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FACTSHEET

TITLE:  SPECIAL PERMIT NO. 06065, requested by Alltel
Communications of Nebraska, for authority to construct a
118' tall monopole for personal wireless facilities, on
property generally located northwest of the intersection of
South 3 rd Street and Garfield Street.  

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Deferral 

SPONSOR:  Planning Department 

BOARD/COMMITTEE:  Planning Commission
Public Hearing: 12/06/06
Administrative Action: 12/06/06

RECOMMENDATION: Conditional Approval (7-1:
Cornelius, Sunderman, Larson, Taylor, Krieser, Carroll
and Esseks voting ‘yes’; Carlson voting ‘no’; Strand
absent).  

FINDINGS OF FACT:

1. The applicant for Special Permit No. 06065 is seeking a site for a 118' tall monopole for wireless facilities to
address inadequate coverage in the area.  

. The staff recommendation of “deferral” is based upon the “Analysis” as set forth on p.8-11.  An analysis provided by
Alltel shows that the existing 102' Sprint monopole two blocks from the proposed site at South 5 th and A Streets
cannot accommodate Alltel’s facilities, even though the tower was originally designed to be extendable up to 115'
and accommodate three carriers.  Currently, it only has two.  In addition, the proposed location is considered a
Limited Preference Site per the Zoning Ordinance due to both proximity to a residence and the possibility of
collocation.  Applications for Limited Preference Sites are required to demonstrate why Preferred Sites are not
feasible.  Preferred Sites in the area would include collocation, any publically owned sites such as the City-owned
public park (Sawyer Snell) located approximately 2 blocks to the south, and other industrially-zoned sites located an
appropriate distance from a residential use.  The application does not fully address the feasibility of these
alternatives, so staff is recommending deferral to allow the applicant time to fully evaluate them.  

3. The staff presentation at public hearing before Planning Commission is found on p.14.  The staff confirmed that the
residential property across the street is owner-occupied and that the owner has been notified.  

4. Comments by the Parks & Recreation Department are found on p.63 in regard to the ordinance requirement to
attempt to locate a new cell tower site on public property.  The Parks & Recreation Department is willing to discuss
a potential new location on park property within four blocks of this proposal, and would accept the antenna design
that the applicant says is necessary to meet coverage objectives.

5. The applicant’s testimony is found on p.14-16.  The applicant takes the position that additional research of public
park property would require environmental and soil testing, as well as a lengthy approval process through the
Urban Design Committee and the Parks Advisory Board.   The applicant also takes the position that the residential
property is located on I-1 zoning and that it will be shielded by fencing and landscaping of the tower site.  The
applicant also pointed out that the residential property owner has not expressed any opposition.

6. There was no testimony in opposition.
7 On December 6, 2006, the majority of the Planning Commission disagreed with the staff recommendation and

voted 7-1 to adopt Resolution No. PC-01029 (p.3-6), approving Special Permit No. 06065, with conditions (Carlson
dissenting; Strand absent).  See Minutes, p.18.    The conditions of approval are found in the resolution and on p.12-
13.

8. On December 12, 2006, a letter of appeal was filed by the Director of Planning (p.2), stating that the application
should be deferred until the applicant has properly demonstrated why alternative “Preferred Sites” in the area are
not feasible, including locating on any publicly owned site, such as Sawyer Snell Park located approximately two
blocks to the south, and other industrial zoned sites located an appropriate distance from a residential use.  The
site approved by the Planning Commission is across the street from a residence.
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LINCOLN CITY/LANCASTER COUNTY PLANNING STAFF REPORT
___________________________________________________

for December 6, 2006 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

P.A.S.: Special Permit #06065

PROPOSAL: To allow a 118' tall monopole for personal wireless facilities.

LOCATION: Northwest of the intersection of South 3rd and Garfield Streets.

LAND AREA: Approximately 18,000 square feet or .41 of an acre.

CONCLUSION: An analysis provided by Alltel shows that the existing 102' Sprint monopole two
blocks from the proposed site at South 5 th and A Streets cannot accommodate
Alltel’s facilities, even though the tower was originally designed to be extendable
up to 115' and accommodate three carriers.  Currently it only has two.
Additionally, the proposed location is considered a Limited Preference Site per
the Zoning Ordinance due to both proximity to a residence and the possibility of
collocation.  Applications for Limited Preference Sites are required to
demonstrate why Preferred Sites are not feasible.  Preferred Sites in the area
would include collocation, any publically owned sites such as the City-owned
public park (Sawyer Snell) located approximately 2 blocks to the south, and other
industrially-zoned sites located an appropriate distance from a residential use.
The application does not fully address the feasibility of these alternatives, so staff
is recommending deferral to allow the applicant time to fully evaluate them.  

RECOMMENDATION:         Deferral

GENERAL INFORMATION:

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Lots 31-36, Block 3, Hull’s South Addition.

EXISTING ZONING: I-1 Industrial EXISTING LAND USE: Industrial

SURROUNDING LAND USE AND ZONING:  

North: Industrial I-1
South: Residential I-1
East: Industrial I-1
West: Industrial I-1

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN SPECIFICATIONS:

Page F25 - The 2025 Comprehensive Plan’s Land Use Plan designates industrial land uses for this site.  
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Page F126 - Wireless Telecommunications - The placement and construction of such facilities need to occur in a way that is
compatible with the natural and built environment.  Taller, more intensive facilities should be located in commercial and industrial
areas. Facilities in residential areas should be unobtrusive, of a scale consistent with the neighborhood setting, and sited in a
way that does not detract from the enjoyment of the neighborhood by its residents.

TOPOGRAPHY: The land is relatively flat across both this site and throughout the whole area in which
this industrial district and adjacent park are located. 

ANALYSIS:

OVERVIEW

The applicant is seeking to site a 118'-tall monopole for wireless facilities to address inadequate
coverage in the area.  The application was originally submitted on October 10, 2006, but was delayed
at the applicant’s request to allow time to evaluate other potentially more suitable sites in the area
identified by staff.

Revised information was submitted on November 8, 2006 and met the application deadline to be
placed on the Planning Commission’s December 6, 2006 agenda.  The applicant was informed on
November 22, 2006 that the revised information did not fully address the requirements of Chapter
26.68 (Personal Wireless Facilities), and as a result staff was recommending deferral of the
application to allow time for additional site evaluation. 

STANDARDS FOR EVALUATION:

Conformity with Comprehensive Plan.

1. The Comprehensive Plan designates industrial land uses for this site. It also states “The
placement and construction of such facilities need to occur in a way that is compatible with the
natural and built environment.”  There is another monopole in the area that is required to be
extendable to 115' for three carriers, and the proposed site is across the street from a single-
family residence.  It has not been demonstrated that it is either the best or only site for the facility
in this area.  

 
Preference of site location in accordance with Chapter 27.68.080.

2. There are three location preferences as follows:

A.  Preferred Location Sites:
(1) Publicly owned sites on which personal wireless facilities can be unobtrusively located with
due regard to visibility, aesthetic issues, traffic flow, public safety, health and welfare. Such sites
may include locating on existing buildings, co-locating on existing towers, screened roof-top
mounts, water towers, billboards, electric substations, or other camouflaged sites, but shall not
include new towers.

(2) Privately owned sites with existing structures on which personal wireless facilities can be
unobtrusively located with due regard to visibility, aesthetic issues, traffic flow, public safety,
health and welfare. Such sites may include locating on existing buildings, co-locating on existing
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towers, screened rooftop mounts, water towers, billboards, electric substations, or other
camouflaged sites, but shall not include new towers.

(3) Publicly owned sites in which the facility is minimally obtrusive, has a minimal impact on the
surrounding area, is an appropriate distance from residential land uses, has minimal impact on
residential uses, with due regard being given to the scale of the facility and the surrounding area
and the impact on the location.

(4) Sites in commercially or industrially zoned districts in which the facility is minimally obtrusive,
has a minimal impact on the surrounding area, is an appropriate distance from residential land
uses, has minimal impact on residential uses, with due regard being given to the scale of the
facility and the surrounding area and the impact on the location.

B.  Limited Preference Sites:
(1) Sites on other public property.

(2) Sites on other commercially or industrially zoned property.

C.  Sensitive Location Sites. Sites located in areas with residential uses, environmentally sensitive
areas, Capitol View Corridors, the Capitol Environs District, entryway corridors, downtown, landmarks
or landmark districts, properties listed or eligible to be listed on the National Register of Historic
Places, the Airport Environs, and other sensitive areas.  The applications for personal wireless
facilities which are located at sensitive sites will be required to demonstrate a technical need to locate
a personal wireless facility at a sensitive  site and that other reasonable alternatives do not exist for
the facility at a location which is not a sensitive site.

Staff finds the site to be a Limited Preference Site because the facility is located across the street from
a residence.  The proximity to a residence as shown does not constitute an appropriate distance from
a residence, and is not a Preferred Location Site as noted in the  letter from the applicant.  Given that,
the applicant must demonstrate there are no feasible Preferred Location Sites. 
 
Compatibility with abutting property and land uses.

3. This area generally bounded by South Folsom Street on the west, South 6th Street on the east,
A Street on the north and South Street on the south is zoned industrial, and is developed with
industrial uses.  The six-block area in the vicinity of the proposed monopole is developed with
industrial uses with few exceptions.  One is the residence located across Garfield Street to the
south.  According to the County Assessor there is a Homestead Exemption for purposes of
property taxes, and the house is being occupied as a residence.   The monopole is compatible
with the industrial uses in the area, and wireless facilities are appropriate in this area.  It is
noted that the land upon which the residence is located is zoned I-1 and the highest and best
use is more intense than residential, however the goals of the Ordinance and the
Comprehensive Plan are to respect existing uses and maintain an appropriate separation from
residential uses when siting new facilities
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Adverse impacts such as visual, environmental or noise impacts.

4. There are no environmental affects such as noise or light to note, and the frequency of the
broadcast signals should not interfere with any electromagnetic devices in the area.

Availability of suitable existing structures for antenna mounting.

5. The applicant provided a structural analysis by Global Signal of the existing Sprint monopole
at 5th and A Street.  The conclusion of that analysis is that “the (monopole’s) baseplate is over-
stressed.”  Previously approved by Special Permit #1794, this monopole was approved up to
115' in height and is required to accommodate the antennas of up to three carriers.  It is
currently at 102' and supports the antennas of two carriers.  The application does not discuss
modifications needed to accommodate Alltel’s antennas, only that the baseplate is over-
stressed.  The Planning Commission should require verification from Sprint (or current tower
owner) that the tower cannot accommodate the antennas, with or without modification, in order
to eliminate it from consideration.     

Scale of facility in relation to surrounding land uses.

6. Wireless facilities such as the one proposed are generally compatible with uses allowed in the
I-1 zoning district where tall, bulky uses can be found.  There is another tower in the vicinity,
power transmission lines to the south, and a grain elevator to the southwest.  If necessary, a new
wireless facility in this area would not be out of scale with existing development.  

Impact on views/vistas and impact on landmark structures/districts, historically significant
structures/districts, architecturally significant structures, landmark vistas or scenery and
view corridors from visually obtrusive antennas and back-up equipment.

7. This tower is not within a capitol view corridor or other significant viewshed.  However, this
industrial area is very visible by traffic on A Street when crossing the new bridge, and from the
top of the bridge all protrusions are clearly visible.  There are several tall features in existence
including power lines, an existing monopole, and a grain elevator and this monopole would not
be out of place.

Color and finish.

8. The tower will have a galvanized finish consistent with LMC 27.68.110(c).

Ability to collocate.

9. The application states the tower will be 118' tall and able to accommodate the antennas of up
to three carriers.
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Screening potential of existing vegetation, structures and topographic features, and
screening potential of proposed facilities, ground level equipment, buildings and tower base.

10. An elevation provided as part of the application shows the tower in relationship to existing trees
in the area, and includes additional trees being planted for required screening.  Design
Standards require 70% screen from the ground to 8' in height, with 50% or more of the trees
growing to a mature height of 35' or more.  The site plan must be revised to include a landscape
schedule that demonstrates at least one-half of the trees growing to a mature height of at least
35' in height.   

Evidence of good faith efforts, and demonstration that a preferred or limited preference site
was not technically, legally, or economically feasible.

11. The intent of this standard is to both encourage collocation and ensure that consideration is first
given to siting wireless facilities on public, commercial, or industrial land, and that siting in or
near residential or other sensitive areas is the last resort.  Considering that wireless facilities
typically serve the general public, the rationale is that residential uses should be least impacted
by facilities that benefit the public.  Other more land-use intensive sites should be used first
when available, especially in the case a wireless carriers as there is typically some flexibility
regarding siting wireless facilities. 

As noted previously, the application leaves a question as to the feasibility of collocation with
Sprint on the existing tower.  New facilities are required to be collocatable to reduce the total
number of towers required in the community.  Sprint’s tower is supposed to accommodate
another, and if it can’t the City may want to consider additional requirements to further ensure
collocation is practically and technically feasible.  Because the tower’s owner is more familiar
with the facility, the owner should be asked to evaluate whether it can accommodate Alltel’s
antennas rather than a third party.  Depending upon the information provided, additional
requirements may need to be applied to all new wireless facility special permits, including this
one, to provide better assurance of collocation.

Staff notified the applicant of the concerns with the proposed site, and asked that the other
Preferred Location Sites, including the Sprint tower, Sawyer Snell Park, and other industrial
sites further separated from the residence be evaluated.  The attached analysis from the
applicant is not adequate.  The rationale for not fully evaluating the park site is that: 1 - The
proposed site is a Preferred Location Site, and there is not a requirement to evaluate other
sites; 2 - Because stand-off antennas are not allowed in parks; 3 - Because the process to gain
approval to locate in a park is too uncertain.  Staff disagrees with the applicant’s classification
of this site as a Preferred Location Site.  Also, the Park’s Department has indicated that they
have accepted the proposed design of the antenna array at other locations and would do so at
Sawyer Snell Park.

Staff is recommending deferral to allow time for the applicant to demonstrate that all Preferred
Location Sites in the area are not feasible.  However, conditions of approval are included
should the Planning Commission vote to approve the permit.
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CONDITIONS:

Site Specific:

1. This approval permits a 118' personal wireless facility capable of accommodating antennas for
at least three wireless service providers.   

General:

2.  Before receiving building permits:

2.1 The permittee shall complete the following instructions and submit the documents and
plans to the Planning Department for review and approval.

2.1.1 A revised site plan including 5 copies showing the following revisions:

2.1.1.1 Include a landscape schedule that demonstrates compliance with
Design Standards.

2.1.1.2 Show screening for the lease areas for the additional carrier’s
facilities.

2.1.1.3 State that the heights of the antennas on sheet ANT-1 are
approximate.

2.1.1.4 Provide an accurate scale on reduced plans.
   

2.2 The construction plans shall comply with the approved plans.

Standard:

3. The following conditions are applicable to all requests:

3.1 Before use of the facility all development and construction shall have been completed
in compliance with the approved plans.

3.2 All privately-owned improvements shall be permanently maintained by the owner or an
appropriately established homeowners association approved by the City Attorney.

3.3 The site plan accompanying this permit shall be the basis for all interpretations of
setbacks, yards, locations of buildings, location of parking and circulation elements, and
similar matters.

3.4 This resolution's terms, conditions, and requirements bind and obligate the permittee,
its successors and assigns.
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3.5 The applicant shall sign and return the letter of acceptance to the City Clerk within 60
days following the approval of the special permit, provided, however, said 60-day period
may be extended up to six months by administrative amendment.  The clerk shall file a
copy of the resolution approving the special permit and the letter of acceptance with the
Register of Deeds, filling fees therefor to be paid in advance by the applicant.

Prepared by:

Brian Will, 441-6362, bwill@lincoln.ne.gov
Planner
November 22, 2006

CONTACT: Ralph Wyngarden
Faulk and Foster
2680 Horizon Drive
Grand Rapids, MI 49546
616.975.0923

APPLICANT Alltel Communications of Nebraska
1620 M Street
Lincoln, NE 68501
402.436.4278

OWNER: Jacob Von Busch
6401 SW 12th Street
Lincoln, NE 68523
402.475.5197
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SPECIAL PERMIT NO. 06065

PUBLIC HEARING BEFORE PLANNING COMMISSION: December 6, 2006

Members present: Larson, Krieser, Carroll, Esseks, Taylor, Sunderman, Cornelius and Carlson (Strand
absent).

Ex Parte Communications: None.

Staff recommendation: Deferral until the applicant has fully evaluated all Preferred Sites in the area.

Staff presentation:  Brian Will of Planning staff explained that this is a special permit for a 118' tall
monopole for a wireless facility at 3rd & Garfield.  Staff is recommending deferral of this application at
this time because the staff does not believe there is a finding that this is the best location for the facility
or that other possibilities have been eliminated for consideration.  The burden is on the applicant to
eliminate all other possibilities.  There is a tower located near A Street.  The surrounding neighborhood
is zoned I-1 and is predominately industrial and commercial uses.  There are two wireless carriers on
the existing tower located near A Street, which was approved for three carriers.  Because this is a
“limited preference site” and across the street from a residence, the staff is taking the position that
there are potentially other more appropriate sites and is asking the applicant to go through the process
to eliminate those other sites.  

Proponents

1.  Ralph Wyngarden, Faulk & Foster, 2680 Horizon Drive, SE, Suite E, Grand Rapids, Michigan
49546, presented the application on behalf of the applicant.  Faulk & Foster is doing the site
acquisition, zoning and permitting for Alltel.  

The design of this facility does comply with the Lincoln ordinance.  If this site were standing alone
without the other alternative alleged locations, he believes it would have a positive recommendation.
The key issue is whether this location is a “preferred site” or a “limited preference site”.  Alltel does
have a tremendous amount of time and resources invested in this site based on their confidence in it
being a preferred location site.  All of the regulatory approvals have been completed.  To abandon this
location leaves those resources on the table and results in a substantial delay.  

With respect to qualification as a preferred location site, Wyngarden stated that it is important to notice
that this site is in an area that is planned as an industrial area in the Comprehensive Plan.  It is zoned
industrial, and, for the most part, is built industrial.  There are many tall structures such as the elevator,
power lines and poles in existence.  In fact, paragraph #6 in the staff report analysis notes that, 

“There is another tower in the vicinity, power transmission line to the south, and a grain elevator
to the southwest.  If necessary, a new wireless facility in this area would not be out of scale with
existing development.”   
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In addition, Wyngarden pointed out that paragraph #7 in the staff report analysis notes that, 

“This tower is not within a capitol view corridor or other significant viewshed. .... There are
several tall features in existence including power lines, an existing monopole, and a grain
elevator and this monopole would not be out of place.”

Wyngarden suggested that staff’s argument that this location should be treated as limited preference
hinges on consideration of the existing global signal tower and the presence of a single residence in
this industrial area.  The structural report of the owner of that existing global signal tower indicates that
the existing tower is over-stressed.  

With respect to the existing residence, Wyngarden noted that the records show ownership in Ira
Walker.  The applicant did send plans and letters and tried to establish contact with the property owner
more than once.  The applicant does not believe it to be an owner-occupied residence.  Wyngarden
also submitted that the property is zoned I-1 and the zoning ordinance specifically prohibits a residence
from being built or reconstructed in an I-1 district.  Therefore, Wyngarden believes the residence is
really a nonconforming use and should be phased out over time.  The house is in poor condition and
is not owner-occupied.  The proposed fencing and landscaping of this tower site would shield the
residence from the other types of intensive industrial uses that could be located on this site.

Wyngarden contended that, based upon unavailability of collocation at the global signal tower, this
proposed site should be classified as a preferred location site and not as a limited preference site.
The applicant did provide an evaluation of the Sawyer Snell park location.  The applicant knows that
the proposed site is going to work and is environmentally clean.  The park area has a lot of uncertainty,
including whether the proposed location in the park would even qualify as a preferred location site.  It
is about a block away from the same residence.  The site being proposed in this application is across
the street from the residence and set back.  

Other concerns with the park location include the whole approval process – Alltel has certain design
requirements for the antenna and Parks has indicated they could accept that design, but it is up to the
Urban Design Committee and the Parks Board to make that decision.  That stands to be a lengthy
process.  The other concern is from an environmental standpoint.  The proposed location in the park
is near a well and they do not know the underground piping.  It is also near the railroad tracks and a lot
of times the railroad areas do have environmental contamination concerns.  The environmental
situation is uncertain and there are significant risks to that park location.

Wyngarden also pointed out that Alltel does have a good track record.  They do try to work to locate
on city park property wherever possible.  They also collocate wherever possible.  They are not trying
to avoid the city’s preferences.  But in this particular location, it was not feasible.  From a policy
standpoint, this is the type of area where the city has directed these facilities.  It is isolated from the
residential neighborhoods to the north and east.  

Wyngarden requested that this location be considered a preferred location site, in light of the existence
of a residence as a nonconforming use and the unavailability for collocation on the existing tower.  
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Carroll inquired whether the proposed tower will accommodate other carriers.  Wyngarden stated that
it is designed to accept two additional carriers.  The global signal tower may accept other occupants
with smaller antennae than that of Alltel.  It just does not meet the needs of Alltel in this location.

Carroll inquired whether this location substantially increases Alltel’s coverage area.  Wyngarden stated
that it is not so much the coverage but the quality – Alltel is not looking for new areas of coverage but
to improve issues where there are overcapacity problems.  

Esseks inquired as to what is at stake for the homeowner or resident with a tower like this across the
street.  Wyngarden suggested that the impact needs to be considered at the point of view from their
windows.  In this case, there is a power pole with overhead lines located right on the property and that
is their view from the windows.  You also have a situation where they will be looking at a chain link fence
where now there are dump trucks, machinery and overgrown grass.  Alltel is proposing a wooden
board fence around the compound with landscaping, and would agree to upgrade the landscaping
shown on the site plan.  The frequencies would not interfere with any kind of household appliances or
radios.  In fact, it would bring more benefits to that area from a public safety standpoint.  A resident in
that house could be assured of better service.  

Carroll wondered whether Alltel has considered or evaluated the tower which Verizon is putting in this
same area.  Wyngarden stated that they did look at a location with Verizon in Cooper Park, but that
did not work from a radio frequency perspective.  Because of the proximity of the Alltel sites in this
area, they have very little flexibility.  He does not believe that the Verizon site is within the immediate
proximity of this particular area.  Carroll believes it is within 5 blocks. 

There was no testimony in opposition.  

Staff Response: Will clarified that the other tower discussed in the report was on a light pole in Cooper
Park and the applicant has addressed this site and determined that it is not feasible.  The staff is
talking about other possibilities in this general area – the Sprint tower which is approximately two
blocks away or some other commercial industrial lot within this area not across the street from a
residence.  It is true that this residence is located in an industrial district, but the ordinance
contemplated those uses and that is why the preferences talk about being an appropriate distance
from residential land uses.  By virtue that it is a special permit, it gives the Commission the opportunity
to review on a case-by-case basis.  Across the street is not appropriate, but perhaps Sawyer Snell
Park would be an appropriate distance.  

One of the frustrations is that we already have a tower in the area required to accommodate three
carriers and now we’re finding out that it cannot.  One possibility is a show cause for that applicant to
address that issue.  The owner of that tower says it cannot accommodate this facility.

Esseks confirmed that staff did speak with the occupant of the residence.  Will confirmed that to be
true.  The residence is owner-occupied.  She was informed of this hearing.  She did not express
outright opposition, but expressed concern and was curious what effect it would have on her television
and radio.  
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Carroll inquired whether the staff’s request for deferral is asking the applicant to look in the park as
opposed to this industrial land.  There are not a lot of possibilities.  Will’s response was that this
industrial area is the sort of location where the city would direct a facility.  But, in this situation, we are
trying to be objective.  The intent is to limit these towers and respect the surrounding land uses.  This
is the only house in this particular industrial area and staff believes that there are other open areas for
location in this area that are more appropriate than the lot right across the street from the only house.

Carroll inquired whether the staff is requesting that the applicant show all the reasons why this is the
only site.  Will concurred.  We are asking them to eliminate all other possibilities.  Parks is interested
in them locating in Sawyer Snell Park.  We want them to fully investigate that possibility.  We would also
ask them to determine whether there is anything else that can be done to locate on the existing Sprint
tower or other undeveloped lots that are not right across the street form a residence.  

Will pointed out that if the applicant wants a vote today, the staff would recommend denial, but has
provided conditions of approval in the staff report should the Commission vote to approve the special
permit.

Carlson wondered how the issue will be addressed for the existing tower that cannot accommodate
three carriers as permitted.  The intent of the ordinance is to put multiple carriers on the pole.  Will
acknowledged that this circumstance doesn’t come up very often and generally we find that the carriers
can collocate and are cooperative.  If it came down to some technical issue, at that point we may have
to have some expert advice.  It has not come to that prior to this time.

Taylor pointed out that there has been no opposition to this proposal. 

Response by the Applicant

Wyngarden requested that the Commission take action today.  He believes the applicant has already
addressed some concerns about the park location, but in order to determine whether it will work, they
will be required to work through the Urban Design Committee and Parks Board, etc.  Alltel needs that
guarantee.  The park area would require environmental and soil testing.  We can’t stand here and say
that that site will or will not work without proceeding to pursue that site.  When we do site acquisition
we do talk with numerous land owners in the area.  This particular property was not chosen because
of the residence across the street, but because there is a lot of space to meet the fall zone
requirements.  As far as eliminating towers or preventing proliferation, Wyngarden pointed out that
different types of users have different loading requirements.  That is part of the problem at the global
signal site.  

Wyngarden assured that the proposed tower will support three “comparable” installations.  
Wyngarden also pointed out that location in the park does not eliminate a tower.  The impact on the
greater surrounding area or residential area would be the same.  

The applicant agreed with the conditions of approval provided in the staff report and requested that the
Commission take action today.
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ACTION BY PLANNING COMMISSION: December 6, 2006

Taylor moved approval, with conditions, seconded by Carroll.  

Esseks commented that the Planning Department has done a good job of trying to respect the interests
of the nearby residence.  He is glad that the resident was contacted and informed.  The resident did
not choose to appear today or make any other type of communication.  The city has done the best it
can to respect the resident’s interest and in the absence of their opposition, he believes the
Commission can proceed to provide an important service to the greater community.

Carroll believes that the applicant has evaluated all the areas and the fall zone fits inside this property.
It is too bad there is an older residential house in an industrial zoned area, but he does not believe that
Alltel should be held up because we have told them to put these towers in industrial areas.  

Carlson stated that he will vote against the motion.  He believes the professional staff has done a
premier job of saying why the application is not complete, and that there is additional information that
should be provided.  He does not believe it will be overly burdensome on the applicant.  Alltel has
chosen a relatively high risk property in terms of what is available and what the ordinance calls for.
Their interpretation is that this should be easy to approve and staff has said it is not easy to approve,
and that is the burden they bear, i.e. to investigate and evaluate all other sites.  The ordinance clearly
defines the areas.  This is a perfect example of when an application is incomplete.  Since the applicant
does not want a deferral, he will vote to deny because it is an application that is incomplete.  

Motion for approval, with conditions, carried 7-1: Larson, Krieser, Carroll, Esseks, Taylor, Sunderman
and Cornelius voting ‘yes’; Carlson voting ‘no’; Strand absent. This is final action unless appealed to
the City Council.






























































































