
THE BAILEY 
L A W 

1\ugust 8. 2026 

G R O U P 

RECEIVED 
AUG t 7 2026 

VI/\ Ct.Rl l l· IED M1\II. A '!D F1\ X TO 

Robert W. Grant, Esq. 
Pike Legal Group PLLC 

PUBLIC SERVICE 
COMMISSION 

1578 l lighway 44 East. Unit 6 
P.O. Box 369 
ShepherJs\'ilk, KY 40165-0369 

Re: 
Docket No. 

Proposed Site: 
Client: 

Dear Mr. Grant: 

Opposition to Proposed Wireless Comm unica tions Faci lity 
2026-U0 IS7-APC Toners IV, LLC and Cellco Partnership d/b/a 
Verizon Wireless 
93 11 Dysart \ Vay, Crab Orchard, KY 40419 
,Judy 8:1kcr 

I write on bl'hal r or m~ cl icnt. .I udy Bnker. to li.mrntll) opposl..' the 1.:ons1ruuion or the proposed 

250-1001 \\irclcss communications tm,cr by )Our clients. /\PC Towers IV. LLC and Cellco 

Partnership d/b/a Vcri :wn Wireless. u1 9311 D) sari Way. Crab Orchard. Kentucky -t04 I 9. Ms. 

Baker is a property nwncr I within 500 lect or the proposed lcl\\er site I contiguou lo the propc,ty 

on which the tower is proposed to be construckd J nnd rccci, cd your notice regarding this 

applicaiion before the Ken tuck) Puhl ic- Service Commission. 

C ROLi DS FOR OPPOSITIO~ 

J. Advcr e Impact on Property Va lues 

The proposed tower wi ll materially diminish the \'aluc of residential properties in its immediate 

vicinit1. /\ 250-foot steel structure \'i:-;ibk· l'rnm surrounding homes creates ho th aesthetic hlight 

and buyer apprehension regarding health and salct, concerns. Studies consistently demon ·trmc 

that pro:-.imity to cellular telccommunic:1tions towers rcd11ces property values by signi ficant 

426 S. 4th St Danville KY 40422 
Page 1 of 5 

0 : 859-236-8888 F: 859-721-8182 email: info@brianbaileylaw.com 



VIA CERTIFlED MAIL 

[TRACKING NUMBER] 

Roberl W. Grant, Esq. 
Pike Legal Group PLLC 
1578 Highway 44 East. Unit 6 
P.O. Box 369 . 
Sheph~rdsville,' kv'if6f6s·-o369 • 

Re: 
Docket No. 

OJlposition to Proposed Wireless Communications Facility 
2026-00157-APC Towers IV, LLC and Cellco Partnership d/b/a 

Proposed Site: 
. Client.: . :,,~ ·1 . 

Deur Mr. Grant: 

V eri2;on Wireless • 
9311 Dysart Way, Crab Orchard, KY 40419 

•· Judy .Baker 

I write on behalfof my client: Judy 13ak~r. to formally oppose:the corisirDction·~of the:proposed 

250-foot wireless communications tower by your clients, APC Towers IV, ·LLC an'd Cellco 

Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless. at 9311 Dysart Way, Crab Orchard, Kentucky 40419. Ms. 

Baker is a property owner [within 500 fee t of the proposed tower site'/ contiguous to the property 

on which the tower is proposed to be constructed] and received your notice regarding this 

appljcation before the Kentucky Public Service Commission. 

GROUNDS FOR OPPOSITION 

1. Adverse Impact on Property Values 

, , ;r~~ pr~P.9se~ tower will_rpaterially diminish the value of residential properties in its immediate 
I ,. '• • - ' • • • •• .,. • ' 

_yjc]njJr.• j\ 75.Q-.[oR\_,~t~el strp~~.1..1r~ vi~ible frpm ~~1rro1..m9ji;ig b~m~s ~r~~te.~ .. q.qt~ a~sth~~i.9 ~light 
,-.• . • i •• ~ ·- .. , , .... • - • - •:., · ~ .. .J. .. • • • · - ... 1, .. • • ( • • • , •• • 

and buyer apprehension r~g~r~ing)1~~lt~ and s~f ~ty ~pric~.rns .. ~,lt\d:!~~' S9!1~iste~~ly A~~~~~trate ..... -- ... . •: ,. . . . .. - .. .. . · .. · .... .. . . -..... ·- .. .... ,. . .... ' ... .. 
that proximity to cellular telecommunications towers reduces property values by significant 
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percentages, with homes within visible range selling for materially less than comparable 

properties farther away. Given the tower's exceptional height and the rnral character of Crab 

Orchard, homeowners near the site will experience measurable depreciation an~ !n_1pai_rcd 

marketability. 

The Public Service Commission is expressly authorized to consider "the character of the general 

area concerned and the likely effects of the installation on nearby land uses and values" when 

reviewing applications for certificates of public convenience and necessity for cellular antenna 

towers outside planning commission jurisdiction. KRS § 278.650. Property value impact is a 

statutorily recognized consideration in this proceeding. and the Commission has··,ii~credon· to 

deny applications that would harm residential values in the surrounding area. KRS § 278.650. 

2. Health and EnYironmental Concerns 

While regulatory agencies maintain that radiofrequency emissions remain below-nominal safety 

thresholds, peer-reviewed scientific literature has identified biological effects from chronic RF 

exposure. including oxidative stress. DNA damage. and neurological sympto~s-in populations 

liv~ng. near b~se stations. The prc;>posed site lies within a rnral ecosystem supporting diyer~e 

wildlife, and electromagnetic radiation from high-frequency transmitlers has been documented to 

disrupt bird navigation, pollinator activity, and plant growth. Construction activities will cause 

habitat fragmentation, soil compaction, and potential rurioff contam.ination. 

3. Scenic and Aesthetic Degradation 

Crab Orchard is characterized by rolling hills, open skies, and pastoral landscapes that define its 

rural identity. A 250~foot tower with lighting and aircraft warning devices will dominate the 

skyline and constitute a permanent visual intrusion inconsistent with the area's natural and 

historical character. Research demonstrates that tall communication towers significantly reduce 

perceived landscape quality and community satisfaction. The Commissi.ori's statutory 111andate to 

evaluate "the character of the general area" encompa~ses protection aga.i11si aesthetic ha~ that 
- ' 

:· funcirin1en1ally ahi:!rs' a' COl)l11it1nity's' ·rural· cli~racier: K·Rs f27S:650. :" 
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4. Failure to Pursue Less Intrusive Alternatives 

Your clients have not demonstrated that co-location on existing infrastructure is infeasible or that 

small-cell technology and distributed antenna systems cannot achieve comparable coverage with 

reduced environmental and visual impact. Kentucky law requires applicants to provide a grid map 

showing the location of all existing cellular antenna towers within the planning unit's jurisdiction 

and a one-half mile area outside those boundaries. KRS § 100.987. Meaningful consideration of 

alternatives. including shared infrastructure and less intrusive site locations. is required before the 

Commission may find that public convenience and necessity justify new tower construction. 

PROCEDURAL RIGHTS AND INTERVENTION 

As an adjoining landowner who received notice pursuant to KRS 278.665(2), Ms. Baker 

possesses a special interest in this proceeding that justifies intervention. The Kentucky Court of 

Appeals has held that adjoining landowners who express concerns regarding property value 

impact and propose alternative sites have standing to intervene in Commission proceedings on 

cell tower applications. Potts infra. The Commission may not arbitrarily deny intervention to 

landowners whose properties will be directly affected by tower construction, and denial of 

intervention rights is subject to judicial review. Potts v. Pub. Serv. Comm'11, 643 S. W.3d 83. 

(KY. APP. 2021), PSC of l(y. v. Metro. Ho11s. Coalitio11, 652 S. W.3d 648.(KY. APP 2022) 

I have informed Ms. Baker that she has the right to intervene with the Kentucky Public Service 

Commission and request a local public hearing pursuant to KRS 278.650 and 807 KAR 5:063 § 

4. KRS § 278.650, 807 KAR 5:063. "Filing requirements and procedures.fbr proposals to 

construct antenna towers or lo co-locate antennas on an existing structure for cellular 

telecommunications services or personal communications services.". As a resident of the county 

in which the tower is proposed, she is entitled to request a local public hearing and to participate 

in evidentiary proceedings. 
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DEMAND FOR RESPONSE 

Your clients must address the following before this application may proceed: 

1. Provide documentation demonstrating that co-location on existing towers and small-cell 

alternatives are technically or economically infeasible for achieving the claimed coverage 

objectives. 

2. Provide a comprehensive property value impact study prepared by a quali~ed real estate 

appraiser analyzing the effect of the proposed tower on residential properties within 500 feet of 

the site. -

3. Provide environmental impact analysis addressing wildlife disruption, habitat fragmentation, 

and electromagnetic radiation effects on the surrounding ecosystem. 

4. Identify and evaluate alternative sites that would provide comparable coverage with reduced 

impact on residential property values and community character. 

I request a written response to these concerns within 14 business days of receipt of this letter. 

Absent satisfactory resolution, Ms. Baker will proceed with formal intervention before the 

Commission and oppose issuance of the certificate of public convenience and necessity on the 

grounds stated herein. 

The Commission's statutory authority to deny applications that harm nearby land uses and 

property values is not discretionary window dressing-it is a substantive protection for 

landowners whose property rights and qua!ity of life are directly threate.ned-by .inappropriate 

tower siting. KRS § 278.650. The long-term costs to property values. community charncter. and 

the natural environment far outweigh any marginal improvement in wireless coverage that this 

tower might provide. 

NEXT STEPS 

Ms. Baker is simultaneously sending written notice to the Kentucky Public Service Commission 

requesting intervention and a local public hearing in this matter. All further correspondence 
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regarding 1his application should relercncc Docket o.2026-00 I 57 and be directed to me at the 

address listed above. 

Brian D. Bailey, ESQ. 
THE BAILEY LAW GROUP 
Attorneys for Judy Baker 

cc: Judy Baker 
Kentucky Public Service Commission 
Exec\.1ti ve Di rector 
211 Sower Boulevard 
P.O. Box 615 
Frankfort, KY 40602 
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