
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matter of:

APPLICATION OF SOUTHERN OHIO TELEPHONE )
COMPANY TO CONSTRUCT A CELL SITE IN ) CASE NO. 91-150
CAMPBELL COUNTY, KENTUCKY )

0 R D E R

On December 16, 1991, the Commission received a letter from

Intervenors, Mr. and Mrs. Twehues, regarding the above-styled

proceeding. A copy of this letter is attached and marked Appendix

A and incorporated herein. The Commission on its own motion will
treat this letter as a motion for rehearing. The letter raises
substantial issues that should be addressed on rehearing.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the motion for rehearing be and

hereby is granted.

Done at Frankfort, Kentucky, this 20th day of December, 1991.

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

C.P
Vice Chairman

Cohdrlsdiondtl '

Executive Director



APPENDIX TO AN ORDER OF THE KENTUCKY PUBLIC
SERVICE COMMISSION IN CASE NO. 91-150 DATED Dec<saber 20, 1991,
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ciea< Ihr. MacCracken and the <'ommission,

We are Ver, r<urt and Wbuld liI<e tO ma«e a reW COmmentS t= vou
encl ttre Uc<hmlsslon . n yui<l'ecent dpcisi:n to 81 low < el

'lal'ne

to con cruet a cower near our hOme. Un pape 3 =r vour
Jerter you stated that tl.e cower would be visible from che1r
proper tv even it the 1<ocati n was altered. It would be
v. 5<hie but it would not be in -.ur trent yard.

rou stated tr<at sotco presented evidence that property with a
view of a cellular tower does .not necessarily sustain a
diminution in value. Houses c=nstructed on property ad loining
anott<er SPTCo tower in the same Oeneral area are worth5"vg<,QQO. Why did th15 Subdivision gc bankrupt: In the next
paragraph you state that "being sufficiently advised" and we
would like to ask by wtom were you suf ficiently adivsed'? I f
you read the transcript with yrur heart, you would have
realised that we love the land and wanted to retire with our
love of I'entucky. 4 tower in =ur front yard does have an
adverse impact on prrperty value.

Yc<J 5tated that oiven the terrain upon which the tower 15
proposed t= be located, there appears to be no suitable
alte< nate location on this property that would eliminate, or
minih<ice further, DID YOU EVEN RE4D OUR &RIFF OF INIERVENQRS
LARRY TWbHUts a M4RY I'WEHUES'? We stated there were two other
loca.'clon5 on tne 4lwell property tnat were approved by
Ceil'Jlal" Une anti on Page SS of the Hem<'inc< we 5tated teel e
were CGc<E towers in the 6/ID of a mile < adius. Did vou studv
the «ea< ing and get the feel o<f the real issue here'? Qur
neighbor i- bragginq to everyone tr<at he is being paid
5+«,<l«D. Uv by Cellular one and he gets to put the tower
whereever he wants. We knew you were people who loved
Kentucky as we do and would catch on to the unfairness. We
Dust finished reading "4 HISTORY QF KENTUCKY'y Thomas D.
Clark and we thrught Kentucky was in good t<ands. We were
wrong. It is in the hands of people who still listen to money
and power. We stated how important the land is to our family
and to the future of our children. You tore our hearts to
pieces during this Christmas season. My wife stated at the
Hearing that I had not slept since we were told that a tower
would be put in our front yard.
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