

performance of a bunch of so-so results, but let's note that 

T-Mobile's winning score here would have been a loser as close 

by as Phoenix. 

c· ) . 
{ 
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That said, we like T-Mobile all around in Tucson because not 
only did it deliver the highest speeds, it did so with the least 

coverage drops. T-Mobile has the fastest 3G backup network of 
the four national carriers, as well, so even when you fall down to 
3G, it doesn't hurt you too badly. 

That said, if you regularly drive between Phoenix and Tucson, 
look more closely at Verizon; it did the best job maintaining 
consistent L TE coverage up to Casa Grande and beyond. 

Washington, D.C. 

T-Mobile L TE 

T-Mobile1s new LTE network won our Washington, D.C. tests by 
offering significantly higher upload speeds than its next 

competitor, Verizon Wireless L TE. And while Verizon delivered 
higher peak speeds, T-Mobile's speeds were more consistently 
above our 5Mbps download threshold for a true L TE 

experience. 

Both Sprint and Verizon saw dramatic improvements in 

Washington over the past year. Even without Spark, Sprint 
speeds jumped from an average of around 4 to nearly 8Mbps, 
and the addition of XL TE spectrum helped Verizon speeds 

nearly double. T-Mobile1s overall performance won the day, 

though. 
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Suburban/Rural Northeast 
AT&T LTE 
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Our "suburban/rural" rating bundles together all the data we 

collected when driving between cities. In the Northeast, that 
meant driving from Boston to Worcester, MA; Hartford, CT; and 
Bridgeport, CT; and then down the 1-95 corridor from New York 

City to Washington, DC. · 

L TE networks had a tendency to drop out between cities, so we 

disqualified any network with under.30 percent availability on 
the long drive. In the Northeast, that was only Sprint, which had 

particularly weak coverage in Connecticut and Maryland. 

AT&T and Verizon both had admirable L TE coverage along our 

route. Verizon's coverage was actually the best, but AT& rs L TE 

speeds were slightly faster; I'm also comfortable giving AT&T 

the win here because its 3G fallback network is considerably 

faster than Verizon's. 

While T-Mobile's s'peeds were admirable, its mainly metro build­
out strategy meant big L TE gaps in western Massachusetts, 

northern Connecticut, and some New York suburbs. 

Suburban/Rural North Central 

Verizon Wireless L TE 

Our "suburban/rural11 rating bundles together all the data we 

collected when driving between cities. For our North Central 

region, that meant the 1-94 corridor across Michigan, 1-65 

between Chicago and Indianapolis, 1-70 across Illinois and 

Missouri, and a diagonal from Kansas City down to Springfield, 

MO. 

( .. , 
( 
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Neither AT&T, Sprint, nor T-Mobile offered more than 30 
percent Web completion on their L TE networks, so they were 
disqualified. Verizon, on the other hand, had almost 90 percent 
LTE reliability, showing that the company's promises of a 
nationwide L TE network are pretty solid across this region. 

Verizon's L TE blows away any of its 3G competitors on speed, 

so let's just take a closer look at some of the other networks. 
T-Mobile's performance was just awful; it dropped to 2G across 

much of Missouri. Sprint had much better reliability, but its 3G 
network is painfully slow. The best second choice? AT&T, which 

maintained a pretty slow HSPA link across our drive, but at least 
it wasn't 2G. 

Suburban/Rural Southeast 

Verizon Wireless L TE 
Our "suburban/rural'' rating bundles together all the data we 
collected when driving between cities. For our Southeast region, 

that meant 1-95 through Virginia and part of North Carolina, as 
well as 1-75 and 1-16 from Atlanta through Macon to Savannah, 

and then back on 1-95 through Florida. 

As we saw in other rural regions, nobody else can compete with 

the broad reach of Verizon Wireless's L TE network right now. 
Take AT&T. Yes, it had LTE in cities like Savannah, Daytona 

·Beach, and Port St. Lucie, but our AT&T 4G phone regularly 

dropped to 3G in between them. And T-Mobile? Forget about it. 
2G speeds left us stranded in 2002 heading south from 

Savannah. 

If you want L TE along these corridors, Verizon's your choice. 

http://mobile.pcmag.com/cell-phones/45522-fastest-mobile-networks-2014 ?origref=htto:%... 8/11/2015 
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Suburban/Rural South Central 

Verizon Wireless L TE 
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Our "suburban/rural" rating bundles together all the data we 

collected when driving between cities. For our South Central 
region, that meant US-60 across Arkansas, 1-55 through 

Mississippi with a stop in Jackson, a detour on US-90 through 

the bayous of Louisiana, 1-10 to Houston, US-295 to Austin, and 
1-35 to Dallas. · 

We saw more L TE competition on this route-only T-Mobile was 

disqualified for lack of availability-but Verizon still dominated 

the competition on speed. It's the clear choice in this area. 

AT&T pulled out a good showing as well, so consider Cricket if 

you're looking for a low-cost service. And while Sprint fell behind 

the big two, I was pleasantly surprised when we ran into Sprint 

L TE service in smaller burgs like Jonesboro, AR; Jackson, MS; 

Morgan City, LA; and Brenham, TX. 

Suburban/Rural Northwest 

Verizon W.ireless L TE 

The bold mountains of Wyoming and the thick forests of 

northern California can be hell for wireless network builders. 

That doesn't seem to have fazed Verizon, which delivered 

excellent L TE speeds with decent coverage over our northwest 

rural area. 

Our "suburban/rural" rating bundles together all the data we 

collected when driving between cities. For our Northwest region, 

we took 1-25 from Denver to Cheyenne, had lunch in Cheyenne, 

drove across Wyoming to stay in Rock Springs, then down into 

Utah from there, down 1-15 through Utah, and later, up the 101 

http://mobile.ocmag.com/cell-pbones/45522-fastest-mobile-networks-2014 ?origref=http:%... 8/11/201 S 
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from San Francisco to Crescent City then down Redwood 
,,-

\ ) Highway to 1-5 all the way to Seattle. It was a lot of driving. 

--

( 

Nobody held up the whole way. Who's going to build an L TE 
network in a national forest? Nobody. If you do a lot of driving 
out there, we suggest you get a satellite phone or satellite­
based safety device like a SPOT communicator. Do not rely on 
your mobile phone through these very rural areas. 

Verizon did a solid job building out L TE into small cities we 
passed, though. Vernal and St. George, UT; Ukiah, CA; and 
much of Wyoming were all covered in Verizon LTE. The most 
consistent network overall was AT& T's 3G network, but even 

that dropped out on the stretch of US-199 through the Rogue 
River National Forest. 

Suburban/Rural Southwest 

Verizon Wireless L TE 

Our "suburban/rural" rating bundles together all the data we 
collected when driving between cities. For our Southwest 

region, we drove US-93 from Las Vegas down to Phoenix, 1-10 
from Phoenix to Tucson, 1-8 to San Diego, and 1-5 to Los 
Angeles and Bakersfield. 

As we saw elsewhere, Verizon's L TE network and AT& T's 3G 

network were the two most reliable networks on this drive by far, 

and Verizon's LTE network beats AT&T HSPA for speed hands 
down. Our fastest results came in Bakersfield, which is, of 

course, a significantly sized city. 

In this area, Sprint and T-Mobile LTE were both disqualified for 

being available less than 30 percent of the time. 

http://mobile.pcmag.com/cell-pbones/45522-fastest-mobile-networks-2014 ?origref-=http:%... 8/11/2015 
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UP NEXT 

$25 Firefox OS Smartphones 
Launching in India $oon 

Mozilla's promise to release ultra-cheap smartphones in areas 

underserved by major U.S. players is taking shape: The 

company on Tuesday announced plans to bring its affordable 

OnePlus 2 (Unlocked) 

Here's What the 
BlackBerry-Androld 
Phone Reportedly Looks 

Google to Relaunch 
Android One in India 

Forget Laptops: the U.K. 
Is a 'Smartphone Society' 

I How to Add Emergency 
1 Info to Your Phone's 

Lock Screen 

Xiaomi, Foxconn Team 
Up to Make Cheap 
Phones in India 

http://mobile.pcmag.com/cell-ohones/45522-fastest-mobile-networks-2014 ?orieref=htto:%... 8/111201 :Ci 
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Calling 911 from a. cell phone can cause potentlalfy · 'While disp:ltChen .. B.5k the caller for an acidre&<;, some reddents · 
dangerous delays and pose several cbaUcngcJ for emergency forget whct:e they live in a time ·of cris!J. Other dmcs callers 
dispatchers and p~bl.ic safety responders. might not be able to speak if they're having a stroke or are 

choking. If you I~ your connection or di:op your cell phone 
Unlilc.e landline calls, which give di:ipatchers your exact while fleeing from a dangerous situation, emergency 
Rddn:sa and phone number, cell phones don't provide a per.;onncl may not be able to find you. Non· English speakers 
specific location, said Jennifer Disburg, operations mnnagcr at might need to wait for a translator. 
Meao Communications 911 dispatch center in Sioux Falls. 
Plus, cell phone service can be unrclioble. Calls drop. Calling from a landUne cli:arly provides n huge advantage, but 
Batteries die. Conversations brealc up. Jf you rnll$t call from a cell phone, fust tell dispatchers your 

location. If you're unsure of your exact address, at least sny the 
Many cell phone users mistakenly assume OPS technology town or neighl>orhood and glance around quickly co see if 
will quickly lead reaponders to their exact location. TI1c there's 11 noticeable landnu1rk. Also say your cell phone number 
dispaccher, however, must request the caller's OPS so dispacchcii can call you bade if you get disconnected. Thell 
coordinate:; from the wireless carrier that opcraces the cower. quickly explain the nature of the emergency. 

"We receive latitude and longitude, but getting that While th!& may not be :is simple a just dialing 911 ftorn a 
Information tral.lSferred over 111 the system and dercrmlnlng landline, it's the n:ality of the current cell phone and 911 
an 11pproximate locatlon can talcc a couple of mlnuces," lechnologie:i. 
Disburg said. ''Furthermore,· it really only narrows it down to 
a cerrnin number of meters. A DL~burg suid she regularly uses her cell phone ro malce 

When emergency responders are only led to a general area, 
findlng rhe caller c;an be complicated if they ore in an 
apartment buil<:ling, busin~ complex or busy neighborhood, 
she said. 

k's like playing •Marco Polo" in the ponl where you're 
blindfolded .with just sound to guide yotL 

Alllana Communications 

personal and business calls, but she &till has a IAndlinc in her 
home fur securiry i-easons. 

"I refuse to get rid of my landlin.e because I've seen the 
difference it makes when diolin~ 91 t,•: she :iald. 
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E911 

RE: Disapproval of Verizon CUP 13-04 

My friend from Covina asked me to talk tonight because I have done a lot of research on E911 . 
I also have an upcoming Verizon CUP hearing in San Marino where Verizon has not picked 
the least intrusive site to fill their coverage gap because it has the biggest negative visual 
impact to the neighborhood. 

At the prio Covina Planning Commission hearing about CUP 13-04, a speaker made an 
incorrect statement about E911. He stated that he would not be able to call 911 if Verizon was 
not able to build its cell tower at the Country Club. This is not true. 

There are many misconceptions about E911 (Enhanced 911 for wireless phones) that I would 
like to clarify tonight. 

The City Council decides on the placement of wireless antennas within the City, so they need 
to understand how the E911 system works when using a wireless phone and how it is different 
from calling 911 from a landline phone. The public also needs to be educated on the E911 
system and understand its shortcomings. 

All Wireless companies consistently state that E911 calls are justification for granting a 
cell antenna placement, claiming public safety endangerment. This argument is 
specious because the (Federal Communications Commission) FCC ruling (CC DOCKET 94-
102) requires ANY carrier to connect an E911 call from ANY cell phone, even an unsubscribed 
cell phone. (See attachment #1) 

Wireless carriers like to tell us that no one in our neighborhood has a landlines anymore - that 
we have abandoned them for cell phones. This is not true. Especially in areas where the 
population is older, like West Covina where 35.7% of the.population is over the age of 45. 
Older people tend to keep their landlines. 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/West Covina. California 

Verizon, AT&T, T-Mobile, Sprint'and Metro PCS all operate in 'the City of West Covina. Any of 
those carriers or any of the many other wireless carriers operating in West Covina could 
connect a subscribed or non-subscribed wireless caller to E911 so there isn't always a need 
for a new cell antenna to be built in order to be able to connect an E911 call because ANY 
wi~eless carrier will connect an E911 call. There is a shared responsibility amongst all 
carriers to connect an E911 call. 
(SEE Attachement #1) 
http:/ltransition. fee.gov/Bureaus/Wireless/News Releases/1997 /nrwl7048.bct 

In an emergency you are better off using a landline to call 911. 

I will discuss the differences and limitations between calling 911 from your landline phone and 
your cellular phone, and I am going to reveal the truth about locating 911 callers and the 
location accuracy of E911 calls . 

. 
When you call 911 from a landline a dispatcher will know your exact address and phone 
number. 

When you call outdoors from a wireless phone the 911 dispatcher will only have an estimate of 
your location. For those calling from inside a building, often times the only information provided 
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on their location is the coordinates of the nearest wireless cell tower; whereas a landline phone 
will show the 911 dispatcher your exact addres~ and phone number. 

IN JANUARY 2011, THE FCC MANDATED NEW ACCURACY REQUIREMENTS FOR 
WIRELESS CALLS TO E911: 

FCC Requirements for Wireless 911 Calls (Chapter 47, Part 20, Section 20.18) 

Network Based Distance Accuracy: 
100 meters accuracy for 67% of calls 
300 meters for 95% of calls 

300 meters is about 3 footballs fields minus the end zones. 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OTcqplBepmw 

Thes~ n.ew FCC Lc;>cation Accuracy rules only apply to outd9or wir~1,~s 1;911 calls NOT 
~Q indoor wir_eleths E911 calls. Currently, approximately 80% of wireless traffic occurs 
indoors. 

On August 13, 2013, CALNENA, THE California chapter of the National Emergency Number 
Association, filed extensive data with the FCC showing that more than half of all California 
wireless 911 calls in five geographic areas were delivered to public safety answering 
points (PSAPs) without location information that is needed to find callers. 
http://www.calnena.org/communications/To-FCC-08-12-2013/CALNENA-Press-Release-
081213.pdf 
http://www.calnena.org/communications/To-FCC-08-12-2013/CALNENA-Location-Data­
Phase-ll-to-FCC-081213.pdf 

Now that you know the truth about E911 the City Council can stop talking about it as a safety 
issue. This topic needs to be taken off the table for discussion regarding the Verizon cell 
tower. Because of the shared responsibility of the wireless carriers any available carrier will 
complete a 911 call whether the cell phone is subscribed or not. 

The take away lesson from this is that you should always use the landline if it is available and it 
will guarantee that the 911 dispatcher will have your exact address and phone number so that 
emergency services can find you. Until the time when cell phone E911 calls can be located 
with the same accuracy as a landline 911 call, I am keeping my landline. 

ATTACHED: 
1. FCC REPORT WT 97-43: "FCC REQUIRES WIRELESS CARRIERS TO FORWARD ALL 
911 CALLS" http://transition.fee.gov/Bureaus/Wireless/News Releases/1997 /nrwl7048. txt 
2. Public Service Announcement flyer from the Minnesota Department of Public Safety (4-2-
13), "911 Reality, Dialing 911 From Cell Phones Can Delay Emergency Help." 
https://dps.mn.gov/divisions/ecn/programs/911/Documents/911 %20Realitv%20from%20Cell% 
20Phones.pdf 
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To Jeantine Nazar, 

I am writing this lelter·on behalf of my client David Lumlqued, at 1883 Newcasll• Lane, San Oimn, CA 91 n3. 
As a Real Estate agent for many years, the presence and disclosure of Celt Towers In resldentfal communities 
has caused many prosp~tlve home buyers to look at different locallons, or ask for a lower than ~ed sellers 
price. These Ceft Towers do cause an Issue when known and viewed by Buyers. The Cell Towers cto hurt 
sellers to get maximum value for there homes. 

http:/fwww.parlustllsled.com/ce!Howers·Jmpas:t-propertv-values/ 

P/e~e conakfer this Information through many of my past Real Estate experiences as wall aa through 
numerous articles and research done onllne. 

ICM Lending 
Jack Wlodkowsl<i 
251 Lockford 
Irvine, CA 92602 
714-713-9193 phone 
949-200-4541 Efax 

.. .. . , . 
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June 28, 2015 

Dearest Rebecca Lingao, 

20199 Valley Blvd. Suite J Walnut, CA 91789 
Tel. 909.895.9533 Fax 886.898.3129 

. In my ppinlon as a Realtor representing buyers 'and sellers, havir:ig a cell tower 
affect the sale of residential properties near the tower. Most buyers specially those are 
health conscious prefer not to buy a house near cell towers. There are IJmes that we 
need ~o sell the property below market price just because it Is near-a eel! site. 

I hope this will help you about your query. 

Joy.si lyn Howard 
·erak r/ReaJtor 
BAE# 01430550 

( ) 
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1877 Newcastle Ln, San Dimas, CA 91773 is Recently Sold I Zillow 

1877 Newcastle 
Ln, 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
4 beds · 3 baths · 2,875 sqft Edit 

Edit home facts for a more accurate ?estimate. 

OAKCREST EST ATES BEAUTY! ·. 

METICULOUSLY KEPT MODERN STYLE 
HOME, NESTLED IN THE HEART OF SAN 
DIMAS. THIS TURN KEY BEAUTY, WAS 

ORIGINALLY THE "MODEL" FOR THE 

ESTATES AND BOASTS ALL THE MODERN 
AMENITIES, ONE WOULD EXPECT, BUILT IN 

2000! FEATURING; 4 BEDROOMS ANO 2 
AND A HALF BATHROOMS; 2875 SQ FT OF 

LIVING SPACE; CHEFS KITCHEN WITH 
GRANITE CENTRE ISLAND; DRAMATIC 
VAULTED CEILINGS IN THE ENTRANCE AND 
LIVING ROOM; EXPANSIVE MASTER SUITE 

WITH WALK-IN CLOSETS AND HARDWOOD 
F_LOORS; OVERSIZED ... 
Morev 

SOLD: 
$651,300 
Sold on 10/22/14 
Zestimates: 

$692,859 

Update my 
Zestlmate 

Est. Mortgage 

$2,425/mo i · 
See rurrenr rares on Zin·ow 

Get Pre-Approved on Zllfow 

Page 1of1 

.. 

http://www.zillow.com/bomedetails/1877-Newcastle-Ln-San-Dimas-CA-91773/51601296... 8/10/2015 
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1871 Newcastle Ln, San Dimas, CA 91773 is Off Market I Zillow 

D 
1871 Newcastle 
Ln, 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
5 beds· 3 baths· 2,831 sqft Edit 

OFF MARKET 
Zestimate®: - -

$706,449 

Update my 
Zestlmate 
Rent Zestimate•: 
$2,872/mo 

Edit home facts for a more accurate Zestlmate. Est Refi Payment 

This 2831 square foot single family home 
has 5 bedrooms and 3.0 bathrooms. It Is 
located at 1871 Newcastle Ln San Dimas, 
California. 

FACTS 

• Lot: 7,795 sqft 

• Single Family 

• Built in 2000 

• Views: 262 all 
time views 

• Cooling: Central 
• Heating: Other 
• Last sold: Aug 

2003 for 
$555,000 

$2,630/mo i · 
See current rates on Zillow 

See your 201 ~ Cred t Score from Equifax 

l 

Pagel or 1 

http://www.zillow.com/homedetails/1871-Newcastle-Ln-San-Dimas-CA-91773/51601297 ... 8/10/201 S 
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1~65 Newcastle Ln, San Dimas, CA 91773 is Recently Sold I Zillow Page 1of1 

( 

D 
1865 Newcastle SOLD: 

$560,000 

Ln, Sold on 03/01/13 

( Zestimate•: 

'- San Dimas, CA 91773 $701,795 
Update my 

4 beds · 2.5 baths · 2,875 sqft Edit Zestimate 

Edit home facts for a more accurate Zestimate. Est. Mortgage 

$2,085/mo ii · 
See turre1:1t ra1es 01:1 Zillow 

Get Pre-Approved on ZI low 

PROBATE SALE NEEDS COl:JRT APPROVAL. 
ALL INTERESTED PARTIES PLEASE SEE 
ADDENDUM WITH ALL DETAILS FOR COURT 
HEARING 211/13. Brokered And Advertised 
By: CAROLYN MAJORS POLITTE, BROKER 
Listing Agent: CAROLYN MAJORS POLITIE 

FACTS 

• lot: 7,405 sqft • Cooling: Central 
• Single Family • Heating: Other 
• Built in 2000 • Last sold: Mar 
• Views: 2,661 all 2013 for 

time views $560,000 ., 

• Last sale 
.• 

;" 

....... price/sqft: $195 

http://www.ziliow.com/homedetails/1865-Newcastle-Ln-San-Dimas-CA-91773/51601298... 8/10/2015 
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1859 Newcastle Ln, San Dimas, CA 91773 is Off Market I Zillow ·· 

D 
1 859 Newcastle 
Ln, 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
6 beds · 4 baths· 2,831 sqft Edit 

OFF MARKET 
Zestimate111: 

$760,733 

Update my 
Zestimate 
Rent Zestimatee: 
$2,864/mo 

~. 

Edit home facts for a more accurate Zestlmate. Est. Refi Payment 

Wowl What you have been waiting for. A 
very hard to find Oakcrest Estates Home. 
This 6 bedroom, 4 bathroom home has a 
downstairs bedroom and bathroom. This 
home is truly turn key and has too many 
amenities to list. The home sits back and is 
very private in a small cul·de·sac. The long 
driveway l~ds you to a beautiful, well 
maintained home. There Is natural light 
and charm through out the home. The 
entry and master bedroom have vaulted 
ceilings.The bathrooms have been recently 
remodeled. The ... 
Morev 

$2,832/mo i · 
See current rates on Zillow 

See your 2015 Credit Score tr&m Equlta~ 
I 

Page 1of1 

http://www.zillow.com/homedetails/1859-Newcastle-Ln-San-Dispas-CA-9'1773/51601299 ... 8/10/2015 
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1853 Newcastle Ln, San Dimas, CA 91773 is Off Market I Zillow 

1853 Newcastle Ln, 
\ 

San Dimas, CA 91773 
5 beds· 3 baths · 2,831 sqft Edit 

fdit htlme facts for a more accurate Zdstimate. 

This 2831 square foot slngle family home has 5 
bedrooms and 3.0 bathrooms. It Is located at 1853 

Newcastle Ln San Dimas. Callfornla. 

FACTS 
• Lot 6,832 sqft 
• Single Family 
• Bullt In 2000 
• Views: 231 all time 

views 

FEATURES 
• Pool 

• Cooling: Central 
• Heating: Other 
• Last sold: Dec 2000 

for $458,500 

OFF MARKET 
Zestlmate•: $692,830 
Update my Zestlmate 
Rent Zestlmate•: 
$2,811/mo 
Est Refl Payment 

$2,579/mo i · 
See current rates on Zillcw 

S~~ your 201 S Crl!drt Score from Equifax 

Page 1of1 

http://www.zillow.com/homedetails/1853-Newcastle-Ln-San-Dimas-CA-91773/51601300... 8/10/2015 
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184 7 Newcastle Ln, San Dimas, CA 91773 is Off Market I Zillow 

D 
1847 Newcastle 
Ln, 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
4 beds · 2 baths· 2, 113 sqft Edit 

OFF MARKET 
Zestimate": 
$566.405 
Update my 
Zestlmate 
Rent Zestimateo1i: 
$2,439/mo 

Edit home facts for a more accurate Zestlmate. Est. Refi Payment 

This 2113 square foot single family home 
has 4 bedrooms and 2.0 bathrooms. It is 
located at 1847 Newcastle Ln San Dimas, 
California. 

FACTS 

• Lot: 7,261 sqft 
• Single Family 
• Built in 2000 

• Views: 142 all 
time views 

FEATURES 

• Cooling: Central 
• Heating: Other 
• Last sold: Nov 

2000 for 
$327,000 

$2, 109/mo i · 
See culfent rates on Zillow 

'iee your 2015 Cred;t Score from Equifa~ 

Page 1 of I 

http://www.zillow.com/homedetails/l 847-Newcastle-Ln-San-Dimas-CA-91773/51601301... 8/10/2015 
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1841 Newcastle Ln, San Dimas, CA 91773 is Off Market I Zill ow 

D 
l 841 Newcastle 
Ln, 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
4 beds · 2 baths • 2, 113 sqft Edit 

OFF MARKET 
Zestlmate*: 

$566,048 

Update my 
Zestimate 
Rent Zestimate~: 
$2.447/mp 

Edit home facts for a more accurate zestimate. Est Refi Payment 

This 2113 square foot single family home 
has 4 bedrooms and 2.0 bathrooms. It is 
located at 1841 Newcastle ln San Dimas, 
Calffornia. 

FACTS 
• Lot: 7,148 sqft 

• Single Family 
• Built in 2000 
• Views: 172 all 

time views 

• Cooling: Central 
• Heating: Other 
• Last sold: Nov 

2000 for 
$327,000 

$2, 107/mo ii • 
See current rates on ZiUow 

See your 2015 Cred't Score from Equlfait 

Page 1 of I 

http:/ /www.zillow.com/homedetails/1841-Newcastle-Ln-San-Dimas-CA-91773/51601302 .. :'· S/l 0/2015 
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1835 Newcastle Ln, San Dimas, CA 91.773 is Off Market I Zillow 

D 
1835 Newcastle 
Ln, 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
4 beds · 3 baths • 2,875 sqft Edit 

OFF MARKET 
Zestlmate11: 

$725,885 
Update my 
Zestimate 
Rent Zestimate•: 
$2,802/mo 

Edit home facts for a more accurate Zestlmc'lte. Est. Refi Payment 

This 2875 square foot single family home 
has 4 bedrooms and 3.0 bathrooms. It is 

. located at 1835 Newcastle Ln San Dimas, 
California. 

FACTS 

• Lot: 7,375 sqft 
• Single Family 

• Built in 2000 
• Views: 108 all 

time views 

• Cooling: Central 
• Heating: Other 
• Last sold: Dec 

2000 for 
$370,000 

$2,703/mo i · 
~e current rates on Zlnow 

See your 2015 Credit Score rrom Equirall 

.. 

' .... .. . . 
' 

~ 

http://www.zillow.com/homedetails/1835-Newcastle-Ln-San-Dimas:-CA-91773/51601303 .. . 

Page 1of1 

I ... 

8/10/2015 
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1823 Newcastle Ln, San Dimas, CA 91773 is Off Market I Zillow 

1823 Newcastle 
Ln, 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
4 beds · 3 baths · 2,875 sq~ Edit 

OFF MARKET 
Zestimate111: 

$749,091 
Update my 
Zestlmate 
Rent Zestimate<11: 
$2,930/mo 

Edit home facts for a more accurate Zestlmate. Est. Refi Payment 

This 2875 square foot single family home 

has 4 bedrooms and 3.0 bathrooms. It is 
located at 1823 Newcastle Ln San Dimas, 
California. 

FACTS 
• Lot: 8,231 sqft 

• Single Family 
• Built in 2000 
• Views: 520 all 

time views 

• Cooling: Central • 
• Heating: Other 

• Last sold: Jun 
2006 for 
$765,000 

$2, 789/mo i · 
See current rates on Zillow 

See ) Our 201 5 Credit Score rrom Equlfa~ 

Page 1 of I 

http://www.zillow.com/homedetails/1823-Newcastle-Ln-San-Dimas-CA-91773/51601305... 8/10/2015 
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1817 Newcastle Ln, San Dimas, CA 91 773 is 0 ff Market I Zill ow 

1817 Newcastle 
Ln, 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
s beds • 3 baths · 2,831 sqft Edit 

OFF MARKET 
Zestimate•: 

$767,620 

Update my 

Zestimate 

Rent Zestlmate•: 
$2,966/mo 

Edit home facts for a more accurate Zestimate. Est. Refi Payment 

This 2831 square foot single famlly home 
has 5 bedrooms and 3.0 bathrooms. It is 
located at 1817 Newcastle Ln San Dimas, 
California. 

FACTS 

• Lot: 1O,182 sq ft 
• Single Family 

• Built in 2000 

• Views: 169 all 
time views 

FEATURES 

• Cooling: Central 
• Heating: Other 
• last sold: Oct 

2003 for 
$610,000 

$2,858/mo Iii .. 
See current rates on Zillow 

S!!e your 201 S Cre<ft Score frnm Fqulfilx 

Page 1of1 

·. 
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UH 1 Newcastle Ln, San Dimas, CA 91773 is Off Market I Zillow 

D 
1811 Newcastle 
Ln, 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
4 beds • 3 baths · 2,875 sqft Edit 

Edit home facts for a more accurate Zesdmate. 

This 2875 square foot single f~mily home 
has 4 bedrooms and 3.0 bathrooms. It is 
located at 1811 Newcastle Ln San Dimas, 
California. 

FACTS 
• Lot: 7,356 sqft 
• Single Family 
• Built in 2000 
• Views: 109 all 

time views 

' ·~ • Cooling: Central 
• H.eating: Other 
• Last sold: Nov 

2000 for 
$375,000 

OFF MARKET 
Zestimate•: 
$743,408 
Update my 
Zestimate 
Rent Zestimate•: 
$2,844/mo 
Est. Refi Payment 

$2, 768/mo Ii • 
See current rates on zmow 

See your 201 S Credit Score from Equifax 

Page I of 1 

http://www..zillow.com/homedetails/18ll-Newcastle-Ln-San-Dimas-CA-91773/51601308... 8/10/2015 
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1805 Newcastle Ln, San Dimas, CA 91773 is Off Market I Zill ow 

D 
1 805 Newcastle 
Ln, 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
4 beds • 3 baths · 2,875 sqft Edit 

OFF MARKET 
Zestimate~: 

$743,241 

Update my 
Zestlmate 
Rent Zestimate•: 
$2,853/mo 

Edit ham@ facts for a more accurate Zestlmate. Est. Refi Payment 

This 2875 square foot single family home 
has 4 bedrooms and 3.0 bathrooms. It is 
located at 1805 Newcastle Ln San Dimas, 
California. 

FACTS 

• Lot: 6,602 sqrt 
• Single Family 

• Built In 2000 

• Views: 98 all 
time views 

• Cooling: Central 
• Heating: Other 

• Last sold: Nov 
2000 for 
$3n,9s4 

$2,767/mo i · 
See (\Jtrent rates on Zillow 

~f'P ynur 2015 Cred t Score rrom Equlrax 

Page 1of1 

http://www.zillow.com/homedetaiis/1805-N~wcastle-Ln-San-Dimas-CA-91773/51601309... 8/10/2015 

( -



l 

tis 11 t'lewcasue Ln, :San Uunas, CA 91773 is Recently Sold I Zillow 

Buy Rent Sell Mortgages Agent finder Advice Home deS:gn More 

MENU v v v v v v v v 

CORRECTHOMEFACTS QSAVE GETUPPATU SHARE MORE• 

Cal f0tn1a Co\llN · 91773 1877 r~~·vc•sll.-Ln 

D 
1877 Newcastle Ln, 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
4 beds • 3 baths • 2,875 sqft Edit 
Edi! ho1fl'! fact• for a mor• accur~!• i:t\tlm.11~ 

OAKCREST ESTATES BEAllTYI METICULOUSLY KEPT MODERN 
STYLE HOME. NESTlED IN THE HEART OF SAN DIMAS. THIS 
TURN KEV BEAUTY. WAS ORIGINALLY THE "MODEL" FOR THE 
EST A TES AND BOASTS All THE MODERN AMENITIES, ONE 
WOULD EXPECT, BUILT IN 20ooi FEATURING; 4 BEDROOMS 
AND 2 ANO A HALF BATHROOMs: 2a1s SQ FT OF LMNG 
SPACE; CHEFS KITCHEN WITH GRANITE CENTRE ISLAND: 
DRAMATIC VAULTED CEILINGS IN ~HE ENTRANCE AND llViNG 
ROOM; EXPANSIVE MASTER SUITE WITH WALK·IN CLOSETS 
ANO HARDWOOD FlOORS; OVERSIZED •.• 
Morev 

FACTS 
• Lot 7, 100 sqft 
• Single Famlly 

• Built In 2000 

FEATURES 
• Celling Fan 

• Flreplace 
• Flooring: carpet. 

Hardwood, Tiie, Other 

• Views: 2.188 all time 
views 

• HOA Fee: S132Jmo 
" Cooling: Central, Other 

• Lawn 
• Parking: Garage • 

Detached 
• Security System 

. " ' /:!. ' 
~ 

. 

i 
t~-i~~ 

u: ....... r ·1 

SOLD: $651,300 
Sold on 10/22114 
Zestunate4: S694,383 
Update my Zesllmate 
Est. Mortgage 

$2,423/mo Iii • 

• Heating: Other 

• Last so'd; Oct 201 Mor 
$651,300 

• Last sale pnceJsqft: S227 

• Vaufted Ceiling 
• WetBar 

Morev County website See data sources 

Zestimate Details 
Add owner esumate 

Page I or '.l 

S'gn in or Join Advertise 

Clt'J, St.lie. or Zip 

CONTACT A LOCAL AGENT 

El ***** 11 19) 

• 

Marty Rodrl&U•l 

•~ R..-ules 
t626l91~ 

• 

Teri Garde• Gloria 
Apatldo 
*****(S) 
~ Ronni ..... 

(909l 7'6-1H S 

• 

Leslle~lson • 
Wiison Group 
*****161) 
5' Recwnrui.s 

162,1511-'-l•S 

.1. Your N~m• 

'- Phon'! 

....... 
, .. .tnf 

I would llke advice about selllng a home ,... 

srmllar 10 1sn NeMastle Ln. San 

Contact Agent 

ltarn how to appear as the agent ;sb~ 

' ·' 

Similar Homes for Sale 

lll» E 
~ .... 00~ 5~ 
Cu~in.1 , C.\ 
gn:• 

~Z:-l II ly...,n 
~~;.~~!'~· 

FOR SALE 

$750,000 
4 be•J;, 3 ll b,11hs, 2521 ~ 
2104 E Scllbroc~ St. Covt 

FOil SALE 

9 

http://www.zillow.com/homedetails/1.877-Newcastle-Ln-San-Dimas-CA-91773/51601296... 8/17/2015 



1877 Newcastle Ln, San Dimas, CA 91773 is Recently Sold I Zillow 

Zestlmat!!O 

$694,383 
~S.!.0..22!1 LJ:tll)rJa~~ 
l &-OK S7.!'JI: 

•e~llmJle rdnge 

?estimate • 

Thlshame -
91773 
Covina 

Rent Zesttmate G zest! mate rarecast 

$2,749/mo i$~~te forecast 

[ •~so J w~t zo JlV• ,.eceote a free account 
' \ 

t23~ 13.3~ \._./One v•a> 
z.,~um.lte 1.103~ 

1 year 5 years lO years 

Improve This Home's Value 
The right hame project can make a s gnlflcant Impact to your home value! Compare average 
project costs In your area With estimated Increases ta your hame value. 0 

Mid-Range Major Kitchen Remodel 

Deck Addition 

Mid-Range Bathroom Remodel 

Popularity on Zillow 

Mid-Range Major Kitchen Remodel 

+ 55.11< VALUE 
Project case $62,441 

See kitchen JdeH 

Deck Addition 

+7.7KVALUE 
P1oj~'t cost $11.685 

See deck Ideas 

Mid-Range Bathroom Remodel 

+-10.lt< VALUE 
Project cost: S19.436 

See bathroom Ideas 

If thfs home rs listed on Zillow, It will reach the largest real estate network on the web * 

0 
2, 1811 cill·tlme views 
of this home (chart} 

Interested In selling this home? 

~ 171 forecasted views of this home 
In the first 7 days after listing for sale 

Page 'l. or) 

""':HU-l $590,000 
4 htct ... J 0 b1th;. 21112 ~ 

4225 ri LynLtn f.ve. Cov• 

'6ll H FOR SAU 
ASIMf1on,.,VT. $950,000 C.\in>.CA 
0172~ S b".df. J .O b.1th!, 3~~7 s . 

~G32 N A~htr\Oll Ave. 'cu. 

Set- li~tlngs ne•r 1 an Newcu1le ln 

Nearby Similar Sales 

SOLD: $459,000 

4 bcds, l .Cl b~lh•. 194'1 sqrt 
1031 IUlilrston .t.~, CoWlil, CA 91724 

SOLD: $495,000 
Sclrl on 512212015 

J lt<!dt, 2 IJ b.1rhs I l?O; qit 
1?02 E Benbow SI Covina. C.t. 917~.1 

SOLD: $499,000 
S<lkl 00 3/2/21)1 s 
4 ti.!d:;, lt1~11r..1S39~q~ 
1978 E P~hn or. Cllllfn.t. CA 91724 

Set salenlmll~r to 1877 N~w,asllt Ln 

Featured.Partners 

Free Equlra Ctedll Score 
-H11t"'' Cql<'r.1·-: , .... m 
Chtck YN.lr 2015 Eql~l.H~' Ct ':11" 
:>core $0 7 Day Ftet 111~11 

/Ire you prt-apprnved y.:17 
:ttlow comlµc-:opp od 
ec, ~-lily to buy w11h" pre ;ipp.-ov-JI 
lcncr frorn .t loLll lcnll~r 

Acesort Ace sort 
~ P-tick 

2&00malt Per 260Cmah Por 

Ace!IOll 
PowetSlkk 

260QmahPor 

$6.99 $11.99 $6.9? 

http://www.zillow.com/homedetails/1877-Newcastle-Ln-San-Dimas-CA-917?3/51601296... 8/1 7/201 S 
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10 11 1'lc::w1.:i:eiue Ln, .:>an umias, L.A ~ 111 J 1s Kecentty :Sold J Z1Uow 

Post your home as Make Me Move, for sale, for rent, or contact an ag•mc. 

Comparable Homes 

Homes like this sold for $459-668K. 

($63;:;;;c s66;1 
- ~r 'f. J. ;~ J 

~ -- ----------- 10-· ---- -------3- ------- -1-

FOR SALE 
Comparable ham~ 

Mortgages 

> RECENTLY SOLO 
Contj)clrablt hom~s 

S730K 

> 

.. 

Mortgage payment breakdown for the home pr'ce of S651,300 

Percent down: 

20% {$130,260) 

Program:O 

30yr fixed 3.784'!6 

Credit Score: 

760 and above 

ESTIMATED PAYMENT 

e Prine pal & Interest 

eraxes 

e Homeowners 
insurance 

e Mongage Insurance 

See personal ?ed rates 

$3,141 

$2.423 

$651 

S67 

$0 

5"jn Up Tw.,- FrH f<llll•• Cr""'t Sco1• 

Page j OI ,') 
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1877 Newcastle Ln, San Dimas, CA 91773 is Recently Sold I Zillow 

Neighborhood: 91773 

Zillow predicts 91n3 home values will Increase 7 .1 % next year, compared to a 7.5% Increase 
for Covina as a whole. Among 91 n3 homes. this home Is valued 38.6% more than the 
midpoint (median) home, but Is valuecl 25.2'111 less per ... 
read morev 

NEARBY 

Home Va ues Ustlngs 

View larger map 

Nearby Schools in Covina 
SCHOOL RATING GRADES DISTANCE 

5 Badillo Elementary IJ~stgn~dl 

°"" or 10 

5 Royal Oak M ddle (•"'l!~~UI 7-8 1.3ml 

outc.f 10 

7 Chaner Oak High (a; ;lp>WJ 9·12 1.0 ml 

uutol!O 

Data by Grea!Schools 01gO 

More schools 1n Covlna 

Contact a Local Agent 

'· 

Page4or .:> 
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.... , , .......... ..., ... " .1..1u, ..,au uuui:l:i, \...f\ ~ 1 / I J ts Kecently :Sold I Zillow 

• 

Marty Rodrlauez 
el •••••t1n1 

11 Rtanrs.r., 
(lll)t1Hi37 

.... , ... 
''""' 

.1 'l'our Na1T1e 

'-Phone 

iCllEn1e1il 

• 

Teri Garda & Glorla 
Aparicio 
*****ISi 

~ AKtmsaln 
1909J 76'·1965 

I would like advice about selilng a homt 
slmllar to 1877 Newcastle Ln, San 

• 

Leslie Wiison • WHson 
Group 
*****(61) 
~; RIUftf:Mla 

(526)SU..U55 

le~rn h<M to appeu ~s rhe agem above 

Ask these lenders about financlngO 

'.9 Nomi• Moral•• 
M U109JIZ1 •llll 

NMLS M457606 

NEARBY CITIES 

HomH For ~I• In Gle~Je 

Hames For S...le In lnslewoad 

Homes For Sile In u~srer 

Homes For 5.lle In Long Be.ch 

Homes For S•le In I.cs Mseles 

M'>re 

D Thomas cychner 
illlill 1t!6J HJ.1100 

NMLS 1:41917 

NEARBY itlP CODES 

Homes For S.lr In 90022 

Homes For Sale In 90221 

Homes For Sale In 90810 

HomH For Sale In 91042 

Homes For Sale Jn 91107 

More 

Can1ac1 Agenr 

D Manuel Cor,..I 
(909) 591°7800 
rlMLS #1!131?4 

OTHER SAN DIMAS TOPICS .. 
Apattmrnts for Rent In !it 773 

Houses tor Sale In 91 n3 
Houses forRenrrn 9tn3 

9tm Real Es1a1e 

COllfnaCondos 

M0<~ 

•comS<<Kc: MecUa t.1.>UI> P•~I Esrar~ CA<egcwy Ran~ln& by UMJUP. Vis.ton. July i o1.;, US Oati\. 

Page 5 of5 

ten Newcaslt• Ln.San Dimas. CA. 91nJ isa s1ns1e f~mllyh..,in-. ..,, 2.e:s iqft.-ina lot of 7.too ;qf1(oo·ll1,; ~ci,·sl Zillaw' •,.?~stlm3rcl!J for 1&77 tJl!w",mr~ I.it I• 
1o!'ol.3aJ 4nd the Rl/' 11 ~e~Umate1' I; S2 74Wmo Tho:; sonst" lilflll~/ rnm,,, hJt 4 b•droomr, l baths, an.l wa; b..it In 2000. The 4 ~d s1n11le 13m.y 1-1-. at 2104 £ 
Sellbroo~ Sr on Covtoa t; comp a abl~ 3nd for sal~ f•>• $7SQ,OOO. Thi~ horn~ ls locate<J In Cc•vlnJ h1 l•p co<I·~ ~17 ;~ Nearby <:IP «•Jes •ndu<:Je 91107 ,nJ 90012 

Pomona. Falling Springs. and E.asl Pasadena am 11ear1.Jy 011.,s 

ABOUT ZESTIMATES JOBS HELP ADVERTISE TERMS OF USE & PRIVACY AD CHOICE COOKIE PREFERENCES BLOG MOBILE APPS 

http://www.zillow.com/homedetails/ 1877-Newcastle-Ln-San-Dimas-CA-91773/51601296 ... '. 8/17/201 S 



Legal News: Rights-of-Way Ruling in Ninth Circuit: Siting Permits May Consider Aesthe ... Page l or 1. 

• . 
Home About Us 

News & Events 
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Legal News 
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a • - zm=ML& ' S ' 
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Legal News 

Rights-of-Way Ruling In Ninth Circuit: Siting Permits 
May Consider Aesthetics 
Sprint PCS Assets, LL.C. v. City of Palos Verdes Estates, et al .' 
by Walter W. Hansell 

St nd to a Collaogue 

Tuesday,October20,2009 

The federal Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals has ruled that neither Califomla law 
nor the federal Telecommunications Act prevent local governments "from 
taking lnlo acc.ount aesthetic considerations In deciding whether lo pennil" the 
development oP'W!reless telecommunications facllltles, such as cell lowers. 
<Sprint PCS Asse!s. LL.C. v. c;tv of Palos Ventes Estates. et al., 9th err. No. 
05·56106, October14, 2009.) The court also applied Hs own recent-change of 
the raw under Section 253(a) of the federal Telecommunlcatlons Act, that •a 
plainUIJ suing a munfclpaUty • •• must show actual or eff&ctlve prohibition, 
rather than the mere poaslblllty of prohibition• of the deployment of competitive 
wireless SllfVlces (Sprint Telephony PCS, L.P. v. County of San Diego, 543 
F.2d 571, 578 (9th Cir. 2008).) 

Of perhaps even greater significance, the Ninth Circuit adopted its own 
lnterprerauon of Cellfomla stale law that at least In federal court, state­
certfficated communications providers authorized to use private easemenls 
and rights-of-way by virtue of state franchises, and thus subject to focal "Ume, 
place and manner" ROW regulation under Public Utilities Code Sections 7901 
and 7901.1, may be subject to aesthetic review In local pennlttlng because 
11Aslhelfcs are an aspect of"manner: The Ninth Clrculrs opinion Is dismissive 
of concerns that localltles will simply block or tonnent communications service 
providers, quoUng an Austrian city plannel's 1889 paean to "pic;turesque" cities 
threatened by technology, and using dictionary definitions to stretch ROW 
access "manner" regulation to consider the "dlsuess• and "discomfort" of 
traveling down the street past a wireless facility. Retumlng to conventlonal 
legal analysis, the court offers Iha finite assurance that •a city that Invokes 
aesthetics as a basis for (wlreless) permit denial Is required to produce 
substantial evidence to support Its decision, and, even If It makes that 
showing, its decision is nevertheless Invalid If It operates as a prohibition on 
the provision of wireless service In violation of 47 U.S.C. Section 332(c)(7)(B) 
Q)(U)." In the same opinion, the court finds that the city's denial of wlreless 
permits was adequately grounded In substantial evidence, quoting approvingly 
for example the letter from a local resident urging the city to deny the permits 
on aesthetic grounds, consistent with the wisdom of existing city aesthetic 
pollcles prohlbiUng both sidewalks and streetrrghts. 

Last week's Palos Verdes Estates decision Involved only wireless 
telecommunfcaUons facUIUes (such as cell sites), and therefore may be 
dlsUnguishable for other public right-of.way users under PUC Sections 7901 
and 7901.1 . such as telephone eotparatlons, other wlteline 
telecommunications providers, and state cable terevlslon franchisees. 
However it Is to be expecied that local cities, counties and agencies may find 
new occaslOns to emphaslZe aesthetic considerations In local permits for 
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street, easement and nghl-or-way access such as re< vauHs, pedestals, poles 
and othet above-ground facililles. This may require more coordination and 
local community relations efforts in response, as well as greater legal scrutiny 
or the "substantlal evidence• supporting a pennlt denial, and challenges to 
arbitrary and capricious permit decisions based on aesthetic cner1a. Since 
wlrellne phone and cable television racililles lack the "erfective prohibition· 
protection that wireless enjoys, the Palos Verdes Estates Interpretation or stile 
ROW access may also be distinguishable on that basis among others. 

Boc:k to legal News 
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Stigma Survey 
1 Fuel Oil Spill 

.-
\ 

A fuel oil spill from a neighboring property washes across a portion of land at the rear of adjoining Farm A. The Initial spill 
damages trees and leaves a patch of dead vegetation approximately 50'-wide by 400'-long. The neighbor takes steps to 
cleanup the spill and the Department of Environmental Protection (•DEP") and Board of Health investigate. Some of Farm A's 
fencing and the grounds are further damaged In the cleanup effort. The spill becomes public knowledge, and an article on the 
spill is published in a local newspaper and onllne. More than a year later, the DEP has found that the spill did not initially 
contaminate the ground water, but has not issued a final report as to whether the spill has been fully and effectively cleaned 
up, and damage to the fencing, grounds and vegetation has not been repaired. The owner of Farm A wants to sell the 
property, but local brokers say that titJe cannot be Insured until the DEP issues its final report. 

If Fann A was on the market when the spill first occurred, would the splll have caused Its sale price to be reduced? 

Answer Options 

Yes 
No 

Response 
Percent 
98.4% 
1.6% 

answered qussUon 
skipped question 

I 

If yes, by how much would Farm A's sale price have been reduced because of the splll? 

Answer Options . 
Up to'10% 
10 to·20% 
20 to40% 
40to60% 
More than 60% 

~ 

r ' t 

Response 
Percent 
10.6% 
32.7% 
41.6% 
8.0% 
7.1% 

answered qusstion 
skipped question 

Response Count 

125 
2 

Response Count 

12 
37 
47 
9 
8 

127 
7 

113 

21 
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If Fann A Is on the market currently, will Its sale pnce be reduced because of the spill? C/J 
Response -Answer Options Response Count ' 

Percent • -Yes 96.7% 119 -
.. ;,,.-<+ No 3.3% 4 

I... .. ... -answered qusstion 123 .. 
skipped qusstlon 11 

.. 
~ .. , 

If yes, by how much will Its sale price be reduced because of the splll? rn . . 
Response Answer Options 

Percent 
Response Count ;:;o 

Up to 10% 14.7% 16 '11 10 to 20% 38.5% 42 
20 to40% 34.9% 38 

_.,. 
40 to 60% 6.4% 7 ~ 

More than 60% 5.5% 6 
l ... .J -answered qusstlon 109 l 

skipped qusstion 25 0 
How Jong will Farm A's sale pnce be reduced because of the spill? 

@ Answer Options 
Response 

Response Count 
Percent 

Farm A's sale price is not currently reduced because of the spill 1.7% 2 
Until the OEP Issues its final report that the spill has been cleaned up 22.3% 27 
Until the DEP issues Its final report, and all physical evidence is gone 48.8% . 59 
Up to 5 years after the DEP issues its report and all physical evidence is gone 19.8% 24 
More than 5 years after the DEP issues its report and all physical evidence is 7.4% 9 
Comments: 32 

answered quBStlon 121 
skipped question 13 
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2 The Basement Oil Spill 

,-. 

....._ .. 

House A and House B are side-by-side, semi-detached homes identical In all respects except for their heating 
' systems. House B's old furnace and oil tank have been removed ~nd replaced with a gas-fired heater. The oil 

company, unaware of the conversion. used the old filler pipe and pumped 250 gallons of heating oil onto House B's 
basement floor. The oil company's Insurance paid for an extensive cleanup. After the cleanup, the only remaining 
trace of the accident Is the paper trail to be disclosed In the event

1

of a sale • 

If both properties were sold Immediately after the cleanup, how much would House B sell for compared to House A? 

Answer OptJons 

About the same price 
Up to 5o/o less 
5to10% less 
10 to 15% less 
More than 15% less 

I 
Response 
Percent 
48.2% 
25.4% 
12.3% 
7.0% 
7.0% 

answsred quesUon 
sk;pped quBSUon 

How long will It take before House B's sale price Is no longer reduced by the spill? 

Answer OptJons 

The spill never reduced House B's sale price 
The sale price will no longer be reduced after the cleanup 
1 year after the cleanup 
Up to 5 years after the cleanup 
5 to 10 years after the cleanup 
More than 10 years after the cleanup 
Comments: 

.r 1 
--

Response 
Percent 
23.0% 
36.3% 
24.8% 
13.3% 
0.9% 
1.8% 

answered quBStian 
skipped question 

Response Count 

55 
29 
14 
8 
8 

Response Count 

26 
41 
28 
15 
1 
2 
22 

114 
20 

113 
21 
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3 Underground Contamination 

House A and House B are identical, detached homes located side-by-side. Both are for sale at the same time, for the same 
price. The home Inspector for House B discovers a small underground plume of gasoline emanating from a neighboring property onto 
House B's lot The subdivision Is on a public water system, but the DEP Insists on the Installation of an unobtrusive ground water 
monitoring system for House B. House A next door is not affected In any way. 

.· 
. . 

How much does the home Inspector's discovery diminish House B's sale price as compared to House A next door? 

Answer Options 

Not at all 
Up to 10 % 
10to20% 
20 to 30% 
More than 30% 

~ 

Response 
Percent 
14.4% 
41 .3% 
27.9% 
3.8% 
12.5% 

answered quesdon 
skipped quesdon 

Response Count 

15 
43 
29 
4 
13 

How long will It take before House B's sale price Is not negatively affected by the home Inspector's discovery? 

Answer Options 

House B's sale price is not currently affected by the home inspector's 
1 year 
Up to 5 years 
5to10 years 
More than 1 O years 
Until the monitoring system is removed. 
Comments: 

Response 
Percent 
15.4% 
15.4% 
17.3% 
0.0% 
1.9% 

50.0% 

answered qll8Sdon 

skipped quesdon 

Response Count 

16 
16 
18 
0 
2 
52 
16 

104 
30 

104 

30 
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4 Ground Water Contamination 

--._ 

Property A and Property B are neighboring commercial properties. Property B's well water has been contaminated with fecal colifonn, E. 
coll and other bacteria coming from Property A. Property B's owner Installed a special water filtration system, but the contamination could 
not be fully removed. Some Property B employees have been hospitalized after drinking the water. The DEP and local authorities 
investigated Property A and uncovered a history of waste spills for which Pro~rty A was fined. Property A says It has taken steps to avoid 
further contamination, but ongoing monitoring shows monthly fluctuations in Property B's water quality. 

Is Property B's sale price diminished by these conditions? 

Answer Options 

Yes 
No 

If yes, by how much is the sale price diminished? 

Answer Options 

Up to 10% 
10to 25% 
25 to 50% 
50 to 75% 
75to100% 

Response 
P111rr.Ant 
99.0% 
1.0% 

answered question 
skipped question 

Response 
Percent 

4.2% 
29.2% 
31 .3% 
21.9% 
13.5% 

answered question 
srpptHI qu8Stlon 

If yes, how long will Property B's sale price be negatively affected by these conditions? 

Answer Options 

As long as Property B's water quality continues to fluctuate 
As long as Property B uses well water Instead of public water 
As long as Property A continues to discharge pollutants 
As long as Property A continues to operate 
Permanently 
Comments: 

r-1 

Response 
Percent 
23.0% 
28.0% 
19.0% 
14.0% 
16.0% 

answers</ question 
skipped quBStion 

Response Count 

101 
1 

Response Count 

4 
28 
30 
21 
13 

Response Count 

23 
28 
19 
14 
16 
12 

102 
32 

96 
38 

100 
34 
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s Cell Tower View 
House A and House B are identical. House A overlooks a field with a 225'-tall cell tower. House B overlooks a 
similar field, but with no cell tower. Neither house Is In the fall line of the tower. 

Is the presence of the cell tower likely to make house A sell for less than house B? 

Answer Options 

Yes 
No 

If yes, by how much? 

Answer Options 

Upto5% 
Sto 10% 
10 to 20% 
More than 20% 

If yes, how long wlll the cell tower affect house A's sale price? 

Answer Options 

1 year 
Up to Syears 
5 to 10 years 
10 to 15 years 
Permanently 
Comments: 

Response 
Percent 
88.4% 
11.6% 

answered quesdon 
skipped question 

Response 
Percent 
31.4% 
33.7% 
27.9% 
7.0% 

answered question 
skipped question 

Response 
Percent 

0.0% 
3.5% 
0.0% 
1.2% 

95.3% 

answered quastlon 
skipped qusstlon 

Response Count 

84 
11 

Response Count 

27 
29 
24 
6 

Response Count 

0 
3 
0 
1 

82 
10 

95 
39 

86 
48 

86 
48 

---.. 

C/J ....,... 
.,.._.,,. ,,__ 
... 4 J ,__ 
I.. 

-, 
rn 
?O 
~ -r ... .... ... -I.. 
0 
@ 



6 Cracks in Basement Walls 

\ .. 

House A, in a newly constructed subdivision, develops hairline cracks In the basement walls one year after 
construction. No ottier houses In the neighborhood show similar cracks. The builder hires two structural engineers 
who say the cracks are neither dangerous nor unusual. The builder repairs the cracks. Six months later, new cracks 
appear. The builder trenche;ts the entire foundation, waterproofs and repairs the cracks Inside and out, and back-fills 
and landscapes the outside perimeter of the foundation walls. After these repairs are completed, the owner decides 
to sell House A. House B, an identical house on the same street, ,which has had no problems with basement cracks, 
is listed at the same time. 

~ 

Will House A's sale price be reduced because of the history offoundatlon cracks? 

Answer Options I Response 
Percent 

Yes 57.1% 
No 42.9% 

If yes, for how much less will It sell compared 'o House B? 

Answer Options 

Up to 5% 
5to10% 
10 to 15% 
More than 15% 
House A will not sell at all 

.-.._ 

;. ,.. 

answered qussdon 
sklppsd qussdon 

Response 
Percent 
41.4% 
31.0o/o 
10.3% 
13.8% 
3.4% 

answered qUBSUon 
skipped quesdon 

Response Count 

56 
42 

Response Count 

24 
18 
6 
8 
2 

98 
36 

58 
76 
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How long wlll It take before House A's sale price Is no longer reduced because of the history of foundation cracks? 

Answer Options 

House A's sale price was never reduced because of the cracks 
House A's sale price was reduced, but is not reduced now 
1 year 
Up to 5 years 
5to10years 
More than 1 O years 
Comments: 

Response 
Percent 
33.7% 
18.6% 
12.8% 
20.9% 
9.3% 
4.7% 

answered quesUon • 
skipped quesUon •• 

Response Count 

F 

29 
16 
11 
18 
8 
4 
19 
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7 Fish Kill caused by Chemical Spill 

--~ 

A derailed train spllls 45,000 gallons of caustic soda Into a popular trout fishing creek. The spill kills all aquatic llfe within 7 .s miles 
downstream. DEP officials Issue an advisory warning to avoid the creek within this 7.5-mlle area. The railroad qulckly cleans up the spill. 
Within 2 months, the DEP advisory Is scaled back to 1,000 feet. The spill Is the subject of more than 700 articles In various publications . 
The rallroad agrees to seWe all civil cases related to the spill. The DEP advisory for the 1,000·foot area Is still In place awaiting a final site 
assessment report. 

What current reduction In sale prices Is expected for houses down stream from the original 7.5-mlle advisory area, as a result 
of the spill? 

Answer Options 

No reduction 
Up to 5% 
5to10% 
10 to 15% 
More than 15% 

Response 
PArr.Ant 
30.1% 
8.4% 

25.3% 
13.3% 
22.9% 

answered question 
skipped question 

Response Count 

25 
7 
21 
11 
19 

What current reduction In sale prices Is expected for houses downstream from the 1,000-foot advisory area, but within the 

Answer Options 

No reduction 
Upto5% 
Sto 10% 
10 to 15% 
More than 15% 

Response 
Percent 
13.3% 
26.5% 
19.3% 
19.3% 
21 .7% 

answered quBSUon 
skfpP«f question 

Response Count 

11 
22 
16 
16 
18 

What current reduction In sale prices Is expected for houses within the 1,000-foot advisory area, as a result of the spill? 

Answer Options 

No reduction 
Up to 5% 
5ta10% 
10 to 15% 
More than 15% 

~ 

-- ,,., 

Response 
PArr.Ant 

3.7% 
7.3% 
29.3% 
13.4% 
46.3% 

answsred question 
skipped question 

Response Count 

3 
6 
24 
11 
38 

83 
51 

83 
51 

82 
52 
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How tong will it take for the spUI to no longer affect the sale prices of homes along the creek? 

Answer Options 

Sate prices were never affected 
Sale prices are not currently affected by the spill 
Until the advisory is lifted by the DEP 
Until the advisory Is lifted by the DEP and negative articles in the local press 
Less than 5 years after the advisory is lifted and negative articles cease 
More than 5 years after the advisory is lifted and the negative articles cease 
Comments: 

Response 
Percent 

3.6% 
1.2% 

22.9% 
27.7% 
24.1% 
20.5% 

answered qusst/on 
skipped qusstlon 

Response Count 

3 
1 
19 
23 
20 
17 
9 

83 
51 
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8 Sound Barrier Wall along a Property's Frontage 

r 
-........._.,. 

The Department of Transportation (•oor) Installs a 14'-tall sound barrier wall along the frontage of a lot containing an existing slngle­
famlly home. The home Is set back 50' from the wall. The wall spans the entire front of the lot, with a break to provide driveway access. 
With the wall In place, the home Is not visible from the roadway. The wall ls easily visible from the home. The home is offered for sale 
immediately after the wall ls Installed. 1 

Does the wall reduce the property's sale price? 

Answer Options 

Yes 

No 

If yes, by how much? 

Answer Options 

Upto5% 
5to10% 
10to15% 
15 to 20% 
More than 20% 

If yes, how long will the negative effect last? 

Answer Options 

Less than 5 years 
5 to 10 years 
1 O to 20 years 
More than 20 years 
As long as the wall exists 

,,-..,. _ __, 

Response 
Percent 

89.4% 

10.6% 

ansr'ered quesdon 

skipped question 

Response 
Percent 

7.8% 
13.0% 
18.2% 
29.9% 
31.2% 

answered question 
skipped question 

Response 
Percent 

2.6% 
2.6% 
1.3% 
3.9% 
89.5% 

answered quesUon 
skipped question 

Response Count 

76 

9 

Response Count 

6 
10 
14 
23 
24 

Response Count· 

2 
2 
1 
3 

68 

85 

49 

77 
57 

76 
58 
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If the wall was 25' closer to the home, what would happen to the sale price? 

Answer Options Response 
Percent 

It would increase 3.5% 
It would stay the same 10.6% 
It would decrease 85.9% 

answered quesUon 
skipped question 

If the sale price would Increase or decrease, by how much? 

Answer Options Response 
Percent 

Upto5% 8.1% 
5to10% 23.0% 
10to15% 24.3% 
15 to20% 21.6% 
More than 20% 23.0% 

answered quastion 
skipped question 

If the wall was 25' farther from the home, what would happen to the sale price? 

Answer Options Response 
Percent 

It would increase 31 .8% 
It would stay the same 55.3% 
It would decrease 12.9% 

answered qussUon 
skipped quesUon 

If the sale price would Increase or decrease, by how much? 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Up to 5% 45.3% 
5to10% 24.5% 
10to 15% 18.9% 
15 to20% 3.8% 
More than 20% 7.5% 
Comments: 

answered qussUon 
skipped question 

Response Count 

3 
9 

73 

. 
Response Count 

~ 

6 
17 
18 
16 
17 

Response Count 

27 
47 
11 

Response Count 

24 
13 
10 
2 
4 
14 

85 
49 

74 
60 

85 
49 

53 
81 
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9 Sound Barrier Wall along a Rear Property Line 

.-

The DOT Installs a 14'-tall sound barrier wall along the entire rear property llne of a lot containing an existing single-family home. The 
home Is set back 50' from the wall. With the wall In place, the home Is not vlslble from the roadway. The wall ts easily visible from the 
home. The home Is offered for sale Immediately after the wall ls Installed. 

Does the wall reduce the property's sale price? 
Response 

Response Count Answer Options 
Percent 

Yes 71.8% = 56 
No 28.2% 22 

answered qusstlon 78 
slf/pped qusstlon 56 

If yes, by how much? 
Response Response Count Answer Options 
Percent 

Upto5% 21.1% 12 
Sta 10% 33.3% 19 
10 to 15% I 21.1% 12 

I 5.3% 3 ' 15 to 20% 
More than 20% 19.3% 11 

answered qusst/on 57 
skipped qusst/on 77 

I 

I If yes, how long will the negative effect last? I 

Answer Options 1 

Response 
Percent , 

Response Count 

Less than 5 years 7.4% 4 
1.9% 1 
0.0% 0 

5to10 years 
10 to 20 years 

3 5.6% 
46 

More than 20 years 
85.2% 

54 
As long as the wall exists 

answered quss/ion 
skipped qusstlon 80 
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If lhe wall was 25' closar to lh• home, what would happen to lhe sole pricel 
Answer Options Response 

Percent 
It would increase 4.1% 
It would stay the same 16.4% 
It would decrease 79.5% 

answered qusslion 
skipped question 

If the sale price would Increase or decrease, by how much? 

Answer Options Response 
Percent 

Up to 5% 26.6% 
5to10% 32.8% 
10to15% 17.2% 
15to 20% 14.1% 
More than 20% 9.4% 

answered qUtJStion 
skipp«J question 

If the wall was 25' farther from the home, what would happen to the sale price? 

Answer Options Response 
Percent 

It would increase 42.3% 
It would stay the same 49.3% 
it would decrease 8.5% 

answered question 
$k/pptld QUB$t/On 

If the sale price would Increase or decrease, by how much? 

Answer Options Response 
Percent 

Upto5% 54.3% 
5to10% 30.4% 
10 to 15% 10.9% 
15to 20% 0.0% 
More than 20% 4.3% 
Comments: 

answered qusslion 
skipped question 

,. '\.. 

VJ 
Response Count 

~ 

3 -12 -58 .... ~ i 

73 
,.._ 

61 
I.. .. - .. 

Response Count rn 
17 ~ 21 
11 '11 
9 ......... 
6 L~~ 64 

70 
,,_.. 
I.. 

Response Count 0 
30 @ 35 
6 

71 
63 

Response Count 

25 
14 
5 
0 
2 
7 

46 
88 



# Real Estate Experience 

How Jong have you been working as a real estate professional? 

Answer Options 

Less than 5 years 
5to10 years 
10 to 15 years 
15 to 20 years 
More than 20 years 

Response 
Percent 
12.2% 
26.8% 
12.2% 
7.3% 

41 .5% 
anSWtJnKI qusstion 

skipped question 

Response Count 

10 
22 
10 
6 

34 
82 
52 

Have you ever been Involved with marketing a property affected by conditions ~lmllar to any of the scenarios In this survey? 

-· 
_. 

Answer Options 

Yes 
No 

If yes, approximately how many times? 

Answer Options 

Less than 5 
5to10 
10 to 15 
15 to 20 
More than 20 

r--. 

Response 
Percent 

• 66.7% 
33.3% 

ans~red qussUon 
skipped quesUon 

Response 
Percent 
64.2% 
18.9% 
7.5% 
1.9% 
7.5% 

answered question 
skipped quutlon 

Response Count 

54 
27 

Response Count 

34 
10 
4 
1 
4 

81 
53 

53 
81 
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What type of properties were they? 
(/) . 

Response Answer Options Response Count Percent .....,..... 
Mostly residential 91.1% 51 -Mostly commercial 8.9% 5 -Mostly industrial 0.0% 0 ........ ~ 

answered question 56 
,..._ 

sklppsd queslion 78 '- .. - J 
How would you characterize the location of these properties? rn 
Answer Options Response 

Percent 
R.esponse Count ?O Mostly urban 12.5% 7 

Mostly suburban 85.7% 48 '11 
Mostly rural 1.8% 1 -ansWBl'Bd question 56 ........ 

skipped quastlon 78 \,. .. ~ 
r--

How often do the types of scenarios described in this report occur In your market? 
~ 

Answer Options Response 
Response Count 0 

Percent 
Frequently 17.3% 13 @ Infrequently 81.3% 61 
Never 1.3% 1 

answered quastion 75 
skipped question 59 

How would you characterize your responses to the survey questions? 

Answer Options Response 
Response Count Percent· 

They are based on my experience working with affected or stigmatized 21.0% 17 
They are based on my experience working with properties that had some 39.5% 32 
They are based on my general real estate experience 25.9% 21 
They are mostly guesses based on limited personal experience 13.6% 11 

answered question 81 
skipped question 53 
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Burbank ACTION (Against 
Cell Towers In Our 
Neighborhood) 

Home> 

DECREASED REAL ESTATE VALUE 

Note: This page is 
best viewed using 
Mozilla Firefox 
internet browser. 

For residents in 
other 
communities 
opposing 
proposed 
wireless 
facilities in 
your 
neighborhood: 
in addition to 
the real estate 
studies you 
send and share 
with your local 
officials; talk to 
your local real 
estate 
professionals 
and inform and 
educate them 
about the 
negative effects 
on local 
property 
values that cell 
towers have, 
and ask them 
to submit 
letters of 
support to city 
officials, or 

How would you like one of these ugly 
monsters installed on the sidewalk 
next to your home? This one was 
installed in a public right of way 
(PROW, aka sidewalk) on Via De La 
Paz in beautiful Pacific Palisades, 
because the City of Los Angeles 
currently lacks rigorous regulations 
concerning proposed PROW 
wireless installations. Why isn't the 
Los Angeles City Council and 
Attorney updating the city's 
ordinance like residents are asking? 
Photo courtesy Pacific Palisades 

Menu 

Burbank residents: 
Sign our Petition 
now, "Burbank 
Residents Oppose 
Smart Meters": 

V'isit our Burbank 
ACITON blog: 
h : burbankaction.wo1·d 

Go to our ''Smart 
Meter Concerns" 
Section: 
h s: sites. oo le.com sit 
sma1't-meter-concerns 

Join our 

f acebook page -
network, share and 
post info that's going 
on in your community, 
inform and help other 
communities 

Click below for more 
info: 

https://sites.google.com/site/nocelltowerinourneighborhood/home/decreased-real-estate-value 7/9/2015 
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have them sign 
a petition that 
will be 

Residents Association, 
http://pprainc.org/ 

forwarded onto your city officials. See examples below. 
It's very important to have your local real estate 
professionals back up what the experts report in their 
studies to make your arguments real and relative to 
your specific community. You can also educate your 
local homeowners associations and neighborhood 
councils about the negative property value effects and 
have them submit letters and sign petitions, too. Check 
out the other pages on this website (click links in right 
column) for other helpful information. 

Residents are justifiably concerned about proposed cell 
towers reducing the value of their homes and properties. 
Who would want to live right next to one, or under one? 
And imagine what it's like for people who purchase or 
build their dream home or neighborhood, only to later 
have an unwanted cell tower installed just outside their 
window? 

This negative effect can also contribute to urban blight, 
and a deterioration of neighborhoods and school districts 
when residents want to move out or-pull their children 
out because they don't want to live or have their· children 
attend schools next to a cell tower. 

People don't want to live next to one not.juft because of 
he~th concerns, but also due to aesthetics.and public 
safety reasons, i.e., cell towers become eye~ores, 
obstructing or tarnishing cherished views, and also can 
attract crime, are potential noise nuisances, and fire and 
fall hazards. 

These points underscore why wireless facilities are 
commercial facilities that don't belong in residential 
areas, parks and schools, and find out why they should be 
placed in alternative. less obtrusive locations. In 
addition, your city officials have the power to regulate the 
placement and appearance of cell towers, as long as such 
discrimination is not unreasonable, and especially if you 
show them that you already have coverage in your area. 

As mentioned on our Home Page, putting cell towers 
near residential properties is just bad business. For 

Burbank 
UPDATES: 

• June 3-17, 2011: 
City of Burbank 
Planning & 
Transportation 
Division issues its 
draft updated 
wireless facility 
ordinance - it fails 
ta protect our 
residential areas -
go here to read how 
you can help: 
htt s:llsites. oo fe.c 
17-2011-resident­
resoons-comments­
to-proposed-wtf­
ordinance-update 

• Read Burbank 
ACTION resident 
response to 
proposed Draft 
UP-d~~ of our 
Wireless 
Telecommunications 
Facility Ordinance 
here. 

• Please go here for 
our fist of "Top 20" 
Resident 
Recommendations 
-thanks to 
residents who have 
e-mailed these to 
our city officials. To 
read about the Dec. 
1, 201 O Community 
Meeting, click the 
item under "Burbank 
UPDATES" in the 
column to your right. 

• Dec. 1. 2010: 
Community Meeting 

• August 31. 2010: 
Citv Council Meeting 
- Interim Regulations 
Approved 

• July 26, 201 O: 
Planning Board 

'.). 

( 

Meeting - Interim ( _) 
Reoulations -· 
Approved 

https://sites.google.com/site/nocelltowerinourneighborhood/home/decreased-real-estate-value 7/9/2015 
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residential owners, it means decreased property values. 
For local businesses (realtors and brokers) representing 
and listing these properties, it will create decreased 
income. And for city governments, it results in decreased 
revenue (property taxes). 

Read this New York Times news story, "A Pushback 
Against Cell Towers," published in the paper's Real Estate 
section, on August 27, 2010: 
h : www.n 'mes.c m 2010 08 2 real stat 2 Lizo. 

r=1&ref=realestate. 

A number of organizations and studies have documented 
the detrimental effects of cell towers on property values . . 

1. The Appraisal Institute, the largest global professional 
membership organization for appraisers with 91 chapters 
throughout the world, spotlighted the issue of cell towers 
and the fair market value of a home and educated its 
members that a cell tower should, in fact, cause a 
decrease in home value. 

The definitive work on this subject was done by Dr. 
Sandy Bond, who concluded that "media attention to the 
potential health hazards of [cellular phone towers and 
antennas] has spread concerns among the public, 
resulting in increased resistance" to sites near those 
towers. Percentage decreases mentioned in the study 
range from 2 to 20% with the percentage moving toward 
the higher range the closer the property. These are a few 
of her studies: 

a. "The effect of distance to cell phone towers 
on house prices" by Sandy Bond, Appraisal 
Journal, Fall 2007, see attached. Source, 
Appraisal Journal, found on the Entrepreneur 
website, 
h www.entr reneur.com trade·ournals a 
or 
h 

b. Sandy Bond, Ph.D., Ko-Kang Wang, "The 
Impact of Cell Phone Towers on House Prices 
in Residential Neighborhoods," The Appraisal 
Journal, Summer 2005; see attached. Source: 

• June 14. 2010 Stud'l 
Session and 
Upcoming TBD 
Community Meeting 

• Dec. 8, 2009 Studv 
Session & City Hall 
Meetings 

·Nov. 16. 2009 
Planning Board and 
Nov. 17 City Hall 
Meetings 

• November 12. 2009 
Public Meeting 

City of Burbank 
website: Wireless 
ordinance updates 

Burbank Leader 
Newspaper Stories 
and Editorials 

Tools: Reasons To 
Deny A Proposed 
Cell Tower and/or 
push for stronger 
regulations: 

. Reasonable 
Discrimination 
Allowed 

• Decrease In 
Property Value 

·We Already 
Have Good 
Coverage: 
Significant Gap 
and 911 

• Alternative 
Locations and 
Supplemental 
Application 
forms 

https://sites.google.com/site/nocelltowerinoumeighborhood/home/decreased-reaJ-estate-vaJue 7/9/2015 
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Goliath business content website, 
http: //goliath.ecnext.com/ coms2/gi 0199-
5011851/The-impact-of-cell-phone.html 

c. Sandy Bond also co-authored, "Cellular 
Phone Towers: Perceived impact on residents 
and property values" University of Auckland, 
paper presented at the Ninth Pacific-Rim Real 
Estate Society Conference, Brisbane, Australia, 
January 19-22, 2003; see attached. Source: 
Pacific Rim Real Estate Society website, 
h : www. rres.net Pa ers Bond The Im a 

2. Industry Canada (Canadian government department 
promoting Canadian economy), "Report On the National 
Antenna Tower Policy Review, Section D - The Six Policy 
Questions, Question 6. What evidence exists that 
property values are impacted by the placement of 
antenna towers?"; see attached. Source: Industry Canada 
htt;p://www.ic.gc.ca/eic/site/smt­
gst.nsf/eng/sfo8353.html website, -

3. New Zealand Ministry for the Environment, "Appendix 
5: The Impact of Cellphone Towers on Property Values"; 
see attached. Source: New Zealand Ministry for the 
Environment website, 
http: //www.mfe.govt.nz/publications/rma/nes­
telecommunications-section32-augo8/html/page12.html 

I 

i On a local level, residents and real estate professionals 
have also informed city officials about the detrimental 
effects of cell towers on home property values. 

1. Glendale, CA: During the January 7, 2009 Glendale 
City Council public hearing about a proposed T-mobile 
cell tower in a residential neighborhood, local real estate 
professional Addora Beall described how a Spanish home 
in the Verdugo Woodlands, listed for 1 million dollars, 
sold $25,000 less because of a power pole across the 
street. "Perception is everything," said Ms. Beall stated. 
"It the public perceives it to be a problem, then it is a 
problem. It really does affect property values." See 
Glendale City Council meeting, January 7, 2009, video of 
Addora Beall comments@ 2:35:24: 

• Aesthetics and 
Public Safety 

• Public Right of 
Way 
Developments 

• Noise and 
Nuisance and 
notes about 
Clearwire 

• Health Effects: 
Science & 
Research 

• Watch these 
videos -
Glendale and 
other residents 
protest cell 
towers and ask 
for new 
ordinances -
great 
examples: read, 
watch and learn 
how these 
residents and 
other local 1 
groups 1 
organized their 
effective 
presentations 
before their 
elected reps. 
What they did 
will inspire and 
may help you. 

DVDs and Books: 
you can view and read 

Take Action: 

Read and Sign 
the Petition 

https://sites.google.com/site/oocelltowerinoumeighborhood/home/decreased-real-estate-value 7/9/2015 
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http://glendale.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php? 
view id=12&clip id=1227 

2. Windsor Hills/View Park, CA: residents who were 
fighting off a T-Mobile antenna in their neighborhood 
received letters from real estate companies, homeowner 
associations and resident organizations in their 
community confirming that real estate values would 
decrease with a cell phone antenna in their 
neighborhood. To see copies of their letters to city 
officials, look at the . Report from Los Angeles County 
Regional Planning Commission regarding CUP Case No. 
200700020-(2), from L.A. County Board of Supervisors 
September 16, 2009, Meeting documents, Los Angeles 
County website, here at: 
http://file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/48444.pdf 

a. See page 295, August 31, 2008 Letter from 
Donna Bohanna, President/Realtor of Solstice 
International Realty and resident of Baldwin Hills 
to Los Angeles Board of Supervisors explaining 
negative effect of cell tower on property values of 
surrounding properties. "As a realtor, I must 
disclose to potential buyers where there are any 
cell towers nearby. I have found in my own 
experience that there is a very real stigma and 
cellular facilities near homes are perceived as 
undesirable . ., 

b. See page 296, March 26, 2008 Letter from 
real estate professional Beverly Clark, "Those who 
would otherwise purchase a home, now 
considered desirable, can be deterred by a facility 
like the one proposed and this significantly 
reduces sales prices and does so immediately ... I 
believe a facility such as the one proposed will 
diminish the buyer pool, significantly reduce 
homes sales prices, alter the character of the 
surrounding area and impair the use of the 
residential properties fo:r their primary uses." 

c. See Page 298, The Appraiser Squad Comment 
Addendum, about the reduced value of a home of 
resident directly behind the proposed installation 
after the city had approved the CUP for a wireless 

Write and Call 
Our City 
Leaders 

Other Links: 

• Actions Taken 

• Other 
Communities 
Saying "No" 

• Important 
Organizations 

• Burbank 
Neighborhoods 
& Districts 

Search for 
Antennae in Your 
Area 

Website Contact 
Info 

Home 

https://sites.google.com/site/nocelltowerinoumeighborhood/home/decreased-real-estate-value 7/9/2015 
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facility there: "The property owner has listed the 
property ... and has had a potential buyer back out 
of the deal once this particular information of the 
satellite communication center was 
announced .... there has been a canceled potential 
sale therefore it is relevant and determined that 
this new planning d~cision can have some 
negative effect on the subject property." 

d. See Page 301, PowerPower presentation by 
residents about real estate values: "The California 
Association of Realtors maintains that 'sellers and 
licensees must disclose material facts that affect 
the value or desirability of the property,' including 
'lmown conditions outside of and surrounding' it. 
This includes 'nuisances' and zoning changes that 
allow for commercial uses." 

e. See Pages 302-305 from the Baldwin Hills 
Estates Homeowners Association, the United 
Homeowners Association, and the Windsor Hills 
Block Club, opposing the proposed cell tower and 
addressing the effects on homes there: "Many 
residents are prepared to sell in an already 
depressed market or, in the case of one new 
resident with little to no equity, simply walk away 
if these antennas are installed. 

f. See Pages 362-363, September 17, 2008, 
'Letter from resident Sally Hampton, of the 
1
Windsor Hills Homeowner's Assoc., Item K, 
addressing effects of the proposed facility on real 
estate values. 

3. Santa Cruz, CA: Also attached is a story about how 
a preschool closed up because of a cell tower installed on 
its grounds; "Santa Cruz Preschool Closes Citing Cell 
Tower Radiation," Santa Cruz Sentinel, May 17, 2006; 
Source, EMFacts website: 
http: //www.emfacts.com/weblog/?p=466. 

4. Merrick, NY: For a graphic illustration of what we 
don't want happening here in Burbank, just look at 
Merrick, NY, where NextG wireless facilities are being 
installed, resulting in declining home real estate values. 
Look at this Best Buyers Brokers Realty website ad from 

https://sites.google.com/site/nocelltowerinoumeighborhood/home/decreased-real-estate-value 7/9/2015 
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this area, "Residents of Merrick, Seaford and Wantaugh 
Complain Over Perceived Declining Property Values: 
http://www.bestbuyerbroker.com/blog/?p=86. 

5. Burbank, CA: As for Burbank, at a City Council 
public hearing on December 8, 2009, hillside resident 
and a California licensed real estate professional Alex 
Safarian informed city officials that local real estate 
professionals he spoke with agree about the adverse 
effects the proposed cell tower would have on property 
values: 

"I've done research on the subject and as well as 
spoken to many real estate professionals in the area, 
and they all agree that there's no doubt that cell 
towers negatively affect real estate values. Steve 
Hovakimian, a resident near Brace park, and a 
California real estate broker, and the publisher of 
"Home by Design" monthly real estate magazine, 
stated that he has seen properties near cell towers 
lose up to 10% of their value due to proximity of the 
cell tower ... So even if they try to disguise them as 
tacky fake metal pine trees, as a real estate 
professional you're required by the California 
Association of Realtors: that sellers and licensees 
must disclose material facts that affect the value or 
desirability of a property including conditions that 
are known outside and surrounding areas." 

(See City of Burbank Website, Video, Alex Safarian 
comments @ 6:24:28, 
httP://burbank.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php? 
view id=6&clip id=848) 

Indeed, 27 Burbank real estate professionals in December 
2009, signed a petition/statement offering their 
professional opinion that the proposed T-Mobile cell 
tower at Brace Canyon Park would negatively impact the 
surrounding homes, stating: 

"It is our professional opinion that cell towers 
decrease the value of homes in the area 
tremendously. Peer reviewed research also concurs 
that cell sites do indeed cause a decrease in home 
value. We encourage you to respect the wishes of 
the residents and deny the proposed T-Mobile lease 

https://sites.google.com/site/nocelltowerinourneighborhood/home/decreased-real-estate-value 7/9/2015 
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at this location. We also request that you strengthen 
your zoning ordinance regarding wireless facilities 
like the neighboring city of Glendale has done, to 
create preferred and non preferred zones that will 
protect the welfare of our residents and their 
properties as well as Burbank's real estate business 
professionals and the City of Burbank. Higher 
property values mean more tax revenue for the city, 
which helps improve our city." (Submitted to City 
Council, Planning Board, City Manager, City Clerk 
and other city officials via e-mail on June t8, 2010. 
To see a copy of this, scroll down to bottom of page 
and click "Subpages" or go here: 
h : sites. oo le.com site nocelltowerinournei hb 
real-estate-value/burbank-real-estate-professionals­
statement) 

Here is a list of additional articles on how cell towers 
negatively affect the property values of homes near them: 

- -- • The Observer (U.K.), "Phorie masts blight house 
sales: Health fears are alarming buyers as masts 
spread across Britain to meet rising demand for 
mobiles," Sunday May 25, 2003 or go here: 
h : www. ardian. o.uk mone 2.oo ma 2 h 

• "Cell Towers Are Sprouting in Unlikely Places," The 
New York Times, January 9, 2000 (fears that 
property values could drop between 5 and 40 
percent because of neighboring cell towers) 

• "Quarrel over Phone Tower Now Court's Call," 
Chicago Tribune, January 18, 2000 (fear of lowered 
property values due to cell tower) 

· "The Future is Here, and It's Ugly: a Spreading of 
Techno-blight of Wires, Cables· and Towers Sparks a 
Revolt," New York Times, September 7, 2000 

· "Tower Opponents Ring Up a Victory," by Phil 
Brozynski, in the Bamngton [Illinois] Courier­
Review, February 15, 1999, 5, reporting how the 
Cuba Township assessor reduced the value of twelve 
homes following the construction of a cell tower in 
Lake County, IL. See attached story: 

https://sites.google.com/site/nocelltowerinourneighborhood/home/decreased-real-estate-value 7/9/2015 
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al&attachm 

· In another case, a Houston jmy awarded 1.2 million 
to a couple because a 100-foot-tall cell tower was 
determined to have lessened the value of their 
property and caused them mental anguish: 
Nissimov, R., "GTE Wireless Loses Lawsuit over 
Cell-Phone Tower," Houston Chronicle, February 
23, 1999, Section A, page 11. (Property values 
depreciate by about 10 percent because of the 
tower.) 

Read about other "Tools" on our website that may help 
you and your fellow residents oppose a cell tower in your 
neighborhood in the column to the right. These include: 

• Reasonable Discrimination Allowed 

• We Already Have Good Coverage: Significant Gap 
and 911 

• Alternative Locations and Supplemental Application 
""'° \ forms 
...... 

• Aesthetics and Safety 

• Noise and Nuisance and notes about Clearwire 

• Health Effects: Science & Research 

Also print out this helpful article on court decisions from 
the communications law firm of Miller & Van Eaton (with 
offices in D.C. and San Francisco) that you can pull and 
read to realize what rights you may or may not have in 
opposing a wireless facility in your neighborhood: 
http://www.millervaneaton.com/content.agent? 
page name=HT% 
3A++ IMLA+Article+ Tower+Siting+Nov+2008 (click the 
link once you get to this page). 

Other important decisions and actions taken by courts 
and local governments can be found in our Actions Taken 
page. 

Watch how other resident groups organized effective 
presentations at their public hearings so you can pick up 

https://sites.google.com/site/nocelltowerinourneighborhood/home/decreased-real-estate-value 7/9/2015 
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their techniques and methods. 

You can read and find additional organizations and 
resident groups that have organized opposition efforts 
against cell towers and wireless facilities, on our Other 
Communities Saying "No" and Impo1tant Organizations 
pages. 

Subpages (1): Burbank Real Estate Professionals Statement 

Comments 

You do not have permission to add comments. 

Sign in I Recent Sile Activity I Report Abuse I Print Page I Powered By Google Sites 
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Using GIS to Measure the Impact of Distance 
to Cell Phone Towers on House Prices in Florida 

Keywords: Cellular phone base stations - GIS - health risks - multiple regression analysis ­
property values - stigma 

Abstract: 
The siting of cellular phone transmitting antennas, their base stations and the towers that support 
them (towers) is a public concern due to fears of potential health hazards from the electromagnetic 
fields (EMFs) that these devices emit. Negative media attention to the potential health hazards has 
only fuelled the perception of uncertainty over the health effects. The unsightliness of these 
structures and fear of lowered property values are other regularly voiced concerns about the siting 
of these towers. However, the extent to which such attitudes are reflected in lower property values 
affected by tower proximity is controversial. 

This paper outlines the results of a study carried out in Florida in 2004 to show the effect that 
tower proximity has on residential property prices. The study involved an analysis of residential 
property sales transaction data. Both GIS and multiple regression analysis in a hedonic framework 
were used to determine the effect of actual distance of homes to towers on residential property 
prices. 

The results of the research show that prices of properties decreased by just over 2%, on average, 
after a tower was built. This effect generally reduced with distance from the tower and was almost 
negligible after about 200 meters (656 feet). 

1. Introduction 

This paper outlines the results of one of the first US-based cell-phone tower studies. The research 
was carried out in Florida in 2004 to show the effect that distance to a CPBS has on residential 
property prices. It follows on from several New Zealand (NZ) studies conducted in 2003. 1 The 
first of the earlier NZ studies ex:tmined residents' perceptions toward living near CPBSs, while the 
most recent NZ study adopted GIS to mea.~ure the impact that distance to a CPBS bas on 
residential property prices using multiple regression analysis in a hedonic pricing framework. The 
current study was conducted to determine if US residents respond similarly to those in NZ towards 
living near CPBSs and hence, whether the results can be generally applied. 

The paper commences with a brief literature review of the previous NZ studies for the readers' 
convenience as well as the literature relating to property value effects from other similar 
structures. The next section describes the research data and methodology used. The results are then 
discussed. The final section provides a summary and conclusion. 

1 Bond, S.G. and Wang, K. (2005). "The Impact of Cell Phone Towers on House Prices in Residential Neighborhoods", 
The Appraisal Journal, Volume LXXID, No.3, pp.256-277, Bond, S.G., Beamish, K. (2005). "Cellular Phone Towers: 
Perceived Impact on Residents end Property Values", Pacific Rim Property Research Journal, vol. 11, no. 2, pp. 158-
177 end Bond, S.G. and Xue, J. (2005). "Cell Phone Tower Proximity Impacts on House Prices: A New Zealand Case 
Study", European Real Estale Society and lnlemational Real Estate Society Conference, June 15-18, Dublin, Ireland. 
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2. Literature Review 
2.1 Property Value Effects 
First, an opinion survey by Bond and Beamish (2005) was used to investigate the current 
perceptions of residents towards living near CPBSs in a case study city of Christchurch, New 
Zealand and how this proximity might affect property values. Second, a study by Bond and Wang 
(2005) that analyzed property sales transactions using multiple regression analysis was conducted 
to help confirm the results of the initial opinion survey. It did this by measuring the impact of 
proximity to CPBSs on residential property prices in four case study areas. The Bond and Xue 
(2005) study refined the previous transaction-based study by including a more accurate variable to 
account for distance to a CPBS. 

The City of Christchurch was selected as the case study area for all the NZ studies due to the large 
amount of media attention this area had received in recent years relating to the siting of CPBSs. 
Two prominent court cases over the siting of CPBSs were the main cause for this attention. 2 In 
summary, the Environmental Court ruled in each case that there is no established adverse health 
effects arising from the emission of radio waves from CPBSs as there is no epidemiological 
evidence to show this. However, in the court's decisions they did concede that while there is no 
proven health affects that there is evidence of property values being affected by both of the above 
allegations. 

These court cases were only the start of the negative publicity surrounding CPBSs in Christchurch. 
Dr. Neil Cheny, a prominent and vocal local Professor, served only to fuel the negative attention 
to CPBSs by regularly publishing the health hazards relating to these structures.3 This media 
attention had an impact on the results of the studies, outlined next 

2.2 The Opinion Survey 
The Bond and Beamish (2005) opinion survey study included residents in ten suburbs: five case 
study areas (within 100 feet of a cell phone TOWER) and five control areas (over 0.6 of a mile 
from a cell phone TOWER). The five the case study suburbs were matched with five control 
suburbs that had similar living environments (in socio-economic tenns) except that the former are 
areas where a CPBS is located, while the latter are without a CPBS. Eighty questionnaires4 were 
distributed to each of the ten suburbs in Christchurch (i.e. 800 surveys were delivered in total). 
After sending out reminder letters to those residents who had not yet responded, an overall 
response rate of 46% was achieved. Over three-quarters (78.5%) of the case study respondents 
were homeowners compared to 94% in the control area. 

The results were mixed with responses from residents ranging from having no concerns to being 
very concerned about proximity to a CPBS. Interestingly, in general, those people living in areas 
further away from CPBSs were much more concerned about issues ftom proximity to CPBSs than 
residents who lived near CPBSs. 

2 Mcintyre and others vs. Christchurch City Council [ 1996) NZRMA 289 and Shirley Primary School vs. Telecom 
Mobile Communications Ltd [ 1999] NZRMA 66 
3For example, Cheny, N. (2000), "Health Effects Associated with Mobil Base Stations in Communities: The Need for 
Health Studies," Environmental Management and Design Division, Lincoln University, June 8. Available from: 
http://pages.britishlibrary.net/orange/chenyonbasestations.htm. 
4 Approved by the University of Auckland Human Subjects Ethics Committee (reference 2002/185). 
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Over 40% of the control group respondents were worried a lot about future health risks, aesthetics 
and future property values compared to the case study areas where only 13% of the respondents 
were worried a lot about these issues. However. in both the case study and control areas, the 
impact of proximity to CPBSs on future property values is the issue of greatest concern for 
respondents. If purchasing or renting a property near a CPBS, over a third (38%) of the control 
group respondents would reduce price of their property by more than 20%. The perceptions of 
the case study respondents were again less negative with a third of them saying they would reduce 
price by only 1-9%, and 24% would reduce price by between IO and 19%. 

Reasons for the lack of concern shown by the case study respondents may be due to the CPBS 
being either not visible or only barely visible from their homes. Another reason may be that the 
CPBS was far enough away from respondent's property (as was indicated by many respondents, 
particularly in St Albans West, Upper Riccarton. and Bishopdale) or hidden by trees and 
consequently it did not affect them much. The results may have been quite different bad the CPBS 
being more visually prominent. 

2.3 Transaction-based Market Study 
The Bond and Wang (2005) market transaction-based regression study included 4283 property 
sales in four suburbs that occurred between 1986 and 2002 (approximately 1000 sales per suburb). 
The sales data that occurred before a CPBS was built were compared to sales data after a CPBS 
was built to detennine any variance in price, after accounting for all the relevant independent 
variables. 

Interestingly. the effect of a CPBS on price (a decrease of between 20.7% and 21%) was very 
similar in the two suburbs where the towers were built in the year 2000, after the negative media 
publicity given to CPBSs following the two legal cases outlined above. The other two suburbs that 
indicated a CPBS was either insignificant or increased prices by around 12%, bad towers built in 
them in 1994, prior to the media publicity. Also, given that the cell phone technology was 
relatively new to NZ in 1994 (introduced in late 1987) there may have been more desife then to 
live closer to a tower to receive better coverage than in later years when the technology became 
more common and the potential health hazards from these became more widely publicized. 

The main limitation affecling Lhis study was that there was no accurate proximity measure 
included in the model, such as GIS coordinates for each property. Instead, street name was 
included as an independent variable to help to control for the proximity effects. A study has 
subsequently been performed using GIS analysis to detennine the impact that distance to a CPBS 
has on residential property prices. The results from this study are outlined next. 

2.4 Proximity Impact Study 
Bond and Xue study conducted in 2004 involved analysis of the residential transaction data using 
the same hedonic framework as the previous study as well as including the same data but added a 
further six suburbs to give a total of ten suburbs: five suburbs with CPBSs located in them and five 
control suburbs without CPBSs. In addition, the geographical { x, y} coordinates that relate to each 
property's absolute location were included. A total of 9,514 geo-coded property sales were used 
(approximately 1000 sales per suburb). 

In tenns of the effect that proximity to a CPBS has on price the overall results indicate that this is 
significant and negative. Generally, the closer to the CPBS a property is the greater the decrease in 
price. The effect of proximity to a CPBS reduces price by 15%, on average. This effect reduces 
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with distance from the CPBS and is negligible after 1000 feet. 

l.S High Voltage Overhead Transmission Line Research 
CPBSs are very similar structures to high voltage overhead transmission lines (HVOTLs) and their 
supporting structure, the pylons. Therefore, despite the limited research relating to value effects 
from CPBS, it is worthwhile reviewing the body of literature on the property values effects from 
HVOTLs and pylons. 

2.5.1 New Zealand HVOTL Research 
The only recentl1 published study in New Zealand on HVOTLs value effects is by Bond and 
Hopkins (2000). The case study area selected for the research was a low-middle income, 
predominantly single-family residential district in the northern Wellington suburb of Newlands 
that is crossed by two l lOKV transmission lines with 85 foot high steel pylons located on private 
land. 

The results of the sales analysis, comprising sales from 1989 to 1991 (330 of which were within 
1000 feet, or 300 meters, of a HVOTL), indicate the effect of having a 'pylon' close to a particular 
property is statistically significant and has a negative effect of 27o/o at 33 feet (10 meters) from 
the pylon, 18% at 50 feet (15 meters), decreasing to 5% at 164 feet (50 meters). This effect 
diminishes to a negligible amount after 328 feet (100 meters}. However, the presence of a 
'transmission line' in the case study area bas a minimal effect and is not a statistically significant 
factor in the sales price. 

2.S.2 UK HVOTL Research 
In England, the effect of HVOTLs on the value of residential property remains relatively 
unexplored due, in part, to the lack of available transaction data for analysis. The most recently 
published study is by Sims and Dent (2005).6 They compare the results of two parallel UK studies: 
the first is an analysis of transaction data from a case study in Scotland where sales data are 
available; the second is a national survey of property appraisers' perceptions (Chartered Surveyors 
and members of the National Association of Estate Agents) of the presence of distribution 
equipment in close proximity to residential property. 

The data set for the Scotland study consisted of 593 single-family houses that sold between 1994 
and 1996 near Glasgow. There is a 275 kV HVOTL running through the centre of the 
neighborhood in a corridor of land. (Note: This scenario is akin to the US situation where 
HVOTLs are also situated in easement corridors). 

In summary, the analysis of prices at varying distances from the HVOTL showed no clear pattern. 
The presence of a pylon was found to have a more significant impact on value than the HVOTL 
and could reduce price by up to 20. 7%. All negative impacts appeared to reduce with distance 
and were negligible at around 820 feet (250 meters). 

The results from the survey of appraisers and real estate agents indicate they reduce house price 
by around S-10% when valuing a property within close proximity to a HVOTL. Comparing the 

5 Bond, S.G. & Hopkins, J. (2000). "The Impact of Transmission Lines on Residential Property Values: Results of a 
Case Study in a Suburb of Wellington, New Zealand". Pacific Rim Property Research Journal, Vol.6, No.2, pp.52-60. 
6 Siim, S. and Dent, P. (2005), "High-voltage overhead power lines and property values: A residential study in the 
UK", Urban Studies, Vol.42, No.4, pp. 665-694. 
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results from both studies suggests that appraisers and real estate agents underestimate the impact 
of proximate HVOTLs on value. 

2.5.3 US and Canadian Research 
There have been a number of HVOTLs studies carried out in the US and Canada. A major review 
and analysis of the literature by Kroll and Priestley indicated that in about half the studies carried 
out. HVOTLs had not affected property values and in the rest of the studies there was a loss in 
property value between 2-10%.7 

Kroll and Priestley were generally critical of most valuer type studies because of the small number 
of properties included and the failure to use econometric techniques. such as multiple regression 
analysis. They found that the Colwell study was one of the more careful and systematic analysis of 
residential impacts.8 This study was carried out in Illinois and found that the strongest effect of the 
HVOTLs was within the first 50 feet (15m) but with this dissipating quickly further away. 
disappearing beyond 200 feet (60m). 

A Canadian study (Des Rosiers, 2002) based on a sample of 507 single-family house sales in the 
City of Brossard. Greater Montreal that sold between 1991-1996 showed that the severe visual 
encumbrance due to a direct view of either a pylon or lines exerts a significantly negative impact 
on property prices of between 5% to well in excess of 20%. The extent of value diminution 
depended on the degree of set back of the homes with respect to the HVOTL easement. The 
smaller the setback-the greater the reduction in price (for exampJe. with a setback of 50ft price 
was reduced by 21%). 

However, the study also showed that a house located adjacent to a transmission corridor may 
increase values. The proximity advantages include enlarged visual field and increased privacy. The 
decrease in value from the visual impact of the HVOTLs and pylons (between, on average, 5-10% 
of mean house value) tends to be cancelled out by the increase in value from proximity to the 
easement.9 

A study by Wolverton and Bottemiller10 utilized a paired-sale methodology o( home sales 
occurring in 1989-1992 to ascertain any difference in sale price between properties abutting rights­
of-way of transmission lines (subjects) in PortJand, Oregon; Vancouver, Washington; and Seattle, 
Washington and those located in the same cities but not abutting transmission line rights-of-way 
(comparisons). Their results did not support a fmding of a price effect from abutting an HVTL 
right-of-way. In their conclusion they warn that the results cannot and should not be generalized 
outside of the data. They explain that 

"limits on generalizations are a universal problem for real property sale data because 
analysis is constrained to properties that sell and sold properties are never a randomly 
drawn representative sample. Hence, generalizations must rely on the weight of evidence 

7 Kroll, C. and Priestley, T. (1992), "The Effects of Overhead Transmission Lines on Property Values: A Review and 
Analysis oflhe Literature", Edison Elecnic Institute, July. 
8 Colwell, P. ( 1990), "Power Lines and Land Value", The Journal of Real Estate Research, American Real Estate 
Society, Vol. S, No. 1, Spring. 
9 Des Rosiers, F. (2002), Power Lines, Visual Encumbrance and House Values: A Microspatial Approach to Impact 
Measurement, Journal of Real Estate Research, Vol.23, No.3, pp. 275 - 301. 
10 Wolverton, M.L. &. Bottemiller, S.C., {2003), "Further analysis of transmission line impact on residential property 
values", The Appraisal Journal, Vol. 71, No.3, pp. 244. 
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from numerous studies, samples, and locations," p. 250. 

Thus, despite the varying results reported in the literature on property value effects from HVOTLs, 
each study adds to the growing body of evidence and knowledge on this (and similar) valuation 
issue(s). 

2.5.4 Summary 
This literature review shows that the price effect of proximity to a HVOTL-py1on is generally 
consistent between studies (i.e. negative and significant) ranging from between 12 to 27% 
depending on the distance to these. The closer the home is to a pylon, the greater the diminution in 
price. The effect diminishes to a negligible amount after 820 feet (250 meters), on average. 

The effect of proximity to CPBSs is similar to that caused by proximity to HVOTL-pylons and 
reduces price by around 21 %. Taking actual distance into account (using GIS analysis} the 
effect is a reduction of price of 15%, on average (but up to 25% depending on the neighborhood). 
This effect reduces with distance from the CPBS and is negligible after 1000 feet (300 meters). 

The literature on property value effects from HVOTLs, pylons and cell phone towers adds to the 
growing body of evidence and knowledge on this (and similar) valuation issue(s). The study 
reported here is one such study. 

3. Market Study 
3.1 The Data 
Part of the selection process for finding an appropriate case study area was to find one where there 
were a sufficient number of property sales in suburbs where a tower had been built for analysis to 
provide statistically reliable and valid results. Sales were required both before and after the tower 
was built to study the effect of the existence the tower had on the surrounding property's sale 
prices. 

Cellular phone tower information was obtained from the Federal Communication Commission 
(FCC). Approximately sixty-percent (60%) of the towers located in Orange County were 
constructed between the years 1990 and 2000. Additionally, twenty of the towers have the greatest 
potential for impact on the price of residential properties, based on the greatest number of 
residential properties close to each tower. These twenty towers were selected to construct a dataset 
for the study. 

Residential properties that sold between 1990 and 2000, the years during which the towers were 
constructed and were closest to the twenty towers were selected. Parcel data was collected from 
the Office of the Property Appraiser for Orange County, Florida.11 Overall, 5783 single-family, 
residential properties were selected from northeast Orange County (see Appendix I: Location 
Map). 

The study investigates the potential impact of proximity to a tower on the price of residential 
property, as indicated by the dependant variable: SALE_PRICE.12 The study controls for site and 
structural characteristics by assessing the impact of various independent variables. The 
independent data set was limited to those available in the dataset and known, based on other well-

11 As reported to the Florida Department of Revenue. 
12 Model I, Model 2, and Model 3 estimate the Log of the SALE_PRICE. 
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tested models reported in the literature and from valuation theory, to be related to property price. 
The independent variables selected include: lot size in square feet (LOT), floor area of the 
dwelling in square feet (SQFT), age of the dwelling in years (AGE), the time of construction 
(AFfER-1WR), the closest distance of each home to the associated tower (DISTANCE), and the 
dwelling's absolute location is indicated by the Cartesian coordinates (XCOORD) and 
(YCOORD). u 

The effect of construction of a tower on price is taken into account by the inclusion of the dummy, 
independent variable AFTER_TWR. By including AFTER_TWR prof:rty prices prior to tower 
construction can be compared with prices after tower construction. 4 Frequency distributions 
indicate that, among the residential properties that sold between 1990 and 2000, approximately 
eighty percent (80%) of the residential properties were sold after tower construction. 

The mean SALE_PRICE of single-family, residential property that sold between 1990 and 2000 is 
$113,830 for northeast Orange County. The mean square footage of a dwelling is 1535 sq. ft., the 
mean lot size is 8525 square feet and the mean age is 14 years. The mean DISTANCE from 
residential property to a tower is 1813 feet. 15 

Based on the parcel and tower data for Orange County, descriptive statistics for select variables are 
presented in Table 1, below. 

Table 1: Orange County, Florida: Select Descriptive Statistics (n= 578J)10 

VARlABLE MEAN STD.DEV. MIN MAX 
SALE_PRICE 113830.6 58816.68 45000 961500 

SQFT 1535.367 503.8962 672 5428 
LOT 8525.193 4363.28 1638 107732 
AGE 13.92755 10.03648 0 35 

XCOORD 664108.9 6130.238 640460 671089 
YCOORD 511489.4 2422.946 506361 531096 

DISTANCE 1813.077 725.5693 133 6620 

3.2 Methodology 
The method selected for this study was a hedonic house price approach. GIS was also adopted to 
aid the analysis of distance to the towers. The null hypothesis states that tower proximity does not 
explain any variation in residential property sales price. 

To address the many difficulties in estimating the composite .effects of externalities on property 
price an interactive approach is adopted.17 To allow the composite effect of site, structural and 

n See File, Ling and Mullignn (2003) for further discussion of the significance of the absolute location in the fonn of 
{X. y} coordinates. 
14 Dummy variables for each year of residential sales were also incorporated into each of the model specifications to 
control for the potential effects of time on the price of residential property. 
u Initially, the HEIGHT of the tower was also included among the explanatory variables. However, the HEIGHT 
variable provided no signifi~t explanatory power. 
"Polynomial expansions of the independent variables, identified by the VARIABLE? were included in the interactions 
in the three model specifications discussed in the methodology. 
17 Externalities include influences external to the property such as school zoning, proximity to both amenities and dis­
amenities, and the socio-economic make-up of the resident population. 

8 

( 

( ) ··-



( 
location attributes on the value of residential property to vary spatially they are interacted with the 
Cartesian coordinates that are included in the model. 

Unless the hedonic pricing equation provides for interaction between aspatial and spatial 
characteristics the effects of the explanatory variables on the dependant variable will likely be 
underestimated, misspecified, undervalued or, worse, overvalued. Including the Cartesian 
coordinates in the model is intended to increase the explanatory power of the estimated model, and 
reduce the likelihood of model misspecification (i.e. inaccurate estimates of the regression 
coefficients, inflated standard errors of the regression coefficients, deflated partial t-tests for the 
regression coefficients, false non-significant p-values, and degradation of the model predictability, 
etc.) by allowing the explanatory variables to vary spatially and by removing the spatial 
dependence observed in the error terms of aspatial, non-interactive models. 

Adhering to the methodology proposed by File. Ling, and Mulligan (2003), empirical models were 
selected and progressively tested. The models were based on other well-tested hedonic housing 
price equations reported in the literature, to derive a best-fit model. 

The methodology progresses from an interactive model specification which controls for site and 
structural attributes of residential property as well as the effects of absolute location and then 
proceeds to a model specification that measures the effects of discrete location characteristics 
based on distance intervals. The final model incorporates the impact of explicit location to 
measure the effects of the proximity to towers (as indicated by DISTANCE) on the sales price of 
residential property. 

Preliminary tests of each model, proceeding from interactive aspatial and spatial estimates, were 
executed to identify an appropriate polynomial order, or a model that provided the greatest nwnber 
of statistically significant coefficients and the highest adjusted R-squarcd value (File, ct al., p. 633). 
Like the study by Fik, et al., sensitivity analyses suggested the use of a fourth-order model, at 
most. Similarly, the following model specifications are estimated with a stepwise regression 
procedure to ensure that the potential for model misspecification due to multi-collinearity is 
minimized and that only the independent variables offering the greatest explanatory power are 
included in the final model. 

Model 1 was utilized as a benchmark for the remaining two models. The SALE_PRICE is 
estimated using the following independent variables: lot size (LOT), square footage of the 
dwelling (SQFT), age of the dwelling in years (AGE), and the dwelling's absolute location 
(XCOORD) and (YCOORD). To investigate the effect of tower construction on the price of 
homes the dummy variable (AFTER_TWR) was also included. Residential sales prices prior to 
tower construction, BEFORE (=0), were compared to sales prices after tower construction, 
AFTER (=l). With the addition of the absolute location Model I was used to provide a sound 
model specification, to maximize the explanatory value of the study and minimize the potential for 
misspecification in the estimated models. 

Model 2 integrated the base-model with distance intervals akin to discrete locations. Residential 
properties within the discrete intervals were then coded according to the interval in which each 
property was located. The distance intervals, adopted are: 500MTRS (500 to 451 meters), 
450MTRS (450 to 401 meters), 400MTRS (400 to 351 meters), 350MTRS (350 to 301 meters), 
300MTRS (300 to 251 meters), 250MTRS (250 to 201 meters), 150MTRS (150 to 101 meters), 
IOOMTRS (100 to 51meters),50 MTRS (50 meters, or less, to the tower). These distance rings are 
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' within the range of distances used in other similar proximity studies of detrimental features on 
property values (see for example: Des Rosiers 2002; Reichert 1997; Colwell 1990, and Bond and 
Hopkins 2000). 

Model 3 includes distance-based measures indicating the property's explicit location, with respect 
to the closest tower. Model 3 integrated the base-model (Model 1) with the distance from the 
tower to the property. Model 3 introduces the independent variable DISTANCE and interacts this 
variable with the variables from Model 1. The final model, Model 3, is used to assess the variation 
in sale price due to proximity to a tower. 

3.4 Empirical Results 
Tables 2, 3 and S are shown in Appendices Il and ID. The Tables show the progressive 
development of a spatial and fully interactive model specification to estimate the effects of the 
proximity to towers on the price of residential property, according to the base-model, Model 1. 

In the semi-logarithmic equation the interpretation of the dummy variable coefficients involves the 
use of the fonnula: 100( eba -1 }, where bn is the dummy variable coefficient (Halvorsen & 
Palmquist).18 This fonnula derives the percentage effect on price of the presence of the factor 
represented by the dummy variable. 

Results in Table-2 (Appendix II) suggest that the price of residential properties sold after the 
construction of a tower increases by 1.47~(i:C. AFTER.._TWR ~ l.46E-02). Interactions with 
AFrER_TWR and other variables also suggest an increase in the price for single, family 
residential properties sold after tower construction. This may reflect residents' preference to Jive 
near a tower to obtain better cell phone coverage. 

Among the control variables SQFf increases price by 0.039% with each additional square foot of 
space (i.e. SQFT = 3.88E). AGE reduces price by 0.25% for each additional year of age. The t­
statistics for the explanatory variables SQFf, AGE, XCOORD and YCOORD suggest significant 
explanatory power within the specification (i.e. SQFr m 47, AGE2 "" 7, XCOORD c -7.105 and 
YCOORD = 6.799). Model l accounts for 82% of the variation in the SALE_PRICE (i.e. Adj. R­
Square • .08219987). 

The results of Model 2 (in Table 3, Appendix m indicate the estimated effect that proximity to a 
tower has on residential property prices. Although the SALE_PRICE of single-family, residential 
properties may appear to increase after the construction of towers as indicated by Model 1, the 
discrete intervals created in Model 2 suggest that the value of residential properties also increases 
as the distance from towers increases. That is, if the distance from the residential property to the 
tower decreases, then the price of the residential property likewise decreases . • 

Model 2 indicates that the influence of the proximity of towers on the price of residential 
properties increases inversely with the distance. Under 200MTRS from the towers, the negative 
signs of the estimate coefficients suggest a decrease in the value of residential properties with an 
increased proximity or decreased distance to towers. The price of a property located between 101 
and ISO meters of a tower decreases by 1.57% (1- e"°-01s6) relative to properties that sold prior to 
the tower being built when holding other explanatory variables constant. The price of properties 

"Halvorsen, R. and Palmquist, R. "The Interpretation of Dummy Variables in Semilogarithmic Equations," American 
Economic Review, (70:3, I 980): 474-475. 
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that are located between 151 and 200 meters from a tower is reduced by 2.71 % (I- e.o 0275
). Thus, a 

tower has a statistically significant, albeit minimal, effect on prices of property located within 200 
meters of a tower. 

From 300MTRS to 400MTRS, the price of residential property increases with the distance from 
the tower. Between 400MTRS and 500MTRS, the price continues to increase with the distance 
from the tower. These price increases vary from between 1.045% at 350 meters to 2.32% at 500 
meters. Additionally, the t-statistics increase with the distance, further suggesting the impact 
indicated by the increase in estimate coefficients. Although the general trend in the data suggests a 
positive relationship between the price of residential properties and distance, anomalies exist 
within the distance intervals. 

Having provided a preliminary assessment of the impact of the proximity of towers on residential 
property prices, Model 3 introduces the independent variable DISTANCE to better assess the 
variation in sale price due to the external effect of a tower. 

Table 4 provides a summary of the distance-based results from Models 2 and 3. While the results 
of Model 2 present minor anomalies within the data intervals, the results of Model 3 suggest a 
greater consistency in the results. The results from Model 3 are presented in Table S (see 
Appendix III). 

Table 4: A Comparison of Distance-Based 
Location Coefficients (% impact on price) 

DISCRETE LOCATION ADJ. R:i = 0.826257 
500-450MTRS 2.30E-02 (2.33%) 
450-400MTRS 1.91E-02 (1.93%) 
400-350MTRS 2.17E-02 (2.19%) 
350-300MTRS 1.04E-02 (1.045%) 
200-150MTRS -2.75E-02 (-2.71%) 
150-1 OOMTRS -1.56E-02 (-1.57%J 

EXPLICIT LOCATION ADJ. R' • 0.8282641 
DISTANCE 5.69E-05 (5.69-03%) 

DISTANCE2 -1.49E-08 

The results of Model 3 clearly show that the price of residential property increases with the 
distance from a tower. The independent variable, DISTANCE, estimates a coefficient with a 
positive sign, that increases with increasing distance from the tower (i.e. Distance = 5.69E-05). 
Moreover, the t-statistic associated with the estimated coefficient indicates the significance of the 
explanatory power of the -variable (i.e. t-Stat = 10. 7 51 ). 

DISTANCE presents significant interactions with the other independent variables. The t-statistics 
associated with these interactions provide strong evidence that the price of residential property, 
while highly associated with site and structural characteristics, may be significantly impacted by 
proximity to towers (i.e. AFTER,_TWR•DJSTANCE = 3.519; DISTANCE2 = -12.258; 
DISTANCE• AGE IC 4.829). 

Further, although the estimated effect of the explanatory variable AFTER_TWR continues to 
suggest that the value of residential property increases with the distance from towers, the 
interactive nature of AFfER_TWR with DISTANCE2 suggests that the effect of AFTER_TWR 
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may vary due to varying distances from the tower. Indeed, the estimated coefficient for 
AFTER_TWR from Model 1 is diminished in Model 2 and Model 3 as discrete and explicit, 
distance-based locational attributes are included in the model specification (i.e. Model 1, 
AFTER_TWR = l.46E-02 (1.47%), Model 2, AFTER_TWR = 1.1495-02 (1.156%) and Model 3, 
AFTER_TWR = .012722 (1.28%)). 

3.5 Limitations and Comparison with the NZ Study 
This study analyzed residential property sales drawn from a number of different, but neighbouring, 
suburbs in Orange County, Florida as an entire dataset (the suburbs were grouped together and 
analyzed as a whole). While the Location Value Signature was included in the model to take into 
account composite externalities as well as to allow these and other independent variables in the 
model to vary spatially, and therefore preclude the need to analyse neighbourhoods separately, it is 
possible that not all neighbourhood differences were accounted for when these results are 
compared to those from the NZ study. 

The NZ study (2004) included an analysis of the whole dataset but also of the separate suburbs. 
The analysis of the whole dataset indicates that CPBSs have a significant, but minimal, effect on 
the prices of proximate properties. The same general result was obtained for the current US study. 
However, what the NZ study showed by analyzing the suburbs separately was that substantive 
differences exist in the effect that CPBSs have on property prices between suburbs, since the 
distribution of the property sales prices is quite different in each. 

The analysis showed that the most significant variables and their effect on price were similar 
between the four suburbs: St. Albans, Beckenham, Papanui, and Bishopdale. This indicates the 
relative stability of the coefficients between each model. The overall results indicate that the 
presence of a CPBS bas a significant and negative effect on property prices. This effect is not very 
strong when the variable TOWER is included in the model fitted to the entire dataset. However, the 
effect in each suburb is quite pronounced. It is possible that if the current study had analyzed 
suburbs separately that similar differences would have been found. Table 61 below, summarizes the 
results. 
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All Suburbs Coefficients -2.29e-02 -3.68e-Ol -2.78e-02 -2.9le-02 -3.98e-03 
Value Effects -2.3% 50m@-5.07% -2.7% -2.87% lnsignif. 

lOOmt@: -3.61 % 

St Albans 1994 Coefficients 1.48e-Ol 8.99e-Ol l.45e-Ol l.53e-OI l.44e-Ol 
Value Effects +16% 50m@+l3.6% +15.6% +16.5% +15.5% 

(+12%) lOOmtil +9.4% 
Beckenham 2000 Coefficients -1.Sle-01 -2.85e+OO -1.74e-01 -1.74e-01 -2.03e-Ol 

Value Effects -16.56°/e 97m @-25.13% -15.9% -15.9% -18.37% 

Bishopdale 1994 Coefficients -9.86e-02 I.62e+OO -l.34e-Ol -9.ISe-02 

Value Effects -9.39% SOm@-20.4% -l2.54o/1 -8.96% 
lOOmail -15% 
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Papanui2000 Coefficients -8.17e- -2.24e+OO -7.02e-03 -l.55e-Ol -6.70e-02 
02 

Value Effects -1.ss•;. 177m @-ts.s0;. Ins I golf. -14.36~. -6.48~. 

Other factors that could affect the results are the style and appearance of the CPBSs and bow 
visible they are to residents. 

4. Summary and Conclusions 
This paper presents the results of a study carried out in Florida in 2004. The study involved the 
analysis of market transaction data of single-family homes that sold in Orange County between 
1990 and 2000 to investigate the affect on the price of property in close proximity to a tower. The 
results showed that while a tower has a statistically significant effect on prices of property located 
near a tower, this effect is minimal. The price of properties within 200 meters (656 feet) decreased. 
on average, by just over 2%. 

Each geographical location is unique as evidenced by the difference in results from the NZ and US 
studies. These observed differences are partly due to the manifold factors that influence the degree 
of negative reaction to towers. Residents• perceptions and assessments of risk vary according to a 
wide range of processes including psychological, social, institutional, and cultural. In addition to 
the potential heath, aesthetic and property value impacts from towers, other factors that may 
impact on the degree of negative reaction from residents living near these structures and that may 
be reflected in price are listed below: 
• The kinds of health and other risks residents associate with towers, and the level of risk 

perceived; 
• The height, style, and appearance of the towers, how visible these are to residents and bow 

they perceive such views; 
• The marketability of homes near towers; 
• The extent and frequency of negative media attention to towers; 
• The socio-economic make-up of the resident population (prior research indicates that social 

class is an important variable influencing people's response to environmental detriments, 
Thayer et al. 1992, and Dale et al. 1999); 

• The distance from the towers residents feel they have to be to be free of concerns. 

As the results reported here are from a case study conducted in 2004 in a specific geographic area 
(Orange County, Florida) the results should not be generally applied. Wolverton and Bottemiller19 

explain that: 

" .. .limits on generalizations are a universal problem for real property sale data because 
analysis is constrained to properties that sell and sold properties are never a randomly 
drawn representative sample. Hence, generalizations must rely on the weight of evidence 
from numerous studies, samples, and locations," p. 250. 

Thus, to determine if the results are consistent across time and space many similar studies in 
different geographic locations would need to be conducted over time. Further, to allow valid 
comparison between them, such studies would need to be of similar design. As suggested by Bond 

19 Wolverton. M.L. & Bottemiller, S.C., (2003), "Further analysis of transmission line impact on residential property 
values", The Appraisal Journal, Vol. 71, No.3, pp. 244. 
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. . 
and Wang (2005), the sharing of results from similar studies would aid in the development of a 
global database to assist appraisers in detemtlning the perceived level of risk associated with 
towers and other similar structures from geographically and socio-economically diverse areas. 
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Appendix II - Model 1 & 2 Results 

Table 2: Model 1 (n ... 5783); Adjusted R-Square • .8219987 

Vari ables Est. Std. Error Std. t·Stat Significance Coefficient Coefflclent 
Constant 3.689244 0.257416 14.332 0.0000 

AFTER...TWR l.46E-02 5.0SE-03 0.0353 2.867 0.0042 
AFTER...TWR*AGE 5.99E-04 2.62E-04 0.0395 2.29 0.0221 
AFTER_TWR*LOT 8.79E-07 2.91E-07 0.0272 3.018 0.0026 

SQFI' 3.88E-04 8.20E-06 1.2072 47.368 0.0000 
SQFT2 -3.02E-08 1.90E-09 -0.3779 -15.912 0.0000 

SQFT*AGE 3.52E-07 I.78E-07 0.0429 1.982 0.0475 
AGE -2.81E-03 5.17E-04 -0.1739 -5.429 0.0000 

AGE2 7.12E-05 9.94E-06 0.1527 7.165 0.0000 
XCOORD -1.14E-06 1.61E-07 -0.0432 -7.105 0.0000 
YCOORD 3.0SE-06 4.48E-07 0.0456 6.799 0.0000 

Table 3: Model 2 (n = 5783); Adjusted R-Square • .826257 

Vari ables Est. Std. Error 
Std. t-Stat Significance 

Coefficient Coefficient 

( Constant 3.9082 0.2556 15.291 0.0000 
AFTER_TWR 0.011495 5.0SE-03 0.0279 2.275 0.0230 

AFfER_TWR* AGE 5.57E-04 2.59E-04 0.0367 2.1 51 0.0315 
AFTER_TWR*LOT l.25E-06 2.91E-07 0.0387 4.301 0.0000 

SQFT 3.98E-04 7.78E-06 1.2385 51.236 0.0000 
SQFT2 -3.21E-08 l.89E-09 -0.4011 -16.994 0.0000 

SQFT*AGE ----------------------------
AGE -2.29E-03 4.36E-04 -0.1418 -5.247 0.0000 

AGE2 7.llE-05 9.SIE-06 0.1524 7.245 0.0000 
XCOORD -l.67E-06 1.65E-07 -0.0633 -10.134 0.0000 
YCOORD 3.26E-06 4.45E-07 0.0487 7.324 0.0000 
500MTRS 2.30E-02 2.94E-03 0.0699 7.835 0.0000 
450MTRS 1.91E-02 3.97E-03 0.0344 4.813 0.0000 
400MTRS 2.17E-02 4.04E-03 0.0376 5.364 0.0000 
350MTRS l.04E-02 4.30E-03 0.0162 2.415 0.0158 
200MTRS -2.75E-02 6.12E-03 -0.0271 -4.489 0.0000 
150MTRS -l.56E-02 7.16E-03 -0.0128 -2.177 0.0295 

l 
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Appendix ill - Model 3 Results 

Table 5: Model 3 (n • 5783); Adjusted R-Square = .8282641 

Variables Est. Std. Std. t-Stat Significance 
Coefficient Error Coefficient 

Constant 3.097387 0.268028 11 .556 0.0000 
AFTER_TWR 0.012722 4.42E-03 0.0309 2.877 0.0040 

AFTER_TWR •AGE ------------ ------------------
-

AFTER_TWR*LOT l .26E-06 2.86E-07 0.0389 4.4 0.0000 
AFrER._T\VR*DISTANCE2 2.72E-09 7.73E-10 0.055 3.519 0.0004 

SQFf 4.0lE-04 8.45E-06 1.2464 47.46 0.0000 
SQFr2 -3.04E-08 1.93E-09 -0.3797 -15.726 0.0000 

SQFT*AGE ----------------- ----- --------
--

AGE -2.80E-03 3.95£-04 -0.1731 -7.077 0.0000 
AGE2 6.72E-05 9.70E-06 0.1442 6.931 0.0000 

XCOORD -1.61E-06 1.63E-07 -0.061 -9.911 0.0000 

-- ..YC_QO_RD -- 4.1.0E~0.6 4.80~07 0.0702 9.798 0.0000 
DISTANCE 5.69E-05 5.29E-06 0.2548 10.751 0.0000 
DISTANCE2 -1.49E-08 1.22E-09 -0.2927 -12.258 0.0000 

DISTANCE* AGE 6.20E-07 l.28E-07 0.0909 4.829 0.0000 
DISTANCE* SO Ff -S.43E-09 2.71E-09 -0.0568 -2.002 0.0453 () 
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Planning for the Challenges Ahead 

Richard J. Bruckner 
Director 

August 25, 2015 

TO: 

FROM: 

Pat Modugno, Chair 
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Esther L. Valadez, Commissioner 
David W. Louie, Commissioner 
Curt Pedersen, Commissioner 

Jeantine Nazar, RPAi:1~1\ 
Zoning Permits East Section 

Project No. R2014-02565- (5) 
Conditional Use Permit No. 201400121 
RPC Meeting: September 2, 2015 
Agenda Item: 9 

Enclosed is the appellant's revised Points of Interest-Reference Map. The applicant 
has also provided a report on the Verizon Wireless compliance with Federal 
Communication Commission (FCC) rules and regulations as well as a neighborhood 
survey. 

The appellant has provided documentation discussing height, property values, coverage 
gaps, collocation, and aesthetics that could be further examined. Therefore, staff 
recommends that the Regional Planning Commission continue the case to further 
analyze the potential impacts identified by the opponents. 

If you need further information, please contact Jeantine Nazar at (213) 97 4-6435 or 
jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov. Department office hours are Monday through Thursday 
from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. The Department is closed on Fridays. 

I MOVE THAT THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION CONTINUE CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 
201400121 TO BE DETERMINED. 

MG:JN 
8/27/15. 
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1. Charter Oak Light House 11. Bousman Family Day Care (SA) 

Church (PS) 12. Mike Antonovich Trail (SA) 

2. City of Covina Water Towers 13. Royal Oak M iddle School (SA) 

(AS) (882 Students) 

3. CC>/ Church Christ Valley (AS) 14. Charter Oak High School (SA) 

4. San Dimas Hospital (AS) (1,891 Students) 

S. 2 WTFs at Jiffy Lube 

6. 1 WTF at Big Lots 

7. 1 WTF al U-Haul 

lS. San Olmas High School (SA) 

(1,330 Students) 

16. Walnut Creek Park (SA) 

8. 2 WTFs at Vons 17. Cinnamon Canyon (SA) 

9. Glen Oak Elementary School 18. Lone Hill Middle School (SA) 

(SA) (S72 Students) (927 Students} 

10. Badillo Elementary School 

~~ (SA) (S48Students} 

19. Palm View Elementary School 

(SA} (658 Students) 

20. Sonrise Christian School 
SA• ~nsm~ Altt0 PS• Pro1JO<fti Sitt AS• AlttrnalfW Sitt 





SITE SAFE 
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200 Nortn Glete Rood. Suite 1000. Arlington. '/A 22203-3728 
703.276.1100 • 703.276.1 169 fox 

infogsiiesofe.com • www.sitesofe .-com 

Core Communications Group, 
LLC. on behalf of Verizon Wireless 
Site ID - MTX51-BSC2 
Site Name - Essex 
Site Compliance Report 

4337 North Sunflower Avenue 
Covina, CA 91724 

latitude: N34-5-3 I 33 
longitucle-: w 1 l 7-~0-50.50 
)tructure Typt::: fo\ver 

Report generated date: July 17. 2015 
Report by: K.e;,vin Bernstetter 
Cu~tomer Contact: Ross Miletich 

Verizon Wireless Will Be Compliant based on 
FCC Rules and Regulations. 

"' 20 15 Silesofe Inc . Artinaton VA 

NO. 18838 
David Charles Cotton, Jr. 
Registered Professional Engineer (Electrical) 
State of California, 18838 
Date: 2015-July-17 
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1 Executive Summary 

Core Communications Group, LLC. on behalf of Verizon Wireless hos contracted 
with Sitesafe, Inc. (Sitesafe). an independent Radio Frequency (RF) regulatory and 
engineering consulting firm. to determine whether the proposed communications 
site. MTX51-BSC2- Essex, located of 4337 North Sunflower Avenue. Covina. CA. is in 
compliance wilh Federal Communication Commission (FCC) Rules and 
Regulations for RF emissions. 

This report contains a detailed summary of the RF environment at the site including: 

• diagram of the site: 
• inventory of the make I model of all antennas 
• theoretical MPE based on modeling. 

This report addresses exposure to radio frequency electromagnetic fields in 
accordance with the FCC Rules and Regulations for all individuals. classified in two 
groups. "Occupational or Controlled" and "General Public or Uncontrolled." This 
site will be compliant with the FCC rules and regulations. as described in OET 
Bulletin 65. 

This document and !he conclusions herein are based on the informalion provided 
by Verizon Wireless. 

U you have any questions regarding RF safety and regulatory compliance, please 
do not hesitate to contact Silesafe's Customer Support Deportment at (703) 276· 
1100. 

200 N. Glebe Road• Sutte 1000 •Arlington. VA 22203·3728 
703.276.1100 • lnfo@sltesafe.com 
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2 Regulatory Basis 

2.1 FCC Rules and Regulations 
In 1996. the Federal Communication Commission (FCC} adopted regulations for 
the evaluating of the effects of RF emissions in 47 CFR § 1.1307 and l .1310. The 
guideline from the FCC Office of Engineering and Technology is Bulletin 65 ("OET 
Bulletin 65"), Evaluating Compliance with FCC Guidelines for Human Exposure to 
Radio Frequency Electromagnetic Fields. Edition 97-01. published August 
1997. Sfnce 1996 the FCC periodically reviews these rules and regulations as per 
their congressional mandate. 

FCC regulations define two separate tiers of exposure limits: Occupational or 
"Controlled environment" and General Public or "Uncontrolled environment". The 
General Public limits are generally five times more conservative or restrictive than 
the Occupational limit. These limits apply to accessible areas where workers or the 
general public may be exposed to Radio Frequency (RF) electromagnetic fields. 

Occupational or Controlled limits apply in situations in which persons ore exposed 
as a consequence of their employment and where those persons exposed have 
been mode fully aware of the potential for exposure and can exercise control over 
their exposure. 

An orea is considered a Controlled environment when access is limited to these 
aware personnel. Typical criteria are restricted access (i.e. locked or alarmed 
doors, barriers, etc.) lo the areas where antennas are located coupled with proper 
RF warning signage. A site with Controlled environments is evaluated with 
Occupational limits. 

All other areas ore considered Uncontrolled environments. If a site hos no access 
controls or no RF warning signoge it is evaluot ed with General Public limits. 

The theoretical modeling of the RF electromagnetic fields hos been performed in 
accordance with OET Bulletin 65. The Maximum Permissible Exposure (MPE) limits 
utilized in this analysis are outlined in the following diagram: 

FCC Limits for Maximum Permissible Exposure (MPE) 
Plane.wave Equlv~l•nt Power Densl!y 

1000 

.. e 100 
u 
i 
g 10 
l:' 
a; 
c 
QI 

c .. 
GI 

~ 0 1 a. ·----- -- -----

0 .01 l 
0 10 100 1.000 10.000 

Frequency (MHz) 
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Page4 



Limits for Occupational/Controlled Exposure (MPE) 
Frequency Electric Magnetic Power Averaging Time IE 12

• 

Range Field Field Density (5) IHl 2 or S {minutes) 

(MHz) Strength (E) Strength (mW/cm2
) 

(V/m) (H)(A/m) 

0.3·3.0 614 1.63 (100)* 6 
3.0-30 1842/f 4.89/f (900/f2)* 6 
30-300 61.4 0 .. 163 1.0 6 
300-1500 f/300 6 
1500· s 6 
100.000 

Limits for General Population/Uncontrolled Exposure (MPE) 
Frequency Electric Magnetic Power Averaging Time IE 12

• 

Range Field Field Density (S) I H 12 or S (minutes) 

(MHz) Strength (E) Strength (mW/cm2
) 

(V/m) (H)(A/m) 

0.3-1.34 614 1.63 (lOO)• 30 
1.34-30 824/f 2.19/f (180/f2

)* 30 
30-300 27.5 0.073 0.2 30 
300-1500 f/1500 30 
1500- 1.0 30 
100.000 

f =frequency in MHz *Plane-wave equivalent power density 

2.2 OSHA Statement 
The General Duly clause of the OSHA Act (Section 5} outlines the occupational 
safety and health responsibilities of the employer and employee. The General Duty 
clause in Section 5 slates: 

fa) Each employer -
( l) shall furnish to each of his employees employment and a 

place of employment which are free from recognized hazards 
that are causing or are likely to cause death or serious physical 
hmm to his employee:;; 

(2) shall comply wilh occupational safety and health standards 
promulgated under this Act. 

(b) Each employee shall comply with occupational safety and health standards 
and all rules. regulations. and orders issued pursuant to this Act which ore 
applicable lo his own actions and conduct. 

OSHA has defined Radiofrequency and Microwave Radiation safety standards for 
workers who may enter hazardous RF areas. Regulation Standards 29 CFR § 
1910.147 identify a generic Lock Out Tag Out procedure aimed to control the 
unexpected energization or start up of machines when maintenance or service is 
being performed. 
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3 Site Compliance 

3.1 Site Compliance Statement 
Upon evaluation of the cumulative RF emission levels from all operators at this site. 
Sitesafe has determined that: 

This site wlH be compliant with the FCC rules and regulations. as described in OET 
Bulletin 65. 

The compliance determination is based on theoretical modeling. RF signage 
placement recommendations. proposed antenna inventory and the level of 
restricted access to the antennas at the site. Any deviation from the Verizon 
Wireless's proposed deployment plan could result in the site being rendered non­
compliant. 

3.2 Actions for Site Compliance 
Based on common industry practice and our understanding of FCC and OSHA 
requirements. this section provides a statement of recommendations for site 
compliance. RF alert signage recommendations have been proposed based on 
theoretical analysis of MPE levels. Barriers can consist of locked doors. fencing. 
railing. rope, chain, paint striping or tape, combined with RF alert signage. 

This site will be compliant with the FCC rules and regulations. 

Site Access Location 
No action required. 

Verizon Wireless Proposed Alpha Sector Location 
No action required. 

Verizon Wireless Proposed Beta Sector Location 
No action required. 

Verizon Wireless Proposed Gamma Sector Location 
No action required. 
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4 Safety Plan and Procedures 

The following items are general safety recommendations that should be 
administered on a site by site basis as needed by the carrier. ,.. 

General Maintenance Work: Any maintenance personnel required to work 
immediately in front of antennas and I or in areas indicated as above 1003 of the 
Occupational MPE limits should coordinate with the wireless operators to disable 
transmitters during their work activities. 

Training and Qualification Verification: All personnel accessing areas indicated as 
exceeding the General Population MPE limits should have a basic understanding 
of EME awareness and RF Safety procedures when working around transmitting 
antennas. Awareness training increases a workers understanding to potential RF 
exposure scenarios. Awareness con be achieved in a number of ways (e.g. 
videos, formal classroom lecture or internet based courses). 

Physical Access Control: Access restriclions to transmitting antennas locations is 
the primary element in a site safety pion. Examples of access restrictions are as 
follows: 

• Locked door or gale 
• Alarmed door 
• Locked ladder access 
• Restrictive Barrier at antenna (e.g. Chain link with posted RF Sign) 

RF Slgnaqe: Everyone should obey all posted signs at all times. RF signs play an 
important role in properly warning a worker prior to entering into a potential RF 
Exposure area. 

Assume all antennas ore active: Due to the nature of telecommunications 
transmissions, an antenna transmits intermittently. Always assume an antenna is 
transmitling. Never stop in front of on antenna. If you hove to pass by an antenna, 
move through as quickly and safely as possible thereby reducing any exposure to 
a minimum . 

Maintain a 3 foot clearance from all antennas: There is a direc t correlation 
between the strength of an EME field and the distance from the transmitting 
antenna. The further away from an antenna. the lower the corresponding EME 
field is. 

Site RF Emissions Diagram: Section 5 of this report contains on RF Diagram that 
outlines various theoretical Maximum Permissible Exposure (MPE) areas at the site. 
The modeling is a worst case scenario assuming a duly cycle of 1003 for each 
transmitting antenna al full power. This analysis is based on one of two access 
control criteria: General Public criteria means the access to lhe site is uncontrolled 
and anyone can gain access. Occupational criteria means the access is 
restricted and only properly trained individuals can gain access to the antenna 
locations. 
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5 Analysis 

5.1 RF Emissions Diagram 
The RF diagram(s) below display theoretical spatially averaged percentage of the 
Maximum Permissible Exposure for all systems at the site unless otherwise noted. 
These diagrams use modeling as prescribed in OET Bulletin 65 and assumptions 
detailed in Appendix B. 

The key at the bottom of each diagram indicates if percentages displayed ore 
referenced to FCC General Population Maximum Permissible Exposure (MPE) limits. 
Color coding on the diagram is as follows: 

• Gray represents areas predicted to be at 53 of the MPE limits. or below. 
• Green represents areas predicted to be between 53 and 1003 of the MPE 

limits. 
• Blue represents areas predicted to be between I 003 and 5003 of the MPE 

limits. 
• Yellow represents areas predicted to be between 5003 and 50003 of the MPE 

limits. 
• Red areas indicated predicted levels greater than 50003 of the MPE limits. 

General Population diagrams ore specified when on area is accessible to the 
public: i.e. personnel that do not meet Occupational or RF Safety trained criteria. 
could gain access. 

If trained occupational personnel require access to areas that are delineated as 
Blue or above 1003 of the limit. Sitesafe recommends that they utilize the proper 
personal protection equipment !RF monitors), coordinate with the carriers to 
reduce or shutdown power. or make real-time power density measurements with 
the appropriate power density meter to determine real-time MPE levels. This will 
allow the personnel to ensure that their work area is within exposure limits. 

The key of the bottom also indicates the level or height of the modeling with 
respect to the main level. The origin is typically referenced to the main rooftop 
level. or ground level for a structure without access to the antenna level. For 
example: 

Average from O feet above to 6 feet above origin 

and 

Average from 20 feet above to 26 feet above origin 

The first indicates modeling at the main rooftop (or ground) level averaged over 6 
feet. The second indicates modeling at a higher level (possibly a penthouse level) 
of 20 feet averaged over 6 feet. 
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6 Antenna Inventory 

The Antenna Inventory shows all transmitting antennas of the site. This inventory 
was provided by the customer, and was utilized by Sitesafe to perform theoretical 
modeling of RF emissions. The inventory coincides with the site diagrams in this 
report. identifying each antenna's location at MTX51-BSC2 - Essex. The antenna 
information collected includes the following information: 

• Licensee or wireless operator name 
• Frequency or frequency band 
• Transmitter power- Effective Radiated Power ("ERP"). or Equivalent Isotropic 

Radiated Power ("EIRP") in Watts 
• Antenna manufacturer make. model. and gain 

For other carriers at this site, the use of "Generic" as on antenna model. or 
"Unknown" for an operator means the information with regard to carrier. their FCC 
license and/or antenna information was not available nor could it be secured 
while on site. Equipment. antenna models and nominal transmit power were used 
for modeling, based on past experience with radio service providers. 

200 N. Glebe Road• Suite 1000 •Arlington. VA 22203· 3728 
703.276.1100 • info@slfesafe.com 

Page 12 



Ant 
# 

1 

2 

3 

4 

4 

s 

6 

7 

8 

8 

9 

10 

11 

• !?!!.i:=.§~f.E;) 

The following antenna inventory. on this and the following page. were provided by the customer and were utilized to create 
- - - - - - - -the site model d' -

Operated By TX ERP 
Freq (Watts) 

(MHz) 

VERIZON WIRELESS 751 2467.1 
(Proposed) 

VERIZON WIRELESS 1900 0 
(Proposed) 

VERIZON WIRELESS 850 0 
(Proposed) 

VERIZON WIRELESS 751 2467.1 
(Proposed) 

VERIZON WIRELESS 2100 3964.4 
jProposed) 

VERIZON WIRELESS 751 0 
(Proposed) 

VERIZON WIRELESS 1900 0 
(Proposed) 

VERIZON WIRELESS 850 0 
(Proposed) 

VERIZON WIRELESS 751 2467.1 
(Proposed) 

VERIZON WIRELESS 2100 3964.4 
(Proposed) 

VERIZON WIRELESS 751 0 
(Proposed) 

VERIZON WIRELESS 1900 0 
(Proposed) 

VERIZON WIRELESS 850 0 
(Proposed) 

Table 3: Antenna Inventory 
J'ntenna Az Antenna Model Ant 

G·:iln (dBd) (Deg) Type 

14.13 110 Andrew SBNHH- l D65C Panel 

15.54 110 Andrew SBNHH-1 D6SC Panel 

13.63 110 Andrew SBNHH-1 D6SC Panel 

14.13 110 Andrew SBNHH-1 D65C Panel 

16.19 110 Andrew SBNHH-l D65C Panel 

14.13 230 Andrew SBNHH-1 D65C Panel 

15.54 230 Andrew SBNHH-1 D6SC Panel 

13.63 230 Andrew SBNHH-1 D65C Panel 

14.13 230 Andrew SBNHH-1 D65C Panel 

16.19 230 Andrew SBNHH-1 D65C Panel 

14.13 35 Andrew SBNHH-1 D6SC Panel 

15.54 35 Andrew SBNHH-1 D65C Panel 

13.63 35 Andrew SBNHH-1 D65C Panel 
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Len Horizontal Locaffon 
(ft) Half Power x y z Beamwldth 

(Deg) 

8 66 32.9' 22.5' 41' 

8 65 30.5' 20.7' 41' 

8 64 27.9' 19' 41' 

8 66 25.8' 16.9' 41' 

8 63 25.8' 16.9' 41' 

8 66 24' 17.4' 41' 

8 65 23.6' 20.7' 41 ' 

8 64 23.2' 23.6' 41' 

8 66 22.8' 26.6' 41' 

8 63 22.8' 26.6' 41' 

8 66 24.4' 27.6' 41' 

8 65 27.S' 26.4' 41' 

8 64 30.3' 25.4' 41' 
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Table 3: Antenna Inventory 
Operated Bv TX ERP Antenna Az. Antenna Model Ant Len Horllontal Location 

Freq (Watts) Gain (dBd) (Deg) Type (ff) Half Power x y z (MHz) Beamwldth 
(Deg) --

VERIZON WIRELESS 751 2467.1 14.13 35 Andrew SBNHH-1 D65C Panel 8 66 33' 24.3" 41' 
(Proposed) 

VERIZON WIRELESS 2100 3964.4 16.19 35 Andrew SBNHH-1 D65C Panel 8 63 33' 24.3' 41' 
(Proposed) 

VERIZON WIRELESS 23000 248.9 43.96 0 Generic Microwave Dish 4 2 26.9' 23.4' 34' 
(Proposed) 

VERIZON WIRELESS 23000 248.9 43.96 180 Generic Microwave Dish 4 2 27.3' 22.7 34' 
(Proposed} 

NOTE: x. Y and Z indicate relative position of the antenna lo lhe origin location on the site. displayed in the model results diagram. Specifically. the Z 
reference indicates antenna height above the main site level unless otherwise indicated. ERP values provided by the client and used in the modeling may be 
greater than ore currently deployed. For other carriers al this site the use of "Generic" as on anlenna model or "Unknown" for o wireless operator means the 
information with regard to cooier, their FCC license and/Of antenna information was not available nor could it be secuted while on site. Equipment. antenna 
models and nominal transmit power were used for modeling. based on past experience with radio service providers. 
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7 Engineer Certification 

The professional engineer whose seal appears on the cover of this document hereby 

certifies and affirms that: 

I am registered as a Professional Engineer in the jurisdiction indicated in the 

professional engineering stamp on the cover of this document: and 

That I am an employee of Sitesafe. Inc .. in Arlington. Virginia. at which place lhe staff 

and I provide RF complianc e services to clients in the wireless communications industry; and 

That I am thoroughly familiar with the Rules and Regulations of the Federal 

Communications Commission (FCC) as well as the regulations of the Oc cupational Safety 

and Health Administration (OSHA). both in general and specifically as they apply to the FCC 

Guidelines for Human Exposure to Radio-frequency Radialion: and 

That I have thoroughly reviewed this Site Compliance Report and believe it to be true 

and accurale to the best of my knowledge as assembled by and attested to by Kevin 

Bernstetter. 

July 17. 2015 
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Appendix A - Statement of Limiting Conditions 

Sitesafe will not be responsible for matters of a legal nature that affect the site or 
property. 

Due to the complexity of some wireless sites. Sitesafe performed this analysis and 
created this report utilizing best industry practices and due diligence. Sitesafe 
cannot be held accountable or responsible for anomalies or discrepancies due to 
actual site conditions (i.e .. mislabeling of antennas or equipment. inaccessible 
cable runs. inaccessible antennas or equipment, etc.) or information or data 
supplied by Verizon Wireless. the site manager. or their affiliates. subcontroctorl or 
assigns. 

Sitesafe has provided computer generated model(s) in this Site Compliance Report 
to show approximate dimensions of the site. and the model is included to assist the 
reader of the compliance report to visualize the site area, and to provide 
supporting documentation for Sitesafe's recommendations. 

Sitesafe may note in the Site Compliance Report any adverse physical conditions, 
such as needed repairs, observed during the survey of the subject property or that 
Sitesafe became aware of during the normal research involved in performing this 
survey. Sitesafe will not be responsible for any such conditions that do exist or for 
any engineering or testing that might be required to discover whether such 
conditions exist. Because Sitesafe is not an expert in the field of mechanical 
engineering or building maintenance. the Site Compliance Report must not be 
considered a structural or physical engineering report. 

Sitesofe obtained information used in this Sile Compliance Report from sources that 
Sitesafe considers reliable and believes them to be true and correct. Sitesafe does 
not assume any responsibility for the accuracy of such items that were furnished by 
other parties. When conflicts in information occur between data provided by a 
second party and physical data collected by Sitesafe, the physical data will be 
used. 
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Appendix B - Assumptions and Definitions 

General Model Assumptions 
In this site compliance report, it is assumed that all antennas ore operating at full 
power at all times. Software modeling was performed for all transmitting antennas 
located on the site. Sitesafe hos further assumed a 1003 duty cycle and maximum 
radiated power. 

The site hos been modeled with these assumptions to show the maximum RF 
energy density. Sitesafe believes this to be a worst Tease analysis, based on best 
available data. Areas modeled to predict emissions greater than 1003 of the 
applicable MPE level may not actually occur. but are shown as a worst-case 
prediction that could be realized real time. Sitesafe believes these areas to be 
safe for entry by occupationally trained personnel utilizing appropriate personal 
protective equipment (in most cases. a personal monitor). 

Thus. at any time, if power density measurements were made. we believe the reol­
time measurements would indicate levels below those depicted in the RF emission 
diagrom{s) in this report. By modeling in this way. Sitesafe hos conservatively shown 
exclusion areas - areas that should not be entered without the use of a personal 
monitor, carriers reducing power, or performing real-time measurements to 
indicate real-time exposure levels. 

Use of Generic Antennas 
For the purposes of this report. the use of "Generic" os an antenna model. or 
"Unknown" for an operator means the information about a carrier, their FCC 
license and/or antenna information was not provided and could not be obtained 
while on site. In the event of unknown information. Sitesofe will use our industry 
specific knowledge of equipment. antenna models. and transmit power to model 
the site. If more specific information can be obtained for the unknown 
measurement criteria. Sitesofe recommends remodeling of the site utilizing the 
more complete and accurate data. Information about similar facilities is used 
when the service is identified and associated with a particular antenna. If no 
information is available regarding the transmilting service associated with an 
unidentified antenna, ming the antenna manufacturer':; publi:;hcd data regarding 
the antenna's physical characteristics makes more conservative assumptions. 

Where the frequency is unknown, Sitesafe uses the closest frequency in the 
antenna's range that corresponds to the highest Maximum Permissible Exposure 
(MPE), resulting in a conservative analysis. 
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Definitions 

53 Rule - The rules adopted by the FCC specify that, in general. at multiple 
transmitter sites actions necessary to bring the area into compliance with the 
guidelines are the shared responsibility of all licensees whose transmitters produce 
field strengths or power density levels at the area in question in excess of 53 of the 
exposure limits. In other words. any wireless operator that contributes 53 or greater 
of the MPE limit in an area that is identified to be greater than I 003 of the MPE limit 
is responsible toking corrective actions to bring the site into compliance. 

Compliance - The determination of whether a site is safe or not with regards to 
Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Radiation from transmitting antennas. 

Decibel (dB) - A unit for measuring power or strength of a signal. 

Duty Cycle - The percent of pulse duration to the pulse period of a periodic pulse 
train. Also. may be a measure of the temporal transmission characteristic of an 
intermittently transmitting RF source such as a paging antenna by dividing average 
transmission duration by the average period for transmission. A duty cycle of 1003 
corresponds to continuous operation. 

Effective (or Equivalent) Isotropic Radiated Power (EIRP) - The product of the power 
supplied to the antenna and the antenna gain in a given direction relative to an 
isotropic antenna. 

Effective Radiated Power (ERP) - In a given direction. the relative gain of a 
transmitting antenna with respect to the maximum directivity of a half wave dipole 
multiplied by the net power accepted by the antenna from the connecting 
transmitter. 

Gain (of an antenna) - The ratio of the maximum intensity in a given direction to 
the maximum radiation in the same direction from an isotropic radiator. Gain is a 
measure of the relative efficiency of a directional antennas as compared to an 
omni directional antenna. 

General Population/Uncontrolled Environment - Defined by the FCC. as an area 
where RFR exposure may occur to persons who are unaware of the potential for 
exposure and who have no control of their exposure. General Population is also 
referenced as General Public. 

Generic Antenna - for the purposes of this report. the use of "Generic" as an 
antenna model means the antenna information was not provided and could not 
be obtained while on site. In the event of unknown information. Sitesafe will use 
our industry specific knowledge of antenna models to select a worst case scenario 
antenna to model the site. 

Isotropic Antenna- An antenna that is completely non-directional. In other words. 
an antenna that radiates energy equally in all directions. 

Maximum Measurement - This measurement represents the single largest 
measurement recorded when performing a spatial average measurement. 
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Maximum Permissible Exposure (MPE) - The rms and peak electric and magnetic 
field strength. their squares. or the plane-wave equivalent power densities 
associated with these fields to which a person may be exposed without harmful 
effect and with acceptable safety factor. 

Occupational/Controlled Environment- Defined by the FCC, as on area where 
Radio Frequency Radiation (RFR) exposure may occur to persons who are aware of 
the potential for exposure as a condition of employment or specific activity and 
can exercise control over their exposure. 

OET Bulletin 65- Technical guideline developed by the FCC's Office of Engineering 
and Technology to determine the impact of Radio Frequency radiation on 
Humans. The guTdeline was published in August 1997. 

OSHA {Occupational Safety and Health Administration) - Under the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act of 1970, employers are responsible for providing a safe and 
healthy workplace for their employees. OSHA's role is to promote the safety and 
health of America's working men and women by setting and enforcing standards; 
providing training, outreach and education; establishing partnerships; and 
encouraging continual process improvement in workplace safety and health. For 
more information, visit www.osha.gov. 

Radio Frequency Radiation - Electromagnetic waves that are propagated from 
antennas through space. 

Spatial Average Measurement- A technique used to average a minimum of ten 
(10) measurements taken in a ten (10) second interval from zero {O) to six (6) feet. 
This measurement is intended to model the average energy an average sized 
human body will absorb while present in an electromagnetic field of energy. 

Transmitter Power Output (f PO) - The radio frequency output power of a 
transmitter's final radio frequency stage as measured al the output terminal while 
connected to a load. 
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Appendix C - Rules & Regulations 

Explanation of Applicable Rules and Regulations 
The FCC has set forth guidelines in OET Bulletin 65 for human exposure to radio 
frequency electromagnetic fields. Specific regulations regarding this topic ore 
listed in Port 1. Subpart I. of ntle 47 in the Code of Federal Regulations. Currently. 
there are two different levels of MPE - General Public MPE and Occupational MPE. 
An individual classified as Occupational can be defined as an individual who has 
received appropriate RF training and meets the conditions outlined below. 
General Public is defined as anyone who does not meet the conditions of being 
Occupational. FCC and OSHA Rules and Regulations define compliance in terms 
of total exposure to total RF energy. regardless of location of or proximity to the 
sources of energy. 

It is the responsibility of all licensees to ensure these guidelines are maintained at all 
times. It is the ongoing responsibility of all licensees composing the site to maintain 
ongoing compliance with FCC rules and regulations. Individual licensees that 
contribute less than 53 MPE to any total area out of compliance are not 
responsible for corrective actions. 

OSHA has adopted and enforces the FCC's exposure guidelines. A building owner 
or site manager can use this report as parl of an overall RF Health and Safety 
Policy. It is important for building owners/site managers to identify areas in excess 
of the General Population MPE and ensure that only persons qualified as 
Occupational are granted access to those areas. 

Occupational Environment Explained 
The FCC definition of Occupational exposure limits apply to persons who: 

• are exposed to RF energy as a consequence of their employment; 
• have been mode aware of the possibility of exposure: and 
• can exercise control over their exposure. 

OSHA guidelines go further to state that persons must complete RF Safety 
Awareness training and must be trained in the use of appropriate personal 
protective equipment. 

In order to consider this site an Occupational Environment, the site must be 
controlled to prevent access by any individuals classified as the General Public. 
Compliance is also maintained when any non-occupational individuals I the 
General Public) are prevented from accessing areas indicated as Red or Yellow in 
the attached RF Emissions diagram. In addition. a person must be aware of the RF 
environment into which they are enf ering. This can be accomplished by an RF 
Safety Awareness class. and by appropriate written documentation such as this 
Site Complianc e Report . 

All Verizon Wireless employees who require access to this site must complete RF 
Safety Awareness training and must be trained in the use of appropriate personal 
protective equipment. 
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Appendix D - General Safety Recommendations 

The following are general recommendations appropriate for any site with 
accessible areas in excess of 1003 General Public MPE. These recommendations 
are not specific to this site. These are safety recommendations appropriate for 
typical site management. building management. and other tenant operations. 

1. All individuals needing access to the main site (or the area indicated to be in 
excess of General Public MPE) should wear a personal RF Exposure monitor. 
successfully complete proper RF Safety Awareness training. and have and be 
trained in the use of appropriate personal protective equipment. 

2. All individuals needing access to the main site should be instructed to read and 
obey oil posted placards and signs. 

3. The site should be routinely inspected and this or similar report updated with the 
addition of any antennas or upon any changes to the RF environment including: 

• adding new antennas that may have been located on the site 
• removing of any existing antennas 
• changes in the radiating power or number of RF emitters 

4. Post the appropriate NOTICE. CAUTION, or WARNING sign at the main site access 
point{s) and other locations as required. Note: Please refer to RF Exposure 
Diagrams in Appendix B. to inform everyone who has access to this site that 
beyond posted signs there may be levels in excess of the limits prescribed by the 
FCC. The signs below are examples of signs meeting FCC guidelines. 
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5. Ensure that the site door remains locked (or appropriately controlled) to deny 
access to the general public if deemed as policy by the building/site owner. 

6. For a General Public environment the four color levels identified in this analysis 
can be interpreted in the following manner: 

• Gray represents area at below 53 of the General Public MPE limits or below. 
This level is safe for a worker to be in at any time. 

• Green represents areas predicted to be between 53 and 1003 of the General 
Public MPE limits. This level is safe for a worker to be in at any lime. 
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• Blue represents areas predicted lo be between 1003 and 5003 of the General 
Public MPE limits. This level is safe for a worker to be in at any time. 

• Yellow represents areas predicted to be between 5003 and 50003 of the 
General Public MPE limits. This level is safe for a worker to be in. 

• Red areas indicated predicted levels greater than 50003 of the General Public 
MPE limits. This level is not safe for the General Public to be in. 

7. For an Occupational environment the four color levels identified in this analysis 
con be interpreted in the following manner: 

• Areas indicated as Gray are at 53 of the Occupational MPE limits or below. 
This level is safe for a worker to be in at any time. 

• Green represents areas predicted to be between 53 and 203 of the 
Occupational MPE limits. This level is safe for a worker to be in at any time. 

• Yellow represents areas predicted to be between 203 and 1003 of the 
Occupational MPE limits. Only individuals that have been properly trained in RF 
Health and Safety should be allowed to work in this area. This is not an area 
that is suitable for the General Public to be in. 

• Red areas indicated predicted levels greater than I 003 of the Occupational 
MPE limits. This level is not safe for the Occupational worker to be in for 
prolonged periods of time. Special procedures must be adhered to such as 
lock out tag out procedures to minimize the workers exposure to EME. 

8. Use of a Personal Protective Monitor: When working around antennas. Sitesafe 
strong recommends the use of a Personal Protective Monitor (PPM). Wearing a 
PPM will properly forewarn the individual prior lo entering an RF exposure area. 

Keep a copy of this report available for all persons who must access the site. They 
should read this report and be aware of the potential hazards with regards to Rf 
and MPE limits. 

Additional Information 
Additional RF information is available by visiting both www.Sitesafe.com and 
www.fcc.gov/oet/rfsafety. OSHA has additional information available at: 
http://www.osha-slc.gov/SLTC/radiofrequencyradiation. 
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August 27, 2015 

Hilda Solis, Mark Ridley-Thomas, 
Sheila Kuehl, Don Knabe 
and Michael Antonovich 

Board of Supervisors 
County of Los Angeles 
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Verizon Wireless 
15505 Sand Canyon Ave, BJdg. E 
Irvine, CA 92618 

Re: Verizon Wireless Stealth Treepole Facility 
North Sunflower Avenue. Charter Oak Area 

Dear Supervisors: 

I am the Verizon Wireless Marketing Associate Director over the team that maintains and 
manages all data and information messages that are sent to Verizon Wireless customers in 
California In connection with the application referred to above, Verizon Wireless arranged 
for a text message to be sent to customers with billing addresses within the ZIP codes 91724, 
91773 and 91740 in the Charter Oak area. The entire text message sent reads as follows: 

Free message from Verizon: Reply YES to this text to show your support for 
...... _________ iinPr_oyaj Ye~on Wireless se_aj~ !.Q_!!l~G..h¥t~r_9~-ar~a.:_Ad4 a m~~e to tell 

Los Angeles County you support a new church tower facility on North Sunflower 
Avenue. 

The text message above was sent on August 19, 2015. As of August 24, 2015, we have 
received 1, 100 affirmative text responses indicating support for the facility proposed in the 
Charter Oak area and 75 respondents opposed. Text messages received confirmed the need to 
provide improved Verizon Wireless service in the Charter Oak area. Samples of the text 
messages of support received from Verizon Wireless customers appear on the attached pages. 

I am available to verify the above information as you may require. 

Attaclunent 

Sincerely, 

D- S---
Dave Swanson 
VZW Marketing Associate Director 
Loyalty Marketing & Operations 



Sample Text Messages of Support 
for Verizon Wireless Facility, North Sunflower Avenue 

I want the church tower on north Sunflower Ave 

1) Yes. 2) I support a new church tower facility 

A new church tower would be awesome! A sign of positivity for the area that we 
could really use! 

I support a new church tower facility on North Sunflower Avenue 

I support a new church tower on north sunflower 

I support a new tower facility 

I support a new tower in the Charter Oak area 

I support a new tower on Sunflower Ave. 

I support increased, better service in the Charter Oak area in which I live 

I support the new tower on Sunflower 

I support the tower in the charter oak area 

I support Verizon wireless service in Charter Oak area! yes yes yes 

Please allow a new tower at Sunflower facility to support our Verizon service. 

-- - - - .. - - - - - - - - --
Pl ease install a new tower ... I barely get 4g service at my home nearby and I pay 
good money for my service! 

We deserve great service!!! 

We desperately need improved cell phone service in this area, it is very poor at 
present. 

We do need more reception Allow it 

We need improved service in the San Dimas area Ill! 

We support a new tower facility on North Sundlower ave 

We support the new church tower for improved services. 

Yes! I verbally support the new church tower. 

Yes! I support a new tower on N. Sunflower 



YES! If the location is acceptable with the church, build the tower! 

YES! We need better cell service in this Charter Oak area .. I live nearby the church 
on Sunflower ... These people need to step up to the times. 

Yes! We support a new church tower on North Sunflower ave. Let's build it and get it 
done! 

Yes!!! I whole heartedly support multiple towers in the area as service is no where 
near as good here as it is in other places. 

Yes!!! Please add the tower. We need it 

Yes!!! We need improved service! 

YES!!! Wireless service in the Chart Oak area. I support a new church tower facility 
on North Sunflower Avenue. 

YESl!ll It really sucks in Covina Hillsll!I 

Yes, I support the new church tower on North Sunflower Ave 

Yes, that area needs improved Cell service from Verizon 

Yes, and all of LA County including San Dimas please! 

Yes, I support a new church tower facility on North Sunflower Avenue. 

Yes, I support a new tower in the Charter Oak areal 

Yes, I support a new tower on north sunflower ave 

YES, I support any measure that would improve service in my area! 

YES, I support cell tower expansion 

Yes, I support the new tower. 

Yes, if I could finally get vies service, currently unavailable to me north of w.covina 
blvd@ Saints Court. 

YES, THE SERVICE IS TERRIBLE IN THE CHARTER OAK AND SAN DIMAS 
AREA. MUCH APPRECIATED FOR IMPROVEMENT. 

Yes, we need it otherwise service sucks at times! 

Yes, we need tower due to poor reception. 

YES. I support new church tower. 



Yes. Another cell site on Sunflower is needed 

Yes. I support a new church tower facility on N. Sunflower Avenue. 

Yes. I support a tower at a church on Sunflower. 

Yes. I support the idea of adding dish in the new church building on North Sunflower 
Ave 

Yes. I support the new tower 

Yes. I support the tower on North Sunflower. 

Yes. Support tower. 

Yes. Anything you can do to improve the service in the Charter Oak area is 
necessary for 911 calls and other emergency's. 

Yes. Build the tower. 

Yes. For the fees I pay for a weak signal now, I support improved service by adding 
a church tower for the Charter Oak area. 

YES. I Support a New Church tower facility in location of North sunflower ave. 

Yes. I support a new church tower facility on north sunflower ave. 

Yes. I support a stronger service & the tower 

Yes. My service sucks at my house. I support a new church tower. 

Yes. Please also improve our Verizon service coverage in the Via Verde area of San 
Dimas. 

Yes. Poor coverage is a pervasive problem. 

YES. To Verizon tower in Charter Oaks. 

Yes. Wireless service is a way of life now. Improving service is critical. Many 
people have only wireless now. 

Yes ... the more coverage the better 

Yes .. improved service in case of emergency. for residents and motorists. 

Yes. I have to go outside my house to get better coverage. Maybe we need another 
tower in our area. 



Yes.i support a new church tower facility on North St.1nflower avenue 
















