From: Annette Davis

To: Doraida Arias

Cc: Dan Davis

Subject: Letter of Opposition to Proposed Tower
Date: Wednesday, April 1, 2026 7:11:01 PM

April 1, 2026

Ms. Doraida Arias

Assistant Director of Planning and Zoning
Direct: (505) 867-7651

Office: (505) 867-7628
darias@sandovalcountynm.gov

To Ms. Arias and the Sandoval County Planning & Zoning Commission,

I am writing in formal opposition to the Conditional Use Permit application for the proposed 75-foot wireless
monopole at 221 NM-165, Placitas (Project NMO01-148 / ABQ Tierra Madre, APN 102-307-302-8180). The public
hearing is scheduled for April 14, 2026. Please include this letter in the written record.

I oppose this application for the following reasons:

1. INCONSISTENCY WITH THE PLACITAS AREA PLAN. The adopted Placitas Area Plan explicitly requires
protection of viewsheds and the semi-rural character of the community. A 75-foot commercial monopole on NM-
165 directly violates these goals.

2. INADEQUATE STEALTH DESIGN. The applicant's own engineering drawings show that the concealment
shroud begins at 55 feet above ground. The lower 55 feet — nearly three-quarters of the tower — is a bare,
unscreened steel pole. This does not constitute meaningful concealment.

3. THE COUNTY'S OWN REVIEWER RAISED CONCERNS. Sandoval County's designated zoning reviewer,
Robert Naumann, stated in the project record on May 31, 2024: "This site is considerably more visible, and I am not
sure the stealth design proposed is a good concept." I agree, and urge the Commission to act on that assessment.

4. ALTERNATIVES WERE NOT EXHAUSTED. The applicant's original preferred site — the Sandoval County
Fire Station at 463 NM-165 — was abandoned solely because lease negotiations failed, not because the site was
technically infeasible. An existing structure on public land should have been fully pursued before a new freestanding
tower was proposed.

5. PROPERTY VALUE HARM. Peer-reviewed research and professional appraisal studies consistently document
that visible cell towers reduce residential property values by 7-10% within the visual impact zone. Placitas homes
command significant premiums precisely because of the landscape. This tower would damage that value
permanently.

I respectfully request that the Commission deny this application, or at minimum require the applicant to address the
documented deficiencies — including the missing setback reduction approval, the boilerplate alternatives analysis
referencing '"Madera County Code' (a California county, not Sandoval County), and the failure to provide photo
simulations of the full three-carrier build-out this tower is designed to accommodate.

Thank you for including this comment in the public record.
Respectfully,
Annette Davis

29 Calle del Arroyo
Placitas NM 87043
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Phone: 303 638-3884
Email: davisannette03@gmail.com

This message is originated from an external organization
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From: Katherine Bruch

To: Eric Masterson; Wayne Johnson

Cc: Michael Eshleman; Daniel Beaman

Subject: Fwd: Opposition to CU-26-001 — Proposed 75-Foot Wireless Monopole at 221 NM-165, Placitas
Date: Wednesday, April 1, 2026 9:15:45 AM

Attachments: Tower visual impact V4.pdf

FYI

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "C. Edwin Garner" <ed@mammothpreclinical.com>

Date: April 1, 2026 at 7:12:40 AM MDT

To: Katherine Bruch <kbruch@sandovalcountynm.gov>

Subject: Re: Opposition to CU-26-001 — Proposed 75-Foot Wireless
Monopole at 221 NM-165, Placitas

April 1, 2026

Commissioner Katherine Bruch
Sandoval County Commission, District 1
1500 Idalia Road, Building D

Bernalillo, NM 87004
Via email: kbruch@sandovalcountynm.gov

Re: Opposition to CU-26-001 — Proposed 75-Foot Wireless
Monopole at 221 NM-165, Placitas

Dear Commissioner Bruch,

We are writing to you as fellow Placitas property owners and 14 year residents
of your district regarding a matter of significant consequence for our
community. On April 21, 2026, the Sandoval County Planning and Zoning
Commission will hold a public hearing on Conditional Use Permit application
CU-26-001, a request by Scott Quinn / Pinnacle Consulting / Sun State Towers
to construct a 75-foot commercial wireless monopole at 221 NM-165 (Placitas
Homesteads Lot 5A-1AW, APN 102-307-302-8180).

As a Placitas resident of more than a decade, you understand better than most
what defines this community. The Sandia foothills landscape, the open sky, and
the unbroken high-desert viewsheds are not amenities — they are the
foundation of Placitas’ identity and property values. This proposed tower
directly threatens those defining characteristics, and I respectfully ask for your
engagement on behalf of your constituents.
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Cell Tower at 221 Hwy 165

Analysis of Tower Potential Impact on Property Valuation
C. Edwin Garner, Ph.D.
March 2026





Location of proposed 75-ft cell tower
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The Proposal: What Is Being Considered

. 221 NM-165, Placitas Homesteads
Location

Lot 5A-1AW
Structure 75-ft steel monopole
Shroud 18-ft diameter, top 20 ft only
Base Elevation 5,503 ft NAVD88
Top Elevation 5,578 ft
Applicant Sun State Towers / Pinnacle Consulting
Permit CU-26-001

Source: Pinnacle Consulting CUP Application; Sandoval County Wireless Ordinance #03-10-16.11A

Shroud covers only ~27% of structure

In open high-desert terrain, the shroud enlarges
rather than conceals the tower

Conflicts with adopted Placitas Area Plan viewshed
protections

Boilerplate alternatives analysis references "Madera
County, California"

Unresolved northwest setback deficiency (46'9" vs.
required 82.5')

County reviewer questioned site visibility and
stealth design in writing





Legal Basis: Property Values Under the TCA

What Is Not Permitted This Analysis Provides

J Property value harm is a legally J RF health/emission arguments are J Peer-reviewed quantitative
valid basis for denial under the preempted by TCA Section 704 evidence of property value impacts
Telecommunications Act of 1996 o _ _ _
J Blanket prohibition of all wireless J 19-viewpoint angular geometry
. Conflict with an adopted facilities is preempted model calibrated to site conditions
comprehensive plan (Placitas Area _
Plan) is a valid basis J Denial must be supported by J Documented ~$24M aggregate
"substantial evidence" in the impact across 555 affected homes
J Inadequate stealth/concealment written record

design is a valid basis

This analysis deliberately excludes RF health arguments — they are preempted and legally counterproductive.





RF Coverage Redundancy
Analysis
Proposed 75-ft Monopole at 221 NM-165, Placitas, NM

CU-26-001 | Sandoval County Planning & Zoning Commission

GIS Viewshed Analysis: J. Branum (ArcGIS Pro)
March 2026

Preliminary Analysis — Not for Engineering Use






Methodology

Data Sources

Verizon Coverage Map
Self-reported coverage from verizon.com/coverage-

map, converted to grayscale for overlay comparison.

ArcGIS Pro Viewshed Tool

Line-of-sight computation from known tower
coordinates using USGS elevation data. Identifies all
terrain points with unobstructed sightlines to each
tower location.

Tower Locations

Two existing Verizon I-25 towers (north and south) plus

proposed 221 NM-165 site at 75 ft AGL.

Analytical Approach

Step 1: Capture Verizon's published coverage for
western Placitas (signal strength indicated by color
intensity).

Step 2: Compute independent viewshed from Verizon's
two existing I-25 towers. Overlay as cross-hatching on
grayscale coverage to validate correspondence.

Step 3: Compute viewshed from proposed 221 NM-165
tower. Overlay as yellow beneath existing layers. Assess
incremental (non-redundant) coverage gain.

Note: Viewshed analysis computes geometric line-of-sight only; it does not model RF propagation losses, antenna gain patterns, or frequency-dependent attenuation.





Verizon’s CURRENT Published Coverage
— Western Placitas
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Dark red: Strong signal  Light red/pink: Weaker signal White: No coverage (terrain-shadowed)

Verizon's own coverage tool shows extensive existing service across western Placitas from the two I-25 corridor towers. The white gaps correspond to terrain-
shadowed areas behind ridgelines — areas that the proposed 221 NM-165 tower would also be unlikely to reach given similar topographic obstructions.

Source: verizon.com/coverage-map (captured March 30, 2026)





Viewshed Model Validation — Existing I-25 Towers

Gray shading: Verizon's published coverage (converted from red)
Cross-hatching: Independent ArcGlIS viewshed computed from Verizon's two |-25 tower locations

The computed viewshed closely tracks Verizon's self-reported coverage — hatching drops out where claims are strongest and fills in where they are weakest.
This validates the viewshed tool as a reasonable proxy for actual signal footprint in this terrain.

Source: verizon.com/coverage-map; ArcGIS Pro viewshed (J. Branum)





Proposed Tower — Incremental Coverage Increase
is NOMINAL

Olive/yellow (background): Viewshed from proposed 221 NM-165 tower
Gray + cross-hatching (overlay): Existing I-25 tower coverage
Bright yellow (visible through gray): Incremental (non-redundant) gain from proposed tower

The proposed tower's viewshed (olive/yellow) is almost entirely obscured by the existing coverage layers. Only scattered bright yellow fragments represent non-
redundant gain — areas the proposed tower would serve that the existing I-25 towers do not.

Source: ArcGIS Pro viewshed (J. Branum)





Key Findings

1. Minimal
Incremental
Coverage

The proposed tower's viewshed
overlaps almost entirely with the
existing I-25 tower coverage
footprint. Areas receiving new line-
of-sight coverage that lack existing
service are negligible.

2. Viewshed

Validated Against
Carrier Data

The ArcGIS viewshed from existing
I-25 towers closely reproduces
Verizon's own published coverage
map, confirming the analytical
method is a reliable proxy for
signal footprint in this terrain.

3. 5G Upgrade Is the
Real Driver

The northern I-25 tower is listed as
4G only. The primary service
differentiation of the proposed
tower is 5G capability — a
technology upgrade, not a
coverage gap fill. The existing 4G
network has served the area for
approximately a decade.

This analysis assesses geometric line-of-sight redundancy only. It does not address the applicant's economic justification, RF propagation modeling, or the merits of 4G vs. 5G
service for the Placitas community.





Implications for CU-26-001

The applicant's CUP application asserts a significant coverage gap in western Placitas as justification for
the proposed 75-ft monopole.

This independent viewshed analysis, validated against Verizon's own published coverage data, indicates
that the proposed tower would provide minimal non-redundant coverage beyond what the existing 1-25
tower infrastructure already delivers.

The principal service differentiation is a 5G technology upgrade — not the elimination of a coverage
gap.

This distinction is material to the Commission's evaluation of whether the visual, property-value, and
community-character impacts of a 75-ft monopole are warranted by the claimed public benefit.

Preliminary GIS Analysis | March 2026 | CU-26-001





Zonal Property Value Impact

Two-Tier Rajapaksa Reanalysis

Proposed 75-ft Monopole at 221 NM-165, Placitas, NM
Conditional Use Permit CU-26-001
19 Viewpoints - 555 Homes - $24.15M Aggregate Impact

C. Edwin Garner, Ph.D. - April 2026





Analysis of Potential Tower Impact on Property Value

* Peer reviewed literature for semi-rural suburban and urban environments indicate that
tower placement has negative impact on property resale values.

* These studies may be used for estimates but need to consider high desert
environment.

* The semi-arid, high desert environment of Placitas, however, has different visual
characteristics than tree and building filled urban and suburban environments.

* Placitas has a highly varied topography with high variation in viewpoint elevation
because of hills, arroyos and ridges.

* Buildings are widely separated, single story, and purposely blend into the landscape

* The landscape itself contributes significantly to the value of the community and the
properties therein.





The high level of visibility in high desert environments requires modifying the scale of visibility impact.
F

shutterstock.com - 1074415781

Urban Warsaw Suburban Suburban/semi- Open high desert
Marona (2024) Mobile, Ala rural Placitas, NM
Affuso (2018) Brisbane, Aus No tall trees

Rajapaksa (2018)





Peer-Reviewed Research Foundation

Three Academic Studies on Cell Tower Property Value Impacts (2018-2024)

Affuso et al. (2018)

Alabama, USA
23,309 sales

-9.78%

when VISIBLE

Lack of visibility still reduced values
by -2.7% within ~1 km

Visibility = 4x worse impact than non-
visible towers

Urban/Semi-Rural Suburban

Rajapaksa et al. (2018)

Brisbane, Australia

411 sales

-15%

within 200m

Tower type (monopole vs. angular)
made no statistical difference

Urban/Suburban

Marona et al. (2024)

Warsaw, Poland
1,825 sales

0%

INVISIBLE

Towers on rooftops — buyers
unaware of their presence

Dense Urban

Upper limit (peer-reviewed): ~15% < Non-peer-reviewed claims of 30-40% are not supported





The Visibility Threshold

Visibility determines impact — concealment only works when it creates invisibility

Affuso (2018) VISIBLE -9.78% Suburban coastal
Rajapaksa (2018) VISIBLE -15% Urban/semi-rural
Marona (2024) INVISIBLE 0% Dense urban rooftops
PLACITAS VISIBLE 10-15% Open high desert

KEY FINDING: The Placitas tower will be visible for miles across open desert terrain. It falls into
the VISIBLE category — not the INVISIBLE Warsaw scenario.





The Shroud Paradox

Why the applicant’s "concealment shroud" does not conceal

TRUE CONCEALMENT

Warsaw (0% impact)

v/ Antennas on rooftops of tall buildings

v Visual urban clutter hides infrastructure

v/ Buyers cannot see towers from dense
housing

v Towers disappear from view entirely

v/ Reduces visual impact

v/ Reduces or eliminates impact on house value

FAKE CONCEALMENT

Placitas (expected 10-15% max impact)

X 75-ft pole visible for miles

X No buildings/trees to hide behind

X Shroud itself will be still visible for miles
X Shroud makes object BIGGER

Covering a mountain with a tarp does not conceal that a large object is present — it merely obscures its
nature. A shroud in open desert terrain increases the visual footprint of the structure.






Cumulative Impact Methodology Overview

Peer-Reviewed Foundation V2 Model Components

Affuso et al. (2018)

J. Real Estate Finance & Economics

. 9.78% impact when tower visible
. 2.46% when not visible

. Distance decay function
. Angular size calculation
. Skyline break modifier

Rajapaksa et al. (2018) . Visibility factor (Affuso-derived)

Environmental Economics & Policy Studies
. Up to 15% at close proximity (<200m)

. Visibility difference factor of desert vs
suburban 1.5x r=<300 m

Calibrated for high-desert visibility
(3x suburban study distances)

Data Collection

19 viewpoints surveyed with GPS coordinates and elevations
555 houses counted from satellite imagery using Voronoi assignment to nearest viewpoint
Median home price: $725,000 (Placitas market data, Feb 2026)





Placitas Viewpoint

The elevations of 19 viewpoint
locations within a 2 mile radius of the
tower were selected to assess visibility o Pl I e o |
of a 75’ tower placed at 221 NM-165. BT N I R e
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Model Geometry

Angular Relationships for Visual Impact Calculation

Initial model steps assume no blockade

but instead estimates apparent height ~ Etop
Tower
b —
75 ft
Viewer otop
G R iy
j n Oh
Ev Obase
Ebase

Maximum visibility was estimated using impact distances scaled from Affuso (2018)

KEY ANGLES
= Otop To tower top
L e To tower
base
= Oh Horizon
= Os Angular span
— Skyline break
FORMULAS

Os = Otop - Obase
é = 6top - 6h
SCENARIOS

¢ > 0: Skyline break
¢ < 0: Looking down

The analysis accounted for differing relative altitudes not experienced in Affuso or Rajapaksa





2 Property Value iImpact Model

Mathematical Specification

CORE IMPACT EQUATION COMPONENT FUNCTIONS

Skyline Break Scenario:
I = Imax x D(d) x A(Bs) x S(¢) x H
Looking Down Scenario:

I = Imax x D(d) x A(6s) x 0.50

D(d) = max(e”~(-Ad), 0.10)
A(6s) = min(6s + Oref, 1.0)

S(¢) = max(min(d¢ + ¢ref, 1.0), 0.30)

VARIABLE DEFINITIONS

I Property value impact (%) Os Tower angular span (degrees)
Imax Maximum impact = 9.78% (Affuso 2018) ¢ Skyline break angle (degrees)
d Horizontal distance to tower (feet) H Horizon factor (fraction 0-1)
MODEL CONSTANTS
A = 0.00012 ft—1 Oref = 1.0° ¢ref = 0.5° Tower = 75 ft

Based on Affuso, Cummings & Le (2018), Journal of Real Estate Finance & Economics





Placitas Visibility Adjustment: 3x Distance Multiplier

Extending Affuso impact zones for high-desert visual conditions

THE RESEARCH BASELINE THE PLACITAS REALITY
Affuso et al. (2018) — Alabama High Desert — Sandoval County, NM
Impact zone: 0.72 km (2,362 ft) Adjusted zone: 2.16 km (~7,100 ft)
* Flat coastal, humid climate * Open valleys, 30+ mile visibility
* Dense vegetation screening * Sparse pifion-juniper, no screening
* Typical suburban obstructions * Clear dry air, minimal obstructions
THE MATHEMATICS Visibility Multiplier (Affuso):
Distancel Factor: Did) = max (e (2Ad)L 8 1eh) Visible: -9.78% vs Non-visible: -2.46%
A (suburban) = 0.00036 ft-1 o .
A (Placitas) = 0.00012 ft=* (=3) Visibility = 4x worse impact

ADJUSTED IMPACT ZONES

Impact Zone Suburban Studies Placitas (3x adjusted)

Severe (10-15%) 0 — 656 ft (0-200m) 0-2,000 ft
Significant (5-10%) 656 — 2,362 ft 2,000- 7,100 ft
Minimal (<5%) Beyond 2,362 ft Beyond 7,100 ft (~1.3 mi)





Visual Perception Geometry

V2 Model Geometry

Model V2: Viewing Geometry

How elevation and distance determine visual impact

E top
5,578 ft

= === Terrain Horizo

Viewer
Ev

E base
5,503 ft

S
v

d (horizontal distance)

Skyline Bredk{@ri@):above horizon = maximum impact
Looking Dowew(er etfjve tower top = reduced impact (x0.5)

KEY VARIABLES

® d = distance (ft)
@ 05 = angular span
@ 9h = horizon angle
@ o = skyline break

@ E v-=viewerelev.

CALCULATIONS

8s = atan((E_top-E v)/d)
- atan((E base-E v)/d)

9 =0 top - Bh

>0 - skyline break

IMPACT EQUATION
I = I_max-D(d)-A(6s)-S(g)-H

[_max = 8.78% (Affuso)

TWO SCENARIOS

>0 - maximpact
<0 - reduced (x0.5)

Angular Span (theta_s) Explained

What is Angular Span (6s)?

How much of your field of view the tower occupies (in degrees)

THE CONCEPT: Angular span is the angle your eye sweeps from tower base to tower top

Human Field of View:

« Central vision: ~2° (where you focus)
* Sharp detail: ~15° around center
« Full horizontal: ~180°

es ~ Angular Span

o s : A
(the angle your eye A 1° tower span is noticeable;

Your Eye 2eps to see the i :
larger spans dominate your view
whole towe
A 7
HOW DISTANCE AFFECTS ANGULAR SPAN
Same 75-foot tower — different distances — different apparent sizes
r Y - s \

CLOSE (500 ft awa MEDIUM (2,000 ft away)

— o—= |

Bs =2.1° — MODERATE angular span 8s = 0.6° — SMALL angular span

J . J

FAR (7,000 ft/ 1.3 mi away)

Bs = 8.5° — LARGE angular span
.

THE FORMULA HOW THE MODEL USES ANGULAR SPAN

The Angular Factor A(8s) scales impact by apparent size:
94 = atan((E_top - E_v)/d) - atan((E_base - E_v)%d) " r
\ A(6s) = min( 6s / 1.0° , 1.0 )

Where
« E_top = tower top elevation (5,578 ft) « E_v = viewer elevation
« E_base = tower base elevation (5,5034t) = horizontal distance

*Bs21.0° ~ A= 1.0 (full impact) — tower fills significant view
*B8s =0.5° . A=0.5 (half impact) — tower appears smaller

\ o

The tower's perceived size depends on angular span, not physical height alone. Distance and elevation determine what the viewer actually sees.





Two-Tier Impact Structure

TIER 1: Rajapaksa Proximity Zone TIER 2: V2 Angular Geometry Model

Distance: d < 300m (984 ft) Distance: d > 300m (984 ft)

Applied rate: 15.00% (flat) Applied rate: V2 model output, capped at 9.78%

Rajapaksa et al. (2018) documented 15% property value I = Imax x D(d) x A(Bs) x S(¢) x H

decline within 200m of visible towers in Brisbane. The 300m

threshold applies a 1.5x multiplier for high-desert perceptual Imax = 9.78% (Affuso et al. 2018). Distance decay A = 0.00012
equivalence. ft™, calibrated for high-desert 3x visibility multiplier. No

viewpoint beyond 984 ft exceeds the Affuso cap.
Affected viewpoints: V16 (500 ft), V8 (800 ft)

Boundary discontinuity (15% = 9.00% at 300m) is consistent with Rajapaksa's empirically observed sharp decline gradient. The step function
reflects observed behavior, not a modeling artifact.

Affuso et al. (2018), J. Real Estate Finance & Economics - Rajapaksa et al. (2018), Environmental Economics & Policy Studies
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Voronoi assignment method
was used to attach each
house to it's nearest
viewpoint's value.
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Estimated Property Value Impact Zones

Estimated Property Value Impact Zones
Proposed 75-ft Monopole at 221 NM-165, Placitas, NM
V2 Property Value Impact Model - 19 Viewpoints at 100% Visibility

Property Value Impact Zones

B s -15% (300m Rajapaksa zone)

[] High: -5% to -8% (skyline break, close range)
[] Moderate: -3% to -5% (skyline break, mid-range)
[] Low: -1% to -3% (distant / looking down)

@ skyline Break viewpoint (solid)
O Looking Down viewpoint (hollow)

Model: V2 Impact = |_max x D(d) x A(theta_s) x S(phi) x H
|_max = 9.78% (Affuso et al. 2018)

300m zone: -15% (Rajapaksa et al. 2018)

Angular geometry from Pinnacle Consulting application data.

similar terrain

Impact values from V2 Model at 100% visibility. Zone ies are n L between vi i
geometry. Skyline break viewpoints show 2-4x greater impact than looking-down viewpoints at comparable distances.






19-Viewpoint Impact Analysis

Sorted by distance - Shaded = Rajapaksa zone (d £300m) - Page 1 of 2

VP

V16

V8

V17

V9

V13

V7

V4

Via

V6

V10

Dist (ft)

500

800
2,000
2,500
2,700
2,900
3,500
4,000
4,500

4,600

Type
Skyline
Skyline
Skyline
Skyline
Skyline
Skyline
Skyline
Skyline
Skyline

Look Down

V2 Rate

9.25%

9.00%

6.05%

7.20%

7.10%

6.95%

6.40%

5.90%

5.45%

2.55%

Raj?
YES
YES
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

No

Applied
15.00%
15.00%

6.05%
7.20%
7.10%
6.95%
6.40%
5.90%
5.45%

2.55%

Houses

30

50

40

35

20

40

25

50

35

25

Source
Rajapaksa
Rajapaksa
V2 Model
V2 Model
V2 Model
V2 Model
V2 Model
V2 Model
V2 Model

V2 Model

Median home price: 5725,000 (Placitas, Feb 2026) - Angular geometry from Pinnacle Consulting application data

Zone Impact
$3,262,500
$5,437,500
$1,754,500
$1,827,000
$1,029,500
$2,015,500
$1,160,000
$2,138,750
$1,382,938

$462,188





19-Viewpoint Impact Analysis

Sorted by distance -

VP Dist (ft)
V5 5,000
V18 5,200
V15 5,500
V3 6,500
V19 6,500
Vi1 6,600
V2 7,500
Vi 10,500
V12 13,000
AGGREGATE TOTAL

Page 2 of 2

Type
Look Down
Look Down

Skyline
Skyline
Look Down
Look Down
Skyline
Skyline

Look Down

V2 Rate

2.30%

2.10%

4.10%

3.20%

1.55%

1.55%

2.45%

1.25%

0.40%

Raj?

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Applied
2.30%
2.10%
4.10%
3.20%
1.55%
1.55%
2.45%
1.25%

0.40%

Houses
15
20
30
30
20
12
60
10

8

555

Source

V2 Model

V2 Model

V2 Model

V2 Model

V2 Model

V2 Model

V2 Model

V2 Model

V2 Model

Median home price: 5725,000 (Placitas, Feb 2026) - Angular geometry from Pinnacle Consulting application data

Zone Impact
$250,125
$304,500
$891,750
$696,000
$224,750
$134,850

$1,065,750
$90,625

$23,200

$24,151,925





1 5%“ V16,V8

Impact vs. Distance:
Skyline Break Dominates

At comparable distances, skyline-

V2 Model: Property Value Impact vs Distance break viewpoints show 2-4x

@ Skyline Break greater impact than looking-

10 4 . . . . .

@ Looking Down down viewpoints. This validates
the V2 model's emphasis on
viewing geometry over simple

. distance.
8- g Any viewpoint (and nearby
N ve, properties) within 300m was
13 .
5 3 %.w assigned a value of 15%
4 .
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Key Findings

$24.15M 15.0% 9.78% 8o

Rajapaksa zone rate Affuso cap Homes in Rajapaksa
Aggregate Community Impact (V8, V16 — d < 300m) (V2 model maximum) proximity zone

555 homes affected

Rajapaksa proximity override: V8 (800 ft) moves from V2 model rate of 9.00% to 15.00%, joining V16 (500 ft) in the Rajapaksa zone.
Both viewpoints fall within the 300m /984 ft boundary where peer-reviewed empirical data supersedes the angular model.

Impact increase: The reclassification of V8 adds ~$2.18M to the aggregate impact (from ~$21.98M to $24.15M). The 80 homes nearest
the tower now face a documented 15% property value decline.

Methodological robustness: Both tiers are grounded in peer-reviewed literature. The two-tier structure eliminates the internal
discrepancy between slide 26 and slide 36 of the prior presentation by applying a single, consistent rule at each distance threshold.





Sensitivity Analysis

Impact varies with median home price assumptions

$600,000 $725,000 $850,000

Total Impact $19,987,800 $24,151,925 $28,316,050
Avg per House $36,014 $43,517 $51,020

Key Observations

«  Skyline Break viewpoints account for 94% of total impact

« 13 skyline viewpoints: $22.8M | 6 looking-down viewpoints: $1.4M

« Closest 80 houses (within 800 ft) account for $8.7M in impact

555 houses represent ~25% of Placitas total housing stock (~2,181 units)





Conclusions

The proposed tower would cause an aggregate property value losses across 555
homes in the Placitas community.

Model Strengths

 Based entirely on peer-reviewed academic research

«  Uses conservative assumptions (not inflated non-peer-reviewed claims)
«  Calibrated for Placitas high-desert visibility conditions

House counts derived from actual satellite imagery analysis

Implications for CUP Review

Contradicts applicant claim of minimal community impact
«  Demonstrates tower conflicts with Placitas Area Plan viewshed protection goals
*  Provides quantitative basis for denial under local zoning criteria






Key Findings

The proposed tower would reduce property values by 0.4% to 15% across 19 measured viewpoints, with 13 of 19
experiencing skyline break (the dominant impact driver).

Within 300 meters (the Rajapaksa severe-impact zone), peer-reviewed research supports a 15% decline regardless of
viewing angle.

The high-impact zone extends asymmetrically along the NM-165 corridor and lower-elevation residential areas where the
tower breaks the skyline, reaching 4,500+ feet from the site.

The aggregate community impact is approximately $24 million across ~555 homes, confirmed by two independent
methodologies converging within 1.4%.

The 18-ft shroud covering only 27% of the structure does not mitigate these impacts. In open desert terrain, the shroud
creates a larger visual target, not a smaller one.

This analysis constitutes substantial evidence of documented property value harm for the written record under the

Telecommunications Act of 1996.






Community Response

68 8
73 : =4

Weekly active members Reactions in 7 days Going + Interested
Group Members (93% engagement rate) (45 comments, 21 posts) April 21 hearing event

Placitas homeowners

Organized local opposition: The Tower Defense Facebook group comprises 73 verified Placitas homeowners in neighborhoods directly
affected by the proposed tower. This is not a single-complainant objection but broad-based, informed community opposition from
property owners with documented financial exposure.

Active engagement: 68 of 73 members (93%) were active in the past week, generating 21 posts, 45 comments (4,400% increase), and

84 reactions. Media coverage of the opposition appeared on NewsBreak. The April 21 hearing event shows 7 confirmed attending and
17 interested.

Relevance to the record: Community opposition documented through an organized homeowner group strengthens the substantial
evidence record for denial under the TCA. These are property owners in the affected impact zones whose home values are directly at
risk from the proposed installation.





Recommendation to the Commission

Deny CU-26-001

e Nominal change in coverage. Only network type changes.

e Documented property value harm of ~$24M across 555 homes
e Direct conflict with adopted Placitas Area Plan

e Inadequate stealth design (27% coverage, shroud paradox)

e Deficient application (boilerplate analysis, setback violation)

C. Edwin Garner, Ph.D. | April 21, 2026





CU-26-001: Conditional Use Permit

Sandoval County Planning & Zoning Commission - April 21, 2026

Peer-reviewed evidence demonstrates property value impacts of $24.15M
across 555 homes from the proposed 75-ft monopole at 221 NM-165.

Affuso et al. (2018), Journal of Real Estate Finance and Economics

Rajapaksa et al. (2018), Environmental Economics and Policy Studies

C. Edwin Garner, Ph.D.
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Why This Application Should Concern You

This is not an ordinary conditional use request. The application contains
multiple substantive deficiencies, and the County’s own contracted reviewer has
already raised concerns about this specific site and design. I will summarize the
principal issues below; the full evidentiary record is being developed for the
P&Z hearing.

1. Direct Conflict with the Adopted Placitas Area Plan. The Placitas
Area Plan — adopted by the Board of County Commissioners — explicitly
requires protection of viewsheds, preservation of semi-rural character, and
adequate height standards to preserve views (pp. 38, 44, 54, 64). The Plan
states that the community should “protect the existing semi-rural character of
the Placitas region” and “establish protection of ridge-top development.” A 75-
foot commercial monopole on NM-165 directly and materially conflicts with
these adopted goals. The Commission has a legal duty to honor the Plan it
created through a public community process.

2. Inadequate Stealth Design. The applicant describes this as a “concealed”
installation. The engineering drawings tell a different story. Sheets Z-5 and Z-6
show the concealment shroud begins at 55 feet above ground level, meaning 55
feet of bare, unscreened steel monopole — nearly three-quarters of the
structure — will be fully visible. In open high-desert terrain with 30-mile
sightlines and no vegetative screening, the 18-foot diameter shroud does not
conceal the tower; it enlarges its visual profile. A shroud that covers only the
antenna cluster at the top does not constitute meaningful stealth design for a
community defined by its natural landscape.

3. The County’s Own Reviewer Questioned This Site. Robert Naumann,
Sandoval County’s designated zoning reviewer, stated the following in writing
on May 31, 2024 — a statement already part of the application file: “This site is
considerably more visible and I am not sure the stealth design proposed is a
good concept.” This assessment came not from an opponent but from the
County’s own contracted expert. It deserves serious weight.

4. Co-Location and Alternatives Requirements Not Satisfied. The
applicant’s first candidate was the Sandoval County Fire Station at 463 NM-
165, abandoned solely because “we were not able to finalize a lease agreement.”
The site was never found technically infeasible. Additionally, the applicant’s
Alternatives Analysis references “Madera County Code” — a county in
California’s San Joaquin Valley — raising serious questions about whether a
genuine, site-specific analysis was conducted for Sandoval County.

5. Unresolved Setback Deficiency. The applicant’s own documents
acknowledge that the northwest setback of 46 feet 9 inches requires a separate
setback reduction approval. The standard fall-zone requirement for a 75-foot
tower is 82.5 feet (110% of tower height). The proposed setback meets only 57%
of that standard. This separate approval has not been granted.

6. Full Build-Out Visual Impact Not Disclosed. The tower is engineered
to accommodate two additional future carriers at 50 and 60 feet AGL, each with
pre-designed concealment shrouds. The photo simulations submitted show
only the initial single-carrier installation. The public has never been shown the
full three-carrier build-out that this commercial infrastructure is designed to
become.



Documented Property Value Harm

The property value impact of this tower is not speculative. Published, peer-
reviewed research establishes the following:

Affuso et al. (2018), Journal of Real Estate Finance and Economics:
Analysis of 23,309 property sales found a 9.78% decline in home values when a
wireless tower is visible — approximately four times the impact of a non-visible
tower at the same distance.

Rajapaksa et al. (2018), Environmental Economics and Policy Studies:
Documented up to a 15% decline in property values at close proximity (within
200 meters).

Using these peer-reviewed foundations, I have developed a 19-viewpoint
angular geometry model covering 555 homes in the tower’s visual impact area.
The estimated aggregate property value loss ranges from $22 million to $24
million. With a median Placitas home value of approximately $725,000, even a
conservative 5% impact translates to over $36,000 per home. For properties
closest to the tower with direct sightlines, the peer-reviewed data indicates
impacts of 10—-15%.

We want to emphasize that these figures derive entirely from peer-reviewed
academic sources published in respected journals. Non-peer-reviewed claims of
30—40% impacts are not supported by rigorous analysis, and I have
deliberately excluded them. The property value evidence in this case is
conservative, methodologically sound, and legally admissible under the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, which specifically preserves local authority to
consider documented economic harm.

What We Are Asking

We recognize that CU-26-001 will first be heard by the Planning and Zoning
Commission, not the Board of County Commissioners. However, we are
writing to you now for three reasons:

First, as the District 1 Commissioner representing Placitas, your voice carries
weight with County staff and with the P&Z Commission. A communication from
your office expressing concern about the application’s consistency with the
adopted Placitas Area Plan would appropriately signal that the community’s
elected representative takes this matter seriously.

Second, if the P&Z Commission approves this CUP over community
opposition, the Board of County Commissioners will serve as the appeal body. I
want to ensure you are fully informed about the substance of this case well
before any potential appeal reaches your desk.

Third, the Placitas Area Plan was adopted by the Board of County
Commissioners. Its viewshed protection goals represent a commitment the
Board made to this community. Approving a 75-foot commercial monopole that
directly contradicts those goals would undermine the credibility of the Plan and
the process that created it.

A Note on Legal Framework



Under Section 704 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, local governments
retain full authority to deny wireless facility permits on aesthetic, viewshed,
land-use consistency, and documented property value grounds. What they
cannot do is cite RF health concerns or impose a blanket prohibition on
wireless facilities. Our opposition rests entirely on legally permissible grounds:
conflict with the adopted area plan, inadequate stealth design, documented
economic harm supported by peer-reviewed evidence, and substantive
application deficiencies. These are precisely the grounds that have sustained
tower denials in federal courts nationwide.

Closing

The community opposition to this tower is broad, factual, and growing.
Multiple residents have already submitted written comments to the Planning
and Zoning Department. We have personally submitted a detailed formal
opposition letter for the official record. I am prepared to present the property
value impact analysis at the April 21 hearing and to make the full evidentiary
package available to your office.

We would welcome the opportunity to brief you or your staff on this matter at
your convenience. We can be reached at the contact information below.

Thank you for your service to District 1 and for your attention to this issue.

Respectfully,

C. Edwin Garner, Ph.D.
Barbara Burzillo
46 Camino Barranca

Placitas, NM 87043



From: Chavez, George Peter <gpchavez@Ianl.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 1, 2026 4:32 PM

To: Daniel Beaman <dbeaman@sandovalcountynm.gov>

Cc: Chavez, George Peter <gpchavez@Ianl.gov>

Subject: FORMAL LETTER OF PUBLIC CONCERN: CASE CU-26-001

FORMAL LETTER OF PUBLIC CONCERN: CASE CU-26-001

TO: Sandoval County Planning and Zoning Commission

ATTN: Daniel J. Beaman, Director

RE: Proposed 75’ Wireless Communication Facility — 221 Hwy 165, Placitas, NM 87043
APPLICANT: Scott Quinn (Pinnacle Consulting) for Verizon Wireless / Sun State Towers

DATE: April 1, 2026

Dear Director Beaman and Commissioners,

As the owner of 212 Hwy 165, directly adjacent to the proposed project site, | am writing to
formally list my concerns and request specific "Performance Conditions" be attached to any
potential approval of Case CU-26-001.

While the application describes a standard 75-foot "stealth" tower, the technical specifications
on the site plan—including a 200A Electrical Load Center, a dedicated Fiber Vault, and the
inclusion of AT&T and T-Mobile as Collocators—reveal that this is a high-compute Regional
AI-RAN Infrastructure Hub rather than a localized cell pole. This industrial-scale utility is
fundamentally incompatible with the residential-commercial transition zone of the Hwy 165
corridor.

I Diminution of Value and Economic Injury The placement of a triple-carrier industrial
hub directly across from my residence represents a documented Diminution of
Value. 2026 market data shows Placitas is currently a Buyer’s Market where home
values are sustained by "Rural Sanctuary" status, unobstructed views, and acoustic
quiet.

o The "Stigma" Discount: Market studies for luxury rural areas show that homes
within 500 feet of such facilities face a 10% to 20% reduction in realized equity
and significantly higher "Days on Market."


mailto:gpchavez@lanl.gov
mailto:dbeaman@sandovalcountynm.gov
mailto:gpchavez@lanl.gov

« Request: | move that the Commission requires the applicant to provide
a Property Value Protection Agreement (PVPA) and an independent Appraisal
Impact Study specifically for the Placitas market before this permit is considered.

Hydrological Safeguards (CD-WP Zone) Placitas relies entirely on private and shared
wells. The proposed site's foundation drilling sits atop a fractured rock aquifer that
serves as the sole water source for my home and 75+ others in this corridor.

« Request: | request the applicant provides a Baseline Well Test for all domestic
and shared wells within 500 feet of the site prior to construction to ensure the
local water table is not compromised. Furthermore, | request 110% Double-
Containment and a Grout-Sealed Foundation on all equipment cabinets to
prevent surface contaminants (battery acid/coolants/fuel storage) from migrating
down the tower pier into the fractured rock aquifer.

Acoustic Safeguards and "Amphitheater" Topography Given the

unique "amphitheater" topography of the Hwy 165 corridor, noise from the 200A-
powered cooling systems required for AI-RAN (V-RAN) hardware will echo and
amplify toward residential structures. Standard flat-ground noise studies are
scientifically insufficient for this specific location. Given the prevailing winds and the
"amphitheater" topography of Placitas, this creates a persistent mechanical drone.

« Request: | request that the applicant install Acoustic Dampening Insulation inside
the "Coyote Fence" enclosure to mitigate the persistent low-frequency drone of
the triple-carrier cooling units. | further request a Fixed Performance Standard of
45 dB at the residential property line to account for the topographic amplification
effect.

Cumulative Impact and "Equipment Creep" Under Sandoval County Ordinance No.
03-10-16-11A, the County must assure an "integrated, comprehensive review of
environmental impacts," and review the cumulative impact of all collocators. The
"Equipment Modification" clause in the lease allows carriers to "replace and
augment" hardware (such as NVIDIA GPU-accelerated server blades) without further
public notice. This creates a risk of "technological creep," where a quiet tower today
becomes a high-heat, high-noise data hub tomorrow.

o Triple-Tenant Load: Each carrier will deploy its own ground equipment, resulting
in three sets of active cooling systems and three separate banks of high-density
batteries within the CD-WP (Water Protection) zone.

« Risk: This grants the carriers a "blank check" to upgrade to high-heat, high-
noise Al-RAN (NVIDIA-accelerated) server blades in the future without public
notice.



« Request: | request a Cumulative Impact Study evaluating the total noise, heat,
and chemical footprint of all three carriers (Verizon, AT&T, and T-Mobile)
operating at peak capacity simultaneously. | ask the Commission to condition the
permit on Fixed Performance Standards for noise (not to exceed 45 dB at the
residential property line) that remain binding regardless of future hardware
swaps.

We ask the Commission to protect the water security, acoustic quiet, and home equity of the
Placitas community by denying this permit or, at minimum, staying the decision until these
baseline protections are met.

Sincerely,
George, Leslie Chavez

212 Hwy 165, Placitas, NM 87043
505-217-8738



From: John Branum

To: Daniel Beaman
Subject: Proposed 75-foot Cell Tower in Placitas, NM
Date: Monday, March 30, 2026 2:18:04 PM

Dear Mr. Beaman,
As a Verizon customer, I object to Verizon's proposed cell tower near Homesteads Market in

Placitas. While cell service may improve for me with this addition, it's not worth the visual
offense it would create in a community that has deliberately curtailed erecting structures
(exception to powerlines) higher than the residential structures that surround it.

Thank you,
John Branum

This message is originated from an external organization
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From: Misty Hillin

To: Daniel Beaman
Subject: dbeaman@sandovalcountynm.gov
Date: Monday, March 30, 2026 12:33:50 PM

Hello Mr. Beaman

| am writing to express my opposition to the 75-foot tower going in by the Merc on Tierra
Madre and 165 in Placitas. | know there are multiple reasons why this tower is unpopular -
views, property values, and height restrictions. | also agree with those concerns.

My concern has more to do with the health of the residents around this area, including my
own, as we live in Homesteads.

There is growing scientific evidence of health effects linked to cell tower and wireless
infrastructure radiation, including immune function, cancer risks, and biochemical changes. As
a healthcare provider, | do not believe this is good for the population in this area, including my
own.

We moved here for the dark skies and the beautiful views. But we also moved here because
we wanted to be more remote. We wished to be away from the frenetic energy of the city. If
that tower had been there when we were looking at this community, we would not have
purchased a home here.

And from what | understand, there are several legal reasons why this should not go in,
including setback requirements and height restrictions.

| am extremely disappointed that this is being considered. | hope another solution can be
reached; perhaps more provider antennas or something less intrusive. But | am definitely
opposed to the cell tower option.

Thank you for allowing public comment and for having a hearing on April 21. | hope to attend,
or at least log onto the meeting link.

Respectfully,
Misty Hillin, DPT, LMT

This message is originated from an external organization
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