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 STAFF REPORT  
 BOARD MEETING DATE:  May 28, 2019  
   

DATE: April 26, 2019 

TO: Board of County Commissioners 

FROM: Julee Olander, Planner, Planning and Building Division, Community 
Services Department, 328-3627,  
jolander@washoecounty.us 

THROUGH: Mojra Hauenstein, Architect, AICP Planner, LEED AP, Director of 
Planning and Building, 328-3619, mahuenstein@washoecounty.us 

SUBJECT: Public hearing:  Appeal of the Washoe County Board of Adjustment’s 
approval of Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP19-0001 (Incline 
Village Monopole).  
 
The project is for:  
1. The construction of a new wireless cellular facility consisting of a 
117-foot high stealth monopine structure (aka cell phone tower 
disguised to resemble a pine tree) designed as a collocation facility; and 
2.  A minor deviation to vary the height standard and increase the 
monopine by 5 feet, to a total height of 117 feet. 
 
The Board of County Commissioners may affirm, reverse, or modify 
the decision of the Board of Adjustment.   
The appellants are Robert Holman, Wayne Ford, Peter Todoroff, Ronda 
Tycer, Jack Dalton, Amanda Bloomer, and Michael and Helen Abel. 
The property owner is KBS Inc. and applicant is Incline Partners, LLC. 
The monopole is proposed to be located on a vacant parcel, 
approximately 100 feet south of the intersection of Incline Way and 
Village Blvd. on the west side of Village Blvd. approximately 30 feet 
west of the easterly parcel line bordering Village Blvd. The Assessor’s 
Parcel Number is 132-221-11. The Master Plan Category is Commercial 
(C) and the Regulatory Zone is General Commercial (GC). The project 
is located within the Tahoe Area Plan and within the Incline Village 
Crystal Bay Citizen Advisory Board boundary. The request comes 
under WCC Chapter 110, Article 324 Communication Facilities; Article 
810, Special Use Permits and Article 804, Minor Deviations. 
(Commission District 1.) 

 
SUMMARY 
The appellants are seeking to overturn the Washoe County Board of Adjustment’s (BOA) 
approval on April 4, 2019. The appellants have appealed the approval providing justification 
for denial that the application did not meet any of the four findings- first finding 
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(Consistency), second finding (No Detriment), third finding (Site Suitability) and fourth 
finding (Issuance Not Detrimental).  The BOA was able to make all of the findings.  

Washoe County Strategic Objective supported by this item:  Stewardship of our Community. 

PREVIOUS ACTION 
On March 4, 2019, the special use permit (SUP) was heard by the Incline Village/Crystal 
Bay Citizen Advisory Board (IVCB CAB). The CAB made no specific recommendation and 
recommended to forward the CAB minutes.  There were numerous people at the meeting 
who spoke. (See Attachment B, Exhibit D)  

On April 4, 2019, the SUP was considered in a public hearing, before the BOA. The BOA 
took action to approve the SUP, with two members in favor and one against. The board was 
able to make all of the findings.  

BACKGROUND 
The Washoe County Board of Adjustment approved the proposed SUP based on the ability 
to make all of the findings required by Washoe County Code (WCC) Section 110.804.25.  
The appellant’s application indicates that none of the findings were met.  (See Attachment 
E) 

The parcel where the tower is proposed to be located has a Regulatory Zoning of General 
Commercial (GC).  This zoning is identified in WCC 110.106.15(r) as “intended to create 
and preserve areas for businesses that provide a variety of wholesale and retail goods and 
services and serve a community or regional market.”  Washoe County Code Article 324 
provides the requirements for communication facilities.  Section 110.324.50(e)(1) addresses 
monopole antennas and specifically provides that “Antennas shall be allowed with approval 
of a Special Use Permit in…” followed by the list of regulatory zones, including General 
Commercial (GC). 

Washoe County is limited by federal and state rules reviewing “personal wireless service 
facility”, which is protected by federal law (Telecommunications Act of 1996, 47 U.S.C. 
Section 332 (c) (7)) and state law (NRS 707.550 – 707. 920).  Generally, federal and state 
laws provide that when regulating the placement, construction or modification of wireless 
facilities: 

• We shall not unreasonably discriminate among providers of functionally 
equivalent services; 

• We shall not prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the provision of personal 
wireless services; 

• We must act within a reasonable time on applications for permits (presumed to 
be 150 days under FCC “shot clock” rules); 

• If we deny a request to place, construct, or modify personal wireless service 
facilities, we must do so in a separate writing, and the decision must 
be supported by substantial evidence (evidence that a reasonable mind might 
accept as adequate to support a conclusion) contained in a written record.  State 
law (NRS 707.585) requires that a decision denying an application must set forth 
with specificity each ground on which the authority denied the approval of the 
application, and must describe the documents relied on by the Board in making 
its decision. 

• We may not regulate the placement, construction and modification of personal 
wireless facilities on the basis of environmental effects of radio frequency 
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emissions to the extent that such facilities comply with FCC regulations 
concerning such emissions. 
 

FISCAL IMPACT 
No fiscal impact. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended that the Board of County Commissioners affirm the decision of the 
Board of Adjustment and uphold the approval of Special Use Permit Case Number 
WSUP19-0001 (Incline Village Monopole). 

POSSIBLE MOTIONS 
Should the Board agree with the Board of Adjustment’s approval of Special Use Permit 
Case Number WSUP19-0001 (Incline Village Monopole), staff offers the following motion: 

“Move to deny the appeal and affirm the decision of the Board of Adjustment to approve 
Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP19-0001 (Incline Village Monopole). The approval 
is based upon the ability to make the findings required by WCC Section 110.804.25, 
Findings. 

Should the Board disagree with the Board of Adjustment’s approval of Special Use Permit 
Case Number WSUP19-0001 (Incline Village Monopole), staff offers the following motion: 

“Move to approve the appeal and reverse the decision of the Board of Adjustment and deny 
Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP19-0001 (Incline Village Monopole). The denial is 
based on the Board’s inability to make all four of the findings required by WCC Section 
110.804.25, Findings.” 

 
Attachments: 
Attachment A: Board of Adjustment Action Order dated 4/4/19 
Attachment B: Board of Adjustment Staff Report dated 4/4/19 
Attachment C: Additional BOA Correspondence 
Attachment D: Additional Letters/Information submitted at BOA Meeting  
Attachment E: Appeal Application dated 4/12/19  
Attachment F: BOA Minutes of 4/4/19  
 
cc:   
 
Appellant: James M. Walsh c/o Walsh, Baker & Rosevear, 9468 Double R Blvd., Suite A, 
Reno, NV, 89521, Email: jmwalsh@wbrl.net  
 
Applicant: Incline Partners, LLC, PO Box 3740, Incline Village, NV 89450, Email: 
jpetersen@surewest.com  
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Board of Adjustment Staff Report 
Meeting Date:  April 4, 2019 Agenda Item:  8C 

1001 E. Ninth St., Reno, NV  89512-2845 
Telephone:  775.328.6100 – Fax:  775.328.6133 

www.washoecounty.us/csd/planning_and_development 

SPECIAL USE PERMIT CASE NUMBER: WSUP19-0001 (Incline Village Monopole) 
BRIEF SUMMARY OF REQUEST: To approve a special use permit for the construction of a new 
wireless cellular facility consisting of a 117-foot high stealth monopine structure. 

STAFF PLANNER: Planner’s Name:  Julee Olander 
Phone Number:  775.328.3627 
E-mail:  jolander@washoecounty.us

CASE DESCRIPTION 

For possible action, hearing, and discussion: 

1. To approve a special use permit for the construction of a
new wireless cellular facility consisting of a 117-foot high
stealth monopine structure (aka cell phone tower disguised to
resemble a pine tree) designed as a collocation facility; and
2. To approve a minor deviation to vary the height standard
and increase the monopine by 5 feet, to a total height of 117
feet.
The monopole is proposed to be located on a vacant parcel, 
approximately 100 feet south of the intersection of Incline 
Way and Village Blvd. on the west side of Village Blvd. 
approximately 30 feet west of the easterly parcel line 
bordering Village Blvd. 

Applicant: Incline Partners, LLC 
Property Owner: KBS Ltd. 
Location: Approximately 100 feet south of 

the intersection of Incline Way 
and Village Blvd. on the west side 
of the Village Blvd. 

APN: 132-221-11
Parcel Size: 8,078 sq. ft.
Master Plan: Commercial (C)
Regulatory Zone: General Commercial (GC)
Area Plan: Tahoe
Citizen Advisory Board: Incline Village/Crystal Bay 
Development Code: Authorized in Article 324 

Communication Facilities; and 
Article 810, Special Use Permits 

Commission District: 1 – Commissioner Berkbigler 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
APPROVE APPROVE WITH CONDITIONS DENY 

POSSIBLE MOTION 

I move that, after giving reasoned consideration to the information contained in the staff report and information 
received during the public hearing, the Washoe County Board of Adjustment approve, with conditions, Special Use 
Permit Case Number WSUP19-0001 for Incline Partners LLC, having made all five findings in accordance with 
Washoe County Code Section 110.810.30.  

(Motion with Findings on Page 18) 

WSUP19-0001 
INCLINE VILLAGE MONOPOLE
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Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP19-0001 
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Special Use Permit  
The purpose of a special use permit is to allow a method of review to identify any potential harmful 
impacts on adjacent properties or surrounding areas for uses that may be appropriate within a 
regulatory zone; and to provide for a procedure whereby such uses might be permitted by further 
restricting or conditioning them so as to mitigate or eliminate possible adverse impacts. The Board 
of Adjustment is authorized to issue special use permits under NRS 278.315 and Washoe County 
Code (WCC) Article 810.  Certain notice requirements must be met, which are discussed in this 
report.  In approving the special use permit, the Board must consider and make five Findings of 
Fact, which are discussed below. [WCC Section 110.810.30] The notice requirements and findings 
are discussed in this report. The Board of Adjustment is allowed to grant an approval of the special 
use permit that is subject to Conditions of Approval.  Conditions of Approval are requirements that 
need to be completed during different stages of the proposed project, including conditions prior to 
permit issuance, prior to obtaining a final inspection and/or certificate of occupancy, prior to 
issuance of a business license, or ongoing “operational conditions” which must be continually 
complied with for the life of the project.  

Conditions of Approval.  The Conditions of Approval for this case are attached to this staff report 
as Exhibit A and will be included with the Action Order, if approved. 
Variances.  As a part of approval of a special use permit, the Board of Adjustment may also vary 
standards of the Development Code as they would apply to the Project.  [See WCC Section 
110.810.20 (e).]  In so doing, the Board must make the five findings required for variances as set 
out in WCC Section 110.804.25. 

Special Communications Facility requirements.  The proposed facility is a “communications facility” 
under Article 324 of the County Development Code which imposes specialized requirements and 
provides that when approving a special use permit, the Board must adopt the three additional 
findings listed in WCC Section 110.324.75 which are discussed in this staff report. 

Special Federal and State Rules  The proposed facility is a “personal wireless service facility” 
protected by federal law (Telecommunications Act of 1996, 47 U.S.C. Section 332 (c) (7)) and 
state law (NRS 707.550 – 707. 920).  Generally, federal and state laws provide that when 
regulating the placement, construction or modification of wireless facilities: 

• We shall not unreasonably discriminate among providers of functionally equivalent 
services; 

• We shall not prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the provision of personal wireless 
services; 

• We must act within a reasonable time on applications for permits (presumed to be 150 days 
under FCC “shot clock” rules); 

• If we deny a request to place, construct, or modify personal wireless service facilities, we 
must do so in a separate writing, and the decision must be supported by substantial 
evidence (evidence that a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a 
conclusion) contained in a written record.  State law (NRS 707.585) requires that a decision 
denying an application must set forth with specificity each ground on which the authority 
denied the approval of the application, and must describe the documents relied on by the 
Board in making its decision. 

• We may not regulate the placement, construction and modification of personal wireless 
facilities on the basis of environmental effects of radio frequency emissions to the extent 
that such facilities comply with FCC regulations concerning such emissions. 

The subject property has regulatory zone of Commercial (C).  The proposed monopole antenna 
requires a special use permit (SUP) per Washoe County Code (WCC) 110.324.50(e) and Incline 
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Village Commercial Community Plan.  Therefore, the applicant is seeking approval of this SUP 
from the Board of Adjustment.  

Additionally, the SUP regulations allow “varying standards of the Development Code as part of the 
approval of a special use permit “per WCC Section 110.810.20(e).  The applicant is seeking a 
minor deviation, which allows standards to be deviated by 10% of the requirement per Section 
110.804.35.  The monopole allowed height is 112-feet and the applicant is requesting to increase 
the height by 5-feet, for a total height of 117-foot tall monopole.  The Board of Adjustment will be 
ruling on this additional request.   
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Vicinity Map 
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Site Plan 

Monopole 
location  
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Site Plan Elevation 
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Photo Simulations Locations 
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View 1 

Proposed 
Monopole 
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View 2 

Proposed 
Monopole 
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Proposed 
Monopole 
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View 4 

Proposed Monopole 
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Project Evaluation 
Incline Partners, LLC has requested a special use permit in order to place an unmanned wireless 
telecommunications monopole with all necessary appurtenances upon the subject property.  The 
parcel 132-221-11 is vacant and south of the intersection of Village Blvd. and Incline Way within 
the Tahoe planning area.  The proposed facility will contain a multi-carrier 117-foot 
communications monopole, designed as a “stealth” tree pole and as a collocation facility 
engineered to hold up to four carrier’s antenna arrays on the site.  The monopine is proposed to be 
112-feet tall with additional branches to extend the total height to 117-feet high.  The applicant 
states that the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) recommends increasing the height and 
adding more branches to make the monopine look more tree-like.  The total height being 
requested is 117-feet.  The Development Code allows the tower to be 80-feet high per the 
regulatory zoning of General Commercial (GC), plus another 10 feet per WCC 110.324.50, when 
there is “significate gap coverage”.  The height can be increased by 25% if the tower is stealth, 
which would increase the height by 12.5-feet for a height of 112.5-feet.  The applicant is requesting 
a minor deviation, which allows an increase of 10% and will allow for an increase height from 
112.5-feet to 117-feet.  The monopole will hold up to four antennas located at various heights from 
65-feet to 112-feet.  Once the monopole is complete the antennas will be leased to various 
carriers.   

The project area will encompass roughly 1,610 square-feet with the monopole and associated 
equipment that will be located in a 35-foot x 46-foot enclosure with 6-foot high cyclone fencing with 
wood-colored synthetic slats.  The monopole is to be located in the northwest area of the 8,078 
square-foot parcel.  The equipment and cabinets will be located on raised platforms in the 
enclosed area.  The enclosure is approximately 30-feet from Village Blvd. and the monopole will be 
approximately 50-feet from Village Blvd. 

Analysis 
The applicant has indicated the reason for the new telecommunications tower is to offer additional 
capacity and provide improved wireless services for the area.  The increase in services will range 
from all types of wireless cell service, 911 calls, GPS services, and in-building calling and data 
services.  The in-building services are beneficial due to the fact that landline usage has declined in 
recent years as more of the population is using cell phones for voice and data telecommunications 
rather than traditional landline communication.  The increase in wireless cellular service could be 
beneficial in emergency situations where landlines are not available.  As more and more roads do 
not contain call boxes, mobile services often can be the only form of communication in an 
emergency situation, especially in areas outside of city limits.  The applicant states that the facility 
will increase the wireless phone and data coverage in the area, as there is poor or no service 
currently along this main corridor in Incline Village.  Currently, there are wireless towers located at 
the Hyatt Hotel, Diamond Peak Ski Resort and the Incline Village Executive Golf Course. 

The parcel is in the Tahoe Area Plan and within the Incline Village Commercial Community Plan 
(IVCCP), where transmission and receiving facilities are allowed with a special use permit.  The 
parcel is designated in the IVCCP Land Use Concept Map as office/commercial and per Washoe 
County Code has a Regulatory Zoning of Commercial (C).  The surrounding parcels have the 
same designation and zoning.  The parcels to the north and west are vacant, while commercial 
structures are located on the parcels to the south and east.  The parcel where the monopole is 
proposed to be located is owned by the same property owner as the parcel to the south, where a 
dental office is located.  There is a parking lot on the parcel that is used by the dental office.  The 
parcel is adjacent to Village Blvd., which a main north/south roadway through Incline Village.  

The applicant states that there are no alternative preferred cellular facilities (faced mounted 
antennas, rooftop mounted antennas or collocation) in the area.  The applicant reviewed 13 
parcels as possible sites for the monopole (See Exhibit E).  The proposed site was selected as it 
best fit the project requirements of space, avoidance of scenic corridors, coverage requirement, 
setbacks, availability, and interested owners (see map below for existing and proposed coverage). 
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Incline Village Existing Site Coverage Map 
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Incline Village Proposed Site Coverage Map 

Access/Parking: 

No new access or parking spaces will be required, as the facility is an unmanned facility.  Incline 
Partners, LLC anticipates using the existing access from Village Blvd.  The site will be self-
monitored and personnel will be alerted off-site of any equipment malfunction or security issues.  
There will be a standby diesel generator on-site that will operate in the event of an emergency 
outage.  The applicant states that the generator will meet or exceed Washoe County noise 
regulations.  

Signage/Lighting: 

Signage will be as required by FAA/FCC or other jurisdictional entities.  There will be no 
“advertisement signage.” 

Landscaping: 

The application requested that the landscaping requirement be waived, due to TRPA requesting 
that the parcel maintain a native state.  However, after communicating with TRPA, the applicant 
has decided to install landscaping at the site per Washoe County standards with native vegetation 
to provide screening and a buffer between the enclosure and Village Blvd.  The application states 
that one tree will be removed for the construction of the enclosure.   
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Visual Impacts: 

The request to add a telecommunications monopole is consistent with the standards of Article 324 
Telecommunications of the Washoe County Development Code.  The proposed 
telecommunications tower will be a monopine design in order to blend with the forest habitat of the 
subject site.  The tower is taller than the trees on the site; the antennas need to exceed the height 
of the surrounding topography and trees to transmit and receive wireless signals and perform at an 
optimal level.  However, the proposed facility will not be visible from Lake Tahoe, or identified 
scenic corridors, except Highway 28 where it will be minimally visible due to the tree canopy. Also, 
the applicant has decided to add native vegetation to the site to help screen the facility from 
surrounding parcels. 

Radio Frequency and Environmental Impacts: 

Under federal law (47 U.S.C. 332 (c) (7) (B) (iv), if the proposed telecommunications facility 
complies with Federal Communications Commission (FCC) regulations, this Board cannot regulate 
its placement, construction, and modification based on the potential environmental effects of radio 
frequency emissions.  Under state law (NRS 707.575 (4)) the Board “shall not consider the 
environmental effects of radio frequency emissions” in rendering a decision of approving or 
denying this special use permit.  The applicant has provided the required documents that the 
facility complies with the FCC regulations for radio frequency emissions (See Exhibit G – Hammett 
& Edison certifications). 

Incline Village/Crystal Citizen Advisory Board (IV/CB CAB) 
The proposed project was sent to the Citizen Advisory Board for their review and comment.  The 
CAB meeting was held on March 4, 2019 and the CAB made no recommendation.  The CAB 
requested that the minutes and all the comments from the CAB members and the public be 
forwarded, see Exhibit D for the minutes of the CAB meeting.  Some of the concerns and 
comments voiced at the meeting include: 

• Wrong location, the tower should not be located in the center of town 
• Health issues with cell towers and impacts to the quality of life 
• The tower will be taller than the surrounding trees 
• No more towers are needed 
• Blight to the community and will visible on a main street  
• Need to wait until the Tahoe Area Plan is approved 
• Do need more capacity and need the tower   

Reviewing Agencies 
The following agencies/individuals received a copy of the project application for review and 
evaluation. 

• Washoe County Community Services Department 

o Planning and Building Division 

o Engineering and Capital Projects Division 

• Washoe County Health District  

o Environmental Health Services Division 

• North Lake Tahoe Fire Protection District 

• Incline Village General Improvement District (IVGID) 

WSUP19-0001 
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The following is a brief summary received of each agency’s comments and/or recommended 
conditions of approval and their contact information.  The Conditions of Approval document is 
attached to this staff report and will be included with the Action Order, if approved. 

• Washoe County Planning and Building Division addressed site and screening, and FCC 
licensure/radio frequency emissions requirements. 
Contact:  Julee Olander, 775.328.3627, jolander@washoecounty.us  

• Washoe County Engineering and Capital Projects Division addressed construction 
improvement plans and grading. 
Contact:  Leo Vesely, 775.328.2040, lvesely@washoecounty.us 

Required Findings 

Findings required by WCC Section 110. 810.30 for a Special Use Permit: 
1. Consistency.  That the proposed use is consistent with the action programs, policies, 

standards and maps of the Master Plan and the Tahoe Area Plan; 

Staff Comment:  Staff has reviewed the Master Plan and the Tahoe Area Plan and has not 
identified any provisions that are offended by the project. 

2. Improvements.  That adequate utilities, roadway improvements, sanitation, water supply, 
drainage, and other necessary facilities have been provided, the proposed improvements 
are properly related to existing and proposed roadways, and an adequate public facilities 
determination has been made in accordance with Division Seven; 

Staff Comment:  There are adequate facilities and the proposed project is in compliance 
with Division Seven. 

3. Site Suitability.  That the site is physically suitable a for a telecommunications facility 
(monopole) for the intensity of such a development; 

Staff Comment:  The parcel is vacant with numerous large trees on the property and site is 
physically suitable for a monopole.  The surrounding properties are zoned Commercial (C) 
and there are commercial uses in the area.   

4. Issuance Not Detrimental.  That issuance of the permit will not be significantly detrimental 
to the public health, safety or welfare; injurious to the property or improvements of adjacent 
properties; or detrimental to the character of the surrounding area.  

Staff Comment:  Based on the requirements of the FCC, the “Electromagnetic Frequency 
(RF) exposure level due to the proposed site is well below the maximum allowable by FCC 
Regulations.  The site fully complies with FCC rules and regulations. 

5. Effect on a Military Installation.  Issuance of the permit will not have a detrimental effect on 
the location, purpose or mission of the military installation. 

Staff Comment:  There is no military installation nearby. 

Findings required by Section 110.324.75, for a telecommunications facility: 
6. That the communications facility meets all the standards of Sections 110.324.40 through 

110.324.60 as determined by the Director of Community Development and/or his/her 
authorized representative; 

Staff Comment:  Staff has reviewed all of the standards and conclude that the standards 
have been met. 

7. That public input was considered during the public hearing review process; and 

Staff Comment:  The public comment was heard at the CAB meeting and during the Board 
of Adjustment public hearing.  Under federal law (47 U.S.C. 332 (c) (7) (B) (iv), if the 
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proposed telecommunications facility complies with FCC regulations, this Board cannot 
regulate its placement, construction, and modification based on the potential environmental 
effects of radio frequency emissions.  Under state law (NRS 707.575 (4) the Board “shall 
not consider the environmental effects of radio frequency emissions” in rendering a 
decision of approving of denying this special use permit. 

8. That the monopole or lattice tower will not unduly impact the adjacent neighborhoods or the 
vistas and ridgelines of the County. 

 Staff Comment:  Based on a review of the photographs and drawings in the Staff Report 
and Application, the proposed monopole will blend with existing natural, landscape of the 
subject parcel.  Also, the applicant is installing native vegetation to further screen the 
wireless facility from surrounding parcels and roadways. 

Recommendation 
Those agencies which reviewed the application recommended conditions in support of approval of 
the project.  Therefore, after a thorough analysis and review, Special Use Permit Case Number 
WSUP19-0001 is being recommended for approval with conditions.  Staff offers the following 
motion for the Boards consideration. 

Motion 
I move to adopt all of the eight findings listed in the staff report and based on those findings 
approve Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP19-0001 for Incline Partners, LLC, subject to the 
conditions contained in Exhibit A to the Staff Report.  The Findings are adopted based on 
individual consideration of information contained in the Staff Report (including, but not limited to 
the staff comments regarding the findings) and all exhibits as well as testimony and exhibits 
presented at the public hearing.  Counsel for the Board and the Board Secretary are hereby 
directed to prepare a written Action Order consistent with this motion. 

Appeal Process 
Board of Adjustment action will be effective 10 calendar days after the written decision is filed with 
the Secretary to the Board of Adjustment and mailed to the applicant, unless the action is appealed 
to the Washoe County Board of County Commissioners, in which case the outcome of the appeal 
shall be determined by the Washoe County Board of County Commissioners.  Any appeal must be 
filed in writing with the Planning and Building Division within 10 calendar days from the date the 
written decision is filed with the Secretary to the Board of Adjustment and mailed to the applicant. 
 
 
Applicant: Incline Partners, LLC 
  PO Box 3740 
  Incline Village, NV  89450 
  email:  Jpetersen@surewest.net 
 
Owner: KBS Ltd. 
  PO Box3020 
  Incline Village, NV  89450 
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1001 E. Ninth St., Reno, NV  89512-2845 
Telephone:  775.328.6100 – Fax:  775.328.6133 

www.washoecounty.us/comdev 

 
Conditions of Approval 
Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP19-0001 

 
 

The project approved under Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP19-0001 shall be carried 
out in accordance with the Conditions of Approval granted by the Board of Adjustment on April 
4, 2019. Conditions of Approval are requirements placed on a permit or development by each 
reviewing agency.  These Conditions of Approval may require submittal of documents, 
applications, fees, inspections, amendments to plans, and more.  These conditions do not 
relieve the applicant of the obligation to obtain any other approvals and licenses from relevant 
authorities required under any other act or to abide by all other generally applicable Codes. 
 
Unless otherwise specified, all conditions related to the approval of this special use permit 
shall be met or financial assurance must be provided to satisfy the Conditions of Approval prior 
to issuance of a grading or building permit.  The agency responsible for determining compliance 
with a specific condition shall determine whether the condition must be fully completed or 
whether the applicant shall be offered the option of providing financial assurance.  All 
agreements, easements, or other documentation required by these conditions shall have a copy 
filed with the County Engineer and the Planning and Building Division of the Washoe County 
Community Services Department. 

Compliance with the Conditions of Approval related to this Special Use Permit is the 
responsibility of the applicant, his/her successor in interest, and all owners, assignees, and 
occupants of the property and their successors in interest.  Failure to comply with any of the 
conditions imposed in the approval of the Special Use Permit may result in the initiation of 
revocation procedures.   

Washoe County reserves the right to review and revise the Conditions of Approval related to 
this Special Use Permit should it be determined that a subsequent license or permit issued by 
Washoe County violates the intent of this approval.   

For the purpose of conditions imposed by Washoe County, “may” is permissive and “shall” or 
“must” is mandatory.   

Conditions of Approval are usually complied with at different stages of the proposed project.  
Those stages are typically: 

• Prior to permit issuance (i.e., grading permits, building permits, etc.). 

• Prior to obtaining a final inspection and/or a certificate of occupancy. 

• Prior to the issuance of a business license or other permits/licenses. 

• Some “Conditions of Approval” are referred to as “Operational Conditions.” 

These conditions must be continually complied with for the life of the project or business. 

FOLLOWING ARE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL REQUIRED BY THE REVIEWING 
AGENCIES.  EACH CONDITION MUST BE MET TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE ISSUING 
AGENCY.  
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Washoe County Conditions of Approval   
 

   
Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP19-0001 

Page 2 of 3 

Washoe County Planning and Building Division 
1. The following conditions are requirements of the Planning and Building Division of the 

Washoe County Community Services Department, which shall be responsible for 
determining compliance with these conditions. 
Contact Name –Julee Olander, 775.328-3627, jolander@wahoecounty.us  
a. The applicant shall demonstrate substantial conformance to the plans approved as part 

of this special use permit.  The Planning and Building Division shall determine 
compliance with this condition. 

b. The applicant shall submit complete construction plans and building permits shall be 
issued within two years from the date of approval by Washoe County and the Tahoe 
Regional Planning Agency.  The applicant shall complete construction within the time 
specified by the building permits. Compliance with this condition shall be determined by 
the Planning and Building Division. 

c. The applicant shall attach a copy of the Action Order approving this project to all 
administrative permit applications (including building permits) applied for as part of this 
special use permit. 

d. A note shall be placed on all construction drawings and grading plans stating: 

NOTE 

Should any cairn or grave of a Native American be discovered 
during site development, work shall temporarily be halted at the 
specific site and the Sheriff’s Office as well as the State Historic 
Preservation Office of the Department of Conservation and Natural 
Resources shall be immediately notified per NRS 383.170. 

e. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall provide a certification by a 
professional that the facility complies with Federal Communications Commission (FCC) 
regulations for Radio Frequency Emissions (RFE). 

f. Prior to the issuance of a building permit the applicant shall record a statement of 
assurance that the wireless communications facility shall be removed if the use of the 
facility is discontinued for a period of twelve (12) consecutive months. 

g. The monopine pole tower shall not exceed 117 feet in maximum height, as approved 
under this special use permit WSUP19-0001. 

h. The applicant shall submit a landscaping design plan to the Planning and Building 
Division with the building permit using native vegetation to facilitate screening the 
wireless equipment from the public right-of-way. 

i. The telecommunications tower owner shall be responsible for maintenance of the tower 
structure, all branches, and related appurtenances and equipment for said site.  If 
branches break, fade, or blow away, or are damaged in any other manner, whether due 
to natural, Act of God, or manmade causes, those said branches or other equipment 
shall be replaced within three (3) months per each occurrence. 

j. The monopine shall match the color of the surrounding evergreen trees and the wood-
colored synthetic slats shall match the foliage and be non-reflective. 

k.  The following Operational Conditions shall be required for the life of the project: 
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Washoe County Conditions of Approval 

Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP19-0001 
Page 3 of 3 

i. This special use permit shall remain in effect until or unless it is revoked or is
inactive for one year.

ii. Failure to comply with the Conditions of Approval shall render this approval null
and void.  Compliance with this condition shall be determined by the Planning and
Building Division.

iii. The applicant and any successors shall direct any potential purchaser/operator of
the site and/or the special use permit to meet with the Planning and Building
Division staff to review Conditions of Approval prior to the final sale of the site
and/or the special use permit.  Any subsequent purchaser/operator of the site
and/or the special use permit shall notify the Planning and Building Division of the
name, address, telephone number, and contact person of the new
purchaser/operator within 30 days of the final sale.

Washoe County Building 
2. The following condition is a requirement of Washoe County Planning and Building Division,

which shall be responsible for determining compliance with this condition.
Contact Name –Leo Vesely, 775.328.2313, lvesely@washoecounty.us
a. A complete set of construction improvement drawings, including an on-site grading plan,

shall be submitted when applying for a building/grading permit.  Grading shall comply
with best management practices (BMP’s) and shall include detailed plans for grading,
site drainage, erosion control (including BMP locations and installation details), slope
stabilization, and mosquito abatement.  Placement or removal of any excavated
materials shall be indicated on the grading plan.  Silts shall be controlled on-site and not
allowed onto adjacent property.

b. The applicant shall provide permanent easements for the lease area, access and
utilities.  A copy of the recorded easements shall be submitted to the Engineering
Division prior to issuance of a building permit.

c. All existing and proposed easements shall be shown on the site and/or grading plan.

d. An occupancy permit, for work within the County right-of-way, shall be obtained prior to
approval of a building permit.

e. Due to IVGID Water and Sewer Utilities located within the property, the owner must
contact IVGID prior to submitting for a Washoe County Building Permit.

f. The owner shall be responsible for scheduling a field meeting with IVGID to determine
an approved location for the proposed tower.

*** End of Conditions *** 
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COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
Engineering and Capital Projects 

1001 EAST 9TH STREET 
RENO, NEVADA 89512 
PHONE (775) 328-3600 
FAX (775) 328.3699 

Date: March 4, 2019 

To: Julee Olander, Planner, Planning and Building Division 

From: Leo Vesely, P.E., Engineering and Capital Projects Division 

Re: Special Use Permit for Incline Village Monopole - WSUP19-0001 

APN 132-221-11 

GENERAL PROJECT DISCUSSION  

Washoe County Engineering and Capital Project staff has reviewed the above referenced 
application.  The SUP is for the construction of a 112 foot communications monopole.  The 
Engineering and Capital Projects Division recommends approval with the following comments 
and conditions of approval which supplement applicable County Code and are based upon our 
review of the application prepared by Incline Partners, LLC.  The County Engineer shall 
determine compliance with all the following conditions of approval. 

For questions related to sections below, please see the contact name provided. 

GENERAL CONDITIONS 
Contact Information:  Leo Vesely, P.E.  (775) 328-2041 

1. A complete set of construction improvement drawings, including an on-site grading
plan, shall be submitted when applying for a building/grading permit. Grading shall
comply with best management practices (BMP’s) and shall include detailed plans for
grading, site drainage, erosion control (including BMP locations and installation details),
slope stabilization, and mosquito abatement. Placement or removal of any excavated
materials shall be indicated on the grading plan. Silts shall be controlled on-site and not
allowed onto adjacent property.

2. The applicant shall provide permanent easements for the lease area, access and utilities.
A copy of the recorded easements shall be submitted to the Engineering Division prior
to issuance of a building permit.

3. All existing and proposed easements shall be shown on the site and/or grading plan.

4. An occupancy permit, for work within the County right-of-way, shall be obtained prior to
approval of a building permit.
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Subject: Incline Village Monopole - WSUP19-0001 
Date: March 4, 2019 
Page: 2 

DRAINAGE (COUNTY CODE 110.416, 110.420, and 110.421) 
Contact Information:  Walter West, P.E.  (775) 328-2310 

There are no drainage related comments. 

TRAFFIC AND ROADWAY (COUNTY CODE 110.436) 
Contact Information:  Mitchell Fink (775) 328-2050 

There are no traffic related comments. 

UTILITIES (County Code 422 & Sewer Ordinance) 
Contact Information:  Tim Simpson, P.E.  (775) 954-4648 

There are no utility related conditions of approval 
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Development Review Status Sheet 

Date: 2-22-19 

Attention:  Julee Olander, Planner 

RE:  Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP19-0001 
APN:   132-221-11
Service Address: Incline Way and Village Blvd west side of Village

Incline Village NV 89451
Owner: KBS LTD

Request:

Completed by: Tim Buxton, Chief Inspector 
Phone: (775) 832-1246     Fax: (775) 832-1260 

Incline Village General Improvement District, 1220 Sweetwater Road, Incline Village NV 89451 

The contents of this transmission are intended only for the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential, 
and exempt from disclosure under applicable law.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, 

distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited.  If you receive this communication in error, please notify us immediately by telephone and 
return the original to us at the above address via US Postal Service.  We will reimburse you for your postage.   Thank you. 

Note:    Send information to the case planner as prescribed on the memo from 
Dawn or the Washoe County Development.    TLB 

Comments:     No Impact to the Incline Village General Improvement District.
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From: Holly, Dan
To: Olander, Julee
Subject: Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP19-0001 (Incline Village Monopole)
Date: Friday, February 22, 2019 11:36:07 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png

Julie:  I have reviewed the above referenced application on behalf of building and have no concerns. 
However, a building permit and inspections are required once the special use permit has been
approved.  Thank You,

Dan Holly
Plans Examiner Supervisor, Planning and Building Division |Community
Services Department
dholly@washoecounty.us | Office:  (775) 328-2027 
1001 E. Ninth St., Bldg. A, Reno, NV 89512
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Washoe County Citizen Advisory Boards 
CAB Member Worksheet 
 
Citizen Advisory Board:    

Meeting Date (if applicable):    

Topic or Project Name (include Case No. if applicable):    
  
 
Please check the appropriate box: 
 My comments  q  were   (or)    q  were not   discussed during the meeting. 
 
Identified issues and concerns: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Suggested alternatives and/or recommendations: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Name          Date:     

(Please Print) 
Signature:               

This worksheet may be used as a tool to help you take notes during the public testimony and discussion on this 
topic/project.  Your comments during the meeting will become part of the public record through the minutes and the 
CAB action memorandum.  Your comments, and comments from other CAB members, will and shall not collectively 
constitute a position of the CAB as a whole. 

If you would like this worksheet forwarded to your Commissioner, please include his/her name.   

Commissioner’s Name:    

Use additional pages, if necessary. 

Please mail, fax or email completed worksheets to: Washoe County Manager’s Office 
 Attention:  CAB Program Coordinator 
 Post Office Box 11130, Reno, NV  89520-0027 
 Fax:  775.328.2491  
 Email:  stone@washoecounty.us 

 

Incline Village / Crystal Bay

March 4, 2019

Special Use Permit

XX

The mmost important concern I have are the Health concern the Monopole Poses. 

There needs to be a Study to make sure there are no Health Risks involved.

Pete Todoroff 02/22/2019

Marsha Berkbigler

Incline Village Monopole
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1

Olander, Julee

From: Bruce Powell <bruce@calou.com>
Sent: Friday, March 15, 2019 10:17 AM
To: Olander, Julee
Subject: IV cell phone tower project

Julee Olander 
Planner|Community Services Department- Planning & Building Division 
1001 E. Ninth St., Bldg A., Reno, NV 89512 
Email:  jolander@washoecounty.us 
  
To Whom It May Concern: 
  
  
This letter is in reference to the application by Incline Partners, LLC before the Tahoe Regional Planning 
Agency(“TRPA”) and Washoe County Planning Department to allow the construction of 
a 117 foot monopine within the commercial zone in Incline Village, Nevada (subject property: APN#: 132-221-
11, vacant land next to 231 Village Boulevard). 
  
The area surrounding the proposed monopine isunderserved by the wireless industry.  Improved cellular 
telephone coverage would add tremendously to the safety and welfare of the Incline Village population. 
  
The tower location is in the commercial zone and the monopine will blend with the surrounding 
area.  Accordingly I support the approval of this facility by Washoe County and TRPA. 
  
  
Very truly yours,  
  
  
 
Bruce Powell 
565 Valley Dr 
Incline Village NV 89451 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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 1  

 
To: 
 
Julee Olander 
Planner|Community Services Department- Planning & Building Division 
1001 E. Ninth St., Bldg A., Reno, NV 89512 
Email:  jolander@washoecounty.us 
 
And: 
 
Bridget K. Cornell 
Current Planning 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
PO Box 5310 
Stateline, NV  89449 
Email:  bcornell@trpa.org 

 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
 
This letter is in reference to the application by Incline Partners, LLC before the Tahoe 
Regional Planning Agency (“TRPA”) and Washoe County Planning Department to allow 
the construction of a 117 foot monopine within the commercial zone in Incline Village, 
Nevada (subject property: APN#: 132-221-11, vacant land next to 231 Village 
Boulevard). 
 
The area surrounding the proposed monopine is underserved by the wireless industry.  
Improved cellular telephone coverage would add tremendously to the safety and welfare 
of the Incline Village population. 
 
The tower location is in the commercial zone and the monopine will blend with the 
surrounding area.  Accordingly I support the approval of this facility by Washoe County  
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 2  

and TRPA. 
 
 
 Very truly yours, 
 
 
Steven P Fehr      
Name 
 
875 Southwood Blvd. Unit 15      
Address 
 
Incline Village NV 89451      
Address 
 
      
Signature 
 
3/11/2019      
Date 
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Incline Village Crystal Bay Citizens Advisory Board 
DRAFT: Approval of these draft minutes, or any changes to the draft minutes, will be 
reflected in writing in the next meeting minutes and/or in the minutes of any future 
meeting where changes to these minutes are approved by the CAB. 

 

Minutes of the Incline Village Crystal Bay Citizens Advisory Board meeting held at Incline Village General 
Improvement District, 893 Southwood Blvd, Incline Village, NV 89451 on March 4, 2019, 5:30 P.M. 
 
1. *CALL TO ORDER/ PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE – Pete Todoroff called the meeting to order at 5:30 P.M. 
 
2. *ROLL CALL/DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM -  Pete Todoroff, Tom Cardinale,  Gerry Eick, Gene Brockman, 
Kevin Lyons, Mike Sullivan, Judy Miller (arrived at 5:33).  A quorum was determined.  
 
3. *PUBLIC COMMENT –  
Steve Dolan said he is here to discuss the second home rental topic. We are getting surrounded by changes 
that impact our town. Years ago, we were impacted by highway patrol monitoring roadside parking. Sand 
Harbor has a ton of potential parking; they could use State Land. Mr. Ellison has been authorized to expand 
CalNeva by 400 cubic feet. The meeting was held in Carson City where Commissioner Berkbigler was second in 
command. They authorized it with a bank of lawyers. It will be bring thousands of people when it opens and 
will impact the short term rentals. South Lake Tahoe has made short term rental illegal. The County has a 
conflict with offering short term because they collect a tax. The Commissioner wants to convert property into 
a parking lot. Keep an eye on it; we are being impacted from all sides.  
 
Rhonda Tycer said she doesn’t want short term rentals. We are tight-knit neighbors. We don’t want a constant 
parade of strangers which makes us feel less safe. We don’t want more traffic; we like our quality of life. We 
pay huge property taxes for the privilege to live in Incline Village. Long term rentals allow us to get to know 
them.  
 
Sara Schmitz spoke about information she shared with Commissioner Berkbigler. Our community is unique. 
She said she reached out to Jackson Wyoming. They are isolated, but depend on fulltime residents. They 
changed zoning to allow short term rentals in commercially zoned areas. Here in Incline, you cannot run a 
business out of your home. Why are we permitting short term rentals which are businesses. She said she has 
provided language to Commissioner Berkbigler of the language they use.  
 
Rich Thompson, Washoe County Roads, said they are trying to keep the roads open. He spoke about priority 
streets including the roads to the schools. Loaders go slow through the snow, just as cars do. We are part of 
the community; we are doing the best we can. Please ask people to move their cars during snow. Roads are 15 
feet wide. During garbage days, keep the cans behind the snow poles.  
 
Grant Meyer said he has been fulltime resident for 26 years. He said he is an owner 3 single family homes, but 
doesn’t rent them out short term. We have personal property rights. He said he owns 3 private businesses. He 
said he is concerned with the County restricting personal property rights. We are concerned of the impact on 
small businesses.  
 
Jack Dalton said spoke about snow removal on his cul-de-sac. He said his neighbor complained to Washoe 
County. He said he didn’t want to use 311. He said the information on the website was old. After 2008 
meltdown, the County cut the amount of people doing snow removal. He thought the snow removal years ago 
were satisfactory. He said he understands the storms and road closures.  
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4. APPROVAL OF AGENDA FOR THE MEETING OF MARCH 4, 2018 – Kevin Lyons moved to approve the 
agenda. Judy Miller seconded the motion to approve the agenda for NOVEMBER 5, 2018. Motion carried 
unanimously.  
 
5. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FOR THE MEETING OF NOVEMBER 5, 2018 –  Gerry Eick moved to approve 
the minutes of NOVEMBER 5, 2018. Tom Cardinale seconded the motion to approve the minutes. Motion 
carried unanimously. 
 
6.A. Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP19-0001 (Incline Village Monopole) - Request for community 
feedback, discussion and possible action to forward community and Citizen Advisory Board comments to 
Washoe County staff on a request for a special use permit for the construction of a new wireless cellular 
facility consisting of a 112-foot high stealth monopine structure (aka cell phone tower disguised to resemble a 
pine tree) designed as a collocation facility. The monopole is proposed to be located on a vacant parcel, 
approximately 100 feet south of the intersection of Incline Way and Village Blvd. on the west side of the 
Village Blvd. approximately 30 feet west of the easterly parcel line bordering Village Blvd. (for Possible Action)  
• Applicant/Property Owner: Incline Partners, LLC/KBS Ltd.  
• Location: Approx. 100 feet south of the intersection of Incline Way and Village Blvd. on the west side of the 
Village Blvd.  
• Assessor’s Parcel Number: 132-221-11  
• Staff: Julee Olander, Planner; 775-328-3627; jolander@washoecounty.us  
• Reviewing Body: Tentatively scheduled for the Board of Adjustment on April 4, 2019 
 
John Petersen, presenter, provided an overview. Mike Flynn, partner, not present at this meeting. Mr. Flynn 
has lived her for 20 years. 
 
Mr. Petersen said there will 45 feet of bark up to where the limbs start. He said this is a culmination of 3 years 
working on this project. He said the General Commercial zoning area isn’t that large. He said they spoke to 15 
land owners to seek alternative sites. He said he produced an alternatives candidate list for potential 
locations. He said they filed in April 2018 with TRPA; file was completed in December, and began to working 
with the County. He said they have worked 9-months on design to make sure there was no visual impacts by 
adding more branches to look more natural. A wood-like fence slate is proposed to blend with existing area. 
TRPA doesn’t want landscaping done. Hamet and Edison Engineering reviewed the exposure. The maximum 
exposure is 6% of allowable per FCC. A back-up generator will run during power outage; its within the Washoe 
County noise ordinances. There is poor coverage in this area. Alternative locations include the golf course, 
Hyatt, and Diamond Peak, but don’t cover down to the water. This location will cover down to the water and 
up highway 28. Carriers want broadband coverage, but the current service isn’t covering. It won’t be visible 
from highway 28 or Tahoe Blvd.  
 
Gene Brockman asked about the technology of the monopole. Mr. Petersen said 4G LGT. As time progresses, it 
will probably be new technologies, and will put up what is lawfully permitted. Mr. Brockman said the concern 
is radio radiation with radio frequency hazards. Mr. Petersen said the study shows maximum exposures and it 
was analyzed. It 6% of what the FCC exposure limit allows.  
 
Mike Sullivan asked about the other current towers. Mr. Petersen said those are within the FCC. It’s different 
for institutional workers and the public and the study covers that.  
 
Pete Todoroff asked the proximity to the dentist office. Mr. Petersen referenced the study. He said its 45 feet 
to the property line, and across the parking lot. He said approximately 65-70 feet.  
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Gerry Eick thanked Mr. Petersen for the packet of information. He said the coverage map of the western half 
of the community wasn’t being covered. It’s implied there was no coverage. Mr. Petersen said it was intended 
to show poor coverage, not none. Gerry Eick asked about the photo simulation to scale. Mr. Petersen said they 
hire professionals to create these photo simulations to scale. 
 
Kevin Lyons asked about the alternatives and coverage. Mr. Petersen said we want to cover more to the west, 
so the further west, the better. There weren’t owners that would lease or the coverage wasn’t ideal. There 
was a search ring, this is further east than we would like. He said carriers are interested with lease draft. He 
said once we get permitted, we will finish the leases with all four carriers.  
 
Tom Cardinale asked why would put a tower in our town for people to the west. Mr. Petersen said it will cover 
to the edge of Crystal Bay. He said there is poor cover down by the water. Not everyone is one is covered by 
the Hyatt tower. This tower will have a larger footprint.  
 
Judy Miller asked if he has been part of something like this before. Mr. Petersen said Incline Partners has done 
several towers in the area and southern California for 20 years. Tom Cardinale asked if he did the one on 267. 
Mr. Petersen said no.  
 
Judy Miller said she researched the health risk. She read about amateur radio towers. She said she was a 
licensed technician of amateur radios. It could be a health risk.  Mr. Petersen said he isn’t familiar with HAMM 
radios. Judy Miller said there are different frequencies depending on your license. Mr. Petersen said there is 
risk of holding a cell phone near your head all day compared to this tower. 
 
Mike Sullivan asked why don’t we put the tower in the Boulder Bay Project where you need it. You will 
probably need more area coverage. If we supply west with power, put the pole on the west. Mr. Petersen said 
we are trying to cover the western side of Incline Village. The carriers wanted this area.  
 
Mr. Petersen said he has two letters of support.  
 
Public Comment:  
Carol Black submitted a picture of a monopine that was 80 feet tall installed by the Galena Fire Station, which 
is being proposed being installed of our small town. She said she is new to the area. This is 1.5 times taller 
than the adjacent pine tree. The proposal doesn’t meet the zoning requirements which require a special 
permit. It’s a commercial development that has barely met the setbacks. It’s a small land area in the middle of 
town with lots of traffic going by it. She spoke about health concerns. The regulations are old with risk and 
concerns that come out monthly. There are safety concerns with traffic and people walking by. These towers 
can fall over, start fires, and dangerous. The noise hasn’t been addressed.  
 
Richard Miner said you will find many studies about radiation health issues. He said he lives on the west side 
and has no cell phone issue. He asked the other locations – golf course, Hyatt, Diamond Peak. He said he saw a 
map about 12 other alternative locations for the tower. It’s a no brainer if you can put a cell tower at Diamond 
Peak, and it can cover everything. There has to be better locations other than the heart of our town. He said 
the stealth monopine structure looks like a cell phone tower trying to be disguised as a monopine. Put it at 
Diamond Peak or lookout tower in Crystal Bay. Put it in the County maintenance yard which is by the west 
side. It can only go in commercial zoned area, but were the other alternative locations not commercially 
zoned. It’s a big mistake to put it where it’s proposed for visual and health risks.  
 
John Eppolito said he has lived her for 20 years. He spoke about the cell tower and radio frequency exposure. 
Cell phone companies lobby congress to get exposures limits increased. If without lobbying, this exposure 
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wouldn’t be allowed. He said they are attempting to prevent lawsuits on exposures. He said it’s similar to lung 
exposure to cigarettes. The partner said the Hyatt was going to get rid of the tower. He wants to know why 
they are getting rid of the tower. He said we stopped the tower proposed at the high school. We have kids 
within ¼ mile of that tower for 3 years. He said he asked TRPA to notify the neighbors and all the kids at the 
middle school. TRPA said they don’t have time to notify. It’s going too fast. He said he is against it.  
 
Beth Davidson said she lives in McCloud; she said she was notified by Steve Price, homeowner’s association 
president. She said she lives within ¼ mile of this proposed tower.  She said we live on an incline, so she isn’t 
aware of the radiation impact. Perhaps it impacts the high school. There are health concerns. There is a big 
difference between 4G and 5G. We don’t fully understand the emerging technology. They are lobbied by 
corporate interest. She said she would like to see the County put a severe restriction on the tower or cancel if 
determined by future information that it’s scientifically bad to long term affects. Its health issues to neighbors; 
there are many full-time residents that are affected. McCloud is between this tower and the Hyatt. She said 
not as much radiation as high power power-lines. It may impact property values. 
 
Joe Schultz, fulltime resident, speaking against this proposal. It’s wrong for so many reasons. Visually terribly; 
it will be higher than other trees. The fence will be unsightly. The main road down to the lake will be used by 
many people who will see this tower. He said he is within walking distance of the tower. It’s a health and visual 
issue. The site is almost within the Neighborhood District and not commercial. The area near Preston field 
would be better. He said he wants better cover but not at this cost. 
 
Alec Flores, 25 year resident, young associates oppose this tower. No matter what is said by the organization 
proposing the tower, they can’t state how natural it looks, it’s not natural. He asked if you can you put a city in 
the forest. One of the two needs to go away.  
 
Phil Jordan, 25 year resident off of Randall. He said he got a cell phone in late 90s - had to step outside to use 
the phone. The cell tower at the golf course helped. He said it’s a capacity issue. He said his dad worked for 
communications and were exposed to radiation. Each year engineers try to improve the radiation; they are 
exposed everyday to these towers. The cell towers have worked pretty well. Please give that consideration 
and time. 
 
Larry Black said he has radio frequency engineering and physician. The health risk bottom line is we have no 
idea. The regs are based on how hot they make your body. He said he doesn’t know the heath risks, but ample 
evidence that there are risks; it depends on frequency. It can screw up your ability to make blood. There was a 
weapon developed with radiation for crowd control.  
 
Pricilla Layhee said she moved from here Jacksonville for nature and exploration. She didn’t want to be stuck 
in a room with health impacts. She said this cell tower is coming for us. She doesn’t want the poor quality of 
life like she had in Jacksonville.  
 
Sara Schmitz asked if anyone done a capacity study. We do have capacity issues in the summer. She asked 
have you conducted survey of capacity issues, expanding current towers, or something to be done to solve 
current capacity issue. 
 
Steve Dolan said he worked with John Eppolito during the cell tower proposal at the high school. He said this is 
right in the heart of the community. He said he isn’t up-to-date with his flip phone. He appreciated Mr. Black’s 
statements about health impacts. Romans thought lead was the best thing, but it ruined their existence.  
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Margaret Martini said she also worked with John and Steve during cell tower review. The conclusion was a lot 
written against the cell towers because of health issues in the States and overseas. Looking at the pros are 
lining someone’s pocket and better cell service for 4th of July weekend. We need to see what is at stake. The 
negative outweighs the positive. We were thankful to abolish the tower at our high school that would have 
impacted all of our schools. Consideration must be made for information available in favor or against. 
 
Jack Dalton, Radiation Oncologist, ask are the Incline Partners. We have two people here. No one is defending 
the cell tower, maybe one person. We have 25 people here who don’t want it. The board needs to consider 
one person.  
 
Jill Minkle said there are numerous people in support on the Incline Village Facebook page. She said her 
husband did placement of cell towers who is in full support of this.  
 
Wayne Ford said the timing is interesting. The next item on the agenda is Community Update by the County 
Planner. He said he suggested anything being proposed needs to go through community plan with uses. The 
future uses of residential and commercial in that area may be become multiple uses. In terms of a tower, 
there may be better and higher uses for that spot. It’s right in the middle of the town. Put it on hold on this 
until the community plan is adopted. He said he isn’t sure where it falls into the uses. It needs to be looked at.  
 
Gene Brockman asked a question for Mr. Petersen about the picture of the monopine with antenna that was 
presented by a public member. He asked if that is being proposed. Mr. Petersen said we have more branches 
to hide the antennas for 4 carriers. Gene Brockman said he hopes everyone heard what Dr. Black said; we 
have radio frequencies all around us, some harmful and some not. It depends on radio frequency of wave 
length that destroys DNA in our cells. He said he doesn’t know the levels of projected antenna; is it in the 
dangerous range. There is a lot of emotion involved but not sure on the facts. He supported what Wayne Ford 
said about the area plan update. We’ve waited 14 years. That plan will affect the zoning and land use allowed. 
Issues that relate to land use might benefit from waiting until that plan is approved. 
 
Pete Todoroff said this tower being within 65 feet of doctor’s office is not a good idea. He said they need to 
look to incorporate this at the CalNeva instead of this central location by the dental office. He said he hosts 
the community forum, and a woman said she was 50 feet from the cell tower.  Contact Ellison about locating 
the cell tower at the CalNeva. Mr. Petersen said the CalNeva won’t meet objectives. 
 
Gerry Eick said ATT came, executed permits and looked to located it in the Washoe County Roads Yard. He 
asked if it’s not a viable location. Mr. Petersen said he didn’t know if that was a viable location or not, but ATT 
wants to be on this tower. Gerry Eick asked about re-licensing these locations if FCC had new findings. Mr. 
Petersen if new studies indicated they weren’t in compliance, he said he would imagine they wouldn’t be 
allowed. Gerry Eick said he is aware of surveys that have been done for capacity, including inside buildings 
with limitations. He understands issue of capacity; holiday weekends and credit card machines are overloaded. 
Everyone shares the same last mile of the wire; how will this change if they share the same trunk line. Mr. 
Petersen said it goes through the air.  
 
Kevin Lyons asked about fiber and capacity. Mr. Petersen said he doesn’t know. Kevin said he went to school 
with Bill Nay, the science guy. He spoke about UV, gamma, ionizing radiation impacts. He spoke about visual 
light. He said everyone has a cell phone in this room. There are concerns. FCC limit is the amount of energy to 
heat your skin. Kevin Lyons said Mr. Black said non-ionizing frequency changes the DNA expression and ability 
for DNA to express the plan, protein. Based on the dosage, it can be harmful. Further you go away from the 
tower, the impact goes down exponentially by a ¼. 65 feet is far. Using your phone on speaker phone is better 
than using it by your head.  

WSUP19-0001 
EXHIBIT D

Attachment B 
Page 37



 
Tom Cardinale said he hears the opposition and a few that support it. We covered the health concerns. He 
said he has a problem with esthetics. TRPA handed it off to Washoe County. TRPA had issues with our kayak 
racks. This is the center of town. We are going to see this monopine. He said you can see the top of the Hyatt 
when out on a sailboat. He said he isn’t against the tower in a different location such as County property. 
Esthetics is a concern. He is sympathetic; we are the one’s this tower is for. We should table this. He asked 
why is TRPA putting it on us.  
 
Mike Sullivan said we have all lived here. He said what about two sites on both ends of town; get them out of 
the center of town. Perhaps only go 75 feet with only two carriers. If Hyatt loses their tower, take it down and 
set up one there. Also, put one in the maintenance area or further west. Mr. Petersen that will push it out to 
neighborhood zoning where they are restricted to 40 feet. Mike Sullivan asked about the lookout tower. Mr. 
Petersen spoke about the tower being surrounded by trees. Mike Sullivan said we should wait until the area 
plan is done.  
 
Kevin Lyons said, in regards to the height, you have to be above the trees. He asked about other alternatives. 
Mr. Petersen said they looked at 13 other location per Washoe County code.  
 
Gerry Eick said we need to remind ourselves that we are advisory. We have done our job by getting 
community feedback. We have diversity and opinions; there are opportunities to present the different 
perspectives. He said the County has rules, like them or not, is there reasonable to this. The rules allow a 
tower of 112 feet. We have been asked about the variance of 5 feet. The construction is to provide a stealth 
tower. The rules may change, but our point of reference is County requirements and FCC requirements. They 
have addressed this in the packet for what and where they are requesting. He said he understands what has 
been stated. For the record, our community knows we need capacity; he hasn’t heard anyone say we don’t 
want cell phones. The variance is over the height; there is reason to consider the extra 5 feet. This is coming 
from the agency who is concerned with visual corridors. He said he hopes the other agencies verified this 
tower with specifics if they were to grant this variance. Kevin Lyons thanked Gerry Eick.  
 
Julee Olander said it’s a Special Use Permit (SUP), not a variance. Code requires SUP for this type of tower.  
She has showed the needs for coverage. You are deciding on Special Use Permit and the significant gap. The 
SUP is for 112 feet and minor deviation of 5 feet because TRPA requested that. There are two separate things. 
Julee Olander said SUP looks at the coverage gap and need for coverage.  
 
Gene Brockman asked Julee Olander about height. Julee said the tower can be 112 feet. It’s a commercial 
zoning location so the height maximum is 80 feet; however, he gets another 10 feet for the significant gap. On 
top of that, he gets another percentage that adds up to a total of 112 ft. TRPA is asking for 5 feet. He could get 
another 11 feet because 10% is deviation by code so total of 121 ft could be requested. 
 
MOTION: Gerry Eick said due to diversity of everyone, he moved to forward individual comments to the 
County. Judy Miller seconded that motion to forward individual comments. Kevin Lyons agreed and added 
to forward public comment and letters.  The motion passed unanimously.  
 
The board took a recess. 
 
8. *WASHOE COUNTY COMMISSIONER UPDATE- Washoe County Commissioner, Marsha Berkbigler was not 
in attendance. She can be reached at (775) 328-2005 or via email at mberkbigler@washoecounty.us.  
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9. *CHAIRMAN/BOARD MEMBER ITEMS- This item is limited to announcements by CAB members. (This item 
is for information only and no action will be taken by the CAB).  
 
Gene Brockman asked about parking as a whole. Gerry Eick said the Assistant County Manger has been 
assigned to review the parking and matters of enforcement. There is a new sheriff in town; you will see 
something happen.  
 
10. * GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT AND DISCUSSION THEREOF – Limited to no more than three (3) minutes. 
Anyone may speak pertaining to any matter either on or off the agenda. The public are requested to submit a 
Request to Speak form to the Board Chairman. Comments are to be addressed to the Board as a whole.  
 
There were no request for public comment.  
 
ADJOURNMENT – meeting adjourned at 8:25 p.m.  
Number of CAB members present: 6  
Number of Public Present:  40 
Presence of Elected Officials: 0 
Number of staff present: 2 
 
Submitted By: Misty Moga 
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Incline Partners LLC
Proposed Incline Village New Monopine

Alternative Sitos Analysis and Malr

1) Ms. Beatriz L. Lhuillier
54 Almendral Ave.
Atherton, CA 94027

879 Tanager St., Incline Village, NV

Reason candidate Dropped: owner has development plans for property

2) Senett 2003 Family Trust
6350 Meadowridge Drive
Reno, NV 89519
Attn: Theressa Serrett

APN 132-020-10 and 15 located near the corner of Village Boulevard and Tahoe Boulevard having seen
it on Loopnet recently for sale.

Reason Candidate Dropped: Property in process of being sold. Adjacent to Hwy 2g.

3) U.S. Bank Property
923Tahoe Boulevard, InclineVillage, NV 39451

Reason Candidate Dropped: No interior equiprnent space available. A.djacent to Hwy 2g.

4) clearview Properties, LLC, a Nevada limited lipbility company
230Yillage Boulevard, Suite B, Incline Village, NV 89451 (Asslssor's parcel Number 132-232-14)

Interior and Exterior Space

Reason Candidate Dropped: Owner not interestecl in changing tenants. property fully leased.

5) North Lake Tahoe Fire Protection District

875 Tanager Street. Main fire department complex Incline village

Reason Candidate Dropped: No space available.

6) Skanson Family Trust
898 Tanager Street, Ineline Village, NV 89451

Reason Candidate Dropped: Owner not interested in leasing.

7) Plastiras Family Living Trust

853 Oriole Way, Incline Village, Nevada, 8945I (Assessor's Parcel Number 132-2lI-03)
WSUP19-0001 
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Reason candidate Dropped: owner has developrpent plans for property.

8) Allan & Mary Lou Rosenkranz

876 Oriole Way

Reason candidate Dropped: property fully leased as auto repail.

9) ZerungLLC

900Incline Way

Reason Candidate Dropped: Property recently solp from US Govemment to private party with
development plans for parcel

10) Nevada New-Tech Inc.

895 Incline Way & 249 Yillage Blvd.

Reason Candidates Dropped: owner not interesrti4g in leasing. Have future plans for properties.

11) Incline Tahoe Glass Co. Inc,

250 Village Blvd.

Reason Candidate Dropped: Owner not interested in leasing. Possibler future sale plans.

12) Gately Enterprises USA LLC

317 Yillage Blvd.

Reason Candidate Dropped: Recently purchased pfoperty with plans to renovate for corporate use.

13) Davis A. M. Mercantile Co.

893 Tahoe Blvd.

Reason Candidate Dropped: Property fully leased. Owner not interested. Adjacent to EIwy 2g.
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Community Services Department 

Planning and Building 

SPECIAL USE PERMIT
(see page 7) 

SPECIAL USE PERMIT FOR GRADING
(see page 9) 

SPECIAL USE PERMIT FOR STABLES
(see page 12) 

APPLICATION 

Community Services Department 
Planning and Building 

1001 E. Ninth St., Bldg. A 
Reno, NV 89512-2845 

Telephone:  775.328.6100 
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Incline Partners LLC 
 

Incline Village Communications Site 
 

Special Use Permit Application 
Supplemental Information 

 
 
Section 1: 
 
Incline Partners, LLC (“Incline Partners”) seeks a Special Use Permit from Washoe 
County Planning to allow the construction of a communication facility on a 8078 square 
foot parcel of land within the Washoe County General Commercial (“GC”) zone within 
Incline Village, Nevada.  The proposed facility would contain a multi-carrier one hundred 
twelve (112) foot communications monopole designed as a “stealth” tree pole, and as a 
collocation facility, engineered to hold up to four (4) carrier’s antenna arrays on one (1) 
new site.  This facility will greatly enhance wireless phone and data coverage within 
commercial and urban zoning areas of Incline Village.  Currently there is poor to no 
wireless phone and/or data service or other emergency phone service along this main 
corridor in Incline Village centered near the intersection of Tahoe Boulevard (Highway 
28) and Village Drive, particularly as you head south and west from that location. 
 
As shown on the drawings included with this application, the facility will be located near 
the center of the subject property, approximately 30 feet west of the easterly parcel line 
bordering Village Drive. 
 
Wireless Communication Facilities are addressed in Article 324 of the Washoe County 
Development Code.  Section 110.324.50 governs the development standards and 
subsection (e)(1) governs “Monopole Antennas” and states that “Antennas shall be 
allowed with a special use permit in …General Commercial.. zones. … Antennas shall be 
limited to the building standard height for an allowed main structure plus up to ten (10) 
fee above that height. 
 
Table 11.406.05.1 contains the Density/intensity Standards including allowed building 
heights and state that for the General Commercial zone the height is 80 feet.  This would 
allow the height in the General Commercial zone of a Monopole Antenna to be 80 feet 
plus 10 feet, or a total of 90 feet. 
 
Section 110.324.50 (e)(3) allows an additional 25 percent pole height if the monopole is a 
“stealth design” including a “tree or other proposed camouflaged design compatible with 
the surrounding area”. 
 
125 percent of 90 feet brings the allowable height to 112.5 and accordingly the pole was 
originally designed to be be 112 feet.  The current height stands at 117 feet including the 
112 foot monopole, plus additional branches extending the total height to 117 feet.  
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 2  

TRPA planners suggested the height increase in order to make the monopine more “tree-
like” at the top. 
 
In order to approve a height above 112 feet, we have been told by Washoe County 
Planning that a “minor deviation of standards” would allow a height increase up to 10 
percent higher than the allowable height, which would justify a total height of 117 feet. 
 
Just by way of comparison, the Verizon monopine located at the Incline Village 
Executive Golf Course is a total height of126 feet. 
 
The monopole proposed is described under Section 110.324.45(j) of the Code and 
requires that the applicant certify that there are no alternatives under categories (a), (b), 
and (c) of that section, which describes façade-mounted antennas, rooftop mounted 
antennas and collocations.  Applicant certifies that none of these types of facilities are 
available anywhere in Incline Village which would cover the area proposed for wireless 
coverage by this proposal, particularly since TRPA regulations do not allow buildings in 
excess of 26 feet. 
 
Section 110.324.50(e)(5) states that “To the extent possible, monopole mounted antennas 
shall be placed in a manner that either natural features, built features or a combination of 
both provide a complete background to the antenna and monopole as seen from the 
nearest roadway or occupied structure.” 
 
Section 110.324.50(e)(7) states that “A monopole mounted antenna shall be of a color 
that blends with the background. Reflective materials are prohibited.” 
 
 Section 110.324.50(e)(8) states :  “To the extent possible, a monopole shall be designed 
to replicate existing structures and natural features/vegetation in the immediate vicinity.” 
 
The monopole has been designed as a “monopine” so that the natural forest will be the 
background, the color will be determined by TRPA to blend with the surrounding 
environment. 
 
Section 110.324.50(e)(9) states:  “Fencing shall be erected around the monopole. In lieu 
of fencing, the monopole shall be secured with a commercial anti-climb device. The 
installation of the anti-climb device or security fencing shall assure the facility is 
protected from climbing by unauthorized persons.” 
 
The proposed fence around the tower compound will be six foot tall, cyclone fencing 
with barbed wire and wood-colored synthetic slats to match existing forest per 
recommendations from TRPA. 
 
Section 110.324.50(h) states:  Setbacks. All wireless communication facilities shall be 
erected in accordance with the setback requirements of the regulatory zone in which they 
are located (see Table 110.406.05.1, Standards).  The setback standards for the GC zone 
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under Table 110.406.05.1 are 10 feet side, 10 feet front, and 10 feet rear and the tower 
compound was designed to accommodate these setbacks. 
 
The new monopine will hold up to four (4) antenna mounts located at various heights 
between approximately 65 feet and 112 feet. Each antenna mount will allow for up to 
four (4) panel type antennas on each of three (3) separate sectors facing approximately 
120° apart.  Upon completion of leases with carriers, the actual mounting position and 
heights will be finalized and will be shown on building permit drawings.  A 1610 square 
foot fenced area will be developed with up to four (4) equipment shelters or equipment 
cabinet configurations located on up to four (4) concrete pads or raised platforms, with 
service lights that are only used during routine maintenance or emergency situations. 
 
Access to the project site will be from Village Drive utilizing a new access from Village 
Drive directly onto Parcel 11.  There will be no other vehicular use of the access road.  
Per Fire Department requirements, there is no requirement for a turnaround for fire 
vehicles due to the proximity to Village Drive.  The site will have a single UL2200 
certified 48kw standby diesel generator and one UL142 certified 210 gallon diesel fuel 
tank located within the fenced compound. 
 
Power and telephone to the facility will be dropped underground from the existing power 
pole located on Village Boulevard adjacent to Parcel 11 to the site. 
 
Section 4: 
 
The subject property is APN#: 132-221-11 and consists of 8078 square feet (0.185 acres) 
(hereinafter “Parcel 11”).  The parcel is within the jurisdiction of the County of Washoe, 
Nevada and within the boundaries of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency.  The property 
is zoned general commercial under the Washoe County Zoning Ordinance.  The property 
is also located within the Incline Village Commercial Community Plan Area. 
 
The subject property currently has no electrical power, gas, telephone, cable television or 
sewer and no access to Village Drive other than through the adjacent Parcel 12. 
 
Incline Partners has secured a long-term lease of the project premises from the current 
landowner, KBS Ltd., a Nevada corporation.  KBS Ltd. also owns the adjacent property 
to the south, APN# 132-221-12 which presently contains a single structure built in 1966 
currently operating as a dental office (hereinafter “Parcel 12”). Parcel 11 contains some 
asphalt parking spaces which are used by the dental tenant and its patients for parking 
during business hours.  The remainder of Parcel 11 is vacant. 
 
The immediately surrounding area to the north and east is zoned commercial, the area to 
the west and south is zoned office/commercial. 
 
Incline Partners is locating this project within the general commercial zone in order to 
both provide adequate coverage in the Incline Village area and to locate the project as far 
as possible from residential uses to minimize the visual impact.  The parcel has abundant 
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trees which will provide cover and screening for the monopine.  Once built, the impact 
and intensity of the project will be low as the monopine is designed to replicate the 
existing tree coverage, and on-site traffic will be minimal, normally for routine 
maintenance or in case of emergency. 
 
The heights of the existing trees in and around Parcel 11 are in excess of 85 feet tall and 
the land slopes upwards towards Highway 28.  In order for a wireless carrier’s antenna 
array to maximize coverage of the target areas in all directions, the antennas must sit 
higher than the existing tree lines to perform at optimal levels.  Incline Partners has 
designed the site to accommodate up to four (4) carriers, and at the proposed height of 
112 feet, the initial two carriers will largely avoid the tree line, the additional two carriers 
will have some degradation of signal due to tree foliage, but that is to be expected in this 
heavily wooded area. 
 
Parcel 11 and the proposed facility is not visible from any of the identified Scenic 
Corridors or Scenic Recreation Areas in the vicinity with the exception of State Route 28, 
where the monopine will be minimally visible due to the tree canopy and distance from 
Route 28 to Parcel 11.  The measure of designing a monopine to match existing forest 
will mitigate any scenic impact.  (see attached photo simulations). 
 
Upon completion of construction, maintenance of carrier equipment will be necessary, 
meaning the site will be visited once or twice a month by a service technician for each 
carrier for routine maintenance, unless there is an emergency.  No additional parking 
spaces are needed at the project site for maintenance activities.  The site is entirely self-
monitored and alerts personnel to any equipment malfunction or breach of security. 
 
Because the facility will be un-staffed, there will be no regular hours of operation and no 
impact to existing traffic patterns.  No on-site water or sanitation services will be required 
as a part of this proposal. The standby diesel generator will operate in the event of an 
emergency power outage and scheduled testing and will meet or exceed the Washoe 
County noise regulations.  
 
Incline Partners has completed an Alternative Sites Analysis and map.  Incline Partners 
over the course of two years contacted the owners of thirteen (13) separate parcels within 
the area of the proposed facility.  Parcel 11 is the sole property that met project 
requirements in terms of space, avoidance of scenic corridors, coverage requirements and 
setbacks, and whose owner was interested in leasing space for the proposed facility.  In 
addition, due to building height restrictions within the TRPA jurisdiction, no collocation 
on a building is feasible. 
 
The proposed Incline Partners communication facility requires electrical power and 
telephone which as discussed above will be run underground to the site.  No nuisances 
will be generated by the proposed facility, nor will the facility injure the public health, 
safety, morals or general welfare of the community.  The proposed cellular and wireless 
technology is licensed by the Federal Communications Commission and does not 
interfere with any other forms of communication devices whether public or private. 
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Section 5: 
 
This facility will greatly enhance wireless phone and data coverage within commercial 
and urban zoning areas of Incline Village.  Currently there is poor to no wireless phone 
and/or data service or other emergency phone service along this main corridor in Incline 
Village centered near the intersection of Tahoe Boulevard (Highway 28) and Village 
Drive. 
 
This project will also enhance the ability of emergency responders in the event of 
emergency. Cellular coverage maps show service gaps in the area and existing facilities 
are not meeting service needs associated with increased wireless data needs. This project 
will provide additional facilities to meet service needs in the area. The additional 
facilities will provide improved wireless communication service in emergencies to help 
protect public health, safety, and welfare.  
 
(see attached coverage maps, both existing and with proposed site). 
 
Section 6: 
 
Parcel 11 and the proposed facility is not visible from any of the identified Scenic 
Corridors or Scenic Recreation Areas with the exception of State Route 28, where the 
monopine will be minimally visible due to the tree canopy and distance from Route 28 to 
Parcel 11.  The measure of designing a monopine to match existing forest will mitigate 
any scenic impact to neighboring properties.  Visual simulations were prepared for the 
project which demonstrates the structures will be minimally visible from State Route 28 
(attached).  The cell tower will resemble a tree of similar height and appearance to 
adjacent conifer trees in the immediate vicinity.  The monopine was modified to add faux 
bark to the bottom 40 feet of the pole and the branch pattern was varied per the request of 
TRPA to appear more realistic. 
 
The tower will not contain lights or generate noise that could be visible or heard outside 
the immediate vicinity of the monopine.  The monopine will resemble a tree of similar 
height and appearance to adjacent conifer trees in the immediate vicinity.  Applicant will 
submit final color and material samples for the equipment shelters/cabinets, monopine 
and slatted fence which will ensure there will be no significant impacts to scenic quality. 
The project will provide important wireless communication service in emergencies to 
protect public health, safety, and welfare. The ground level equipment shelter will remain 
secured by a chain link fence with forest-colored slats to reduce the potential for public 
access. The monopine tower is designed to simulate the appearance of a pine tree and 
integrate with the natural environment and the equipment compound will be hidden from 
view behind a six foot tall cyclone fence with barbed wire and wood-colored synthetic 
slats to match existing forest.    
 
Surrounding trees and mountainous topography cause signal degradation.  Wireless 
antennas need to be located at a height above surrounding trees and topography to 
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 6  

transmit and receive wireless signals requiring greater maximum height than otherwise 
provided for in Chapter 37. The proposed stacked antenna configuration will ensure the 
antennas are located within the monopine’s branches to achieve a more realistic tree 
appearance.   
 
The project will not have an adverse impact on applicable air and water quality standards 
for the Region.  
 
Section 7: 
 
We request that the landscaping requirement be waived, the TRPA staff has insisted that 
the area be kept in a native state.  There will be parking as shown on the attached plans 
which will only be used during infrequent site visits by carrier personnel.  No lighting is 
proposed for the tower, the only signage will be in accordance with FAA and FCC 
requirements relating to RF exposure and ownership. 
 
Attached to this Project Description are the following additional submittal requirements: 
 
1)  A vicinity map showing the proposed facility’s location with the Incline Village 
Commercial Community Plan area. 
 
2)  Visual photo simulations showing the proposed structure as it would be seen from 
surrounding properties that may be visually impacted by the structure, including but not 
limited to surrounding rights-of-way. 
 
3)  Alternative Sites Analysis 
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Required Finding:  
 
Section 110.324.60 Wireless Communication/Cellular Facilities Permitting 
Requirements. 
 
 (a) Information Required Prior to Issuance of Any Permit. In addition to the 
requirements of the Building and Safety Department, the following information must be 
provided to the Department of Community Development before any permit can be issued 
for the construction and installation of a wireless communication/cellular facility:  
 
(1) Site plan.  
 
(attached) 
 
(2) If the wireless facility is not within the County’s preferences identified in subsections 
(a) through (c) of Section 110.324.45 (facade mounted, rooftop mounted or collocation 
on existing facility), a justification as to why these were either not available or not 
chosen.  
 
(stated above under Section 1) 
 
(3) Map identifying alternate sites that were considered by the applicant, with a 
justification by a competent professional for the requested site.  
 
(attached). 
 
(4) Type of antenna and support structure.  
 
(shown on attached drawings) 
 
(5) Exact location of antenna and support structure.  
 
(shown on attached drawings) 
 
(6) Exact location of equipment shelter and/or cabinet.  
 
(shown on attached drawings) 
 
(7) Height of antenna and horizontal width of supporting mechanism for antenna system.  
 
(shown on attached drawings). 
 
(8) Whether antenna is being collocated.  
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 8  

(new facility designed for collocation) 
 
(9) Whether antenna and equipment shelter/cabinet is being codeveloped.  
 
(Incline Partners sole developer but soliciting subleases from all wireless carriers serving 
the area) 
 
(10) Siting and screening of antenna(s) to minimize visual impact.  
 
(discussed in Section 1, 2 and 4 above) 
 
(11) Copy of the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) license or construction 
permit.  
 
(Will obtain prior to construction) 
 
(12) Color palette.  
 
(to be determined in conjunction with TRPA preferences) 
 
(13) Certification by a competent professional that the facility complies with Federal 
Communications Commission regulations for radio frequency emissions and plan for 
periodic recertification of compliance.  
 
(RF Study included) 
 
(14) In the case of a request to locate in the public right-of-way, a certification that the 
facility meets all applicable requirements of Nevada and Washoe County for use of 
public right-of-way and a copy of the encroachment permit and lease agreement.  
 
(not applicable) 
 
(15) A minimum of eight (8) panoramic, true color photographs. The photographs must 
display the north, south, east and west views of the site and views of the adjacent 
properties. The Director of Community Development shall determine the final choice of 
color for the structure from a color palette submitted by the applicant. The color chosen 
shall blend with the background and surroundings and best meet the intent of this 
subsection. 
 
(TRPA has indicated they want to determine final colors) 
 
 (16) Landscape plans.  
 
(Waiver requested as TRPA requests native state be maintained). 
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(17) Property owner’s assurance shall be provided which includes a document signed and 
acknowledged by the property owner, accompanied by a recordation fee in the amount 
shown on the County Recorder’s fee schedule, assuring the removal of the wireless 
facility should the facility’s use be discontinued for twelve (12) months. The document 
shall include the property owner’s permission, under such circumstances, for the County 
to enter onto the property and remove the facility, if feasible, with the cost thereof to 
constitute a lien against the property. If such removal is not feasible, the County may 
obtain a court order requiring the removal. 
 
(to be submitted as a condition of approval). 
 
Section 110.324.75 Special Use Permit Required: Findings.  
 
Subsequent to review under Sections 110.324.40 through 110.324.70, monopole antennas 
and lattice towers shall require the issuance of a special use permit under the process 
enumerated in Article 810, Special Use Permits, subject to the findings enumerated 
below.  
 
(a) That the communications facility meets all the standards of Sections 110.324.40 
through 110.324.60 as determined by the Director of Community Development and/or 
his/her authorized representative;  
 
(discussed above) 
 
(b) That public input was considered during the public hearing review process; and  
 
(c) That the monopole or lattice tower will not unduly impact the adjacent neighborhoods 
or the vistas and ridgelines of the County. [Added by Ord. 1242, provisions eff. 7/23/04, 
amended by Ord. 1378, provisions eff. 8/1/08.] 
 
(as discussed above, impact has been mitigated) 
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Statement of Hammett & Edison, Inc., Consulting Engineers 

The firm of Hammett & Edison, Inc., Consulting Engineers, has been retained on behalf of Incline 
Partners, LLC, to evaluate the base station (Site Name “Incline Village”) proposed to be located at  
231 Village Boulevard in Incline Village, Nevada, for compliance with appropriate guidelines limiting 
human exposure to radio frequency (“RF”) electromagnetic fields. 

Executive Summary 

Incline Partners, LLC, proposes to install directional panel antennas on a tall pole, 
configured to resemble a tree, to be sited at 231 Village Boulevard in Incline Village.  The 
proposed operation will comply with the FCC guidelines limiting public exposure to RF 
energy. 

Prevailing Exposure Standards 

The U.S. Congress requires that the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) evaluate its 
actions for possible significant impact on the environment.  A summary of the FCC’s exposure limits 
is shown in Figure 1.  These limits apply for continuous exposures and are intended to provide a 
prudent margin of safety for all persons, regardless of age, gender, size, or health.  The most restrictive 
FCC limit for exposures of unlimited duration to radio frequency energy for several personal wireless 
services are as follows: 

  Wireless Service Frequency Band Occupational Limit Public Limit     
Microwave (Point-to-Point) 5–80 GHz 5.00 mW/cm2 1.00 mW/cm2 
WiFi (and unlicensed uses) 2–6 5.00 1.00 
BRS (Broadband Radio) 2,600 MHz 5.00 1.00 
WCS (Wireless Communication) 2,300 5.00 1.00 
AWS (Advanced Wireless) 2,100 5.00 1.00 
PCS (Personal Communication) 1,950 5.00 1.00 
Cellular 870 2.90 0.58 
SMR (Specialized Mobile Radio) 855 2.85 0.57 
700 MHz 700 2.40 0.48 
[most restrictive frequency range] 30–300 1.00 0.20 

General Facility Requirements 

Base stations typically consist of two distinct parts:  the electronic transceivers (also called “radios” or 
“channels”) that are connected to the traditional wired telephone lines, and the passive antennas that 
send the wireless signals created by the radios out to be received by individual subscriber units.  The 
transceivers are often located at ground level and are connected to the antennas by coaxial cables.  A 
small antenna for reception of GPS signals is also required, mounted with a clear view of the sky.  
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Because of the short wavelength of the frequencies assigned by the FCC for wireless services, the 
antennas require line-of-sight paths for their signals to propagate well and so are installed at some 
height above ground.  The antennas are designed to concentrate their energy toward the horizon, with 
very little energy wasted toward the sky or the ground.  This means that it is generally not possible for 
exposure conditions to approach the maximum permissible exposure limits without being physically 
very near the antennas.   

Computer Modeling Method 

The FCC provides direction for determining compliance in its Office of Engineering and Technology 
Bulletin No. 65, “Evaluating Compliance with FCC-Specified Guidelines for Human Exposure to 
Radio Frequency Radiation,” dated August 1997.  Figure 2 describes the calculation methodologies, 
reflecting the facts that a directional antenna’s radiation pattern is not fully formed at locations very 
close by (the “near-field” effect) and that at greater distances the power level from an energy source 
decreases with the square of the distance from it (the “inverse square law”).  The conservative nature 
of this method for evaluating exposure conditions has been verified by numerous field tests. 

Site and Facility Description 

Based upon information provided by Incline Partners, LLC, including construction drawings by 
Streamline Engineering and Design, Inc., dated March 9, 2018, it is proposed to install eighteen 
directional panel antennas for two wireless carriers on a 112-foot steel pole, configured to resemble a 
pine tree,* to be sited on the undeveloped parcel located at 231 Village Boulevard in Incline Village.  
For the limited purposes of this study, it is assumed that AT&T Mobility and Verizon Wireless will 
operate from this site with the following transmitting facilities: 

Operator Service Maximum ERP Antenna Model Downtilt Height  
AT&T AWS 2,100 watts Andrew SBNHH-1D65B 10° 107 ft 
 PCS 5,300 Andrew SBNHH-1D65B 10 107 
 Cellular 1,600 Andrew SBNHH-1D65B 14 107 
 700 MHz 1,000 Andrew SBNHH-1D65B 14 107 
Verizon AWS 12,030 CommScope NHH-65B 8 97 
 PCS 10,720 CommScope NHH-65B 8 97 
 Cellular 5,500 CommScope NHH-65B 12 97 
 700 MHz 5,370 CommScope NHH-65B 12 97 

It is also assumed that the antennas for both carriers would be oriented in groups of three at about 120° 
spacing, to provide service in all directions.  There are reported no other wireless telecommunications 
base stations at the site or nearby. 

																																																								
* Foliage atop the pole will increase the overall height to 117 feet. 
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Study Results 

For a person anywhere at ground, the maximum RF exposure level due to the proposed operations is 
calculated to be 0.033 mW/cm2, which is 6.0% of the applicable public exposure limit.  The maximum 
calculated level at the second-floor elevation of any nearby building† is 7.5% of the public exposure 
limit.  It should be noted that these results include several “worst-case” assumptions and therefore are 
expected to overstate actual power density levels from the proposed operation.     

No Recommended Mitigation Measures 

Due to their mounting locations and height, the antennas would not be accessible to unauthorized 
persons, and so no mitigation measures are necessary to comply with the FCC public exposure 
guidelines.  It is presumed that the wireless carriers will, as FCC licensees, take adequate steps to 
ensure that its employees or contractors receive appropriate training and comply with FCC 
occupational exposure guidelines whenever work is required near the antennas themselves.     

Conclusion 

Based on the information and analysis above, it is the undersigned’s professional opinion that 
operation of the base station proposed by Incline Partners, LLC, at 231 Village Boulevard in Incline 
Village, Nevada, will comply with the prevailing standards for limiting public exposure to radio 
frequency energy and, therefore, will not for this reason cause a significant impact on the environment.  
The highest calculated level in publicly accessible areas is much less than the prevailing standards 
allow for exposures of unlimited duration.  This finding is consistent with measurements of actual 
exposure conditions taken at other operating base stations.  

Authorship 

The undersigned author of this statement is a qualified Professional Engineer, holding California 
Registration Nos. E-13026 and M-20676, which expire on June 30, 2019.  This work has been carried 
out under his direction, and all statements are true and correct of his own knowledge except, where 
noted, when data has been supplied by others, which data he believes to be correct. 

  _________________________________ 
 William F. Hammett, P.E. 
 707/996-5200 
June 25, 2018 

																																																								
† Including the residences located at least 300 feet away, based on photographs from Google Maps. 
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FCC Radio Frequency Protection Guide

FCC Guidelines
Figure 1
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The U.S. Congress required (1996 Telecom Act) the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”)
to adopt a nationwide human exposure standard to ensure that its licensees do not, cumulatively, have
a significant impact on the environment.  The FCC adopted the limits from Report No. 86, “Biological
Effects and Exposure Criteria for Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields,” published in 1986 by the
Congressionally chartered National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements (“NCRP”).
Separate limits apply for occupational and public exposure conditions, with the latter limits generally
five times more restrictive.  The more recent standard, developed by the Institute of Electrical and
Electronics Engineers and approved as American National Standard ANSI/IEEE C95.1-2006, “Safety
Levels with Respect to Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Electromagnetic Fields, 3 kHz to
300 GHz,” includes similar limits. These limits apply for continuous exposures from all sources and
are intended to provide a prudent margin of safety for all persons, regardless of age, gender, size, or
health.

As shown in the table and chart below, separate limits apply for occupational and public exposure
conditions, with the latter limits (in italics and/or dashed) up to five times more restrictive:

   Frequency     Electromagnetic Fields (f is frequency of emission in MHz)   
Applicable

Range
(MHz)

Electric
Field Strength

(V/m)

Magnetic
Field Strength

(A/m)

Equivalent Far-Field
Power Density

(mW/cm2)

0.3 – 1.34 614 614 1.63 1.63 100 100
1.34 – 3.0 614 823.8/ f 1.63 2.19/ f 100 180/ f2

3.0 – 30 1842/ f 823.8/ f 4.89/ f 2.19/ f 900/ f2 180/ f2

30 – 300 61.4 27.5 0.163 0.0729 1.0 0.2
300 – 1,500 3.54 f 1.59 f f /106 f /238 f/300 f/1500

1,500 – 100,000 137 61.4 0.364 0.163 5.0 1.0

Higher levels are allowed for short periods of time, such that total exposure levels averaged over six or
thirty minutes, for occupational or public settings, respectively, do not exceed the limits, and higher
levels also are allowed for exposures to small areas, such that the spatially averaged levels do not
exceed the limits.  However, neither of these allowances is incorporated in the conservative calculation
formulas in the FCC Office of Engineering and Technology Bulletin No. 65 (August 1997) for
projecting field levels.  Hammett & Edison has built those formulas into a proprietary program that
calculates, at each location on an arbitrary rectangular grid, the total expected power density from any
number of individual radio sources.  The program allows for the description of buildings and uneven
terrain, if required to obtain more accurate projections.
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RFR.CALC™ Calculation Methodology

Assessment by Calculation of Compliance with FCC Exposure Guidelines

Methodology
Figure 2

The U.S. Congress required (1996 Telecom Act) the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) to
adopt a nationwide human exposure standard to ensure that its licensees do not, cumulatively, have a
significant impact on the environment.  The maximum permissible exposure limits adopted by the FCC
(see Figure 1) apply for continuous exposures from all sources and are intended to provide a prudent
margin of safety for all persons, regardless of age, gender, size, or health.  Higher levels are allowed for
short periods of time, such that total exposure levels averaged over six or thirty minutes, for
occupational or public settings, respectively, do not exceed the limits.

Near Field.  
Prediction methods have been developed for the near field zone of panel (directional) and whip
(omnidirectional) antennas, typical at wireless telecommunications base stations, as well as dish
(aperture) antennas, typically used for microwave links.  The antenna patterns are not fully formed in
the near field at these antennas, and the FCC Office of Engineering and Technology Bulletin No. 65
(August 1997) gives suitable formulas for calculating power density within such zones.

For a panel or whip antenna, power density   S  =  
180
��BW

�
0.1� Pnet
� �D2 � h

,  in mW/cm2,

and for an aperture antenna, maximum power density   Smax  =   
0.1 � 16 � � � Pnet

� � h2 ,  in mW/cm2,

         where �BW =  half-power beamwidth of the antenna, in degrees, and
Pnet =  net power input to the antenna, in watts,

D =  distance from antenna, in meters,
h =  aperture height of the antenna, in meters, and
� =  aperture efficiency (unitless, typically 0.5-0.8).

The factor of 0.1 in the numerators converts to the desired units of power density.  

Far Field.  
OET-65 gives this formula for calculating power density in the far field of an individual RF source:

power density    S  =   
2.56 �1.64 �100 � RFF2 � ERP

4 �� �D2 ,  in mW/cm2,

where ERP =  total ERP (all polarizations), in kilowatts,
RFF =  relative field factor at the direction to the actual point of calculation, and

D =  distance from the center of radiation to the point of calculation, in meters.

The factor of 2.56 accounts for the increase in power density due to ground reflection, assuming a
reflection coefficient of 1.6 (1.6 x 1.6 = 2.56).  The factor of 1.64 is the gain of a half-wave dipole
relative to an isotropic radiator.  The factor of 100 in the numerator converts to the desired units of
power density.  This formula has been built into a proprietary program that calculates, at each location
on an arbitrary rectangular grid, the total expected power density from any number of individual
radiation sources.  The program also allows for the description of uneven terrain in the vicinity, to
obtain more accurate projections.
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Incline Partners LLC
Proposed Incline Village New Monopine

Alternative Sitos Analysis and Malr

1) Ms. Beatriz L. Lhuillier
54 Almendral Ave.
Atherton, CA 94027

879 Tanager St., Incline Village, NV

Reason candidate Dropped: owner has development plans for property

2) Senett 2003 Family Trust
6350 Meadowridge Drive
Reno, NV 89519
Attn: Theressa Serrett

APN 132-020-10 and 15 located near the corner of Village Boulevard and Tahoe Boulevard having seen
it on Loopnet recently for sale.

Reason Candidate Dropped: Property in process of being sold. Adjacent to Hwy 2g.

3) U.S. Bank Property
923Tahoe Boulevard, InclineVillage, NV 39451

Reason Candidate Dropped: No interior equiprnent space available. A.djacent to Hwy 2g.

4) clearview Properties, LLC, a Nevada limited lipbility company
230Yillage Boulevard, Suite B, Incline Village, NV 89451 (Asslssor's parcel Number 132-232-14)

Interior and Exterior Space

Reason Candidate Dropped: Owner not interestecl in changing tenants. property fully leased.

5) North Lake Tahoe Fire Protection District

875 Tanager Street. Main fire department complex Incline village

Reason Candidate Dropped: No space available.

6) Skanson Family Trust
898 Tanager Street, Ineline Village, NV 89451

Reason Candidate Dropped: Owner not interested in leasing.

7) Plastiras Family Living Trust

853 Oriole Way, Incline Village, Nevada, 8945I (Assessor's Parcel Number 132-2lI-03)
WSUP19-0001 
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Reason candidate Dropped: owner has developrpent plans for property.

8) Allan & Mary Lou Rosenkranz

876 Oriole Way

Reason candidate Dropped: property fully leased as auto repail.

9) ZerungLLC

900Incline Way

Reason Candidate Dropped: Property recently solp from US Govemment to private party with
development plans for parcel

10) Nevada New-Tech Inc.

895 Incline Way & 249 Yillage Blvd.

Reason Candidates Dropped: owner not interesrti4g in leasing. Have future plans for properties.

11) Incline Tahoe Glass Co. Inc,

250 Village Blvd.

Reason Candidate Dropped: Owner not interested in leasing. Possibler future sale plans.

12) Gately Enterprises USA LLC

317 Yillage Blvd.

Reason Candidate Dropped: Recently purchased pfoperty with plans to renovate for corporate use.

13) Davis A. M. Mercantile Co.

893 Tahoe Blvd.

Reason Candidate Dropped: Property fully leased. Owner not interested. Adjacent to EIwy 2g.
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VICINITY MAP

SHEET INDEX
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PROJECT INFORMATION
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From: Steve Kegel
To: Olander, Julee
Cc: Jack Dalton; Vicki and Steve Kegel
Subject: Kegel-Opposed-FW: Last Chance to Vote on IV Cell Tower before Board of Adjustment Decision 4/4/19
Date: Thursday, April 04, 2019 1:25:25 PM
Attachments: WashoeBOALetter4-1-19.docx

ExistingCellCoverage.pdf

[NOTICE:  This message originated outside of Washoe County -- DO NOT CLICK on links or
open attachments unless you are sure the content is safe.]

Hi Julee, (cc Dr. Dalton)
 
Dr. Dalton was kind enough to forward the enclosed, and furthermore apprise me of
this special use permit request, as I/we had no idea such a proposal existed in our
beautiful mountain community.  My wife (Vicki) and I are longtime residence of 35
years and I wanted our names to be included in the group of residences that are
strongly opposed to said request.
 
Thank you for your concern in trying to help preserve our beautiful North Tahoe
community and for all of your hard work and effort on this.
With Sincere Thanks!
 
TAHOE MOUNTAIN REALTY
 
STEVE KEGEL
Broker Associate
CA BRE 00577256 / NV NRED B 0029416 INDV
M. 775.240.6634
www.tahoemountainrealty.com
stevekegel.com
 
Facebook | Twitter | Linkedin | Instagram
 

 
From: Jack Dalton [mailto:jack.f.dalton44@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2019 1:00 PM
To: Steve Kegel
Subject: Fwd: Last Chance to Vote on IV Cell Tower before Board of Adjustment Decision 4/4/19
 
please call or email if you have questions Jack 9178806848
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April 2019



Dear Board of Adjustment Members,



In compliance with the County Code for Special Use Permit requests for Case Number WSUP19-0001 Incline Village Monopole, we members of the Incline Village Community Forum submit this letter asking you to deny the application by Incline Partners (IP) to build a cell tower on their specified site near 231 Village Blvd in Incline Village (IV). 

The Board of Adjustment should deny the application because:

UNDER THE WASHOE COUNTY CODE:

1. The use is not consistent with the programs, policies, or standards of the Comprehensive Plan and applicable area plan. 

2. The use is not physically suitable for the development in the area proposed.

3. The use would be detrimental to the public health, safety, and welfare, and would be injurious to the existing property and the improvements of adjacent properties, and is detrimental to the character of the surrounding area.

UNDER THE TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY CODE:

1. The project is not of a nature, scale, intensity or type to be an appropriate use for the parcel. 

2. The project will be injurious or disturbing to the health, safety, enjoyment of property, or general welfare of persons or property in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the region.

3. The project use will change the character of the neighborhood and alter the purpose of the applicable planning area statement and community plan.

THE MOST RESTRICTIVE OF TRPA STANDARDS AND WASHOE COUNTY STANDARDS PREVAIL

WASHOE COUNTY CODE 110.406.10 TRPA STANDARDS. Requirements for development occurring in the Tahoe area including, but not limited to, building placement standards, shall be THE MOST RESTRICTIVE OF TRPA standards and Washoe Co standards. 





REASON FOR DENIAL #1 – INCLINE PARTNERS HAS NOT PROVED A SIGNIFICANT COVERAGE GAP IN INCLINE VILLAGE THAT CAN ONLY BE FILLED BY THE PROPOSED CELL TOWER

Section 1: IP states This facility will greatly enhance wireless phone and data coverage within commercial and urban zoning areas of IV. Currently there is poor to no wireless phone and/or data service or other emergency phone service along this main corridor in IV centered near the intersection of Tahoe Boulevard (Highway 28) and Village Drive, particularly as you head south and west from that location.  



1. IP EXISTING COVERAGE MAP IS INACCURATE



• In looking at IP’s Existing coverage map, coverage already provided by the Verizon-built Mountain Golf Club tower is adequate (Green) throughout most of IV, with poor service (Yellow) primarily in the lower Commercial zone and absent service (White) in the area west of Highway 431 (in the Ponderosa Subdivision). From IP’s Proposed coverage map, the most significant increase in proposed cell coverage will be (a) inside buildings in the IV Commercial zone (Yellow) (b) inside and outside buildings in the area to the west of Highway 431 (White), and (c) inside and outside buildings in Crystal Bay (White).





• Contradicting IP’s Existing coverage map—on streets where IP says coverage does not exist (White)—many residents contend they have adequate cell phone service. IP has purposely omitted street names on their maps. We include an IV street map so it’s possible to see exactly what streets will be most affected by the Proposed cell tower coverage. We attach herewith written statements of coverage by residents living on these streets. That residents attest they have coverage where IP says coverage does not exist calls into question all of IPs Existing coverage map. IP purposely does not provide details of how the coverage maps were developed and how they were verified. 



• Contradicting IP’’s Existing coverage map—AT&T’s coverage map shows adequate coverage throughout all of Incline Village (Blue).



2. NEW SMALLER TOWERS CAN FILL COVERAGE GAPS IN INCLINE VILLAGE



• According to the Unison website: www.Unisonsite.com, new technology exists to provide enhanced coverage without a large monopine cell tower. Several small towers are already providing cell coverage in IV. A small cell tower has recently been installed at 885 Tahoe Blvd just a few blocks from IPs proposed tower. 

According to the website: “It’s not just cell phones that are getting smaller, less expensive and more capable – cell tower sites are following the same trend too. While giant macrocell sites have been the industry norm for years, carriers are increasingly turning to a range of smaller cell site options as a way to reduce costs and speed network expansion. These include microcells, picocells and femtocells…

Also, when adding network capacity, the use of smaller sites helps carriers avoid the increasingly common resistance to large cell towers in many communities. American consumers love mobile communications, but when it comes to towers, the sentiment is NIMBY - not in my back yard. This is particularly true with macrocells, the largest cell towers. … Macrocell sites can cover a radius of up to 10 miles in diameter, depending on the terrain. However, they require large upfront capital investments, face burdensome zoning restrictions, and sizeable ongoing expenses for maintenance, site leasing, electrical power and telecom backhaul… The three largest U.S. wireless carriers are all offering [smaller] products. AT&T Wireless, Verizon Wireless, and Sprint.”

In summation regarding coverage, we request you deny the application because (1) the “gap in coverage” represented by Incline Partners is inaccurate, indicating there is no cell coverage where residents have proven coverage, (2) much proposed coverage will duplicate current Verizon cell tower coverage, (3) the tower will be in the middle of IV but new coverage will primarily be to the west of 431 and into Crystal Bay, and (4) it’s unclear whether nearby newly approved cell towers (e.g., Kings Beach) will duplicate IPs proposed coverage. 



REASON FOR DENIAL #2 – IP TOWER WILL NOT ENHANCE EMERGENCY SERVICE COMMUNICATION

IP States: Section 6: The project will provide important wireless communication service in emergencies to protect public health, safety, and welfare.



FIRSTNET.GOV PROVIDES ADEQUATE COVERAGE FOR FIRST RESPONDERS IN IV



• In IV, First Responders use a dedicated network FIRSTNET.GOV. They have adequate coverage throughout IV without the IP cell tower. A representative from the North Lake Tahoe Fire Department said they have no problem with cell coverage at the station. 



We request you deny the application because the proposed cell tower is not needed to provide enhanced cell phone coverage to IV first responders.



REASON FOR DENIAL #3 –IP TOWER WILL BE AN INAPPROPRIATE AND OUT-OF-SCALE USE OF THE PARCEL THAT WILL HAVE A NEGATIVE IMPACT, ESPECIALLY ON SURROUNDING RESIDENCES



TRPA Chapter 21.2.2 – Special Uses

A. The project to which the use pertains is of such a nature, scale, density, intensity, and type to be an appropriate use for the parcel on which and surrounding area in which it will be located;



B. The project to which the use pertains will not be injurious or disturbing to the health, safety, enjoyment of property, or general welfare of persons or property in the neighborhood, or general welfare of the region, and the applicant has taken reasonable steps to protect against any such injury and to protect the land, water, and air resources of both the applicant’s property and that of surrounding property owners; and



C. The project to which the use pertains will not change the character of the neighborhood, or detrimentally affect or alter the purpose of the applicable planning area statement, community plan, and specific or master plan, as the case may be.



Washoe County:

Section 110.324.70 (c) That the monopole or lattice tower will not unduly impact the adjacent neighborhoods or the vistas and ridgelines of the County. [Added by Ord. 1242, provisions eff. 7/23/04, amended by Ord. 1378, provisions eff. 8/1/08.]



Section 110.810.30 Issuance not detrimental: Issuance will not be detrimental to the character of the surrounding area and will not change the character of the neighborhood.



Constructing a 117-foot high monopine cell phone tower and associated equipment is an inappropriate use of the parcel located in the very heart of IV near both commercial and dense residential areas. 



•The proposed monopine will be 117 feet high (112’ + approved 5’ variance), which is nearly 80 feet taller than any nearby buildings, and 30 feet higher than surrounding trees. The photos included with IPs application intentionally misrepresent how the monopine will look in conjunction with surrounding trees and buildings. 



•The “carrier equipment compound” or Mechanical Yard will include 1818 sq ft, much of it covered by cement. Four cement-equipment-shelter-pads will be 8x12 sq ft. The equipment cabinets are 48 cubic feet, and the generator is 84 cubic feet. The diesel fuel tank holds 210 gallons. The driveway into the Mechanical Yard from Village will be cement. Large areas of cement and large pieces of equipment in the Mechanical Yard are incompatible with the surrounding area. 



• The proposed 6’ synthetic slatted fence will not hide the equipment completely, and will be an eyesore. Because of the slope of the parcel, the Mechanical Yard will need to be leveled by lowering it a foot at the entrance and building up 4 feet in the back. This will require a 10’ fence, not 6’. In addition to the large pieces of equipment, there will be up to 18 directional antennas on the monopine, many of which will be visible in spite of fake branches to hide them.



• Even if the generator noise will be heard only during emergency situations, the noise will be a disturbance to the surrounding area and residents. 



We request you deny the application because the cell tower equipment will have a negative visual impact and the nature and scale of the equipment is not an appropriate use of the parcel. 



 

REASON FOR DENIAL #4 – THE PROJECT WILL CHANGE THE CHARACTER OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD AND BE POTENTIALLY INJURIOUS TO RESIDENTS



1. THE PROJECT WILL DETRIMENTALLY CHANGE THE CHARACTER OF THE SURROUNDING AREA



•There is a TRPA Class 1 Bike/walking path along the side of the proposed site that is heavily used to traverse Village Blvd from Highway 28 to the Incline Beach and Ski Beach Areas. The Mechanical Yard will be visible to pedestrians and cyclists on the path as well as to people viewing the area from above 6 feet, including those in surrounding buildings. 



2. THE PROJECT WILL BE INJURIOUS TO THE HEALTH, SAFETY, AND ENJOYMENT OF RESIDENTS



• Although the parcel is zoned General Commercial, many high-density residential units are located within ¼ mile from the proposed tower site. At least six HOAs are in the affected area housing hundreds of residents. These residents will be affected in several ways. 



• High Frequency Radiation is currently perceived as a health hazard. For every study professing safety, another study shows harm. Until the research consistently proves cell-tower radiation is safe, those residing within the ¼ mile radius surrounding the tower will worry for their health and the health of their children. (If future study shows an increase in disease in the area closest to the cell tower, liability issues exist. See attached article from the Modesto Bee March 2019.) 



•  In addition to the risk of High Frequency Radiation, cell towers have been shown to have other potential safety risks. Towers have collapsed from ice, wind, wildfire, and earthquakes. Towers have caught on fire. With a tower in the center of the Village, all of these risks to residents are higher. If the tower collapses in the direction of the Dental Office, it will damage or destroy the building less than 90 feet away. Liability issues exist.



•. Because of the public perception of danger to health associated with cell-tower radiation, residential prices will be affected as potential buyers opt to buy in areas without threat. Many of the housing units within ¼ mile of the tower are million dollar homes whose values may drop. Liability issues exist.



• A tower in the middle of the Village is an attractive nuisance. Because the tower will be unguarded, children may attempt to scale the fence and adolescents may attempt to scale the tower. Liability issues exist.



In summation, we request you deny the application because (1) residents in nearby high-density residential areas will be affected by the perceived health risks of High Frequency Radiation, (2) a tower collapse or fire would be disastrous in the middle of the Village, and (3) these perceived hazards will negatively affect home prices in the surrounding area.





REASON FOR DENIAL #5 – THE TOWER NEGATES THE NEW COMMUNITY AREA PLAN POSSIBILITY FOR FUTURE MIXED RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL USE ON A VERY VALUABLE CENTRAL PARCEL IN IV

IP states: Section 110.810.30 : “Consistency. The proposed use is consistent with the action programs, policies, standards and maps of the Comprehensive Plan and the applicable area plan.” 



• Currently the IV Community Area Plan is being revised. One future possible use of the property owned by Dr. Cherry (KBS Ltd) on which the Dental Office now sits is for Mixed Commercial and Residential use. If the proposed tower were built, it would preclude consideration of the property for mixed use. No application should be approved until the new Area Plan is finalized. 



• Because of coverage issues, the proposed cell tower will prevent any expansion of the Dental Office or its parking lot. 



• The parcel is in the very heart of IV and is too central and valuable to be used to hold equipment. If it is redeveloped for mixed use, low-to-moderate income housing could be built that would be central to shopping and schools.



We request you deny the application because the proposed cell tower if built would negate the possible Mixed-Use potential of this very valuable parcel in the middle of IV that could be put to much better use.





REASON FOR DENIAL #6 – THE ALTERNATIVE SITE ANALYSIS IS INADEQUATE

Alternative Site Analysis: (3) Maps identifying alternate sites that were considered by the applicant, with a justification by a competent professional for the requested site. 



• The proposed site is not the only possible site for a new monopine cell tower in IV. Previously AT&T applied to build a tower near the Washoe County Maintenance Area on Highway 431. That application could be reconsidered. That site is open, without trees, and is higher than the proposed site by 50-100 feet. It’s already used as an equipment area and has readily available restrooms for repairmen. 



• Given that most of the improved/new coverage is to the west of IV, a cell tower would be more effective if it were built higher up nearer Crystal Bay. The Washoe County Maintenance Area is one preferable spot for a large monopine cell tower. 



• The 13 alternative sites IP considered in IV were all within the central Commercial Core so the land could be leased and used commercially. The reasons given by property owners for not wanting the tower built on their properties echo many of the reasons a majority of residents don’t want the tower built in the middle of the Village. Given the Kings Beach cell tower is on or near US Forest Land, it may be possible to explore a similar site for a tower near IV. 



• As mentioned previously, smaller towers/antennas are now available that may be more appropriate for IV’s terrain and will be more appropriate to 5G should that service be offered to IV in the future. 



We request you deny the application because the proposed site is not the only possible site for the tower. It is the only site whose owner is willing to allow construction. A better site would be the County Maintenance Yard or a site located more to the west near Crystal Bay. Other sites need to be researched.
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---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Pete Todoroff <ptodoroff1@sbcglobal.net>
Date: Mon, Apr 1, 2019 at 1:53 PM
Subject: Fwd: Last Chance to Vote on IV Cell Tower before Board of Adjustment Decision
4/4/19
To: Cliff Dobler <cfdobler@aol.com>, Linda Newman <linda@marknewman.net>,
Christopher Mark Mark Hynum <cmarkhynum@aol.com>, Doug Flaherty
<tahoeblue365@gmail.com>, John McNellis <jcmcnellis@gmail.com>, Craig Handley
<chandley@me.com>, Barbara Periman Whyman <bpwhyman@sbcglobal.net>, Bill Ferrall
<billferrall@gmail.com>, De Kincade <ddkincade@charter.net>, Adam Hopkins
<Hopkins4sheriff@gmail.com>, Gayle Holderer <gayletahoe1@yahoo.com>, John Eppolito
<john@jtahoe.com>, Carol and Larry Black <cbwillb@charter.net>, Andrew Merrill
<yzf60098@yahoo.com>, Dale Smith <dale@smithdesigngroup.com>, His HonorJim
Mancuso <nevjim1@yahoo.com>, Jack Dalton <jack.f.dalton44@gmail.com>, Chip Evans
<chip@chip4nv.com>, Joy Gumz <jgumz@protonmail.com>, Jim Clark
<tahoesbjc@aol.com>, Frank Wright <alpinesportss@gmail.com>, Karli Epstein
<KEPSTEIN@tfhd.com>, Debbie Nicholas <Nicholas89451@gmail.com>, Heidi Howe
<heidi@howeforsheriff.com>, Carolyn Raynolds <creynolds4545@hotmail.com>, Lyn Karol
<lynkarol@aol.com>, Jack Tedford <Jack@jnt.solutions>, Helen Durfee <hdurf@aol.com>,
Bruce & Cindy Townsend <brucecindy2@gmail.com>, Joanellen Slocumb
<jeincline@gmail.com>, Lisa Krasner <Lisa.Krasner@asm.state.nv.us>, Gail Krolick
<sellingtahoe@sbcglobal.net>, Carl Hasty <chasty@tahoetransportation.org>, Alan Tiras
<ATiras@sierralawyers.com>, Kevin Lyons <kevin@molocopartners.com>, Brian
COSTELLO P.E. <BCOSTELLO@nvenergy.com>, Jim Nowlin <flyersnest@yahoo.com>,
Diane Finegan <djrfinegan@earthlink.net>, Adam Jensen <ajensen@trpa.org>, Cathy Ebert
<cathy.ebert@comcast.net>, Kurt Althof <kalthof@tcpud.org>, Judy Miller
<pupfarm@skitrips.net>, Lieutenant Scott Iacoboni <SIacoboni@washoecounty.us>, Jeff
Poindexter <Jeff.Poindexter@bhhsdrysdale.com>, Devenney Leijon <dleijon@bgcnlt.org>,
Kaye Shackford <mattford@aol.com>, Linda Offerdahl <linda@offerdahl.com>, Alice
McQuone <AMcQuone@washoecounty.us>, Joe Knox <joknox007@yahoo.com>, Kristina
Hill > <tahoehills@att.net>, Jackie Sinatra <jsinatra59@gmail.com>, Amenda Mongolo
<amongolo@washoecounty.us>, Dr. Andrew Whyman <adwhyman143@gmail.com>, Denise
Davis <ddavis_remote@hotmail.com>, Jim Lyons <jimbolina@prodigy.net>, Darin Balaam
<darin.balaam@gmail.com>, Louise Cooper <letusshop@aol.com>, ED Leutheuser
<etleutheuser@aol.com>, Andy Anderson > <andy1cambodia@yahoo.com>, Carl Levinson
<levinsonch@yahoo.com>, Dale Akers <dale.akers@sbcglobal.net>, Gene Brockman
<gbincline@gmail.com>, Dorothy Modafferi <tdmod7@icloud.com>, Gary Schmidt
<nobullschmidt@hotmail.com>, John Crockett <jcrockett@washoecounty.us>, Eric Halstead
<villagemeats@sbcglobal.net>, Frank Schumann <fschumann@washoecounty.us>, Carl
Lackey <clackey@ndow.org>, Bruce Simonian <brucesimonian@hotmail.com>, Kathie M.
Jullian <kathiejulian@gmail.com>, Jeff Eget <jeff@omnisteel.com>, Kendra Wong
<wong_trustee@ivgid.org>, Diane Hudson <tahoejeweler@aol.com>, Ben Dosseff
<bensbd1@gmail.com>, Alec Flores <alec@whytrashtahoe.org>, Joe Shackford
<TMGNSW@aol.com>, Jean Laurence <jlaur3@gmail.com>, Howard Beckerman
<BeckermanH@aol.com>, Lettie Miller <millereight03@sbcglobal.net>, Cherry Barney
<bar8ney@gmail.com>, Daniel Kelly <dkelly@sierranevada.edu>, Gloria Leandro
<gleandro@sonic.net>, Jacquie Chandier <sustaintahoe@gmail.com>, Andrea Tavener
<atavener@washoecounty.us>, Julie Malkin Manning <LITTLEWING27@yahoo.com>, Bill
Weldon <billweldon@comcast.net>, Eric Severance <eric@soundpix.com>, Brendan
O'Donovan <neco3578@yahoo.com>, Katy Simon Holland
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<kathryn.holland@washoeschools.net>, Bridget Cornell <bcornell@trpa.org>, Judth Simon
<judymike@mac.com>
Cc: Pete Todoroff <ptodoroff1@sbcglobal.net>
 

 
Pete Todoroff iMac 3.06 GHz
ptodoroff1@sbcglobal.net
 
 

Begin forwarded message:
 
From: rondatycer@aol.com
Subject: Last Chance to Vote on IV Cell Tower before Board of Adjustment Decision
4/4/19
Date: April 1, 2019 at 1:03:14 PM PDT
To: ptodoroff1@sbcglobal.net
 
PLEASE SEND YOUR EMAIL BEFORE APRIL 4 2019 TO: 
jolander@washoecounty.us
 
 
Dear IV Community Forum Members,
 
Today we learned that Julee Olander of Washoe County will recommend the Washoe County Board of
Adjustment approve the Incline Partners application to build a cell tower on Village Blvd. Her
recommendation was accompanied by 5 letters in support of the tower and no letters opposing its
construction. 

We know that the majority of residents in the CAB meeting on 3/4/19 and the IV Community Forum
meeting 3/29 were against the cell being built on the proposed parcel. We need to let Julee Olander and
the Board of Adjustment know that not all of us are in support of the tower by immediately sending an
email to her to that effect. 
 
Although some of us want better cell coverage, most of us do not want a 117-foot monopine cell tower
and 1800 sq ft Equipment Yard (with large generator and propane tank) in the middle of Incline Village on
the Village Boulevard parcel next to the Dentist Office. We're presenting the revised attached letter to the
Board of Adjustment which details our objections to the application's approval and our recommendation
for a different site for the tower. 
 
Please take a minute to read the letter and send an email to Julee Olander giving your opinion about the
application. 
 
If you want to join other forum members who will be attending the Board of Adjustment meeting on April
4, please contact Peter Todoroff (ptodoroff1@sbcglobal.net). If you want to car-pool he'll put you in touch
with other members driving to Reno.
 
MEETING: Thursday April 4 at 1:30 pm in the County Commission Chambers at 1001 E 9th Street,
Building A , 1st Floor in Reno. 
 
Speakers are allowed only 3 minute presentations, so if you want to speak, have your statement prepared
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in advance; and make 5 copies of anything you want to present to the Board members to go into the
official record. 
 
Thank you.
 
Ronda Tycer
IV Community Forum Recorder
 
,
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April 2019 
 
Dear Board of Adjustment Members, 
 
In compliance with the County Code for Special Use Permit requests for Case Number WSUP19-0001 Incline 
Village Monopole, we members of the Incline Village Community Forum submit this letter asking you to deny 
the application by Incline Partners (IP) to build a cell tower on their specified site near 231 Village Blvd in 
Incline Village (IV).  

The Board of Adjustment should deny the application because: 

UNDER THE WASHOE COUNTY CODE: 

1. The use is not consistent with the programs, policies, or standards of the Comprehensive Plan and 
applicable area plan.  

2. The use is not physically suitable for the development in the area proposed. 

3. The use would be detrimental to the public health, safety, and welfare, and would be injurious to the existing 
property and the improvements of adjacent properties, and is detrimental to the character of the surrounding 
area. 

UNDER THE TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY CODE: 

1. The project is not of a nature, scale, intensity or type to be an appropriate use for the parcel.  

2. The project will be injurious or disturbing to the health, safety, enjoyment of property, or general welfare of 
persons or property in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the region. 

3. The project use will change the character of the neighborhood and alter the purpose of the applicable 
planning area statement and community plan. 

THE MOST RESTRICTIVE OF TRPA STANDARDS AND WASHOE COUNTY STANDARDS PREVAIL 

WASHOE COUNTY CODE 110.406.10 TRPA STANDARDS. Requirements for development occurring in the 
Tahoe area including, but not limited to, building placement standards, shall be THE MOST RESTRICTIVE OF 
TRPA standards and Washoe Co standards.  
 
 
REASON FOR DENIAL #1 – INCLINE PARTNERS HAS NOT PROVED A SIGNIFICANT COVERAGE GAP 
IN INCLINE VILLAGE THAT CAN ONLY BE FILLED BY THE PROPOSED CELL TOWER 
Section 1: IP states This facility will greatly enhance wireless phone and data coverage within commercial and 
urban zoning areas of IV. Currently there is poor to no wireless phone and/or data service or other emergency 
phone service along this main corridor in IV centered near the intersection of Tahoe Boulevard (Highway 28) 
and Village Drive, particularly as you head south and west from that location.   
 
1. IP EXISTING COVERAGE MAP IS INACCURATE 
 

• In looking at IP’s Existing coverage map, coverage already provided by the Verizon-built Mountain 
Golf Club tower is adequate (Green) throughout most of IV, with poor service (Yellow) primarily in the lower 
Commercial zone and absent service (White) in the area west of Highway 431 (in the Ponderosa Subdivision). 
From IP’s Proposed coverage map, the most significant increase in proposed cell coverage will be (a) inside 
buildings in the IV Commercial zone (Yellow) (b) inside and outside buildings in the area to the west of 
Highway 431 (White), and (c) inside and outside buildings in Crystal Bay (White). 
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• Contradicting IP’s Existing coverage map—on streets where IP says coverage does not exist 

(White)—many residents contend they have adequate cell phone service. IP has purposely omitted street 
names on their maps. We include an IV street map so it’s possible to see exactly what streets will be most 
affected by the Proposed cell tower coverage. We attach herewith written statements of coverage by residents 
living on these streets. That residents attest they have coverage where IP says coverage does not exist 
calls into question all of IPs Existing coverage map. IP purposely does not provide details of how the 
coverage maps were developed and how they were verified.  
 
• Contradicting IP’’s Existing coverage map—AT&T’s coverage map shows adequate coverage throughout 
all of Incline Village (Blue). 
 
2. NEW SMALLER TOWERS CAN FILL COVERAGE GAPS IN INCLINE VILLAGE 
 

• According to the Unison website: www.Unisonsite.com, new technology exists to provide enhanced 
coverage without a large monopine cell tower. Several small towers are already providing cell coverage in 
IV. A small cell tower has recently been installed at 885 Tahoe Blvd just a few blocks from IPs 
proposed tower.  

According to the website: “It’s not just cell phones that are getting smaller, less expensive and more capable – 
cell tower sites are following the same trend too. While giant macrocell sites have been the industry norm for 
years, carriers are increasingly turning to a range of smaller cell site options as a way to reduce costs and 
speed network expansion. These include microcells, picocells and femtocells… 

Also, when adding network capacity, the use of smaller sites helps carriers avoid the increasingly common 
resistance to large cell towers in many communities. American consumers love mobile communications, but 
when it comes to towers, the sentiment is NIMBY - not in my back yard. This is particularly true with 
macrocells, the largest cell towers. … Macrocell sites can cover a radius of up to 10 miles in diameter, 
depending on the terrain. However, they require large upfront capital investments, face burdensome zoning 
restrictions, and sizeable ongoing expenses for maintenance, site leasing, electrical power and telecom 
backhaul… The three largest U.S. wireless carriers are all offering [smaller] products. AT&T Wireless, Verizon 
Wireless, and Sprint.” 

In summation regarding coverage, we request you deny the application because (1) the “gap in 
coverage” represented by Incline Partners is inaccurate, indicating there is no cell coverage where 
residents have proven coverage, (2) much proposed coverage will duplicate current Verizon cell tower 
coverage, (3) the tower will be in the middle of IV but new coverage will primarily be to the west of 431 
and into Crystal Bay, and (4) it’s unclear whether nearby newly approved cell towers (e.g., Kings 
Beach) will duplicate IPs proposed coverage.  
 
REASON FOR DENIAL #2 – IP TOWER WILL NOT ENHANCE EMERGENCY SERVICE COMMUNICATION 
IP States: Section 6: The project will provide important wireless communication service in emergencies to 
protect public health, safety, and welfare. 
 
FIRSTNET.GOV PROVIDES ADEQUATE COVERAGE FOR FIRST RESPONDERS IN IV 
 

• In IV, First Responders use a dedicated network FIRSTNET.GOV. They have adequate coverage 
throughout IV without the IP cell tower. A representative from the North Lake Tahoe Fire Department said they 
have no problem with cell coverage at the station.  
 
We request you deny the application because the proposed cell tower is not needed to provide 
enhanced cell phone coverage to IV first responders. 
 
REASON FOR DENIAL #3 –IP TOWER WILL BE AN INAPPROPRIATE AND OUT-OF-SCALE USE OF THE 
PARCEL THAT WILL HAVE A NEGATIVE IMPACT, ESPECIALLY ON SURROUNDING RESIDENCES 
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TRPA Chapter 21.2.2 – Special Uses 
A. The project to which the use pertains is of such a nature, scale, density, intensity, and type to be an 
appropriate use for the parcel on which and surrounding area in which it will be located; 
 
B. The project to which the use pertains will not be injurious or disturbing to the health, safety, enjoyment of 
property, or general welfare of persons or property in the neighborhood, or general welfare of the region, and 
the applicant has taken reasonable steps to protect against any such injury and to protect the land, water, and 
air resources of both the applicant’s property and that of surrounding property owners; and 
 
C. The project to which the use pertains will not change the character of the neighborhood, or detrimentally 
affect or alter the purpose of the applicable planning area statement, community plan, and specific or master 
plan, as the case may be. 
 
Washoe County: 
Section 110.324.70 (c) That the monopole or lattice tower will not unduly impact the adjacent neighborhoods or 
the vistas and ridgelines of the County. [Added by Ord. 1242, provisions eff. 7/23/04, amended by Ord. 1378, 
provisions eff. 8/1/08.] 
 
Section 110.810.30 Issuance not detrimental: Issuance will not be detrimental to the character of the 
surrounding area and will not change the character of the neighborhood. 
 

Constructing a 117-foot high monopine cell phone tower and associated equipment is an inappropriate 
use of the parcel located in the very heart of IV near both commercial and dense residential areas.  
 

•The proposed monopine will be 117 feet high (112’ + approved 5’ variance), which is nearly 80 feet 
taller than any nearby buildings, and 30 feet higher than surrounding trees. The photos included with IPs 
application intentionally misrepresent how the monopine will look in conjunction with surrounding trees and 
buildings.  
 

•The “carrier equipment compound” or Mechanical Yard will include 1818 sq ft, much of it covered by 
cement. Four cement-equipment-shelter-pads will be 8x12 sq ft. The equipment cabinets are 48 cubic feet, and 
the generator is 84 cubic feet. The diesel fuel tank holds 210 gallons. The driveway into the Mechanical Yard 
from Village will be cement. Large areas of cement and large pieces of equipment in the Mechanical Yard are 
incompatible with the surrounding area.  
 

• The proposed 6’ synthetic slatted fence will not hide the equipment completely, and will be an 
eyesore. Because of the slope of the parcel, the Mechanical Yard will need to be leveled by lowering it a foot at 
the entrance and building up 4 feet in the back. This will require a 10’ fence, not 6’. In addition to the large 
pieces of equipment, there will be up to 18 directional antennas on the monopine, many of which will be visible 
in spite of fake branches to hide them. 
 

• Even if the generator noise will be heard only during emergency situations, the noise will be a 
disturbance to the surrounding area and residents.  
 
We request you deny the application because the cell tower equipment will have a negative visual 
impact and the nature and scale of the equipment is not an appropriate use of the parcel.  
 
  
REASON FOR DENIAL #4 – THE PROJECT WILL CHANGE THE CHARACTER OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD 
AND BE POTENTIALLY INJURIOUS TO RESIDENTS 
 
1. THE PROJECT WILL DETRIMENTALLY CHANGE THE CHARACTER OF THE SURROUNDING AREA 
 

•There is a TRPA Class 1 Bike/walking path along the side of the proposed site that is heavily used to 
traverse Village Blvd from Highway 28 to the Incline Beach and Ski Beach Areas. The Mechanical Yard will be 
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visible to pedestrians and cyclists on the path as well as to people viewing the area from above 6 feet, 
including those in surrounding buildings.  
 
2. THE PROJECT WILL BE INJURIOUS TO THE HEALTH, SAFETY, AND ENJOYMENT OF RESIDENTS 
 

• Although the parcel is zoned General Commercial, many high-density residential units are located 
within ¼ mile from the proposed tower site. At least six HOAs are in the affected area housing hundreds of 
residents. These residents will be affected in several ways.  
 

• High Frequency Radiation is currently perceived as a health hazard. For every study professing 
safety, another study shows harm. Until the research consistently proves cell-tower radiation is safe, those 
residing within the ¼ mile radius surrounding the tower will worry for their health and the health of their 
children. (If future study shows an increase in disease in the area closest to the cell tower, liability issues exist. 
See attached article from the Modesto Bee March 2019.)  
 

•  In addition to the risk of High Frequency Radiation, cell towers have been shown to have other 
potential safety risks. Towers have collapsed from ice, wind, wildfire, and earthquakes. Towers have caught on 
fire. With a tower in the center of the Village, all of these risks to residents are higher. If the tower collapses in 
the direction of the Dental Office, it will damage or destroy the building less than 90 feet away. Liability issues 
exist. 

 
•. Because of the public perception of danger to health associated with cell-tower radiation, residential 

prices will be affected as potential buyers opt to buy in areas without threat. Many of the housing units within ¼ 
mile of the tower are million dollar homes whose values may drop. Liability issues exist. 
 

• A tower in the middle of the Village is an attractive nuisance. Because the tower will be unguarded, 
children may attempt to scale the fence and adolescents may attempt to scale the tower. Liability issues exist. 
 
In summation, we request you deny the application because (1) residents in nearby high-density 
residential areas will be affected by the perceived health risks of High Frequency Radiation, (2) a tower 
collapse or fire would be disastrous in the middle of the Village, and (3) these perceived hazards will 
negatively affect home prices in the surrounding area. 
 
 
REASON FOR DENIAL #5 – THE TOWER NEGATES THE NEW COMMUNITY AREA PLAN POSSIBILITY 
FOR FUTURE MIXED RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL USE ON A VERY VALUABLE CENTRAL 
PARCEL IN IV 
IP states: Section 110.810.30 : “Consistency. The proposed use is consistent with the action programs, 
policies, standards and maps of the Comprehensive Plan and the applicable area plan.”  
 

• Currently the IV Community Area Plan is being revised. One future possible use of the property 
owned by Dr. Cherry (KBS Ltd) on which the Dental Office now sits is for Mixed Commercial and Residential 
use. If the proposed tower were built, it would preclude consideration of the property for mixed use. No 
application should be approved until the new Area Plan is finalized.  
 

• Because of coverage issues, the proposed cell tower will prevent any expansion of the Dental Office 
or its parking lot.  
 

• The parcel is in the very heart of IV and is too central and valuable to be used to hold equipment. If it 
is redeveloped for mixed use, low-to-moderate income housing could be built that would be central to shopping 
and schools. 
 
We request you deny the application because the proposed cell tower if built would negate the 
possible Mixed-Use potential of this very valuable parcel in the middle of IV that could be put to much 
better use. 
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REASON FOR DENIAL #6 – THE ALTERNATIVE SITE ANALYSIS IS INADEQUATE 
Alternative Site Analysis: (3) Maps identifying alternate sites that were considered by the applicant, with a 
justification by a competent professional for the requested site.  
 

• The proposed site is not the only possible site for a new monopine cell tower in IV. Previously AT&T 
applied to build a tower near the Washoe County Maintenance Area on Highway 431. That application could 
be reconsidered. That site is open, without trees, and is higher than the proposed site by 50-100 feet. It’s 
already used as an equipment area and has readily available restrooms for repairmen.  
 

• Given that most of the improved/new coverage is to the west of IV, a cell tower would be more 
effective if it were built higher up nearer Crystal Bay. The Washoe County Maintenance Area is one preferable 
spot for a large monopine cell tower.  
 

• The 13 alternative sites IP considered in IV were all within the central Commercial Core so the land 
could be leased and used commercially. The reasons given by property owners for not wanting the tower built 
on their properties echo many of the reasons a majority of residents don’t want the tower built in the middle of 
the Village. Given the Kings Beach cell tower is on or near US Forest Land, it may be possible to explore a 
similar site for a tower near IV.  

 
• As mentioned previously, smaller towers/antennas are now available that may be more appropriate for 

IV’s terrain and will be more appropriate to 5G should that service be offered to IV in the future.  
 
We request you deny the application because the proposed site is not the only possible site for the 
tower. It is the only site whose owner is willing to allow construction. A better site would be the County 
Maintenance Yard or a site located more to the west near Crystal Bay. Other sites need to be 
researched. 
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Washoe County Community Services Department, Planning and Building Division 
1001 E. Ninth St., Reno, NV  89512-2845 

Telephone:  775.328.6100 – Fax:  775.328.6133 
www.washoecounty.us/csd/planning_and_development 

WASHOE C OUNTY 
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 

DRAFT Meeting Minutes 

Board of Adjustment Members Thursday, April 4, 2019
Clay Thomas, Chair 1:30 p.m.
Kristina Hill, Vice Chair 
Lee Lawrence Washoe County Administration Complex
Brad Stanley Commission Chambers 
Kim Toulouse 1001 East Ninth Street 
Trevor Lloyd, Secretary Reno, NV 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
The Washoe County Board of Adjustment met in regular session on Thursday, 

April 4, 2019, in the Washoe County Administrative Complex Commission Chambers, 1001 East Ninth Street, 
Reno, Nevada. 

1. *Determination of Quorum

Chair Thomas called the meeting to order at 1:31 p.m.  The following members and staff were present:

Members present: Clay Thomas, Chair 
Kristina Hill, Vice-Chair 
Lee Lawrence 

Members absent: Brad Stanley 
Kim Toulouse 

Staff present: Roger Pelham, Senior Planner, Planning and Building 
Division 
Julee Olander, Planner, Planning and Building Division 
Jacob Parker, Planner, Planning and Building Division  
Michael Large, Deputy District Attorney, District 
Attorney’s Office  
Trevor Lloyd, Planning Manager, Planning and Building 
Division 
Donna Fagan, Recording Secretary, Planning and 
Building Division 

2. *Pledge of Allegiance
Chair Thomas led the pledge to the flag.

3. *Ethics Law Announcement
Deputy District Attorney Michael Large recited the Ethics Law standards.

4. *Appeal Procedure
Trevor Lloyd recited the appeal procedure for items heard before the Board of Adjustment.
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5. *General Public Comment and Discussion Thereof
As there was no response to the call for public comment, Chair Thomas closed the public comment
period.

6. Approval of Agenda
Chair Thomas stated that Item 8D would be moved to the May 2, 2019 meeting per Appellant’s request.

In accordance with the Open Meeting Law, Member Lawrence moved to approve the agenda of April 4, 2019 
as amended.  The motion, seconded by Member Hill, passed three in favor and none opposed. 

7. Possible action to approve March 7, 2019 Draft Minutes
Chair Thomas said on page 6 of the minutes, there was no “member” name stated in the second of the

motion.  Member Lawrence moved to approve the minutes of March 7, 2019 with the noted addition.  The 
motion, seconded by Member Hill, passed three in favor and none opposed. 

8. Public Hearings
The Board of Adjustment may take action to approve (with or without conditions), modify and approve

(with or without conditions), or deny a request. The Board of Adjustment may also take action to continue an 
item to a future agenda.  

C. Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP19-0001 (Incline Village Monopole) - For possible
action, hearing, and discussion:

1. To approve a special use permit for the construction of a new wireless cellular facility
consisting of a 117-foot high stealth monopine structure (aka cell phone tower disguised 
to resemble a pine tree) designed as a collocation facility; and 

2. To approve a minor deviation to vary the height standard and increase the monopine by 5
feet, to a total height of 117 feet. 

The monopole is proposed to be located on a vacant parcel, approximately 100 feet south of the 
intersection of Incline Way and Village Blvd. on the west side of Village Blvd. approximately 30 
feet west of the easterly parcel line bordering Village Blvd. 

• Applicant: Incline Partners, LLC 
• Property Owner: KBS Ltd. 
• Location: Approximately 100 feet south of the intersection of 

Incline Way and Village Blvd. on the west side of 
the Village Blvd. 

• APN: 132-221-11
• Parcel Size: 8,078 sq. ft.
• Master Plan: Commercial (C)
• Regulatory Zone: General Commercial (GC)
• Area Plan: Tahoe
• Citizen Advisory Board: Incline Village/Crystal Bay
• Development Code: Authorized in Article 324 Communication Facilities;

and Article 810, Special Use Permits
• Commission District: 1 – Commissioner Berkbigler
• Staff: Julee Olander, Planner

Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Building Division

• Phone: 775.328.3627
• E-mail: jolander@washoecounty.us

Chair Thomas opened the public hearing. 
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Chair Thomas called for member disclosures.  Member Hill said she has attended community meetings 
where this topic was discussed.  DDA Large said if her deliberation on the matter isn’t impacted, he doesn’t 
see any reason for a recusal.  

Julee Olander, Washoe County Planner, provided a staff report presentation. 

Member Hill said she is confused that TRPA requested for the additional height with additional branches 
of the tree.  She asked about a cap at the top.  Ms. Olander said the cap will give it a top without branches.  
She doesn’t believe it will be visible.  

Member Lawrence asked about the significant gap in coverage.  Ms. Olander said that section is vague.  
She said she will refer to Mr. Lloyd.  There is significant gap in coverage identified.  Mr. Lloyd read from 
Article 324.55 significant gap coverage. 

Member Hill asked if the parcels are owned by the same person and if TRPA considers it the same area.  
Ms. Olander said that was one of the criteria they had to address with TRPA.  The applicant can provide 
more information.  Member Hill explained how parcels and land coverage works.  Ms. Olander said it 
wouldn’t be allowed as a separate parcel for parking.  It doesn’t meet code; it would be grandfathered in.  
Member Hill said she doesn’t understand why it’s not showed as one parcel.  Ms. Olander said they are 
legally two parcels.  The parking lot doesn’t meet code currently.  

Chair Thomas said TRPA requested additional height in order to include a cap on top to make it look 
more like a tree.  

Ms. Olander added that TRPA didn’t have an issue with landscaping; they wanted it as natural as 
possible.  

Mike Flynn introduced himself and partner, John Peterson, of Incline Partners LLC.  Mr. Flynn provided 
background about Incline Partners, LLC.  He said he is a resident in Incline Village.  He spoke about 
partnerships and projects in other states.  

Mr. Flynn addressed the questions about the coverage needed – it’s considered underserved in Incline 
Village and Crystal Bay.  He said the area near downtown and down to the lake is underserved, including: 
post office, shopping market, and Ponderosa subdivision.  They don’t have service inside the buildings . 
Small portions in the Mill Creek area are underserved.  There is a dead zone in Crystal Bay up to Stateline . 
The proposed site will cover all these underserved areas.  He said no one is using land lines anymore.  
People require in-building cell service and they don’t currently get it.  This will increase capacity; speed for 
data on internet service will be improved.  The system is overloaded and evident during peak tourist season.  
70-80% of emergency calls are made from cell phones and that will increase over the years as people get rid 
of their land lines.  First Net will give priority of cell service to first responders.  Network providers looking to 
co-located are AT&T, Verizon; and Sprint.  T-Mobile is looking into it as well.  TRPA code for cellular is 
permissible use with a special use permit.  This met all the criteria imposed on us.  Site mitigations include 
branches; the tower vendor is to supply green and brown needles to present a more realistic tree.  There will 
be a simulated bark.  The top half will have additional branches to cover the antennas – that is the additional 
5-feet requested.  He spoke about the wood slating fencing to cover the back-up generator.  

Mr. Flynn said he had a company conduct a study for the standby generator.  Cedars have been 
recommended by an arborist for additional screening landscaping.  

Mr. Flynn spoke about community outreach and notices: He said he attended the former Bonanza 
meeting.  He said there were 25-30 residents with Q&A.  The Citizen Advisory Board heard this project in 
March.  There were notices that went out to the community.  TRPA expanded the notices to include two 
notices – initial notice to solicit comments, and then an expanded notice to a ¼ mile which include 650 
residents prior to hearing meetings.  

Major objections expressed by the public included: Heath and safety with radio frequency concerns.  Mr. 
Flynn noted FCC sets the standards.  We are in full compliance with only 6% of standards levels.  Visual 
mitigation will be integrated into the final design.  Location issues – the location optimizes the coverage.  It’s 
general commercial zoning.  The public also voiced noise and safety concerns - he said the other issue is 
that it’s too close to schools which are not the case.  Mr. Flynn said the public said it’s not the highest and 
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best use for the property – he said it’s prohibited to develop any new commercial.  There was also 
community support who spoke in favor of the tower.  He said they complied with concerns and regulation.  

Member Hill stated properties have been combined with deed restriction on the property.  Member Hill 
asked if coverage will be transferred.  Mr. Flynn said yes.  TRPA approved this in November, and they are 
waiting on Washoe County to issue permit.  Member Hill asked if the coverage being transferred is 
commercial – Mr. Flynn said coverage doesn’t have categories.  It will be appropriate land capability.  It 
doesn’t require CFA because it’s a utility use.  

Member Hill spoke about a case in California near a school where kids had cancer.  Mr. Flynn said to 
prevent public outcry, they moved the tower.  It was done voluntarily.  

Chair Thomas referenced the LTE coverage map.  He spoke about the before and after coverage, if the 
cell tower is installed.  It would cover a significant area.  This is an identified land use.  He spoke about 
coverage out into the bay.  Mr. Flynn said Ponderosa will get coverage.  He spoke about how the engineers 
adjust the antennas which won’t necessarily point towards the water.  He said radio frequency is good on the 
lake because there isn’t anything to stop it.  Chair Thomas asked about emergency calls from boats.  

Public Comment: 

James Beres requested denial.  He said he lives 500 feet from proposed site.  He provided a detailed 
letter for the record.  It’s inappropriate use of the parcel with negative impact to residents.  He said the 
images show a 117 foot tower, but it’s misleading to show it without scale to height.  The trees will be 
removed.  The tower will stand out as an eye sore.  The mechanical yard will not hide equipment.  He said 
the tank for generator is a fire hazard.  That land is better served as residential.  The County maintenance 
yard wasn’t even considered as a location.  The coverage map is not adequate and misleading.  The tower 
will change the character of the neighborhood.  Property owners will be negatively impacted.  It will cause 
property values to go down. 

Wayne Ford said he lives in one of the coverage white zones and he said he has had coverage.  He said 
he works in architecture.  He said he is most concerned about, other than maps not being correct, impacts on 
the scenic area.  He said the fence will be 32 feet from the walking path that people use as a main corridor in 
the summer.  TRPA didn’t realize the site plan was 15 years old.  He said he is a designer who did an 
addition on Incline Dental.  One of the trees is 24.5 inches and is considered old growth.  TRPA needs to 
revisit the quality of site plan.  It’s not with the character of the area.  There are other ways to solve the 
coverage issue.  There will be more commercial area in the community plan which is part of growth.  

Michael Abel said he lives 300-400 feet from the proposed tower.  The commissioners have responsibility 
to protect the environment and residents.  He said TRPA’s focus is to protect and ensure health and safety 
for the future.  There are concerns with increased health risks, safety, and noise impacts.  He said it will 
negatively impact property values.  We will subsidize the property.  Cell tower was moved off of a school 
property in Rippon, California after 4 students and teachers contracted cancer.  He said there may be a 
language barrier to those being impacted.  The internet has research about the risks of cell tower.  Europe 
standards are 1/10 of what the US standards are.  He asked why this location; why can’t the tower be located 
remote from population center.  

Pete Todoroff, Chair of CAB, moderator of community forum, said there were two notices to CAB 
members on this issue.  It was a mistake.  There were only two members who received it; that is why there 
wasn’t more opposition.  He asked this Board to decline the project.  He gave six reasons for denial outlined 
in a letter to the Board.  The map that shows the gap in coverage is inaccurate.  New smaller towers can fill 
that coverage.  First Net provides coverage for first responders.  This is not needed.  Negatively impacts 
surrounding residents.  It’s not appropriate for the parcel.  It will change the character of the area.  There will 
be health and fire risks.  Property values will be impacted.  

Carol Black said she lives near the proposed site.  She handed out slides.  She spoke about public safety 
of the tower – potential for falling debris, ice, and risk of a worker falling during installing and maintaining.  It’s 
a small site.  She asked what if it catches on fire and causes a wild fire.  There is a fall zone concept – if 
tower collapse, where would it fall.  It could hit the adjacent dental office, highway, office building, or people 
walking on Incline Way.  She said the noise from generator was excluded from analysis.  What if someone 
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climbs the tower.  She spoke about recent incidences of fire, ice, and wind, wind collapsing a tower.  There 
are wind speeds recorded at high levels.  It’s industry driven by profit.  Catastrophic events are possible.  
Consider other alternatives with less risk. 

William Black spoke about the health effects.  The FCC is not on our side.  They only address the heating 
affects for 30 minute exposure.  The residents in the area will be exposed 24/7.  There is ample data at the 
cellular level on DNA and hormones such as reproduction.  There is scientific data available in publications 
reviewed by biologists and doctors.  Cellular radiations can cause issues.  We have no proof it can kill 
anyone after 10 years.  He said asbestoses, cigarettes, and radium took many years to show they caused 
cancer.  There is no doubt the cellular can cause damage.  The FCC doesn’t consider it adequate.  The law 
doesn’t allow you to disapprove of the application, but find reasons to disapprove it.  

Carl Thoms, 23 year resident, said the cell service in the area near the Hyatt is poor.  He is a real estate 
agent and relies on his phone for business.  He said the service is highly inadequate.  He asked the Board to 
approve it for standard levels for cell service.  

John Eppolito, 20 year resident, said the coverage map is not accurate.  He said he has coverage.  The 
tower is out of scale with the surrounding area.  Community Master plan is in the process of being updated.  
We should wait for that to be updated.  He said a tower was proposed at Incline Fire Station, and they fought 
that.  He said it was denied when proposed at the high school.  He said the middle school parents haven’t 
been notified.  Infants and children will be within that area for many years.  Please reject the proposal.  

Alec Flores said he lived in Incline his whole life.  It won’t guarantee more cell service.  He spoke about 
the net neutrality guidelines.  Architectural Digest named Incline Village the prettiest town in Nevada for the 
past few years.  He is opposed to the proposed cell tower. 

Lynette Cardinale, resident since 1992, said she gets wonderful service in Mill Creek.  She said she is 
concerned that it’s continuous encroachment on our community and natural treasure.  It was declined being 
proposed on our high school, so why not decline it in the middle of our town.  She said TRPA had issues with 
kayak racks at Ski Beach, but will allow this in the middle of our town.  She cannot imagine something so 
obtrusive.  This cannot be permitted.  People move there for health reasons.  It impacts the beauty of Incline 
Village and Lake Tahoe.  

Harlan Rodriguez, 27 year resident, said he lives on Enterprise, 300 feet from the tower.  He said there 
are 29 apartments, 70 people living there.  He said there are health risks.  He believes in Murphy’s Law.  He 
said he owns and manages those properties and it will impact the residents and our beautiful town.  Please 
deny this tower.  

Robert Holman said he lives 75 feet from Village.  He builds to TRPA standards and tries to update the 
community.  He said he has been on several planning boards.  He said the Board needs to consider the ‘for 
or to’ propositions.  Who do you work ‘for.’ ‘To’ whom are you accountable.  He said you should be 
accountable to residents of Incline.  They are the most important.  This is a bad thing.  The map is flawed. 
You are making a decision based on information that isn’t accurate.  If you don’t do anything today, at least 
ask for an updated map of cell coverage.  Ask why the tower wasn’t proposed at the Sheriff station.  You 
should table the approval until you get real information.  Without real information, it’s a flawed decision.  It will 
be a wrong decision.  

Jack Dalton said he opposes the proposal by Incline Partners.  He said there was a deficit with notifying 
the people in the immediate area who weren’t informed by Incline Partners.  Please postpone this indefinitely 
or at least until everyone can be notified.  He said the kids at the school need to be notified.  

Mr. Lloyd provided some reminders: he said there has been discussion of health impacts, but this Board 
is excluded from exploring that in their deliberation.  The discussion regarding the significant gap is not 
justification for approval or denial.  It comes into play when the zoning is residential.  It’s not part of 
discussion for general commercial per code.  

Chair Thomas asked Mr. Flynn of the map origination.  Mr. Flynn said his consultant provided it using 
topographical mapping.  Chair Thomas asked about the criteria they use.  Mr. Flynn said current 4G LTE 
power level configuration for 4 carriers.  He spoke about radio waves continue until they hit something and 
decrease in power.  He said Incline is sloped and heavily forested.  He said if the coverage and need for a 
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new cell tower wasn’t there, why would all 4 carriers want to go on it.  It’s a huge cost to them.  They aren’t 
doing it for no reason.  He said data transmission on networks need coverage for them to work.  In a weak 
coverage area, you cannot connect to internet and get email.  He said you may be able to get a call, but 
might not be good quality.  Each carrier has different sites; most of them are at the Mountain Golf Course.  
AT&T and Sprint is on the Hyatt.  He said the site on Diamond Peak cannot get down to the Village; it’s for 
Highway 28.  He said there was a lot of misinformation shared in public comment tonight.  

Member Lawrence asked for the rendering of the tree with tops.  He asked about the bottom branches 
height.  Mr. Flynn said bottom branches are at 30 feet.  Member Lawrence said we don’t see representation 
of the tree line.  He said he would like to see different views with other trees around them.  The volume of the 
tree will be above the existing canopy.  Mr. Flynn said the survey was done in September of 2018.  All the 
trees are marked as true and correct.  Only one tree is to be removed.  There is no cell site at Tahoe Blvd.  

Member Lawrence asked if Mr. Flynn has any documentation that states the height of trees are 80 feet.  
Mr. Flynn said just a site visit with TRPA.  

Member Hill thanked everyone who came to speak.  She said it was a big representation of who is 
against the cell tower.  She said she has never had an issue with cell service.  She spoke with others who 
don’t have issues with cell service.  She said she doesn’t believe its appropriate use for that parcel.  The 
community plan is being updated.  She said something is more appropriate in the commercial lot in the 
middle of Incline.  She said this is not appropriate use for this property in our little town.  

Member Lawrence said it’s difficult to hear these cases, especially residential.  He said 117 feet is really 
tall.  He said commercial zoning allows for this.  He commends Mr. Flynn for the green and brown needles 
for simulation.  He said he doesn’t feel this project was accurately represented today.  He said there was no 
comparative analysis.  The trees of 24 inch diameter are not old growth.  There isn’t enough disguising in this 
natural setting.  He said he doesn’t feel comfortable with residents having to view this without opportunity to 
make a comparison in report.  He said he is on the fence about this project.  He said he understands the 
need for this and it’s in commercial area. 

Chair Thomas echoed what Member Lawrence stated.  Chair Thomas said he has no reasons to doubt 
the coverage maps; why would it be made up.  He said Mr. Lloyd addressed the fact that health concerns 
aren’t to be taken into account; not our purview.  He said he conducted some research to educate himself, he 
searched cell towers through American Cancer Society and found nothing to connect cell phone towers to 
cancer.  He said we don’t have that information now; there may be findings in the future.  He agreed with 
Member Lawrence regarding the height.  He said he struggles with a monopine 30-40 taller than the tree line.  
He said we consider site suitability which is allowable, consistency with TRPA plan and community plan. 
TRPA tends to have issues with these things and they are in favor of this project.  He said this is difficult.  
Cell phone coverage is important.  He said not only do we need coverage in car, but inside houses as we 
age, we need coverage in our homes in case there is an emergency.  

Member Lawrence said there are a significant number of letters that are in support with one gentleman 
who attended to show support.  Those who wrote letters of support indicated the coverage is spotty.  

Member Hill said it was a signed form letter.  There are a huge amount of people who attended to provide 
public comment.  It’s gross negligence of this Board to go against what the people in Incline want.  She said 
the people in support signed a form letter and didn’t take time out of their busy day to come down here.  We 
heard from the people who live in this area.  People have AT&T.  It’s misinformation reported as fact.  She 
said there are health factors.  Roundup is still being sold.  The government hasn’t done anything about it.  
She said she is a mother who lost her child to cancer.  

Chair Thomas said everyone on AT&T has coverage, but not everyone has AT&T.  The tourists that 
come to town don’t necessarily have AT&T.  If you put all carriers on the pole, you will have better coverage.  

Member Hill said it’s not safe for our community, not appropriate, not suitable, changes character, could 
pose environmental and health risks to neighborhood.  They don’t want it.  How can we approve it if all these 
people don’t want it.  One person said they want it.  Chair Thomas said we are supposed to be neutral with 
facts set before us.  He said it’s not fair to public or applicant to interject our personal opinions.  We need to 
look at facts, public comment, letters, reports, and presentations that have been presented for us to make a 
decision predicated on the Washoe County Code we are bound by, to see if it meets the standards. 
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Member Lawrence moved to adopt all of the eight findings listed in the staff report and based on those 
findings approve Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP19-0001 for Incline Partners, LLC, subject to the 
conditions contained in Exhibit A to the staff report.  The findings are adopted based on individual 
consideration of information contained in the staff report (including, but not limited to the staff comments 
regarding the findings) and all exhibits as well as testimony and exhibits presented at the public hearing.  
Counsel for the Board and the Board Secretary are hereby directed to prepare a written Action Order 
consistent with this motion.  Chair Thomas seconded the motion which carried, two for and one against. 
Member Hill denied approval. 

1. Consistency.  That the proposed use is consistent with the action programs, policies, standards 
and maps of the Master Plan and the Tahoe Area Plan; 

2. Improvements.  That adequate utilities, roadway improvements, sanitation, water supply, 
drainage, and other necessary facilities have been provided, the proposed improvements are 
properly related to existing and proposed roadways, and an adequate public facilities 
determination has been made in accordance with Division Seven; 

3. Site Suitability.  That the site is physically suitable a for a telecommunications facility 
(monopole) for the intensity of such a development; 

4. Issuance Not Detrimental.  That issuance of the permit will not be significantly detrimental to 
the public health, safety or welfare; injurious to the property or improvements of adjacent 
properties; or detrimental to the character of the surrounding area. 

5. Effect on a Military Installation.  Issuance of the permit will not have a detrimental effect on the 
location, purpose or mission of the military installation. 

12. Adjournment 

Meeting adjourned at 4:06 p.m.  

 

Respectfully submitted by Misty Moga, Independent Contractor 

 

Approved by Board in session on May 2, 2019 

 ______________________________________ 
 Trevor Lloyd 
 Secretary to the Board of Adjustment 
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