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TITLE: A RESOLUTION APPEALING THE DECISION OF DENIAL BY THE PLANNING AND
ZONING COMMISSION ON SEPTEMBER 22, 2015 FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT
APPLICATION TO CONSTRUCT A NEW WIRELESS COMMUNICATION FACILITY
ON A PROPERTY LOCATED AT 4790 STERN DRIVE. THE SUBJECT PROPERTY
ENCOMPASSES 1.552 + ACRES AND IS ZONED C-3 (COMMERCIAL HIGH
INTENSITY). SUBMITTED BY VERIZON WIRELESS/TECTONIC ENGINEERING ON
BEHALF OF A & E ENTERPRISES, INC., PROPERTY OWNER (SUP-15-01).

PURPOSE(S) OF ACTION:

Appeal of a Planning and Zoning Commission Special Use Permit denial.

COUNCIL DISTRICT: 2

Drafter/Staff Contact: Department/Section: | Phone:
Adam Ochoa Community 528-3204
Development/ Building
& Development
Services

City Manager Signature: ( DW E

BACKGROUND / KEY ISSUES / CONTRIBUTING FACTORS:

The proposed Special Use Permit (SUP) is for a new wireless communication facility for a property
located on the northwest corner of Stern Drive and Agave Drive directly west of Interstate 10. The
subject property currently consist of various vacant commercial buildings. The facility proposed
is a 65-foot tall stealth wireless communication tower and various associated accessory buildings
and equipment that will be enclosed within an opaque rock wall. The proposed facility is adjacent
to a single-family zoning district, which requires the applicant to seek a SUP to allow the new
facility on the C-3 (Commercial High Intensity) zoned property. The proposed wireless
communication facility will be required to follow all requirements of Section 38-59 of the 2001
Zoning Code, as amended.

The SUP required the applicant to provide a technical analysis prepared by a professional
engineer for the new facility that included all of the information as required by Section 38-59F of
the 2001 Zoning Code, as amended. The analysis was then required to be reviewed by an
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independent qualified expert consultant. A technical analysis was prepared for the proposed new
facility and the City of Las Cruces (City) hired Greg Best Consulting, Inc. to review the analysis
and provide a written recommendation. The final written recommendation from the consultant was
completed on June 23, 2015. The consultant concurred with the analysis of the applicant that the
proposed new wireless communication facility site at 4790 Stern Drive is the best available site in
this area of the City. Based upon the results of this analysis and all applicable City regulations,
staff recommended approval of the SUP request.

On July 28, 2015 the Planning & Zoning Commission (P&Z) initially reviewed the proposed SUP
and the P&Z postponed the case by a vote of 4-0-0, (three Commissioners absent). Atthe meeting
and after a lengthy public discussion, the P&Z directed the applicant to seek other locations to
potentially locate the proposed new wireless communication tower. After doing as directed and
not identifying an alternate location, the applicant resubmitted the SUP for the reconsideration of -
the P&Z and, on September 22, 2015, the P&Z denied the SUP by a vote of 1-3-0 (three
Commissioners absent). During the meeting several surrounding property owners voiced their
protest against the proposed SUP. Before voting on the SUP, the P&Z again suggested exploring
other alternative locations for the proposed wireless communication facility so as to alleviate
concerns of the surrounding neighborhood. Please see Attachment “B” and Attachment “C” for
more details about the discussion that took place at the P&Z meetings.

On October 5, 2015 the applicant officially submitted an appeal of the P&Z decision for the
proposed SUP to City Council. Please see Exhibit “C” for the applicant’s appeal and supporting
documents.

SUPPORT INFORMATION:

Resolution.

Exhibit “A”, Site Plan.

Exhibit “B”, Applicant’s Appeal and Supporting Documents.
Attachment “A”, Staff Report to the P&Z for Case SUP-15-01.
Attachment “B”, Minutes from the July 28, 2015 P & Z Meeting.
Attachment “C”, Minutes from the September 22, 2015 P & Z Meeting.
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Council Action and Executive Summary

SOURCE OF FUNDING:
Is this action already budgeted?

N/A

Page 3

Yes

See fund summary below

No

If No, then check one below:

Budget

Aftached

Adjustment

Expense reallocated from:

Proposed funding is from a new revenue
source (i.e. grant; see details below)

O] O OO

the

Does this action create any revenug

N/A

Proposed funding is from fund balance in

Fund.

Yes

[

Funds will be deposited into this fund:
in the amount of $

for FY .

No

i

There is no new revenue generated by
this action.

BUDGET NARRATIVE

N/A

FUND EXPENDITURE SUMMARY':

Fund Name(s)

Account
Number(s)

Expenditure
Proposed

Available
Budgeted
Funds in
Current FY

Remaining
Funds

Purpose for
Remaining Funds

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

OPTIONS / ALTERNATIVES:

1.

N

Vote “Yes”; this will reverse the P&Z’s decision of denial of case SUP-15-01 and would
allow the construction of the new wireless communication facility on the subject property
located at 4790 Stern Drive.
Vote “No”; this will uphold the P&Z’s decision of denial of case SUP-15-01.

Vote to “Amend”; this would reverse the P&Z’s decision of denial of case SUP-15-01 and
would place conditions of approval on the permit.
Vote to “Table”; this could allow City Council to table/postpone the Ordinance and direct
staff accordingly.

REFERENCE INFORMATION:

The resolution(s) and/or ordinance(s) listed below are only for reference and are not included as
attachments or exhibits.

ik

Ordinance 2629.
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RESOLUTION NO. 16-104

A RESOLUTION APPEALING THE DECISION OF DENIAL BY THE PLANNING AND
ZONING COMMISSION ON SEPTEMBER 22, 2015 FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT
APPLICATION TO CONSTRUCT A NEW WIRELESS COMMUNICATION FACILITY
ON A PROPERTY LOCATED AT 4790 STERN DRIVE. THE SUBJECT PROPERTY
ENCOMPASSES 1.552 + ACRES AND IS ZONED C-3 (COMMERCIAL HIGH
INTENSITY). SUBMITTED BY VERIZON WIRELESS/TECTONIC ENGINEERING ON
BEHALF OF A & E ENTERPRISES, INC., PROPERTY OWNER (SUP-15-01).

The City Council is informed that:

WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Commission (P&Z), after conducting a public
hearing on September 22, 2015, denied the Special Use Permit (SUP) by a vote of 1-3-0
(three Commissioners absent), for a property located at 4790 Stern Drive as reflected in
Exhibit “A”; and

WHEREAS, Verizon Wireless/Tectonic Engineering on behalf of A & E
Enterprises, Inc., property owner, submitted an appeal of the decision of the P&Z on
October 5, 2015 based on the supporting documents outlined in Exhibit “B”.

NOW, THEREFORE, Be it resolved by the governing body of the City of Las
Cruces:

L)

THAT the decision of the P&Z on September 22, 2015 is hereby overturned and
made part of this Resolution,

(m

THAT the SUP is hereby approved for the subject property located at 4790 Stern
Drive.

(n
THAT City staff is hereby authorized to do all deeds necessary in the

accomplishment of the herein above.
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DONE AND APPROVED this day of 20
APPROVED:
Mayor
ATTEST:
City Clerk
VOTE:
Mayor Miyagishima:
(SEAL) Councillor Silva:

Moved by:

Seconded by:

APFLROVED AS TO FORM:

i\(‘;(\ﬂg Cit :

Councillor Smith:
Councillor Pedroza:
Councillor Small:
Councillor Sorg:
Councillor Levatino:
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EXHIBIT B

APPEAL TO LAS CRUCES CITY COUNCIL, OF

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISION DECISION

Applicant:

Representative/Agent:

Counsel for Applicant:

Case No.:

Project Name:

Location and Lot Size:

Existing Zoning/Overlay:

Existing Use:

Proposed Use:

Property Owner:
Council District:

Staff Recommendation:

SUMMARY INFORMATION

Verizon Wireless

¢/o John Tyke

126 West Gemini Drive
Tempe, Arizona 85283

Tectonic Engineering

c/o Les Gutierrez, Senior Site Acquisition Specialist
3150 Carlisle Blvd NE, Suite 108

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87110

505-288-7195
LGutierrez@tectonicengineering.com

Mark W. Williams, Esq.

Christian H. Hendrickson, Esq.
Sherman & Howard L.L.C.

633 Seventeenth Street, Suite 3000
Denver, Colorado 80202
303.299.8211
mwilliams@shermanhoward.com
chendrickson@shermanhoward.com

SUP-15-01

4790 Stern Drive
(New Wireless Communications Structure Special Use Permit)

Southwest Corner of Stern Drive and Agave Drive (~1.552 Acres)
(C-3 Commercial High Intensity)
Commercial Property with Vacant Commercial Buildings

Commercial Property with Vacant Commercial Buildings and New
Wireless Communication Facility

A&E Enterprises, Inc.

2 (Councilor Smith)

Approval of application without conditions based on findings.

Planning & Zoning Commission Final Decision: Application denied on September 22, 2015.

LITIGATION/4575933.3
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INTRODUCTION AND RELIEF REQUESTED

To promote important business, educational, and emergency service providers' needs for
the public, and to facilitate other communications and data transfer, Verizon Wireless constantly
and consistently expends time, effort, and resources to improve, update, and enhance its network.
Through its application to build a telecommunication facility on Stern Drive (the “Application”),
Verizon Wireless seeks to ensure adequate coverage and service, and to offload traffic from two
existing wireless communication sites, in this vital section of Las Cruces that includes NMSU,
the intersection of I-10 and I-25, and surrounding businesses and neighborhoods. This network
“infill” is needed to ensure the coverage, functionality, and capacity of its network in the area,
making this site of crucial importance to the public, both in the area and passing through, and to

emergency responders who heavily rely on wireless voice and data services to protect the public.

Verizon Wireless’ Application for this facility should be approved because:

e Verizon Wireless secks to invest in the Las Cruces community to
improve the quality of wireless service and access to data in the area.

e The proposed facility will facilitate and promote business,
educational, personal, and emergency communications.

e The proposed facility addresses a coverage/capacity gap to ensure
seamless and reliable coverage for users in the area.

e The proposed facility will help Las Cruces present itself as an
advanced and relevant location, allowing it to stay current and “keep up”
with other major and similarly-sized municipalities.

e The Application meets all requirements of the Las Cruces Land
Development Code.

e City Staff and the City’s independent expert engineer recommend
approval.

e Failure to approve the Application will result in a violation of federal
law.

e New Mexico law supports approval.

Given the purpose of the proposed facility is to absorb usage and traffic from two
existing sites, the area in which it can be effectively located is quite small. Verizon Wireless

demonstrated it investigated and considered all possible options within the small potential site

2
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area between the two present sites. In so doing, it eliminated all other properties based on their
location, zoning, feasibility, or availability, and ultimately was left with the proposed
“Blackhawk” location as the only workable site for this wireless facility. City Staff (both
internally and through an independent consultant) also reviewed the Application and proposed

site and agreed this is the best location for this facility based on the capacity/coverage gap being

addressed. Verizon Wireless is legally required to provide seamless coverage in the areas it is
licensed to serve. Accordingly, under federal law, local governments may not prohibit the
deployment of wireless facilities if the applicant demonstrates there is a gap in coverage and the
proposed site is the least intrusive available means by which to address the gap. Verizon
Wireless demonstrated these factors in its Application and testimony to the Commission.

Consequently, the denial of this Application violates 47 U.S.C. § 332.

The Las Cruces Planning and Zoning Commission (the “Commission”) erred in denying

Verizon Wireless’ Application for several reasons:

e It is uncontested Verizon Wireless submitted a fully-compliant
Special Use Permit Application.

e The Commission ignored the recommendation of City Staff, which
was supported by all reviewing departments and agencies, to approve the
Application.

e As required by the Las Cruces Land Development Code, the City
retained an independent expert consultant, who reviewed the Application
and proposed location and determined, as had Verizon Wireless, that the
proposed location is the best location.

e Verizon Wireless demonstrated it explored all available alternatives,
and this is the best location for this facility, but the Commission
continued to request Verizon Wireless consider even more unworkable
alternatives outside of the area identified by the technical experts.

e Verizon Wireless made notable efforts to reach a reasonable solution.
After listening to certain members of the community who attended a
meeting to speak about the application, Verizon Wireless proposed
several concessions, including lowering the proposed height of its
facility, and offering to mask the appearance of the facility.

e Apparently yielding to a handful of opposed neighbors and their
emotional objections based on vague concerns and incorrect perceptions
of how this facility would look, and with no legal, procedural, technical,
or reasonable basis for doing so, the Planning and Zoning Commission

3
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went against City Staff’s and others’ recommendations and denied
Verizon Wireless’ application. The Commissioners who voted to deny
the Application provided only limited bases for the denial, which did not
satisfy the Las Cruces Land Development Code or federal law. In light
of the circumstances surrounding the Application, the decision to deny
was arbitrary and thus violates federal law.

Verizon Wireless therefore requests the Las Cruces City Council take Final Action under
Land Development Code Section 38-13.A.7., and approve its Application for the construction of

a new wireless communication facility at 4790 Stern Drive, Las Cruces, New Mexico.

ISSUES TO BE CONSIDERED

1. Did the Las Cruces Planning & Zoning Commission commit error by ignoring
City Staff’s Findings and Recommendations, by ignoring the City’s independent expert, and by
denying Verizon Wireless’ Application to construct a telecommunications facility in the best
location providing the least intrusive way to fill a capacity/coverage gap and based only on

unsupported emotional and vague and generalized aesthetic objections?

2. Should Verizon Wireless’ Application, which fully complies with all applicable
legal and procedural requirements, which was recommended by City Planning & Zoning Staff,
and which has been verified by an independent expert as being in the best available location, be

approved?

The remainder of this appeal document sets forth the applicable facts, and then provides
legal analysis mandating approval. The relevant Las Cruces Land Development Code sections at

issue are set forth in Appendix A.

FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

1. Verizon Wireless’ Network

Verizon Wireless provides best in class wireless service to its customers and others using
its network. To do so, it is continuously testing, improving, and expanding its infrastructure.
Verizon Wireless has a substantial coverage footprint across the country. Nevertheless, based on
the exponentially expanding use of data (such as downloading business files and emails from
university and company networks, streaming music and videos, movies, and sportscasts, and

other such uses), Verizon Wireless constantly must add more telecommunications sites to
4
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address capacity issues created by the ever-increasing data usage. Where, as here, data traffic
creates capacity impacts and ultimately overloads existing sites, Verizon Wireless must add new
facilities in between those sites to off-load some traffic and ensure adequate coverage throughout
its network. Based on the circumstances underlying this Application, the failure to allow this
facility will lead to a gap in coverage, which Verizon Wireless is required under federal law to

remedy. See, e.g., 47 U.S.C. § 332.

2 Selection and Importance of Site Location

In this case, Verizon Wireless addresses two extremely busy sites — the first near the
University Avenue/Main Street exit off of Interstate 10, and the second near the intersection of
Interstate 10 and Interstate 25 — which circumstances mandate approval of this Application. To
address these sites’ usage and related capacity issues, Verizon Wireless must add a site in the
middle of these two heavily-trafficked facilities to offload some use, increase and improve
coverage and capacity, and thus fill a coverage gap, which will result in this important area if not
approved. This will allow Verizon Wireless to provide steady and reliable service to customers,

emergency service providers, and other users living in the area or simply traveling through.

3, Many Alternatives Considered. But Proposed Site is Only Workable Solution

As part of its extensive site-selection process, Verizon Wireless performs substantial and
in-depth technical and engineering analysis. Once capacity/coverage issues are identified in an
area, Verizon Wireless reviews the existing sites and possible areas in between them to install a
new network capacity-enhancing site. First, it locates the small area in which such a site can be
located based on detailed RF analysis (the “Site Ring”). Then, it looks at the zoning of the
properties within the Site Ring to determine potential candidates for the location of a
telecommunications facility (such facilities are not allowed in all zoned districts). This
significantly narrows the possible locations within the Site Ring. Next, Verizon Wireless ranks
the feasibility of the remaining sites for the one which best serves the public. Finally, Verizon
Wireless reaches out to owners of the potential sites to gauge their interest in entering into a
long-term lease for the construction and maintenance of a telecommunications facility on their
property. At each step of the process, locations that were being considered are eliminated as not
feasible or available.

Verizon Wireless engaged in such a process for the Blackhawk facility proposed in the

Application. Here, other than the proposed site, only a few other options were available within

5
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the Site Ring. To be clear, everything outside the Site Ring was considered, but excluded from
further consideration after all such locations were determined to be not feasible options because
of their location outside of the Site Ring. In terms of options within the Site Ring, the only other
possibilities on non-residential property (such facilities are not allowed in residential districts)
were 1) a much lower adjacent commercial property that both was within a flood plain and
would require a much taller facility to achieve the same results; 2) a possible section of land on
New Mexico State University, but the University already has plans for that property and
therefore declined Verizon Wireless’ offer to lease a portion of that property; and 3) two nearby
commercial properties on San Francisco Avenue that did not provide sufficient buildable height
and could not be constructed to meet applicable setback and zoning requirements. As such, and
as concluded by the City’s consultant, the subject site, which is properly zoned and close to the

interstate, is the best and only available option for this important and required facility.

4. Application
One May 18, 2015, Verizon Wireless submitted a proper Application that complied with
all procedures and requirements. A copy of the Application and supporting documents,
including 1) a completed application, 2) a letter with RF study from Verizon Wireless Senior RF
Engineer Hamdi Alaaldin; and 3) other supporting and required materials, is provided herewith
as Tab 1. The Application initially sought a special use permit for a telecommunications facility
that would include a 75-foot, unmasked tower (painted a sand color). The various reviewing
departments and agencies, including: 1) CLC Development Services; 2) Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO); 3) CLC CD Engineering Services; 4) CLC Land Management; 5) CLC
Fire & Emergency Services; 6) CLC Utilities; and 7) New Mexico Department of Transportation
(NMDOT) all recommended approval of Verizon Wireless’ Application. Also, in compliance
with Code Section 38-59.F.6., the City retained, at Verizon Wireless’ expense, an independent
expert consultant which performed its own analysis. On June 23, 2015, that City-hired
consultant agreed with Verizon Wireless® technical rationale and positions, and independently
determined the proposed site was the best available location for this facility, concluding:
The results of the engineering analysis concur that the site proposed by
Verizon is the best available site for expansion of service to increase data
capacity and_to_provide more uniform service. This is based upon
confirmation of the signal coverage analysis generated and by independent

research for various sites in the general vicinity of the site area. ... So in
summary, the best site is the proposed Blackhawk site.

6
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See Tab 2, City Staff Report, Attachment #5, June 23, 2015 Report of Greg Best Consulting,
Inc., p. 2. (Emphasis added.)

City of Las Cruces Planning Staff reviewed the application and assisted with ensuring
proper notice was provided. Staff determined the Application fully complied with the Code and
regulations, and that the proposed facility was appropriate and allowed on the property as zoned,

as confirmed by the City’s independent expert consultant. Staff therefore recommended

approval of the Application_without conditions. The comprehensive Planning & Zoning

Commission Staff Report, prepared by Planner Adam Ochoa, and its attachments (a
zoning/vicinity map; an aerial map; correspondence and Development Statement from Verizon
Wireless regarding the site; Verizon Wireless’ Application and Supplemental Application Form
for Antenna, Towers, & Communication Structures; Verizon Wireless Technical Analysis with
RF Study; Written Report from the City’s Engineering Consultant Greg Best; and the Proposed
Development Plans) are submitted as Tab 2. Notably, Staff’s thorough analysis led it to reach
the following ultimate Findings:

1. The subject property encompasses 1.552% acres, is zoned C-3
(Commercial High Intensity) and currently contains vacant commercial
buildings.

2. An independent expert consultant has reviewed the analysis from the
applicant and concurs that 4790 Stern Drive is the best available site for a
new wireless communication facility with a 75-foot tall wireless
communication tower in the area (2001 Zoning Code, Article 6, Section
38-59 F6).

3. The proposed new wireless communication facility follows all of the
requirements for a Special Use Permit (SUP) and all standards of Section
38-59 of the 2001 Zoning Code, as amended.

e First Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting

The First Planning and Zoning Commission meeting was held on July 28, 2015. Staff
first presented the Application and its Findings, the bases for those findings, and its
recommendation for approval of the Application without conditions:

Staff has reviewed the proposed Special Use Permit and based on the review
by Staff and all other reviewing departments in the City of Las Cruces and
the New Mexico Department of Transportation and the written
recommendation from the independent expert consultant and the findings
found in the staff report, staff recommends approval for the proposed SUP.
See Tab 3, Staff PowerPoint Presentation from First Meeting, Slide 11.

LITIGATION/4575933.3
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Next, representatives of Verizon Wireless, including an RF Engineer, further explained
the Application and justification for and location of the proposed facility. After that, several
opposed homeowners from a nearby neighborhood spoke. Their main concerns were with the
tower potentially blocking their mountain views, and they suggested alternative locations. Other
concerns were raised regarding the appearance of the facility. After additional discussions with
the neighbors and questions of Verizon Wireless representatives, the Commission tabled the
application, asking Verizon Wireless to explore two other alternatives: 1) the NMSU property
across Interstate 10; and 2) a pecan orchard over 2,000 feet away and off of the vector between
the two sites Verizon Wireless is trying to off-load with the proposed facility. The relevant

pages (pp. 1-30) of the minutes from the first Commission meeting are provided as Tab 4.

6. Verizon Wireless Explored Alternatives Discussed at First Meeting

Verizon Wireless further investigated the suggested alternatives. After additional
discussion with NMSU, Verizon Wireless confirmed the University already had plans for the
property across from the proposed location, and thus, NMSU will not allow the placement of a
telecommunications facility on that property. See August 4, 2015 E-mail from Scott
Eschenbrenner, Special Assistant to NMSU President, provided with Tab 5. In addition,

engineering and technical analysis confirmed the second proposed location in a pecan orchard
over 2,000 feet away was not feasible, which is consistent with the findings of the City’s

independent consultant.

7. Verizon Wireless Resubmitted Application with Concessions

After confirming the proposed location was the best and only feasible location in the Site
Ring, Verizon Wireless resubmitted its Special Use Permit Application to the Planning & Zoning
Commission, requesting final action. This renewed Application included changes to address
some of the concerns raised by residents who attended the first Commission meeting. These
included the lowering of the height of the facility by ten feet to a total of 65 feet (which is
allowed by the Code), as well as the option of making stealth or masking the facility by making
it look like a tree (at increased cost to Verizon Wireless). The materials Verizon Wireless

submitted with its renewed application are provided herewith as Tab 3, and included 1) a Cover

Letter to Adam Ochoa; 2) an e-mail from New Mexico State University declining to enter into a
Lease with Verizon Wireless; 3) Photo simulations from several locations in the neighborhood

surrounding the proposed wireless facility, showing both the new proposed design and height, as

8
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well as the large existing power lines running through the subdivision; 4) photos and drawings of
views and sight lines from the complaining residents’ addresses and the proposed facility
location showing that the views of the Organs indeed are not blocked by the facility and there is
no specific basis for aesthetic concerns; 5) The signed June 23, 2015 report and recommendation
of independent engineer and consultant to the City of Las Cruces, Greg Best, P.E.; and 6) a
demonstration of the distance between the proposed/needed facility location and the suggested
pecan orchard site, reflecting that the Blackhawk site is the only feasible site. City Staff
reviewed the resubmitted Application and again ensured proper notice was provided. In
addition, City Staff again found the Application to be fully compliant, appropriate and complete.

City Staff._therefore, recommended approval of the renewed Application w ithout conditions.

8. Second Planning & Zoning Meeting
At the second Commission meeting on September 22, 2015, City Staff presented the SUP

Application and its Findings on the matter. Staff continued to highlight the Application complies
with all legal and procedural requirements, and that it proposes a facility that is the best site for
this facility, and, continuing to rely on the expert analysis of its independent consultant and
approval of many other reviewing Departments and agencies, recommended approval of the
Application without conditions. See Tab 6, Staff Updated Power Point Presentation Used at
Second Meeting, Slides 13-15. A Verizon Wireless representative spoke about the Application
and how the proposed location is not in the sightline of the majority of the homeowners in the
area. Further, Verizon Wireless pointed out the much larger electric utility poles in the area,
reiterated the impending coverage gap and need for this facility in this location, and explained
Verizon Wireless had sufficiently considered the various alternatives.

Several of the same homeowners spoke in opposition again, this time focusing on not
wanting such a facility near the entrance to their neighborhood (which currently houses a closed
gas station and vacant commercial buildings). Their concerns were not specific, but focused
primarily on their belief such facilities are allegedly “unsightly”. The neighbors also made
unsupported comments about other possible alternatives (again including NMSU property
(saying Verizon Wireless did not speak with the right NMSU representative even though
Verizon Wireless included an email from the identified individual in its supplemental
Application), and adding, among other ides, a suggestion of Native American land well down the
road from the proposed location). Further, the residents attempted to make conclusions about the

easy resolution of interference problems created by other suggested locations (that were contrary
9
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to the City’s consultant’s finding that “The interference issue is a significant one” and that the
proposed site was the best for resolving the interference issue), and guesses about how Verizon
Wireless could address this coverage gap in other ways (including with multiple additional
towers in different locations). Regardless of the lack of substantiation of the technical comments
(no qualified experts have ever disputed the need for and propriety of the proposed location for

this facility), the Commission was apparently persuaded by them.

9. Final Decision of Planning & Zoning Commission
By a vote of 3-1, Verizon Wireless” Special Use Permit Application (SUP-15-01) was

denied. Notably, those voting to oppose the application constitute less than a majority of the full
Commission, and did so based only on the “Findings and Discussion”. No other reason for the
decision was provided. The Commissioners opposing the Application appear to have been
principally focused on alternatives that would not meet this coverage gap, vaguely looking to the
residential “aesthetics” of this commercial use on a Commercial High Intensity zoned property,
and ignoring the technical realities presented by both Verizon Wireless’ expert and the City’s
independent expert. As one example of the improper factors considered by the Commissioners
voting to deny the Application, one even suggested Verizon Wireless should have given more

notice than legally required. These are not proper bases for denial.

THE PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION ERRED IN DENYING THE
APPLICATION

1. The Planning & Zoning Commission’s Decision Violates 47 U.S.C. Sec. 332

47 U.S.C. § 332 states “the regulation of the placement, construction, and modification of
personal wireless service facilities by any State or local government or instrumentality thereof—
shall not prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the provision of personal wireless services.” If
the party demonstrates a gap in coverage exists and the proposed facility is the least intrusive
means to close the gap, then the government shall not deny the application. T-Mobile Northeast,
LLC v. Village of East Hills, et al., 779 F.Supp.2d 256 (E.D.N.Y. 2011); Nextel W. Corp. v.
Town of Edgewood, 479 F.Supp.2d 1219 (D.N.M. 2006). Federal law mandates approval of this
Application, and no factual or technical bases are present to warrant its denial.

In this case, Verizon Wireless demonstrated a gap in capacity in this area and this

proposed facility is the least intrusive means to close the gap in capacity. See Nextel, supra., see

10
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also Paule v. Santa Fe County Bd. of County Comm’rs, 117 P.3d 240 (NM. 2005) (allowing
tower many times in excess of height limitations when height was shown as necessary, in part to
fulfill the purposes of federal law). As presented to the Commission in Verizon Wireless’
application and RF study, this site is needed to offload the high usage from two existing sites.
Such usage is steadily increasing and creating a capacity gap due to both the number of users and
their growing use of data. Next, both the City’s own independent consultant and Verizon
Wireless underwent extensive technical analyses to determine this site is the best available site in
the Site Ring, and thus the least intrusive mans to close this capacity gap. Because they ignored
such scientific analysis, along with the factual circumstances and zoning realities underlying this
situation, the Commissioners voting to deny the Application committed error. This is because
their unsubstantiated and arbitrary denial violates 47 U.S.C. § 332, as it effectively denies the
continued provision of wireless service in this area necessary to serve the public and emergency

responders.

2. Verizon Wireless® Application Complied with All Applicable Requirements

City of Las Cruces Staff made with several Findings regarding Verizon Wireless’
Application. One of those specific Findings was that the Application meets all applicable legal
and procedural requirements. Thus, Verizon’s Application was proper and complete, met all
design and setback requirements, and there is and can be no technical, legal, or procedural basis

for its denial.

3. Planning & Zoning Commission Twice Ignored City Staff’s Recommendations

City Staff further agreed, based on its own assessment of the Application, the area
involved, and the findings of its independent consultant, that this is a proper and the best location
for the proposed facility. This was also based on the recommended approval of the Application
by seven (7) other affected and interested reviewing departments and agencies. Notwithstanding
Staff’s recommendation at two separate meetings that the Application be approved without
condition, the Planning & Zoning Commission first tabled the Application for review of two
additional alternatives, and then, after it was demonstrated those two alternatives were

unavailable and unworkable, the Commission still rejected the Application.

11
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4. No Justifiable Basis for Denial — Commission Decision is Contrary to Findings

The three Commissioners (again, a minority of the full membership of the Commission)
who voted to deny the Application did so based solely on the “Findings and Discussion” from
the hearing. This is erroneous for several reasons, and fails to meet the requirement of Code
Section 38-10 K. that “Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission shall state the factual
basis and findings for their vote.” It further violates 47 U.S.C. § 332 (c)(7)(B)(iii), which
requires that “Any decision by a State or local government or instrumentality thereof to deny a
request to place, construct, or modify personal wireless service facilities shall be in writing and
supported by substantial evidence contained in a written record.” First, the only Findings made
were those of City Staff, and those reflected that the Application met all requirements, the
proposed location was the best possible location, and the Application should be approved
without conditions. Thus, there were no Findings made that supported the denial of the
Application. Further, as addressed in the next Section, nothing from the discussions at the
Meeting created sufficient basis to change any of the Findings or otherwise deny the Application.
Finally, the Commissioners did not consider and pointed to no components of the
Comprehensive Plan or its Plan Elements that justified denial of the Application, as required by

Code. This constitutes arbitrary and impermissible action. See Nextel, supra.

5. Commission Considered Hearsay, Speculation, and Unsupported Opinion
Testimony

The Application was supported by extensive documentation, including technical reports,
test results, and conclusions from both Verizon Wireless and independent experts. Those
conclusions were never disputed by any witness or expert.

Instead, the opposition to the Application consisted of a group of area residents raising
traditional “not in my backyard” objections to the proposed wireless facility. While Verizon
Wireless understands their concerns and rights to raise them, it respectfully disagrees with their
positions and with the notion that anything “discussed” at the hearing warranted denial of the
Application. Indeed, after several of the speakers brought up general concerns regarding views
of the Organ Mountains, Verizon Wireless took such concerns seriously and investigated them,
only to find many of the views were not in the direction of the Organs, were blocked by mature
trees, or were otherwise impacted by utility power line poles more than 30 feet taller than the

proposed structure — but, in most cases, not by this facility. Further, given the precise location of

12
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the proposed site, it turned out that the facility would not be between the homes of most of the
opponents and the beautiful mountains to the east. Rather, it was out of the way, a relatively
small part of their view plane, and not in their sight line to the Organs.

When their generalized view plane concerns were challenged and minimized, the
opposition shifted their focus to raising generalized complaints about the location of the
“unsightly” facility near the entrance to their neighborhood. City Staff pointed out the subject
property is zoned “Commercial High Intensity”, adjacent to I-10, and currently has vacant
commercial buildings on it, including a closed gas station. This zoning allows for a 60-foot
building without further government approval or public input. The proposed facility, which will
be masked, is a permitted use and will not degrade the corner on which it will be located.

Further, the opposition brought pictures of other facilities in different locations that were
designed differently, had more users and attachments, and were much taller than the proposed
facility. Those pictures did not accurately represent the proposed facility or its visual impact. In
short, other than generally asserting they did not want the facility located in the proposed
location based on vague aesthetic concerns, the opponents of this Application had no other
concrete or supported reasoning for it not being allowed there.

At the second meeting, the opponents continued to speculate about other potential
locations for this facility (which would not work, as discussed throughout this submission), as
well as about how wireless technology works and related interference issues, and who else might
be interested in leasing property for this facility. Such statements were not supported by specific
facts, and should not be considered or determined sufficient to deny the Application. As one
example, certain speakers attempted to put words in the mouth of Verizon Wireless’ technical
engineer, notwithstanding he presented on the record to the Commission at its first meeting that
this was needed and the best available site (as confirmed by the City’s expert), and that other
alternatives being suggested would not work from a technical standpoint. The relevant pages

(pp. 1-24) of the transcript of the second meeting are provided with this appeal packet as Tab 7.

6. Verizon Wireless Considered the Alternatives, And None Are Feasible

The proposed Blackhawk facility is the only feasible location for this facility. As the
facility is working between and supporting two existing sites, it needs to be near the midpoint of
those two sites, and placed appropriately so as to not create interference with other existing sites.

These requirements eliminate most of the options in the area. Further, Verizon Wireless may

13
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only locate on properties with certain zoning, which further substantially narrows the pool of
possible locations. Finally, once Verizon Wireless inquires of owners of the few remaining
property options to see if they are interested in a long-term Jease for such a facility on their
location, the subset is further reduced. Through this process, Verizon Wireless thus considers
many properties in an area and narrows the possible alternatives.

Here, Verizon Wireless demonstrated it followed the process in good faith, and was left
with very limited alternatives: the subject site, the property next to it (which is much lower and
would require a much larger facility and still cause the same issues of concern to the current
opposition), a parcel across Interstate 10 at NMSU (which was opposed to the idea as it already
has plans for all land in the area that would work for Verizon Wireless), and two properties on
San Francisco Avenue that would not work because of their zoning, lot size, and setback
requirements. Given these considerations, and as it demonstrated, Verizon Wireless made an
exhaustive and comprehensive search, and considered all possibilities between the affected
existing sites that might work. When the natural narrowing of potential locations occurred
through the above process, Verizon Wireless selected the best and least intrusive feasible option

for filling a gap and improving services for users in and around the area.

7. Verizon Wireless Offered Several Concessions

Verizon Wireless’ original application was for a traditional and unmasked 75-foot
antenna/tower. After listening to the opposition, however, Verizon Wireless offered to further
explore the two alternatives presented at the first Commission meeting, reduce the height of the
tower by 10 feet, and mask this tower so that it blends in with the area. Notwithstanding such
reasonable and material concessions, its Application was still denied. Based on the proceedings,
it is clear there was nothing Verizon Wireless could do to obtain approval of a facility in this
area, thus constituting the impermissible prohibition of Verizon Wireless from providing service

in the area. See Nextel and Paule, supra.

8. The Experts Agree this is the Best Available Location

Verizon Wireless submitted its expert’s report demonstrating both the RF-based need for
this facility based on a capacity problem in the area, and thus a gap in service, as well as the lack
of a possible co-location opportunity and the appropriateness of the site in question for this
facility. Further, as required by the City’s Land Development Code, Verizon Wireless covered

14
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the cost of the City to hire an independent expert to review the situation. That expert, Engineer
Greg Best from Greg Best Consulting, Inc., reviewed alternatives and determined this facility
was the best and proper way to resolve the capacity issues and related coverage gap underlying
this situation. See Tab 2, Attachment #5. Accordingly, the only expert testimony or opinions
regarding this facility uniformly agreed this is the proper location for this important facility. And
given the limited availability of alternatives, this is the only, and, thus, the least intrusive site that

will meet the specifically-presented need.

9. This is a Crucial Site for L.as Cruces

Las Cruces continues to benefit from its advantageous location and unique beauty, and
has been experiencing substantial growth and development. But now, more than ever, its
wireless and technological infrastructure must keep pace with the rest of the country. The
affected area is one of Las Cruces’ most important, as it holds not only New Mexico State
University and its students, faculty, and visitors, but it contains the surrounding neighborhoods
and many local residents. Further, it contains the intersection of I-10 and I1-25, the two major
thoroughfares bringing thousands of people through the area each day. A service gap in this area
is clearly a “significant” gap, would be noticed by substantial users, and must be remedied. The
proposed facility will enable adequate coverage, capacity, and services for those in the area
(including the residents of the neighborhoods), and enhance services for emergency service
providers who rely on communications as they serve the area. This site will help Las Cruces stay
up with the times and relevant for those both here for a short visit or residing here permanently.
Undoubtedly, in this location, Las Cruces should put its best foot forward and allow Verizon
Wireless to invest in the community and provide its demonstrated high-quality service to all who

will use and benefit from it in the area.

10. C-3 Zoning Allows for Intrusive Uses and Tall Buildings

The proposed facility is zoned C-3, Commercial High Intensity. This proposed use is
certainly allowed for and contemplated within that zoning, as are many other, far more intrusive
uses. In fact, the property owner could simply obtain a building permit and construct a 60-foot
building on this site without even needing special approval or public input, as such a building is
already a permitted use under the Code. The proposed use is a mere 5 feet taller, is expressly

allowed by Code, and is submitted as a special use permit only because of its location in an area

15
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also containing residentially zoned property (in actuality, due to a large neighboring lot, a flood
plain next to the site, and a neighboring park, there are no occupied homes in close proximity to
the site). As noted, substantial (and much taller) power lines already run through the
neighborhood in the area of this facility, so this smaller and stealth communications facility,
which will benefit and enhance services within that neighborhood, is both allowed by the zoning

and will not create a major eyesore for those living in the area.

11. Denving This Application is Impermissible and Only Leads to More Dilemmas in
the Future

Federal law prohibits a local government from taking action that has the effect of
prohibiting wireless service. To preclude Verizon Wireless from constructing another facility in
this area, which will ultimately create a gap in coverage, has such an effect and is not allowed.
As demonstrated, this site is the best alternative for meeting the needs of the network for the
customers who live in and travel through the Las Cruces area. Were this Application not
approved, Verizon Wireless would have to try to identify a costly workaround that would not be
as effective, could impair service and coverage in the area, and would likely require more
facilities in the area (and thus potentially lead to new opposition from other area residents and
more difficult decisions for all involved). Simply denying this Application will not end this
issue, but rather, will simply create more challenges as this technology continues to become

more widespread and in-demand.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Verizon Wireless’ Special Use Permit Application should be

approved.

DATED: October 6, 2015.

Mark W. Williams, Esq.
Counsel for Verizon Wireless

16
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APPENDIX A

RELEVANT CODE PROVISIONS AND LANGUAGE

C-3 Zoning — As set forth in Las Cruces Land Development Code Section 38-32 (Office,
commercial, and industrial zoning districts.), B. (Commercial zoning districts.) 2. (zoning district
descriptions), C-3 — Commercial High Intensity: “The C-3 District facilitates and encourages
development of those uses which provide retail, service, and wholesale activities within the City
and a regional market, whose use generally serves a population of over 15,000.” Land uses
allowed with conditions can include, among many other possible uses, “Utility land uses (see
section 38-33.J., Section 38-53, and Section 38-59) — Antenna, towers, communication structures
and other vertical structures”, and Land uses allowed requiring a special use permit include the
same “Utility land uses (see section 38-33.J., Section 38-53, and Section 38-59) — Antenna,
towers, communication structures and other vertical structures”. The maximum building height
in this zoned district is 60 feet, per Section 38-32.D., and the maximum tower/antenna height in
the C-3 District is 65 feet. Verizon Wireless’ Application meets this criteria as it seeks approval

of a permitted use at a permitted height.

Special Use Permits — Land Development Code Section 38-54 on Special Use Permits

sets forth the process for applying for and obtaining a special use permit. Notably, Section 38-54
A.3. discusses Review and Approval Procedures, and makes clear that “Appeal of a Planning and
Zoning Commission decision may be made to the City Council in accord with the provision of
Section 38-13.” Further, under Section 38-54.B., Special Uses Enumerated, “The following are
special uses that may be approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission in accord with the
provisions and conditions of this Section. ... Subsection 38.33.J. Antennas, Towers,
Communication Structures and Other Vertical Structures (All zoning districts). See Section
38.59.” As determined by City Staff, Verizon Wireless’ application was proper, and is seeking

permission for a use contemplated and allowed by the Las Cruces Code.

Conditional Uses —Land Development Code Section 38-53 (Conditional Uses), regarding

Section 38.33.J. (public/private utility installations, e.g., substations, water wells, transformers,
regulators, lift stations, telecommunications site (all zoning districts)), notes that, when

telecommunication and other sites are being approved, “[t]he site shall be developed and
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maintained in conformance with the general character and appearance of the district, and such
development shall include landscaping and suitable opaque screening in the form of a solid wall,
fence, or compact shrubbery around the entire perimeter of the lot or tract ... A wall or fence
may be up to ten feet high.” The facility Verizon Wireless seeks to build is also a permitted

conditional use, and this Verizon Wireless site will comply with all applicable Code sections.

Telecommunications Facilities — Land Development Code Section 38-59 addresses

“Antenna, towers, communication structures, and other vertical structures.” This Section
provides design, construction, and setback requirements for telecommunication facilities. While
favoring co-location where possible, the section allows for new facilities when evidence is
presented that co-locating options are not available or commercially unreasonable, will create
interference, or will not work (Section 38-59.D.). Notably, under 38-59.F., “Placement
provisions — Freestanding communication structures and other vertical structures,” “Towers and
Other Communication Structures” are specifically allowed in C-3 zoned districts up to 65 feet.
Importantly, telecommunication facilities such as that being proposed, and even taller towers,
can be allowed on commercial lots adjacent to residentially zoned properties under Section 38-
59F.2.b. Finally, Section 38.59.F.6. discusses requirements for applications for special use
permits for all commercial communication structures, including the submission of information
about the service to be provided, a technical analysis of the need for such a facility, and the
justification for its location. This Section specifically requires the applicant to pay for the City to
retain a “qualified expert to review and provide written recommendation to the Planning and
Zoning Commission of the technical information submitted as part of the application.” Verizon
Wireless demonstrated there is no workable colocation site available, its proposed facility is
designed in accordance with this Code section, and the facility is needed and meets all setback
and other requirements. Further, as mandated, Verizon Wireless complied with the obligation of

covering the City’s independent expert expenses.

Criteria for Planning & Zoning Commission Decisions —Land Development Code Section
38-10 (Planning And Zoning Commission.) K. Criteria for Decisions, provides “The Planning
and Zoning Commission shall review each request in relation to the goals, objectives, and
policies of the Comprehensive Plan, Plan Elements, other applicable plans, and the purpose and

intent of this Code, ... and determine whether the request is consistent or inconsistent with the
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stated criteria. Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission shall state the factual basis
and the findings for their vote.” The Planning and Zoning Commission failed to meet these
requirements based on their vague statements about their bases for voting to deny Verizon
Wireless” Application, and based on the lack of a valid and supportable reason to deny the
Application.

City Council Appeals — Land Development Code Section 38-13 A. (Final Action.) states:

“[a]fter recommendation from Community Development Staff, if applicable, and the Planning
and Zoning Commission, the City Council shall take final action on the following: ... 7. Appeals
of decisions of the Planning and Zoning Commission.” Verizon Wireless is appealing the

Commission’s final recommended action taken denying Verizon Wireless’ Application.
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Verizonvireless

Verizon Wireless
126 W. Gemini Dr.
Tempe, Arizona 8528

May 4, 2015

Mr. Adam Ochoa, Senior Planner
Community Development

City of Las Cruces

Las Cruces, NM

RE: Verizon LSC BLACKHAWK (4790 Stern Drive)

Dear Mr. Ochoa:

Las Cruces has one off the highest demands for 4G LTE wireless data and we are making every
effort to provide the data speed required for all of its customers. Verizon Wireless requires a site
at 4790 Stern Drive to provide coverage necessary as shown in our Final Design, attached.

This newly designed site will be centered between Verizon sites: LSC KNOX, LSC
TORTUGAS and LSC TELBROOK.

Currently LSC UNIVERSITY is experiencing huge demand for capacity through the campus and
residences in this area. Data usage is on the rise at a much more rapid rate than our current
network there can sustain. This rise is primarily due to the increased numbers of smart devices
such as Android and Apple phones, laptops and tablets all supporting applications (Netflix,
Social Media, web browsing) that require high speed connections.

To accommodate the entire user base in University area, we are adding several small cells and a
(Distributed Antenna System) throughout the University area to handle current and future needs.

Attached RF Study:

LSC BLACKHAWK: Current LTE Coverage in the area with the LSC UNIVERISTY Site.
Areas in Blue are Excellent Coverage Green Good coverage, Pink....no indoor and OK outdoor.

Note gaps of Blue between existing Verizon sites: LSC KNOX, LSC UNIVERISTY, LSC
TORTUGAS and LSC TELLBROOK.
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LSC BLACKHAWX: Current LTE Coverage UNIVERSITY SITE converted to Small Cells and
DAS due to excessive capacity at NMSU during games and high usage. Areas in Blue are
Excellent Coverage Green Good coverage, Pink....no indoor and OK outdoor. Note gaps of Blue
low coverage increase also due to the capacity demand. Between existing Verizon sites decrease
substantially and areas of Pink....

LSC BLACKHAWK. Final Design with the addition of new site at 70" added along with small
cell and DAS capacity at NMSU. Note: Significantly improved areas of Blue and Green to
provide excellent coverage during peak times and NMSU games.

The new LSC BLACKHAWK will provide added capacity coverage to the University site as
well as coverage and capacity between Verizon’s existing sites shown in the final design.

Upon its initial search there were not existing structures or towers within this area that Verizon
could utilize.

Traditional cellular towers were designed to provide voice and low speed data. Imagine a one
lane highway, with our previous generation sites represented by a bus and our current generation
sites (LTE) represented by a sports car. The bus can accommodate many passengers at the
expense of the longer duration in time in reaching its destination compared to a corvette which
can reach the destination in a much shorter time at the expense of only accommodating a single
passenger. Voice and low data sites take much longer to run out of capacity. With more users
added to the network, the speed will also get impacted exponentially. In addition to providing
high speed data VZW will be offering voice service on our LTE network reducing the amount of
resources available for our data services thus driving the need for solutions to maintain our
marketed data speed.

In summary, the majority of new sites will be LTE high speed data sites. As more and more
devices and different applications are added to the network, more and more resources are needed
to support this network. Unfortunately, there are no other liable solutions other than to add more
sites to handle data growth and the desired speeds.

This phenomenon is mostly due to the nature of the service and technology limitations that
comes with it. Traditionally, we could support areas like a small town and connecting routes
with one site. However, now we need one site in the center of the town and two or more for the
supporting highways and the roads to connect the small communities to the rest of the network

(see graph).
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The proposed 75° painted monopole will provide Verizon with th necessary capacity to serve our
customer base as well as emgergency 911 users. The monopole will be designed to accommodate
additional users. We respectfully ask that you grant our request our zoning approval request for

this site.

Sincerely,

Hamdz FEfaaldin, Senior RF Engineer

Verizon Wireless

Hamdi.alaaldin@verizonwireless.com

Cell 602-390-1884
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JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A.

" TECTONIC ENGINEERING & NEW YORK, NY
| SURVEYING CONSULTANTS, PC.

| P.O. BOX 37, 70 PLEASANT HILL ROAD %
MOUNTAINVILLE, NY 10953 CHECK DATE i
PHONE: (845) 534-5959 May 7' 2015 ?
&
PAY " six Hundred and 00/100 Dollars ¢
AMOUNT .
TO City of Las Cruces ' )

é:\‘ O ™ 4/:/" w

UE WATERMARK PAPER - HOLD TO LIGHT TO VIEW == NS HEAY BENSITIVE HED DMAGE DIBAPHEARS VITH HEAT i
miL30LE™ 120238000024t EB0 1970 w0 71
TECTONIC ENGINEERING & SURVEYING CONSULTANTS, P.C. 143016
Check Date: 5/7/2015
Invoice Number Date Voucher Amount Discounts Previous Pay Net Amount

6022.BLACKHAWK 5/4/2015 0175963 600.00 600.00]

City of Las Cruces TOTAL 600.00 600.00
Cash Checking - JP Morgan 9 CITY OF LAS

Chase CRUCES
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Verizon Wireless
126 W. Gemini Dr.
Tempe, Arizona 8528

May 12, 2015

Mr. Adam Ochoa, Senior Planner
Community Development

City of Las Cruces
Las Cruces, NM

RE: Verizon LSC BLACKHAWK (4790 Stern Drive)

Dear Mr. Ochoa:

As per our previous emails and conversations regarding Verizon’s new telecom facility to be
located at 4790 Stern Drive.

The Site plan, page Z-1 shows the required setbacks, driveway access and parking stall. We will
also plant trées on the SW side of the walled area to add a buffer to the R zone to the South.
Currently there is only one residence adjacent to this property.

The walled area surrounding Verizon’s equipment will be painted a desert tan/earth tone color as
well as the monopole.

We have placed the tower in the proposed location to meet the required setbacks. The landlord
has requested this location as to not impede on any future expansion of the existing structure to
the redf.

We understand that our 75’ request will be part of a Special User Permit. The tower height is
needed to provide coverage as per the attached RF study. The monopole will be also capable of
holding additional carriers in the future,

This new telecom facility is necessary to provide capacity coverage for existing sites: LSC
TORTUGAS, LSC KNOX, LSC UNIVERISTY and LSC TELLBROOK. See RF Study,
attached.
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Also attached is the Special Use Application as well as the required Supplemental Application
Form for Antenna, Towers, & Communication Structures. Pboto-Simulations and fee for the
SUP. After you have looked this over, Adam please let me know if you need any clarification or
additional information.

Les F. Gutierrez, Senior Site Acquisition Specialist, Agents for

Verizon Wireless
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AFFIDAVIT
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

COMES NOW the undersigned and states under oath as follows:

1. That the undersigned an applicant for a zone change, initial zoning, Zoning Code
amendment, Special Use Permit, Planned Unit Development, Subdivision or site plan
approval.

2. That in connection with said application, the undersigned has submitted various
information, including but not limited to, a legal description of the property.

3. That information submitted is true and accurate as of the date of signing of this
Affidavit.

Me erepeas, R Eama HANS
v _ Edead 0 ayes

Name (Print)
vt ol 1 M
Signature”™ / &
STATE OF NEW MEXICO )
) ss
COUNTY OF DONA ANA )

) B\
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 12 day of “N\mkj‘—- .

v 2015 , by Wra L. L;;m; n\-e;t’

\\‘ |l{._'
\‘\\ 'i P . Hid S
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SIGNATURE(S): By signing the application, you hereby acknowiedge that ALL the information
submitted on and with this application is true and correct to the best of your knowledge. No application
will be accepted without the original signature of the owner(s) of record of the described property. If
more than one owner, ALL owners must sign the application.

Owner{s):

Would the property owner like to receive a copy of all correspondence sent to the applicant?
Property Owner Please Initial: Yes (Mj No

Me .E*WP«%S, Chnitn “#*1& {/C:Q/w{] //@ Date'/é’ //j _//f'

Property Owner 1

Date

Property Owner 2
Date

Applicant/Representatives(s), if different from owner:

NOTE: The Owner, Applicant or legal representative must attend all public hearings.
ADDITIONAL APPLICANTS / CONTACT PERSONS, if different from owner:

Property Owner 1:
Name: ' Title/Company:__ )
Address: City State Zip
Phone-Home ( ) Work( ) Mobile( ) Fax( )
Property Owner 2:
Name: Title/Company:
Address: '_City State Zip
Phone-Home ( ) Work( ) Mobile( ) Fax( )
Applicant/Representative: cro .
Name;__LES GU'U'CJ(‘?L.-— Title/Company: \lﬂu‘ml V\IMLL&S / Te Mc, Smge 8
Address: 2160 Chllise Bl M 0k City ALBUG ML State MMZip  £F 1
Phone-Home (____) Work(___) Mobile( 5% 2°THS Fax(3%) &30 ~ &S
beinksdodddebuinlodebiininininiedniniuinleiaiviniainuirieiainiinininininiainiainininia STAFF USE ONLY*™** bl
Accepted by: Fee Paid: $ Date FeePad |
Receipt No. | # Check Number # Case Number
Submittal Submittal Assighed 1o:
Date Compiete
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CITY OF LAS CRUCES
SUPPLEMENTAL APPLICATION FORM FOR ANTENNA, TOWERS,
COMMUNICATION STRUCTURES, AND OTHER VERTICAL
STRUCTURES

The City of Las Cruces recognizes that the provision of antenna, towers, communication
structures, and other vertical structures and their services are highly technical enterprises subject to
various federal, state, and local regulations. This supplemental application form is designed
to elicit necessary and required technical information in support of a Special Use Permit
(“SUP™), building permit for a Conditional Use, or Variance application for a ncw or
modified wircless telecommunications site project or other communication structures within
the City of Las Cruces.

Completion of this supplemental application is a mandatory document for a wircless and
compunication structures or towers. This form assists the City of Las Cruces to comply with
its duties under its 2001 Zoning Code § 38-59, et seq.; Sections 253 and 332 of the
Communications Act of 1934 as amended; the FCC Shot Clock Order (FCC 09-99); and
other local, state, and federal laws, regulations, and court rulings. The City of Las Cruces
requires that the applicant provide this information to assist it in creating a written
administrative record containing substantial evidence sufficient to permit the City of Las
Cruces’ informed consideration of your request, and to determine the duties, rights and
obligations of the City of Las Cruces and the applicant/owner of the proposed project.

No application for a new wireless site or for a modification of an existing wireless site shall
be considered for determination of completeness until all required responses to this
supplemental application form and required Exhibits are completed and tendered to the City
of Las Cruces.

If you do not believe that a specific item of information is necessary or applies to your
application, mark the ftlem on this form with the words, “Not Applicable” and aftach a
detailed written explanation as to the basis for your belief (c.g., “Question 94.7 does not
apply to this application because the proposcd Project has no microwave transmission
clement.”) An unsupported statement such as “Question 94.7 does not apply™ is insufficient,
and the determination of completeness of your application will be delayed while you provide
a meaningful and detailed explanation.

Every page of this form including this page and the last page must be tendered to the City of
Las Cruces. Each page including thi ¢ and the last must be initialed where
indicated. The last page must also be completed, signed, and dated.

Questions about this form or the information required by this form should be directed to the
City of Las Cruces’s Director of Community Development.

City of Las Cruces Page1of14 Applicant's Representatiye Li
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Project Location and Applicant Information

Project Physical Address (if any): 4790_Stern Drive

Project Site Number (if any): LSC BLACKHAWK
Assessor’s Parcel Number: 02-22899
Legal Name of Applicant Verizon Wireless
(Wireless Carrier or DAS Firm,
referred to in this form as the
“Project Owner™):
Project Owner is: Verizon
Wireless
Name: Les Gutierrez
Applicant’s Representative is: Title:  Senior Site Acquisition Manager

Firm Name: Tectonic Engineering
Address 1:3150 Carlisle Blvd NE # 108

Address 2:

City: Albugquerque- State:
NM  Zip: 87110

Main Tel: Ext:

Direct Tel: 505-288-7195

Work Fax:

Mobile Tel:

Email Address:
LGutierrez@Tectonicengineering.com
Website:TectonicEngineering.com

Provide the City of Las Cruces Business License number for the Applicant or
Applicant’s firm listed in 1.06: N/A

Project Owner Information Information

Attach a letter of agency appointing the Applicant’s Representative as the agent for
the Project Owaer in connection with this application. Designate the letter of agency
as “Exhibit 2.01.”

Initial here _X to indicate that Exhibit 2.01 is attached hereto.
Attach a letter of agency appointing the Applicant’s Representative as the agent for

the underlying Property Owner in connection with this application. Designate the
fetter of agency as “Exhibit 2.02.”

Initial here —————— X to indicate that Exhibit 2.02 is attached hereto.
City of Las Craces Page 2 of 14 Applicant's Representative Li
D 1 C ications/Tower in 1.10 Must Initial Here: ‘2
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3.00: FCC License / FAA Compliance / RF Safety Disclosure Information
3.01: For each person/legal entity that will be using the project site, provide the information
in Sections 3 and 4. If more than one person/legal entity, provide separate
information for each person/legal entity using the project site.
Note to Distributed Antenna System (DAS) provider applicants named in 1.04:
Unless the DAS provider is the FCC licensee for the proposed project, or the non-
licensee to be transmitted from the site for its own purposes, the information provided
in response to Sections 3 and 4 must be provided by every individual wireless
licensee or non-licensee to be transmitted via the project identified in Section 1 of this
form. That information must be provided on the leticthead of each entity. Each such
response must also be signed by an authorized person, and that person’s printed name
and title, address and telephone number must be shown on the letter. DAS provider-
provided responses to Section 4 are unacceptable, and will result in your application
being determined to be incomplete.
3.02: For questions 3.03 through 3.09 inclusive, disclose all information for each proposed
Radio Frequency signal emitter (“RF Emitter”) at the project site.
3.03: Name of RF Emitter; B Band -
Cellular /PCS C4/LTE 700
3.04: Mhz/ LTE AWS
3.05: RX835-849 /1900-1905_ /776~
787_/1720-1730.
3.06:  RF Emitter’s Address Line 1:
480-752-7245 _/ Cell 602-390-
3.07: 1884
3.08: RF Emitter’s Address Line 2: 126
Gemini, Tempe AZ 85283
3.09: RF Emitter’s Phone number: 602- __ Amateur Radio
390-1884 __Broadcast Radio
__Broadeast TV
RF Emitter’s Fax number: _x_Cellular telephone
__Enhanced Specialized Mobile Radio
RF Emitter’s Contact Email __Microwave
address: _x_PCS telephone
__Paging
Use of facility: __SMR/ESMR
(Check atl that apply) __ WiMax/WIFI
_x_ Other(s) (specify):___LTE 700 Mhz and
Notice: Applicants not operating ~ LTE AWS
3.10:  under their own FCC license(s)
City of Las Cruces PageJof 14 Applicant's Representative Li;
s tal C ications/Tower in 1.10 Must Initial Here:
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must mark “Other” and disclose
of all information required here
for all entities that use the project.

Project latitude and longitude:
32-16-06.1 N
106-4443.7 W

Specify DATUM used above: X

NAD 83

75’
Project maximum height (ft AGL):
Bottom of lowest transmitting MW TBD
antenna (ft AGL):

RF Emissions (“Rad”) center of
the lowest transmitting antenna MW TBD
(ft AGL):

For each licensee (i.e., “ABC Wireless” or “XYZ Wireless”), and for each radio
service (i.e., “PC8” or “Cellular”), complete and attach a separate two page
“Appendix A” form from "A Local Govemnment Official's Guide to Transmitting
Antenna RF Emission Safety: Rules, Procedures, and Practical Guidance” available
by download directly from the FCC at http://www.fcc.gov/oet/rfsafety/ (the
“Appendix A Form”). Ensure that all proposed emissions from this project are
accounted for on the Appendix A Forms you submit.

Distributed Antenna System (DAS) providers and all other who are not licensed by
the FCC for the radio services proposed for this project and identified in 3.09: Unless
the DAS provider is the FCC licensee for the proposed project or the emissions from
the site are solely for the DAS provider's own transmissions, the DAS provider must
provide an Appendix A form completed by each wireless carrier ot wireless service
provider to be transmitted through the Project at each wireless site. Appendix A
Forms completed by a DAS provider are unacceptable if they are not the FCC
licensee for the particular wireless service(s) to be transmitted through the project.

Designate all completed Appendix A Forms as “Exhibit 3.15.”

For collocation projects: In addition to the Appendix A Form(s) which you must

" Application Rev 03/14/12
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submit in connection with the project identified in this application, you must also
submit an Appendix A Form for each collocated RF emitter. Designate any additional
RF safety compliance information as “Exhibit 3.15-A.”

For consistency, all Appendix A forms submitted must use effective radiated power
(ERP) units of measure. Do not use effective isotropic radiated power (EIRP). To
verify your understanding of this requirement, you must append the letters “ERP”
Jfollowing each wattage listing in each Appendix A form you submit.

Initial here X to indicate that all required Exhibit 3.15 and 3.15-A forms are attached
hereto.

3.16 Consideting your response in Exhibit 3.15, above, and any other identifiable RF
emitters that FCC OET Bulletin 65 requires be evaluated in connection with this
Project, are all portions of this Project cumulatively “categorically excluded” under
FCC OET 65 requirements? X Yes _ No

3.17: Does the project design or location require the Applicant to file an FAA Form 7460
or other documentation under Federal Aviation Regulation Part 77.13 et seq, or under
the FCC rules? XYes _ No

3.18: [Ifthe answer to 3.17 is NO proceed to 4.00.

3.19:  Attach complete copies of all required FAA/FCC forms including all Exhibits and
exhibits thereto, including without limitation FAA Form 7460. Designate this
Exhibit, “Exhibit 3.17.”

Initial here to indicate that Exhibit 3.17 is attached hereto.

4.00: Project Purpose

4.01: Indicate the dominant purpose of the Project (check one or more, then proceed as
directed):

__ Add network capacity without adding significant new RF coverage area; Proceed
to 4.03.

X Provide significant new radio frequency coverage in an area pot already served
by radio frequency coverage; Proceed to 4.03.

X Increase the existing RF signal level in an area with existing radio frequency
coverage; Proceed to 4.03.

__ Other; Proceed to 4.02.

402 Attach a written statement fully and expansively describing all portions or elements

City of Las Cruces Page Sof 14 Applicant's Representative Listed
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of the “Other” dominant purpose of this Project. Designate this Exhibit, “Exhibit
4.02.”

Initial here N/A to indicate that Exhibit 4.02 is attached hereto.

4.03 s this project intended to close or reduce what the applicant asserts to be a
“significant gap” in its network? __ Yes X No

4.04 If the answer to 4.03 is NO proceed to 4.09.

City of Las Cruces Page 6 of 14 . Applicant’s Represemmve Li
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4,05 Attach a written statement fully and expansively describing the following:

a. A clear description of the geographic boundary of the claimed significant gap

b.

C.

i

Q

area, and

Attach a street-level map showing the geographic boundary of the claimed
significant gap stated in 4.05(2) using the same standards as in 6.02; and
Identify the size of the area, in units of square miles, of the claimed significant
gap; and

. Explain exactly the definition of the term “significant gap” as it applies to this

project;

Explain exactly how the definition of significant gap term defined in 4.05(d) was
developed, and identify who developed that definition, and when the definition
was developed;

Discuss whether the significant gap term defined in 4.05(d) is identical to that
term as used by some or all wireless carriers in the City of Las Cruces and/or the
wireless industry as a whole, or whether that information is unknown;

Specify whether the definition of “significant gap” provided in 4.05(d) is the same
definition used in by this applicant and owner in all of its prior projects submitted
to the City of Las Cruces, and if not, explain all differences and the reasons for
the differences.

Discuss in detail all of the following in relation to the claimed significant gap area
only. Where you have relied on external data sources, indentify those sources in
detail your response.

1. Whether claimed significant gap affects significant commuter highway or
railway, and if so, name each highway or raifway, and how affected;

2. Describe in detail the nature and character of that area or the number of
potential users in that area who may be affected by the claimed significant
gap;

3. Describe whether the proposed facilities are needed to improve weak
signals or to fill a complete void in coverage, and provide proof of either;

4. 1f the claimed significant gap covers well traveled roads on which
customers lack roaming capabilities, identify alt such well traveled roads
by name within the claimed significant gap area and provide road use
information about each such road;

5. If any “drive test” has been conducted within the claimed significant gap
area, discuss in detail the methodology of how the test(s) was conducted,
including details about the test equipment model numbers and location of
the test equipment and antennas in or on the test vehicle, and provide all of
the objective data collecicd during the drive test in XLS or .CSV or
similar portable spreadsheet format;

6. Ifthe claimed significant gap affects a commercial district, show the
boundaries of the district on the map

7. 1fthe claimed significant gap poses a public safety risk, describe in detail
the claimed risk, and the expansively discuss the basis for this claim.

If the claimed significant gap is based in whole or in part on factors regarding any
factor related to switching center capacity; dropped calls; failed hand-offs;

City of Las Croces Page 7of14 Applicant's Representative, Listed
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interference from or to other cell sites; pilot channels; site hopping; degraded
RXQUAL; degraded Ec/Io; and/or any failure to meet any carrier transmission
goal or percentage goal, attach at least the most recent twelve months of historical
data by month documenting at least (1) the results or numerical data of each
claimed parameter; (2) the wireless carrier’s numerical and percentage
requirements for each such claimed perimeter; (3) the total number of calls
attempted for each moath both successfully and unsuccessfully completed; (4) the
total number of calls that were not completed including failed originations; failed
hand-offs; and non-normal call terminations; and (5) for every such claimed
parameter that is not categorized by way of number or percentage, provide the
data in the way kept by the carrier.

J- Provide all other relevant information you want the City of Las Cruces to consider
when evaluating your claim of a significant gap.

Designate this Exhibit, “Exhibit 4.05.” Initial here N/A to indicate that Exhibit
4.05 is attached hereto.

4.06 TIsthe proposed project the least intrusive means to close the significant gap claimed

4.07

4.08

Q

and describedin4.05? _  Yes _ No N/A
If the answer to 4.06 is NO proceed to 4.09.
Attach a written statement fully and expansively describing at a minimum:

a. Why this project is the least intrusive means to close the significant gap claimed
and described in 4.05.

b. Identify and discuss all alternative sites and means considered to close the
significant gap claimed and described in 4.05.

c. Whether two or more sites in lieu of the site proposed in Section 1 could close the
significant gap claimed and described in 4.05, or to reduce the significant gap to
be less than significant, with less impact on the community as compared with a
single site? If the answer is no, please explain in narrative format the basis for
that answer.

d. Whether the City of Las Cruces requiring two or more sites in place of the site
proposed in Section 1 would prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the
applicant from providing any interstate or intrastate telecommunications service.
If the response asserts that a prohibition or effective prohibition would occur,
explain in detail in narrative form all of the reasons why it would

e. Include and attach all information whatsoever you relied on in reaching your
affirmative determination in 4.06.

£ Include any other information you believe would assist the City of Las Cruces
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make findings regarding whether the proposed project is the least intrusive means
of closing the significant gap claimed and described in 4.05, or to reduce the
significant gap to be less than significant.

Designate this Exhibit, “Exhibit 4.08.”

Initial here N/A to indicate that Exhibit 4.08 is attached hereto. Proceed to 4.09

If any portion of the project is to utilize radio spectrum that does not require an FCC
license, identify in detail the portions of the project that used unlicensed spectrum.

Designate this Exhibit, “Exhibit 4.09.”

Initial here N/A to indicate that Exhibit 4.09 is attached hereto.

Is this project designed to use any form of direct site-to-site radio interconnection
(i.e., microwave or donor/donee configuration, for example) with another existing or
currently plannedsite? __Yes X No

If the answer to 4.10 is NO proceed to 5.00.

Attach a detailed written statement fully and expansively describing the radio
interconnection proposed, and identify all other existing or planned sites that will be
interconnected with this project. Designate this Exhibit, “Exhibit 4.10.”

Initial here N/A to indicate that Exhibit 4.10 is attached hereto.

Build-Out Requirements

Do any of radio services identified in 3.09 above require the licensee to provide
specific radio frequency/population build-out coverage pursuant to the underlying
FCClicense? XYes __ No

If the answer to 5.01 is NO proceed to 6.00.

Have all of the FCC build-out requirements as required by all licenses covering all
radio services proposed at this Project beenmet? X Yes __ No

If the answer to 5.03 is YES proceed to 6.00.

Disclose by licensee call sign identified in Section 3.02 all build-out
requirements/obligations which have yet to be met, and the known or estimated date
when the remaining build-out requirements will be met. Designate this Exhibit
“Exhibit 5.05.”

Initial here N/A to indicate that Exhibit 5.05 is attached hereto.
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Will this proposed site be interconnected via radio frequency transmissions to any
other site or sites now constructed, proposed, or anticipated? For the purpose of this
question, interconnection includes one or more radio frequency links to provide for
‘back-haul’ from this site to a switching center or centralized node location.

~ Yes  No NA

If the answer to 5.06 is NQ proceed to 6.00.

Identify by physical address (or if none, by geographic description) all other sites,
regardless of whether now constructed, proposed, or anticipated, that are to be
interconnected with this project site. Disclose in technical detail the proposed method
of interconnection. Designate this Exhibit “Exhibit 5.08.”

Initial here N/A to indicate that Exhibit 5.08 is attached hereto.
Radio Frequency Coverage Maps

Where a licensee intends to provide radio frequency coverage from the project to an
identified geographic coverage, the coverage maps and information requested in
Section 6 are required Exhibits.

Distributed Antenna System (DAS) providers and all others who are pot the RF
emitters for the radio services proposed for this project and identified n 3.09: You
must pravide radio frequency coverage maps prepared by the FCC licensee(s) that
will control the RF emissions from this project. Radio frequency coverage maps
required here that are completed by a DAS provider are unacceptable if they are not
the FCC licensee or in full control of the RF emitter for the particular wireless service
transmitted through the project.

If no geographic coverage area is identified, initial here N/A and proceed to 7.00.

For the coverage maps required here, the following mandatory requirements apply.
Fatlure to adhere to these requircments may delay your application’s determination of
completeness.

a. The size of each submitted map must be no smaller than 11” by 8.5.” Each map
must be of the same physical size and map area scale. Each map must use the
same base map (i.e., same streets and legends shown on all).

b. Ifthe FCC rules for any proposed radio service defines a minimum radio
frequency signal level that level must be shown on the map in a color easily
distinguishable from the base paper or transparency layer, and adequately
identified by RF level and map color or gradient in the map legend. If no
minimum signal level is defined by the FCC rules you must indicate that in the
legend of each RF coverage map. You may show other RF signal level(s) on the
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map so long as they are adequatety identified by objective RF level and map color
or gradient in the map legend.

Provide a map consistent with the requirements of 6.02 showing the existing RF
coverage within the City of Las Cruces on the Applicant’s same network, if any (if no
existing coverage, so state). This map should not depict any RF coverage to be
provided by the Project. Designate this Exhibit “Exhibit 6.03.”

Initial here N/A to indicate that Exhibit 6.03 is attached hereto.

Provide a map consistent with the requirements of 6.02 showing the RF coverage to
be provided only by the Project. This map should not depict any RF coverage
provided any other existing or proposed wireless sites. Designate this Exhibit
“Exhibit 6.04.”

Initial here N/A to indicate that Exhibit 6.04 is attached hereto.

Provide a map consistent with the requirements of 6,02 showing the RF coverage to
be provided by the Project and by all other existing wireless sites on the same
network should the Project site be activated. Designate this Exhibit “Exhibit 6.05.”

Initial here N/A to indicate that Exhibit 6.05 is attached hereto.
Project Photographs and Photo Simulations
The Applicant shall submit photo simulations consistent with the following standards:

Minimum size of each base photo and each photo simulation must be 10 inches by 8
inches (landscape orientation). Each base photo and matching photo simulation must
be the same size. Single sheets of 11 x 8 % inches showing base photos and photo
simulations on the same page are unacceptable.

All elements of the Project as proposed by the Applicant which can be seen from any
point at ground level, or from any level within or on buildings within 500 feet of the
Project must be shown in one ot more close-in photo simulations (i.e., panel antennas,
omni-directional antennas, GPS antennas, antenna camouflage devices, cable trays;
equipment cabinets; working lights; etc.).

. The overall Project as proposed by the Applicant must be shown in three or more area

1

photo simulations. Base photographs must, at 2 minimum, be taken from widely
scattered positions of 120 degrees. A map detail showing each Jocation where a
photograph was taken, the proposed site, and the direction to the site from each photo
location must be included. Base photographs taken from locations that have some
physical feature obscuring the Project site, and the photo simulations associated with
those same base photographs, are not acceptable.
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Attach al] base photographs and photo simulations to this application marked as Exhibit
7.01.

The purpose of the photo simulations is to allow the City of Las Cruces to visualize the
Project as completed, therefore the number of site photos, and photo simulations, and the
actual or simulated camera location of these photos and photo simulations are subject to
City of Las Cruces determination. The Applicant should submit photos and photo
simulations consistent with these instructions, and be prepared to provide additional
photos and photo simulations should they be requested by the City of Las Cruces.

The Applicant certifies by initialing in the space at the end of this paragraph that that
all of the photos and photo simulations provided for Exhibit 7.01 are accurate and
reliable photographic representations of the current project site and the proposed
project to be constructed or modified, and that the Applicant is fully aware that the
City of Las Cruces will rely on all of the photos and photo simulatiens provided in
Exhibit 7.01 when it considers approval of this Project, and later when determining
project completion.

Applicant’s initials: X____ (If not initialed, this application may be deemed
incomplete by the City of Las Cruces.)

Alternative Candidate Sites

Amateur radio applicants proceed to 9.00.

Has the Applicant or Owner or anyone working on behalf of the Applicant or Owner
secured or attempted to secute any leases or lease-options or similar formal or

informal agreements in connection with this Project for any sites other than the

proposed project site? ___Yes X No

If the answer to 8.02 is NO proceed to 8.05.

Provide the physical address of each such other location, and provide an expansive
technical explanation as to why each such other site was disfavored over the Project Site,
Designate this Exhibit “Exhibit 8.04.”

Initial here N/A to indicate that Exhibit 8.04 is attached hereto.

Considering this proposed site, is it the one and only ong location within or outside of the
City of Las Cruces that can possibly meet the objectives of the Project?

___Yes X_No

If the answer to 8.05 is NO, proceed to 9.00.

Provide a technically expansive and detailed explanation supporied as required by L
comprehensive radio frequency data and all other necessary information fully describing
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why the proposed site is the one is it the one and only one location within or outside of
the City of Las Cruces that can possibly meet the radio frequency objectives of the
Project. Explain, in exact and expansive technical detail all of the objectives of this
Project that can be achieved only at this project site, and why,

Designate this Exhibit “Exhibit 8.07.”

Initial here N/A to indicate that Exhibit 8.07 is attached hereto.

Identification of Key Persons

Identify by name, title, company affiliation, work address, telephone number and
extension, and email address the key person or persons most knowledgeable
regarding this Project so that the City of Las Cruces may contact them with questions

regarding the Project:

Person responsible for the final site selection for the Project;

Name:

Title:

Company Affiliation:
Work Address:
Telephone / Ext.:
Email Address:

Hamdi Alaaldin & Jeff DeWalt

Sr. RF Engineer/ Sr. Construction Megr.
Verizon Wireless

126 West Gemini Drive, Tempe AZ 85281
480-752-7245 /505-250-0004
Hamdi.Alaaldin@Verizonwireless.com
Jeff DeWalt @Verizonwireless.com

Person responsible for the radio frequency engineering of the Project;

Name:

Title:

Company Affiliation:
Work Address:

Telephone / Ext.:

Email Address:

Hamdi Alaaldin

Sr. RF Engineer

Verizon Wireless

126 West Gemini Drive, Tempe AZ §5281
480-752-7245

Hamdi. Alaaldin@Verizonwireless.com

Person responsible for rejection of other candidate sites evaluated, if any;

Name:

Title:

Company Affiliation:
Work Address:
Telephone / Ext.:
Email Address:

Hamdi Alaaldin & Jeff DeWalt

Sr. RF Engineer/ Sr. Construction Mgr
Verizon Wireless

126 West Gemini Drive, Tempe AZ 85281
480-752-7245 /505-250-0004

Hamdi. Alaaldin@Verizonwireless.com
Jeff. DeWalt @V erizonwireless.com

If more than one key person is now or was involved in any of the functions identified in
this section at or before the time of the submission of this form, attach a separate sheet
providing the same information for each additional person, and identifying which

City of Las Cruces

1 C /Tower

" Application Rev 03/14/12

Page 13 of 14 Applicant’s Representative Listed

in 1,10 Mugt Initinl Here: {4~
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DEVELOPMENT STATEMENT for City Subdivision/Zoning Applications

Please note: The following information is provided by the applicant for information purposes
only. The applicant is not bound to the details contained in the development statement, nor is
the City responsible for requiring the applicant to abide by the statement. The Planning and

Zoning Commission may condition approval of the proposal at a public hearing where the public
will be provided an opportunity to comment.

Applicant Information

Name of Applicant: \éU‘WOJ Wil / Teeru Eubrrbe

Contact Person: Les . F- Getea

Contact Phone Number: tlg -2¢e&— HSE

Contact e-mail Address: L Guriedbz @ Teetpde Edbiézes. Com .
Web site address (if applicable): N( A

Proposal Information
Name of Proposal: Verizo IJEJ:J TEL%M.FMUWI{@/ Y140 st IMM,C 1<C. BMC{U-MNV?'
Type of Proposal (single-family subdivision, townhouse, apartments, commercial/industrial)
New Terttm Phaey
Location of Subject Property 4340 sEW MW—! 2%y GMC!I} NM.
(In addition to description, attach map. Map must be at least 8 5" x 11" in size and
clearly show the relation of the subject property to the surrounding area)
Acreage of Subject Property: [.662 ACAK.

Detailed description of current use of property. Include type and number of buildings:

<ppliee ST [ Cal Vemuee Sung - Serf STME .

Detailed description of intended use of property. (Use separate sheet if necessary):

et & e Teleh m Fixc(w! ot M plaw, CA o

L —C3 Zoning by LFG [~

Zoning of Subject Property:

Praposed Zoning (If applicable): ¢4 <—{C3Zoning by LFG|

Proposed number of lots wl & . to be developed in ol & phase (s).
Proposed square footage range of homes to be built from __ N (o to HA’

City of Las Cruces Development Application Page 5
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Proposed square footage and height of str'uctures to be built (if applicable):
1650 Somma et + A 75 Mo i

Anticipated hours of operation (if proposal involves non-residential uses):

MelGw fFhcwy 1< b 24 b/

Anticipated traffic generation 4 trips per day> MoNTH
Anticipated development schedule: work will commence on or about b MeUS  From z;' '
and will take ___ 30 A< to complete.

How will stormwater runoff be addressed (on-lot ponding, detention facility, etc.)?
NA

Will any special landscaping, architectural or site design features be implemented into

the proposal (for example, rock walls, landscaped medians or entryways, entrance

signage, architectural themes, decorative lighting)? If so, please describe and attach

rendering (rendering optional). __ TuNeme CowptT wiw ee  Codcemun By A
Desock CLoren foee Whuy ~ Me TUNew wiee Be Phovmsn deco T
Taees Wi Bz Phnts  Aow T Gual WAk T Hup Ruffen

is the developer/owner proposing the construction of any new bus stops or bus

shelters? Yes ___ No ¥ _ Explain: N &
Is there existing landscaping on the property? Décont o Seapdy Sowa Mg

Are there existing buffers on the property? BLog , TNEES

Is there existing parking on the property? Yes _‘_/_ No_
if yes, is it paved? Yes _‘_{No .
How many spaces? __NT MM  How many accessible?

Attachments

Please attach the following: (* indicates optional item)
Location map v’

Subdivision Plat (If applicable)

Proposed building elevations

*renderings of architectural or site design features v
sother pertinent information  C Todas ey v/

City of Las Cruces Development Application Page 6
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Statement of Hardship for Variance Requests

If you are applying for any variances, please provide a brief explanation as to whether or not your
request lends support to the following questions. If you have no variance requests, please disregard
this form.

1. ls there a physical hardship relative to the property (i.e. topographic constrains or right-of-way
takes resulting reduced development fiexibility, etc.) in question?

VEze  1& edwso M aicratse oF 100 ( Ghe AuonC  05'),

T0 Al R MUl Regrun Gesdee  oF THe TaNea_
Pty  [ecioomesss |, Suvvowbl, By Pechd e Bc well Ag

gggNwasu, Covorlie 4v NBASL TIMWeeCe. s Nedn
M<K .

2. Isthere a potential for spurring economic development at a neighborhood or city-wide level if
requested allowances are granted?

G Sefee o cne Vorce [ PAp d3nBamot 1€ MW - AtwocT
L & UTWWM  MT  Pemas B DRuppiy Tthew Hume  Prowke
Covetow |, S ey Repep, o BfCllok e Pt Glemue o
Punoe. Ve & DA .

£\, Pewkse ¢ MCH  Sboais  Mely o Veluals Nerwurtl

3. Are there monetary considerations not as a whole, but relative to options available to meet the
applicant’s stated objectives when such options cause considerable monetary hardship under
strict application of code provisions?

e VuunS TELeew. SysRw € A NETNWC oF Mutple
Cll s ., A Ghp W e Ffon OWender on Chphatay  WAOMI<
Vetzon ¢  Cucnmang  CANYE  fledsat on Sep  BATA- on | Voacg. 1M

Abwed Med . TG CRaES A HAn SHe Fn  Howa oWiks  BeSivaigd
Equ Prwibet o M Cul uasng oV Vemrzed Nodhbow

City of Las Cruces Development Application Page 7



of Las Gruces Pl i
E HE OPLE Staff Report

Meeting Date: July 28, 2015
Drafted by: Adam Ochoa, Planner/p

CASE # SUP-15-01 PROJECT NAME: 4790 Stern Drive
(New Wireless
Communication
Structure Special

Use Permit)
APPLICANT/ Verizon Wireless/ PROPERTY A & E Enterprises,
REPRESENTATIVE: Tectonic OWNER: Inc.
Engineering
LOCATION: The southwest COUNCIL 2 (Councillor Smith)
corner of Stern DISTRICT:
Drive & Agave
Drive
SIZE: 1.552 + acres EXISTING ZONING/ C-3 (Commercial
OVERLAY: High Intensity)
REQUEST/ Special Use Permit (SUP) application to allow the construction of a
APPLICATION TYPE:  new wireless communication facility
EXISTING USE: Commercial property with vacant commercial buildings
PROPOSED USE: Commercial property with vacant commercial buildings and a new
wireless communication facility
STAFF Approval without conditions based on findings
RECOMMENDATION:
TABLE 1: CASE CHRONOLOGY
May 18, 2015 Application submitted to Development Services
May 18, 2015 Case sent out for review to all reviewing departments
May 26, 2015 Comments returned by all reviewing departments
June 30, 2015 Final written recommendation of a qualified professional engineer
July 1, 2015 Staff reviews and recommends approval of the proposed SUP
July 12, 20156 Newspaper advertisement
July 10, 2015 Public notice letter mailed to neighboring property owners
July 10, 2015 Sign posted on property
July 28, 2015 Planning and Zoning Commission public hearing

P.0. BOX 20000. LAS CRUCES. NEW MEXICO. 88004-9002 | 575.5641.2000 AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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SECTION 1: SYNOPSIS OF PROPOSAL
The applicant is proposing to construct a new wireless communication facility on the subject property
located at 4790 Stern Drive. The facility will include a 75-foot tall wireless communication tower and
various associated accessory buildings and equipment that will be enclosed within an opaque rock wall.
The proposed facility is adjacent to a single-family zoning district requiring the applicant to seek a Special
Use Permit (SUP) to allow the new facility on the C-3 (Commercial High Intensity) zoned property. Along
with the SUP is a request to allow the new tower at a maximum height of 75-feet, 10-feet taller than the
maximum permitted height of 65-feet for a wireless communication tower in the C-3 zoning district. The
proposed wireless communication facility will be required to follow all requirements of Section 38-59 of the
2001 Zoning Code, as amended.

TABLE 2: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS & SITE CHARACTERISTICS

7 ,ﬂ;ﬁﬂﬁl’?&”é’é‘ed 7 | Zoning'Code Regq:

.. =L " i.ﬂj h ‘ e J‘" ':} "‘nl’ﬁ'-\J 7aa I A T VAV

Max # of DU/parceI N/A N/A

Max Density (DU/ac.) N/A 40 dwelling units per
acre

Lot Area 1.552 + acres No change 0.5 acres minimum/ no
maximum

Lot Width 400 + feet No change 60 feet minimum

Lot Depth 155 + feet No change 70 feet minimum

Setbacks

Front 20 +feet (Existing gas | 26 + feet (Proposed | 15 feet minimum

pump canopy) wireless communication
facility)
Secondary 25 + feet (Existing gas | 291 + feet (Proposed | 15 feet minimum
Front pump canopy) wireless communication
facility)

Side 178 + feet (Existing | 153 + feet (Proposed | 5 feet minimum
vacant commercial | wireless communication
building) facility)

Rear 24 + feet ( Existing [93 + feet (Proposed | Tower shall be setback
vacant commercial | wireless communication | 1 foot for each 1 foot in
building) facility) height of the tower plus

10% of the total height
from any adjacent
residential use or
property (82.5 feet)

Accessory N/A N/A N/A

Structure

Parking

Vehicular 13 parking stalls for | 14 parking stalls (1| 14 parking stalls
the existing vacant | additional parking stall for | minimum (13 for the
commercial buildings | the proposed new | existing commercial

wireless communication | buildings & 1 for the
facility) proposed new wireless
communication facility)

Bicycle 0 bicycle stalls 0 bicycle stalls N/A for the wireless

communication facility

Page 2 of 6

Planning Commission Staff Report



TABLE 3: SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS
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Characteristic Applies to Project? | Explanation
EBID Facilities No

Medians/ Parkways No

Landscaping

Other N/A

TABLE 4: ADJACENT ZONING AND LAND USE INFORMATION

‘Location.  [ExistingUse * | Overlay District Zoning Designation. |
Subject Property Vacant commert:lal N/A C-3 (Commercial High
buildings intensity)

North Interstate 10

South Single-family residences | N/A R-1aC (Single-Family
Medium Density-
Conditional)

East Vacant/undeveloped N/A A-2 (Rural Agricultural
District from the 1981
Zoning Code)

West Vacant/undeveloped N/A C-3C (Commercial High
Intensity-Conditional)

TABLE 5: PARCEL HISTORY

Permits # 47803

St S SR P
Penmt t for a commercial alteratlon of car wash bays into storage units;
permit has expired

Ordinance # 2628

Zone Change from C-2 to C-3; approved in August 2011

Resolution N/A

SECTION 2 REVIEWlNG DEPARTMENT/AGENCY RECOMMENDATIONS
| i T CondiflonSI( es!

No) |

‘CLC Development Services

Transportation (NMDOT)

Yes Yes: Approved based on the
written recommendation of the
qualified expert professional
engineer

Metropolitan Planning Yes No

Organization (MPO)

CLC CD Engineering Setvices Yes No

CLC Land Management Yes No

CLC Fire & Emergency Services | Yes No

CLC Utilities Yes No

New Mexico Department of Yes Yes: The property owner is

required to apply for an access
permit with NMDOT for access
to Stern Drive

Page 3 of 6

Planning Commission Staff Report
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SECTION 3: STAFF ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

Decision Criteria

A Special Use is a use that is not permitted by right in a zoning district. A Special Use requires review and
approval by the Planning and Zoning Commission to determine impacts on the surrounding area. A Special
Use is required to follow all procedures as required by Section 38-54A of the 2001 Zoning Code, as
amended.

Section 38-59F of the 2001 Zoning Code, as amended, states that new towers and other communication
structures in the C-3 (Commercial High Intensity) zoning district adjacent to property zoned R-1¢, R-1a, R-
1b, R-1cM, R-1aM or R-1bM are not permitted unless approved through the special use permit process.
A special use permit may also be granted to permit tower heights greater than what is allowed by the
zoning district. All special use permit requests for any type of commercial communication structure shall
follow submittal requirements as required within the Special Use Permit Section of the 2001 Zoning Code,
as amended, including the established fee and within the established submittal deadiines. Additional
provisions for all commercial communication structures are as follows:

1. A complete description of the commercial communication service to be provided or received and
the proposed service area for commercial purposes.
2. A technical analysis prepared by a professional engineer for the proposed site. The analysis
shall include:
a. A comprehensive statement and justification for the proposed structure location and site.
b. A communication coverage pattern calculation for the proposed structure location at:
i. The maximum height allowed for the respective zoning district for the site.
ii. The proposed height.
iii. At a mid-point height between the propased height and the maximum height
allowed for the zoning district of the site,
c. Analytical evidence demonstrating that no other location or height exists to provide the
commercial communication service including cellular or similar communication service.
3. As part of the review of the special use permit application for commercial communication
structures, the applicant is required to pay the established special use permit fee and all
expenses associated with the city hiring a qualified expert to review and provide written
recommendation to the Planning and Zoning Commission of the technical information submitted
as part of the application.

Analysis
The proposed new wireless communication facility on the subject property located at 4790 Stern Drive is

adjacent to an R-1aC (Single-Family Medium Density-Conditional) zoned property to the south requiring
the applicant to seek approval for the new facility through the Special Use Permit (SUP) process. The
current C-3 (Commercial High Intensity) zoning designation allows a wireless communication tower up to
65-feet in height. An SUP may be granted to permit a tower height greater than what is allowed by the C-
3 zoning district. The applicant is proposing the wireless communication facility to include a 75-foot tall
tower, 10-feet taller than what is permitted by the C-3 zoning district, and other associated accessory
buildings and equipment that are to be contained within an opaque walled-off area. The proposed new
facility will be required to meet all development and design requirements of Section 38-59 of 2001 Zoning
Code, as amended.

The proposed SUP also requires the applicant to provide a technical analysis prepared by a professional
engineer for the new facility that includes all of the information as required by Section 38-59F of the 2001
Zoning Code, as amended. The analysis is then required to be reviewed by an independent qualified
expert consultant who then gives his or her written recommendation to the Planning and Zoning
Commission. A technical analysis was prepared for the proposed new facility and the City of Las Cruces

Page 4 of 5 Planning Commission Staff Report
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hired Greg Best Consulting, Inc. to review the analysis and provide a written recommendation. The final
written recommendation from the consultant was completed on June 23, 2015. The consultant concurs
with the analysis of the applicant that the proposed new wireless communication facility site at 4790 Stern
Drive is the best available site. The consultant also concurs with the applicant with the proposed height of
the new wireless communication tower. Please see Attachment # 5 for the detailed recommendation from
the cansultant.

Conclusion

The location selected for the tower is on and adjacent to commercial development and zoning to the
northwest and is bounded by Stern Drive, a major arterial, which is also adjacent to Interstate 25, to the
northeast. The site is also adjacent to New Mexico Transportation Department right of way (zoned A-2) to
the southeast. Based upon the character of the surrounding development, the site is suitable for a use
such as this. Furthermore, the Applicant's technical analysis and independent review by an outside
consultant determined that no other location or height exists to provide commercial communication service
for this area. No input from area residents has been received regarding the proposal at this time. Based
upon review of the proposal by Development Services Staff and all other reviewing departments in the City
of Las Cruces and the New Mexico Department of Transportation and the written recommendation from
the independent expert consultant, staff recommends approval for the proposed SUP.

DRC RECOMMENDATION
The proposal did not require review and recommendation by the Development Review Committee.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff has reviewed the proposed Special Use Permit (SUP) and based on the following findings
recommends approval.

FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL

1. The subject property encompasses 1.552 + acres, is zoned C-3 (Commercial High Intensity) and
currently contains vacant commercial buildings.

2. An independent expert consultant has reviewed the analysis from the applicant and concurs that
4790 Stern Drive is the best available site for a new wireless communication facility with a 75-foot
tall wireless communication tower in the area. (2001 Zoning Code, Article 6, Section 38-59 F6)

3. The proposed new wireless communication facility follows all of the requirements for a Special Use
Permit (SUP) and all standards of Section 38-59 of the 2001 Zoning Code, as amended.

ATTACHMENTS

Zoning/Vicinity Map

Aerial Map

Development Statement

Applicant’s Technical Analysis

Written Recommendation from the Consultant
Proposed Development Plans

oAM=

Page 5 of 5 Planning Commission Staff Report
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Community Development Department

700 N Maln St
Las Cruces, NM 88001

(575) 528-3222

! zaning regulations, Nelther the City of Las Cruces or the Communlity Davelopment
Users noting errors or omissions are encouraged to contact the City (575) 528-3043.

This map was creatad by Community Development to zssiat In the adminlstration of faca
Department assumes any lagal responsibllities for the Information contained In (his mag.



Conmumunity Development Department
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Las Cruces, NM 88001
(675) 528-3222
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ATTACHMENT #3

DEVELOPMENT STATEMENT for City Subdivision/Zoning Applications

Please note: The following information is provided by the applicant for information pumoses
only. The applicant is not bound to the detalls contained in the development statement, nor is
the City responsible for requiring the.applicant to abide by the statement. The Planning and
Zonlng Commisslon may condition approval of the praposal at a public hearing where the public
will be provided an opportunily to comment.

Applicant Information

Name of Applicant; Vétlml Wonehass / Teera Eator e,

Contact Person: Les | F- Gutiewr

Contact Phone Number: LUE - 28— F196

Contact e-mall Address: L GUuTIEtY. @ TEtnie Elbiezew. Gom.,
Web slte address (if applicable): H { A

Proposal Information

Name of Proposal: Veritol PJE\ITELCOW%MH@ 150 sEad dene( L<C. BLAUULHANG

Type of Proposal (single-family subdivision, townhouse.l apartments, commercial/industrial) |
New Teretm fouay

Location of Subject Property Y7340 skad M%?/ g CMCCQ N,

(In addition to description, attach map, Map must be at least 8 %" x 11" in size and

clearly show the relation of the subject property to the surrounding area)

Acreage of Subject Property; [.662

Detailed description of current use of property. Include type and number of buildings:

Saliee M [lallemue. S - Stié STUnME .

Detalled description of intended use of property. (Use separate sheet if necessary):

et A e T m F’thL‘{sf o M oy, CA L.

Zoning of Subject Property: L

Proposed Zoning (If applicable): ca

Proposed number of lots i“’ k . {o be developed in fj, A phase (s).
Proposed square footage range of homes to be built from N n to V(A'

City of Las Cruces Davelopment Application Page 6
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Propose_zd square footage and height of structures to be built (if applicable):
1850 Soumy Tier + A 75" Mony pag_

Anticipated hours of operation (if proposal involves non-residential uses):

Mol £hemy 1< & 24 W/ Ghudrn’

Anticipated traffic generation 4 trips per day- MONTH
Anlicipated development schedule: work will commence on or about & MeNUS  From X;ka_
and will take 20 d@rq.( : to complete.

How will stormwater runoff be addressed (on-lot ponding, detention facility, etc.)?
N A
Will any special landscaping, architectural or site design features be implemented into
the proposal (for example, rock walls, landscaped medians or entryways, entrance
signage, architectural themes, decorative lighting)? If so, please describe and attach
rendering (rendering optional). __ TuNEMe ClupT wive e Cidcgpus By A
Desak Crionen oo Wi e ToNen Wiee be Phuriss decour T
T Viw BE Pbits  Alok TR Sul Whe P Hen  RuFen,
Is the developer/owner proposing the construction of any new bus stops or bus
shelters? Yes ___ No X Explain: N A
Is there existing landscaping on the property? Desont tao Seupdy Svi T

Are there existing buffers on the property? ___BLIS ThEex |
is there existing parking on the property? Yes i No___

If yes, is it paved? Yes _‘{No -

How many spaces? N MMdle  How many accessible?

Attachments

Please attach the following: (* indicates optional item)
Location map ¥~

Subdivision Plat (if applicable) *~

Proposed building elevations

*renderings of architectural or site design features
sother pertinent information ¢ Tan e} v/

City of Las Cruces Development Application Page 8
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ATTACHMENT #4
\

\_—"

verizonvireless

Verizon Wireloss
126 W. Gemini Dr.
Tempe, Arizona 8528

May 12, 2015

Mtr. Adam Ochoa, Senior Planner
Community Development

City of Las Cruces

Las Cruces, NM

RE: Verizon LSC BLACKHAWK (4790 Stern Drive)

Dear Mr. Ochoa:

As per our previous emails and convetsations regarding Verizon’s new telecom facility to be
located at 4790 Stern Drive.

The Site plan, page Z-1 shows the required setbacks, driveway access and parking stall, We will
4lso plant trees on the SW sidé of the walled area to add a buffer to the R zoné to the South.
Currently there is only one residence adjacent to this property.

The walled area surrounding Verizon’s equipment will be painted a desert tan/earth tone color as
well as the monopole,

We have placed the tower in the proposed location to meet the required setbacks. The landlord
has requested this location as to not impede on any future expangion of the existing structure to
the ret.

We understand that our 75’ request will be part of a Special User Permit. The tower height is
needed to provide coverage as per the attached RF study, The monopole will be also capable of
holding additional carriers in the futurg,

This new telecom facility is necessary to provide capacity coverage for existing sites: LSC
TORTUGAS, LSC KNOX, LSC UNIVERISTY and LSC TELLBROOK. See RF Study,

attached.
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Also attached is the Special Use Application as well as the required >wyplemental Application
Form for Antenna, Towers, & Communication Structures. Photo-Simulations and fee for the
SUP. Afer you have looked thiy over, Adam please let me know if you need any clarification or
additional information.,

Q\S r: A""‘\
Les F. Gutierrez, Senior Site Acquisition Specialist, Agents for

Verizon Wireless
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Verizonwvircless

Varizon Wireless
126 W. Gemini Dr.
Tempe, Arizona 8528

May 4, 2015

Mr. Adam Ochoa, Senior Planner
Community Development

City of Las Cruces

Las Cruces, NM

RE: Verizon LSC BLACKHAWK (4790 Stern Drive)

Dear Mr. Ochoa:

Las Cruces has one off the highest demands for 4G LTE wireless data and we are making every
effort to provide the data speed required for all of its customers. Verizon Wireless requires a site
at 4790 Stern Drive to provide coverage necessary as shown in our Final Design, attached.

This newly designed site will be centered between Verizon sites: LSC KNOX, LSC
TORTUGAS and LSC TELBROOK.

Currently LSC UNIVERSITY is experiencing huge demand for capacity through the campus and
residences in this area. Data usage is on the rise at a much more rapid rate than our current
network there can sustain. This rise is primarily due to the increased numbers of smart devices
such as Android and Apple phones, laptops and tablets all supporting applications (Netflix,
Social Media, web browsing) that require high speed connections.

To accommodate the entire user base in University area, we are adding several small cells and a
(Distributed Antenna System) throughout the University area to handle current and future needs.

Attached RF Study:

LSC BLACKHAWK; Current LTE Coverage in the area with the LSC UNIVERISTY Site.
Areas in Blue are Excellent Coverage Green Good coverage, Pink....no indoor and OK outdoor.
Note paps of Blue between existing Verizon sites: LSC KNOX, 1L.SC UNIVERISTY, LSC
TORTUGAS and LSC TEL1L.BROOK.
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LSC BLACKHAWK.: Current LTE Coverage UNIVERSITY SITE converted to Small Cells and
DAS due to excessive capacity al NMSU during games and hiph usage. Areas in Blue are
Excellent Coverage Green Good coverage, Pink.,..no indoor and OK outdoor. Note gaps of Blue
low coverage increase also due to the capacity demand, Between existing Verizon sites decrease
substantially and areas of Pink....

LSC BLACKHAWK. Final Design with the addition of new site at 70° added along with small
cell and DAS capacity at NMSU. Note: Significantly improved areas of Blue and Green (o
provide excellent coverage during peak times and NMSU games.

The new LSC BLACKHAWK will provide added capacity coverage to the University site as
well as coverage and capacity between Verizon’s existing sites shown in the final design.

Upon its initial search there were not existing structures ot towers within this area that Verizon
could utilize.

Traditional cellular towers wete designed to provide voice and low speed data. Imagine a one
lane highway, with our previous generation sites represented by a bus and our current generation
sites (LTE) represented by a sports car. The bus can accommodate many passengers at the
expense of the longer duration in time in reaching its destination compared to a corvette which
can reach the destination in a much shorter time at the expense of only accommodating a single
passenger. Voice and low data sites take much longer to run out of capacity. With more users
added to the network, the speed will also get impacted exponentially. In addition to providing
high speed data VZW will be offering voice service on our LTE network reducing the amount of
resources available for our data services thus driving the need for solutions to maintain our
marketed data speed.

In summary, the majority of new sites will be LTE high speed data sites. As more and more
devices and different applications are added to the network, more and more resources are needed
to support this network. Unfortunately, there are no other liable solutions other than to add more
sites to handle data growth and the desired speeds.

This phenomenon is mostly due to the nature of the service and technology limitations that
comes with it. Traditionally, we could support areas like a small town and connecting routes
with one site. However, now we need one site in the center of the town and two or more for the
supporting highways and the roads to connect the small communities to the rest of the network

(see graph),
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The proposed 75° painted monopole will provide Verizon with th necessary capacity to serve our
customer base as well as emgergency 911 users. The monopote will be designed to accommodate
additional users, We respectfully ask that you grant our request our zoning approval request for

this site.

Sincerely,

Hamd? 7&/acllin, Senior RF Engineer

Verizon Wireless

Hamdi.alaaldin@verizonwireless.com
Cell 602-390-1884
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ATTACHMENT #5
GREG BEST
CONSULTING, INC. June 23, 2015

9223 N. Manning Ave.
Kansas Clty, MO 84157
816-792-2913

CITY OF LAS CRUCES

ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED VERIZON BLACKHAWK SITE

INTRODUCTION

This report provides an evaluation according to the City of Las Cruces Zoning requirements
regarding the proposed Verizon to expand communications services in the area near the New
Mexico State University Campus (NMSU) within the City of Las Cruces.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF REPORT

The results of the engineering analysis concur that the site proposed by Verizon is the best
available site for expansion of service to increase data capacity and to provide more uniform
service. This is based upon the confiration of the signal coverage analysis generated and by
independent research for various sites in the general vicinity of the site area.

DETAILED ANALYSIS AND SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

SITE ANALYSIS

The target coordinates and radius to be studied were obtained from the Tectonic Engineering. A
list of 3 specific potential sites was found by looking at the area in question and attempting to
evaluate signal propagation from each site. These sites include the proposed Blackhawk Site, a
southern site (South) located approximately at Ringneck Dr near I-10, and an eastem site (East)
located near Tamarisk Road and |-25. Both the East Site and the Blackhawk site provide
excellent coverage of the desired area. A Google Earth exhibit is attached that exhibits the search
ring center, showing the alternate sites (East & South), and showing two other existing sites
(NMSU & Knox).

The main purpose of the new site is to off-load some traffic from a Verizon site near NMSU and
another Verizon site near Union Avenue and I-10 (Knox). The primary issue is not of signal
strength from the existing sites but the data traffic capacity. So the key is to find a site that would
be close enough to off load some trafiic from the existing sites, and provide additlonal data
capacity close to the existing sites without causing interference from its site to the existing sites.

An ideal site was identified or chosen to provide the best compromise of capacity enhancement,
signal coverage, and ability to transfer (or off-load) some data from existing sites to this new site.
The search center is identified on the attached map. From there, other feasible sites where
Verizon could establish operation were evaluated. The ideal site is actually is not located within
the city and is zoned residential so the search radius for a suitable site had to be expanded. In
arder to provide the best coverage and also to increase the data handling capability, there were
three sites that appear to meet this criteria. One was effectively the proposed Blackhawk location,
and the others were the South Site and East Site. Each site consists of 3 antennas that can be
aimed in different directions so as achieve the desired objective of Increased data traffic while
minimizing interference to other sites.

The interference issue is a significant one. Adding each new site requires some adjustment of the
existing site equipment and operational technical parameters. The matter is similar to paint over-
spray near the edges of the desired spraying area. [f you get the paint sprayer to far from the
area being sprayed, the width of the paint spray goes out wider and can cause a new color to
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overlap an existing color. This overlap is analogous to the interference from one site to another.
Likewise, if you get the paint sprayer to close to the area, then it does not cover the area to be
painted adequately. So choosing the site involves more than just getting slgnificant signal
coverage over the area of interest.

In looking at the East site, its elevation is higher and provides very good coverage. In fact, the
East site is actually too high at the maximum allowed helght permitted by the zoning district. Like
the paint spray analogy, its signal is too high near the NMSU area and can actually reduce the
capacity of the NMSU site because the East site signal appears as noise or interference to the
NMSU site, The proposed site, which is west of I-25, is also on NMSU owned property so a lease
may not be possible or if NMSU decides the property is needed for another use at a later date,
then service would suffer. If the tower site is located on the east side of I-25, that property is
zoned residential and the Clty would not permit a cell tower site there.

The South site provides reasonable coverage but it is located so far south that very little data or
voice traffic from the Knox site can be offloaded and thus does not provide the capacity
enhancement needed. The South site location appears to be within some commercial zoning but
it has not been significantly investigated since the data traffic capacity enhancement was not as
substantial as the East site.

The Blackhawk site appears to be a good choice because of its proximity to the Knox and the
NMSU sites to add data capacity enhancement while far enough away to be able to steer the
antenna beams in such a way it does not cause interference to the other sites. In addition, the
property area is city owned and zoned for the capability to allow Verizon to establish long-term
operation.

So in summary, the best site is the proposed Blackhawk site.

In addition to the proposed Blackhawk slte, Verizon will be modifying the NMSU site in order to
provide more uniform and consistent signal coverage (and thus more data connection capacity)
over the NMSU area. This is an independent effort and will not take the place of adding the
Blackhawk site.

HEIGHT ABOVE GROUND EVALUATION

In addition to the site selection, Verizon has also proposed that the antenna center be located at
70 feet above ground, and the total structure height Is proposed to be 75 feet above ground level.
This is above the 65 ft maximum height restriction for this area, Thus an analysis has been
undertaken to try to quantify whether the additional height is justified. The analysis has evaluated
the coverage at the proposed height, the maximum allowable height according to the zoning, and
at the midpoint of the two heights. In this case, the difference is only 5 feet so analyses have
been carried out at radiation center levels of 70 feet, 65 feet, and 67.5 feet. There are only slight
differences between the proposed heights from the evaluation with the 70 feet height providing
the best coverage. In the consultant's opinion, probably anyone of the three heights could wark.
However, the 70 foot height is judged to be the best for two reasons. One is that as the signal
coverage goes a little farther and the second is because it is expected that there would be less
modifications to the existing sites meaning less interruption in the service (fewer dropped calls or
data re-connection occurrences) during system installation and optimization.
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EXHIBIT INDICATING POTENTIAL AND PROPOSED SITES IN THE LAS CRUCES AREA

East Site

Existing Sltes

Desired Location site Proposed South Site

Site

It has been my pleasure to assist with this important project and | will be happy to answer any
questlons regarding this report.

Respectfully submitted,

Preslident

Attachments
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TAX PROPERTY ID NO. 02-22899
LAS CRUCES, NEW MEXICO 88005
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PROPOSED 75'-0" MONOPOLE
RAWLAND COMMUNICATION SITE
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9. TURN RIGHT ONTO CHOLLA RO LEASING/Z0NING CONTACT PHONE: - {30%) BI0-£018 ITeuE HAVE BEEN ADDRESSED AND EACH OF TRE DRAWINGE WS BEDN
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N 32" 1B 0§,1°

w108 44’ 437

J927.0'5 AL
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PHONE: (575) GA2-343%
VERIZON WIRELESS
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iy

VZW PROJ# 20141032586
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RAWLAND

4790 STERN DRIVE
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VERIZON WIRELESS SITE: LSC BLACKITAWK
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PROPOSED VERIZON WRELESS
MONGPOLE

(T0 BE DESIGN BY q:ﬂmulu.frr-r.

(i)

PROPOSED VERIZON WRELESS
SW-3169 EQUIPUENT CABINET »=

PROPCSED BACKBOARD
W/METER, DISCONNECT,
AND TELCO CABINET =

T

&
3
b
A O RO AT WA S

e e e o

R R R G

/) PROPOSED SOUTH ELEVATION

NGy

[+

/2 PROPOSED NORTH ELEVATION
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0 | 3/11/15 | PRELIMINARY
1 | 3/17/15 | PER COMMENTS
2 | 472715 |100%
3 | 5729715 | REMODNE UpTHNG FOD

UNAUTHORIZED ALTERATION CR
ADDITIONS TO A PLAN HEARING THE
SEAL OF A LICENSED ENGINEER OR
LAND SURVLYOR IS A VIOLATION OF
THE STATES UCENSING REGULATIONS

COPIES OF THIS DQCUMENT WiTHOUT
A FACSIMILE OF THE SIGNATURE AND
AN ORIGINAL EMBOSSED SEAL OR
ORIGINAL STAMP IN BLUE QR RED
INK OF THE PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER
OR LAND SURVEYOR SHALL NOT BE
CONSIDERED VALID CCPIES

SE_naGRWanDN

LSC BLACKHAWK
RAWLAND

4790 STERM DRIVE
DONA ANA COUNTY

LAS CRUCES, NM 88005
VZW PROJF 20141032586
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T ORIGINAL SIZE N INCHES
BEET THE
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V. AL LDADS GINNED FRow BIOURTVENTS OF _zqu.z»sor... BUILDING CODE 2009,
ZECL T=10 hemlui DETION LOADS FOR BUNDINGS AND OTHER STRUCTURES™ A&

AMEL/TA 3320
AND BRTENMAST
2. WIND LOADS:
EXP B, Vs = 90
REGHT & EXPOGURE COEFFIGIENT = 1.0
IMPORTANCE FACTOR = 1.0

"UTHUCTISRAL STANDARD FOR ANTENMA SUPPORTING STRUCTURES

3. SEISMIC LOADS,
IMPORTANCE FACTOR a_n, ~ 1,0
QCCUPANCY CAT =
5= 0313
A S
Sk = 0,325

SEISMIC OCHIGN CATEGORY C

_ﬂmzmmb_- Tﬁm_ NOTES

1. CONTRACIDR 3 RESSOWSTILE FOF LEECTNG TENPORLET RIRRCAGES AKD/OR
FOWGING TO PROTECT Tl SAFETY OF THE PURLIC CURING COMNSTRUCTION. THE
CONTRACTON SHALL AEWOVE AL TEWPOMART BARRIZRS AND REPAR: A DAMASE 10
PROVERTT OW Tl W10 CAUSED BY THS CONSIRUCTHON. THE COTT OF RECPMR 1S
THE COMTRICTON'S RESPONIBILITY

2. ALL WORK SHALL BE W ACCORCANCE WITH APPLICASLE LOCAL. STATE, AND FEDERAL
REQUIREMENTS.

3. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BL RESPONSIAE FOR VERIFICANON QF ALL MEASUREMENTS
AT TH€ SIE PAIOR TQ CRDCAWC ANY WATEAWLS OR CONDUCTING ANY WORX.

4, EXCESS SO MATERUL AND OEBRIS CAUSED BY THIS CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE
REMOVED FROU THE SITE AND OISPOSED OF IN A LECAL WANNER.

5. CONTRAGTDA SHALL MAKE ADJUSTMENTS TQ GRADING ELEVATIONS AS NECESSARY TO
ENSURE A SITE FREE OF DRAINAGE PROBLEWS.

8, CONFRACTUR SHALL COORDINATE & CONSTRUCTION LAYDOWN AREA WiTH THE
PROPERIY OWNER. CGNSTRUCTION (AYDGWN AREA SHALL BE FONCED=IN WITM
TEWPORARY {45 DAY) CONSTRUCTION FENCE THE TEMPORANY FENCE SHall BE
CONSTRUCTED OF 8 MIGH CAIN UNK FARRIC AND IS TO BE REMOVEO AT THE END
OF CONSTRUCTION, LAYOOWN AREA IS 10 BE RESTORED TD ITS ORIGINAL CONDITION
AFTER FENCE REMDVAL,

7. SURVEY INFORMATION SHOWN WAS CREATED FROM RECORD INFORMATION AND DOES
NOT CONSTITUTE A LEGAL BOUNTARY SURVEY,

8. THESE PLANS 0U NOT ADDRESS THE SAFETY AND STASILTY Of THE STRUCTURE
DURING ASSEMBLY AND ERECION, WHICH ARE THE SESPONSIBIUTY OF THE ERECTOR
BASED QN THE MEANS AND MET-ODS CHOSEN BY THE ERECTOR,

9. NEW EQUIPMENT COUPOUND SMaiz BE COVERED WiTW 47 CRUDMCD ROTK INSTALLED
OVER CLENT-APPROVED WEED DARGER WATERAL MIF ABPLCABEEL

FAL baa
[

CONSTRUCTION GF A SILT FENCE
(WITHOUT WIRE SUPPORT) (EXAMPLE)

4. BACXTILL AND TUMPACT
THE DOWVATED 30

) SILT FENCE om;_r

=4 ) sae wrs

| CONCRETE NOTES

EULOME COGE RESJMOMENTS FOR REINFORCED CONCRETE™ LATEST TDITON &

RS THE POLLOMING | DeQPeamEs,

MINIUM i~y SOMPRESIVE STREMGTH (Fel OF 4,000 PSL

CEVENT Sl BE “LOW-ALRALT TYPE o (HIGH SULFATE

RCSETRNCL. AR DNTRAWING} CONTORMIHE TO ASM G152

M WATER QLHENT RETID OF .43

FAOVIDE Al ENTRAMUENT in EXTERIOR EXPOSED COMURETE T OBTaN

TUTEL AN CONTOMT OF 5 1% 18 ACCORURNGE WITH a0 301,

MAXIUL SLUMP: 37217 (S(AE)

CONCRETE SLUMP SHALL NOT EXCEED 9 INCHES UNLESS SPECIFICALLY

AUTHORIZED Bf THE ENTINEER SLUMP SHALL BE DETERMINED N

ACCORDANCE WITH A3°M 343 “SLUMF OF HYDRAULIC GEMENT CONCRETE™.

C. CONCREIE FROPORTIONING SHAIL AE NESIGNED SY AN APPROVED
LABORATORY.  TOLERANCES IN ACCORDANGE WITH ACI 117.  COPIES OF
CONCREYE Mix SHALL BE SUBMITTEQ TO THE ENGINTER FOR REVIEW PRIOR
T PLACEWENT

H. AL AGGREGATE USED N CONGRETE SHALL COMFORM TO ASTU A3 USE
ONLY ACCREGATES KNOWN NOT TO CAUSE EXCESSVE SHRINKAGE.
MAXIMUM AGGRTGATE SIZE TO BE 1 3/2"

) CHLORDC -CONTAINING ADMIXTURES SHALL NQT BE USED.

2 CONCRETE WORK AND WATERWALS SMALL CONFORM T0 THE AMERICAN CONCRETE
INSTITUTE "SPECIMICATIONS FOR STRUCTURAL GONCRETE", ATt 301,

nmoeo gy

3, FOR CONCRETE CAST AGAINST AND PERWMANENTLY TO EARTH, CONCRETE COVER FOR
REINFORCING SMALL BE:
+ 3° FOR ALL BARS
FOR CONCRETE EXPUSED TG WEATHER, MINIMUM COVER SHall BE:
g FOR §5 AND LARGER BARS
= V=1/27 FOR FS AND SUALLER BARS DR WIRE FAGRIC

4. RENPORCING STEEL SKALL BE DEFORMED BARS CONFORMING TQ ASTM ABIS,
OEFORUED AMD PLAIN RILLET-STEEL BARS FOR CONCRETE REWFORCEMENT™

L. AL CONCRETE SWALL BT wi ALCORGANCE WTW CHAPTER 15 OF TME 1GC & AC1 318,

5.

7

B.

AP SPLICES FOR REINFORTING SHALL BE 40 BAR DMWETERS,” UNLESS OTWLRWISE NOTRD,
STANDAAD HOOKS SHALL BE IB BAR DWWEIERS, ALL JTHER REGNFORCGNG DETALS SHALL
BE IN ACCORDANCE WITM ACI 315 “TETAILS AND OETAIUNG BF CONCROTE REINFORCCMENT .

WELDING OF REMFORTING 3TECL OR THE APPLICATION OF KEAT TQ FACWTATE BENDING 1S
SPECIFICALLY PROMEITED.

ALL REINFORCING, DOWELS AND OTHER EMEEDDED ITEMS ANQ FORMID DETALS SHALL BE
N PLACE BEFORZ START OF CONCRETE PLACEMENT.

FORWWORK FOR CONCRETE SHALL CONFURU YO AC! 347, TOLERANCES fOR FINISHEQD
CONCRETE SURFACES SHALL MEET CLASS-C REQUIREMENTS, (N NO CASE SHALL
FINISHED CONCRETE SURFACES EXCEED THE FOLLOWING VALLES AS MEASURED FROU
NEAT PLAN UNES AND FINISHED CRADES: + 1/47 VERTICAL, * )7 HORIZONTAL

. CHAMFER ALL EXPQSED CORNIRS AND FILLET ENTRANT ANGLES M/e” UNC.
). CONCRETE FINISHINC:

A SLARS' CONCRITE SIRFACES SMALL BE FINISHED IN ACCORDANCE WITH
ACTI JO1 SECTIONS 5.3, 83, AND 73, PRAQVIDE ROUGH 7INISK FOR ALL
SURFACES NOT LXPTSED TO VIEW AND SMOOTH FINISH FOR ALL OTHERS. WH.O.

» WHEN DRULING INTO EXISTING CONCRETE, EXERCISE CAUTON TO aVOID DAMAGE TO

EUSTING REWFORCING BARS AND ANCHOR HOLTS,

. EPOXY GROUT SYSTEW FOR ANCIIOR ROD3 AND DOWELS SHALL BE WILTI HY200 OR

APPROVED EQUAL MIXING AND APPLICATION SMALL BE IN ACCOR(RNAE WITH THE
MANUFACTURER'S WRITTEN INSTRUCTIONS. (CONTRECTOR TO FROPERLY CLEAN-OLT
DRILLED HOLES PRIGR 10 APPLICANON PER MANUFACTURER'S FECOWMENDATION)

. A MINIMUM OF ONE (1) SET OF CONCRETE CYLINDERS SHALL BE TAKEN. EACH SET

SHALL CONSIST OF FWE (S) CYLINDERS. ONE (1) SHALL BE TESTED At 7 OAYS,
THREE (3) AMD ONE (1) ALTERRATE SWALL BE TESTED AT 28 OAYS. ALL CYUNDERS
SHALL BE TAKEN PREPAHLD AND TESTED BY 4 TESTING [AB IN 4CCORDANCE WITH
ASTW C172Z C31. AND C39

29

21

PROVIDE NQ LESS THAN 48 WGURS NQTICE TO THE VERIZON REPRESENTATVE
PRIOR TO PLAGEMENT OF CONCRETE.

REMOVE ALL LOOSE MATERML AND DEBRIS FROM SUAGMADE SURFACE FRICR TO
PLACING CONCRETE, CONCRETE SHALL NOT BE PLACED ON FROZEN SUBCRADE
WHEN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE (§ BELOW 5C DECREES F, CONCRETE WMATERIALS AND
PLACEMENT SHALL CONFORM TO THE RECOMWENDATONS OF ACI 3D6R "COLD
WEATHER CONCRETING™.

. WHEN AMQIENT TEWMPERAYURE IS ABOVE 31 DEGREES F. CONCRETE MATERIALS AND

PLACEMENT SMALL CONFORM TQ TRE RECOMMENDANGONS OF AC( SOSR "HOT
WEATHER CONCRETING”,

, CONCRETE SWALL BE SUFFICIENT CONSDLRATED BY Vi@RATON TO REMOVE AR

VOIDS, VIBRATION SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH AC) 309 “STANDARO PRACTIGE
FOR CONSOLIOATION OF CONCRETE.

THE TQP OF ALl CONCRETE SURFACES SRALL BE TRUE aND LEVEL WITM A SMOOTH
FLOAT PINISH. UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED,

T™MROUGHOUT CONSTRUCTION, THE CONCRETE WORH SHALL BE ADEQUATELY FROTESTED
ACAINST DAUACE QUE TO ENCESSIVE LOADING, CONSTRUCTION ECUIPUENT, MATERALS
OR METHODS, [CE, RAN, OR SNOW. PROTCCT CONCRETE FROM EXCESSWVE HEAT AND
FREEZING FOR NOT LESS THAN 14 DArS.

DAYINC OUT OF CONCRETE, ERPECIALLY DYRING THT FIRST 24 SOURS, SHALL BE
CAREFULLY GUARDED AGAINST. ALL SURFACES SMALL BE MOIST CURED OR PROTEGTID
USING A MEMBRANE CURING ACENT CONFDRMING TO ASTM €303 “Louil
UEMBRANE-FORMING COMPUUNUS FOR CURING CGNCRETE . APPUED AS SOON &S
FORMS ARE REMOVED. IF MEMBRANE CURING AGENT 15 USED. EXERCISE CARE NOT TU
DAUAGE SWURFACE.

. CONTRACTOR SHALL BRING TO THE WAMEDIATE ATTENTION OF TME VERIZGN

CONSTRUCTICN WANAGER ANY DEFECTS OR ERRUAS IN THE WORK, PRIOR TD
MAXING REPAIRS, CONTRACTOR SHALL CBTAIN PERV:SSION FHOM THE VERIZON

L

VerizonNvieless

4HTY KN
AL N ET

!.m_‘U.ﬁOZ\O mﬁ

e
P TR TR

e Tt

e e e

WORK_OROCR WUMEEA _DRaWN BY

?%ﬂ!ﬁ!

o, | oA e
9 | 3/31/15 | PRELIMINARY
1 | 317715 | PER CGMMENTS
2 | 4f2/15 |room
3 | /29715 || RiwNE LOHMmME S

UNAUTHORIZED ALTERATION OR
ADDINIONS TO 4 PLAN BEARING TWE
SEAL OF A LCENSED ENGINEER OR
LAND SURVEYDR IS A VIDLATION OF
THE STATES LICENSING RECULATIONS

COFIES OF THIS DOCUMENT WITHOLT
A FACSIMILE QF THE SIGNATUIE AND
AN ORIGINAL EM3QSSED SEAL OR
QORIGINAL STAMP IN BLUE OR RED
INX OF THE PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER
OR LAND SURVEYOR SHALL NOT 8T
CONSIDERED VALID COPIES

S IRFORMATION

LSC BLACKHAWK
RAWLAND

4790 STERN LRIVE
DONA ANA COUNTY

LAS CRUCES, NM 88002
VZW PROJE 20141032586

GRADE. 60. CONSTRUCTIGN MANAGER TO PATCH OR GTRERWISE REPUIR DEFECTS DTMER THAN o 1 2
14, TESTING OF CONCRETE SHALL BE PERFORMED UNOEH TME DIRECTON OF THE MNOR HUNEYCORBING E
CONSTRUCTION. MANAGER. 28, (F ENCOUNTERED. UNSLITARLE WATERIALS SUCH AS CRGANIC MATERWL AND SOFT SOIL - =
SHAU BE REMOVED AS DIRECTED BY THE GEQTECHNICAL ENGINEER ORIGINAL' SIZE IN INCHES
SHEET TINE
SPECIFICATION
SHEET
SHEET  FAMTER

Z-4

VERIZON WIRELESS PROJECT $20141032586

WIRFIESS SH1E LSC BLACKHAWK
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= PROPOIED NEW GRAVEL THROUGHOUT
/' LEASE AREA (SEE DETAIL 2/Z-2)

350"

LERSE

! PROPUSED 8° CuU WALL /-
_ §2»m¢§ﬁzﬂ».|

PROPOSCO 12" WOE
WROUGHT IRON GATE
(SEE DETAIL u\nluv.l\

_
_ FOSTHG BOLON. CEADE.
|
|

(ST 20T, 24220 |f//

f"ﬁ

g-7

K |

|
_ {

(o8
b wi

-4t
TR O T

a-

/T\MASONRY WALL PLAN

|
B

4 T

_ 7 QuISIDE

gl

\\\\\n\!.l. 2" RANDOM STONE FACADE
BOND BEAM W/2-f5 BARS
7 CONTIUOUS
INSIDE
P 8" CMU WALL WITH
2" ROOK VENEER

150 TRUSS TRI-MESH EXTRA HEAVY (3/16°
SIPE RODS) REWFORCEMENT © 187 Qllhgmx

MASONRY NOTES

1| CONTRACTOR DESIGN ANO CONSTAUCTION OF WMSONRY WORK RMALL CONFURM TO ACH
STANCARDS “BUNDING CODE REQUIREMENTS FOR WASONRY STRUCTURES™ ACt 530 AND
“SPECINCATION FOR MASONRY STRUCIURES™ ACI S30.1.

WORTAR SHAL CONFGRLL TO ASTM C27C “WORTAA FOR UNIT MASONRY", TYFE M OR S

T
|, [CONCRETE wasomir L7FTs SHALL OE NORWAL WIIGHT HOLLOW LOAD BEARING UNMITS
CONFORMING TO ASTM TSO "LGAD BEARING CONCRETE MASONRY LUNITS®, TYPE |, GRADE N,
CONPRESSIVE STRENGTH QF MASONRY (FW) SMALL NOT BE LESS THAN 1,500 FSi.

4, | MABOMSY GROUT SHALL CONFQRM T3 ASTM CATH “GRUUT FOR WASONRY®, AND INSTALLED
i al” LITE O LESS, CROUT BTHCNSRH SHALL 8E MINIMUW 2000 PSt AZ-r CELLS FuLLY

ERTUTET,

rgpggﬂmguhg!gs-b.

npl

(HOT DIPPED GALVANIZED BY } 1
BARMARD INC. OR APPROVED Bﬁtb

BOND ECAM W/2—§5
CONTINUOUS

{5 bOWEL @ 167 0C.
{ALL CELLS FULLY GROUTED)

GRAVEL SURFACE
‘M DOWEL © 16 OC.

\\l 10" CMU BLOCK
\\\I (ARST TWO COURSES)

BOND BEAM W/2-fS
—BINE ..\\|852coﬁ

12°%42° CONCRETE FOOTING

3
Al

e
fiort

3
e — @ 85 o

INTINUOUS  BARS

[P
i'~0*

(4) #S BOTTOM
CONTINUOUS BARS

5/ seae: /8 = 1-0°

—— STORE FACADE ON EXTERIOR OF
¥ TV WALl

17-0"

,—— GATE LATCH WITH PACLOCK

» ~— S\G ROD
" 4
. — WROUGHT IRON GATE

) CATE ANGLE

GATE FRAME

(SEE DSTAL 4/2-5)

T\ WROUGHT IRON

"= CENTER GATE STOP EMBEDDED
IN 1272127

CONCRETE BLOCK

GATE DETAIL

G SCALE: 1/47 = 1°-07

PAINTED "APFLESALCE 350C-3"

UNDISTURBED SUBGRADE

——— £
B ] 8" COUPACTED NO, 57
gt =T STONE OVER unrDRY

/T MASONRY WALL  DETAIL
NGy vy

x«.tazoznw-mpux!rﬁ.gggiag [ries
-umnﬁ!unobzn PLAN GILLET-STCTL . B4NS FIOR COMCRETT REMFDRSTWENT

1. %%ngﬁéhﬂ‘)ﬂ.‘iﬂggo“
CAQEEWIALS In (ASDER-TYPE JOIT ACNFORCOMENT AND POINT CF COMNELTION OF
Ei&ﬁ%laqgﬁgﬁgﬁgﬁ;

.ﬂ. S COVER FOR ALL REB4R iN FOOYING (FYPICAL)

9. | CONTRAZTOR TO HAVE MASONRT WALL WNSPECTED PER IBC 2006 SECTION 1704.5 SPECIAL
PSPECTIONS.

, CONTRACTOR 70 BOTIFY ENGINEER CONCERNING ANY DNECREFANCIES.

—

veri Z O N vircless

Witk ORUER NUMBER

CiRan B

_ 8022 BLACKHANK _ d K30 *

wmr BETE Esuz ]
Q| 3711718 | PREUMINARY

1. | 3/17/15 | PER COMMENTS

2 4/2/15 |100%

1| 5/29/15 |REMOVE LGHTNNG ROZ|

_ImocuionoSmanmrms:xEnmEm
| PER CELL. (SEE DEVAIL $/C-7}
COQROINATE. ANCHOR BOLT LOCATIONS 10

_1' AVOID INTERFERENCE WITH JAMB REBAR
_m —— RANDOW STONE FACADE (TYP) ()
i

o~ RANDOM STONE FRCADE

7 (1) #5 BAR PER CELL,
J /1 cRour cals saup

oo GBGUH
[t ! -+
NOTE:  PROVIOE FOUNDATION DOWEL

REINFORCEMENT TO WATCH
JAMB REINFCRCEMENT

CACH LEG OF ANGLE AS SHOWN

, (- 15a5a3/8 GATE ABLE

‘—— GATE FRAME PQST FASTENED TO GREASE
HINGE, USE MIN. (5) NINGES EACH

)I_Zom DETAIL

B

=3 J scas: 5@t - 10"

/i DOOR JAMB DETAIL

=3

SCALEt 3/8° = 10"

UNAUTHORIZED ALTERATION 0R
ACOITIONS TO A PLAN BEARING THE
SEAL OF A UCENSED ENGINEER OR
LAND SURVEYOR (S A VIQLATICN OF
THE STATES LICENSING REGULATIONS

CORISS OF THIS DOGUMENT WITHOUT
a FALSMILE QF THE SIGNATURE AND
AN ORIGINA. EMBOSSED SCAL OR
ORIGINAL STAMP IN BLUE OR RED
iNK OF THE PROFESSIONAL ENCINEER
OR LAND SURVEYOR SHALL NOT BE
CONSIDERED VALID COPES

SITE ARFORMATION

LSC BLACKHAWK
RAWLAND

4790 STERN DRVE
DONA ANA COUNTY

LAS CRUCES, NM BB0QS
VZW PROJE 20141032585

] 1 2

o = e =

ORIGINAL S'ZE IN INCHES
THLET TLE

COMPOUND
DETAILS

EMEET MUMETE

Z-5

VERIZON WIRELESS PROJECT 20141032586

RIZON WIRELESS SITE: LSC BLACKHAWK

VE



179

Frle:tUsers\dore Amermi\oppaato\lact\iema\iePuskan _1542\5022 Backna ok 20, Pleliea 3/29/13 ol 12Aem, Brase Amarin, Last S3vad 8¢ Narut ke

L (ENGTHS GIVEN EW TWiS CHART ARE CEMMATED FROM AVALABLE BFDEUATION
1 TYPES AND DIES OF THE ANTDNMA CABLES ARC DASED OM TWE ESHMATED LENGTH OF THE CABLES. CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY ALL ACTUAL
LINGTHS W FELD FRIOA TO INGTALLATION AMD NOTIEY YL NELD EMCINEXR FOY VERIMCATION OF 2[CL OF CASLES:
1. COWTRACTON T0 PEOWDL AS BLALTS FOR THE LENCTH OF CABLES LPON COURLETIDN OF INSTALLATION.
+ COMTRACTOR 7O PROWIE ANAL CASLE LENGDMS AND RCTURN LOSSEE FOR ALL CABLES.
5 ALL WEW. ANTENNK ADMUTHS AEFEADNCE TAGE NORTH.  CONSULT MEOUMID CUADRARTLE WAP FDR WECESSAAT WECHAMGAL DECLHATON, . .2"
_ NEW VERIZON WIRELESS ANTENNA SCHEDULE _ _
LT ] 3
AZUUTHS anTENna |ueThancal|  wount | COAY (QuanTITY Py
_.m<n_.nmnn_. fo€o0. ™) ANTOANEE quanTTy | Down LI || TYRE o2 (o) | COAX cABLE == _
s , = .
— )
I 3 f o =1 g
| == =
=== L
e asich O
pifma® ke ™ [ e |eeen v| (2R -5 ==
R, it O | —
[ir Yo 2 o FRONT
™o =) B o = 13 245 oAy ™ ik
=]
~
NQTES: —_— —
1_CUNTRAGTOR TO INSTALL DUPLEXERS IN SICLTER AND ON TOWER AS REQUIRED BY SMR (IF ARPLICABLE)L

— O pum— 2,

PROPOSED SUPFORT ARM |/
W

ALL EXTRA ANTENNA PORTS MUST BE
TERUINATED AND WEATHER PROOFED

FQR FUTURE USE

/\NEW REMOTE RADIO HEAD(S)

36,817

/\.
VeriZonvieiess

TECTONIC Bl

T TG

ST
Wi 87117

a -
R
H i3 aln‘- jﬁ‘h
WO CROGR WUWBER _ DRRaN oY

(oo | [ e ]

DLTE SSur
3/11/15 | PRELMIART
3/17/15 | PER COMMENTS
4/2/1S | 00%

5/20/13 | REMQVE LCHDSNG 703

wIs]-Jo|B

UNAUTHDRIZED ALTERANON OR
AGOITIONS TO A PLAN BEARING THE
SEAL OF A LICENSED ENGINEER OR
LAND SURVEYOR 1S A VIDLATION OF
THE STATES UCENSING REGULATIONS

=1

LANDLORD MUST ENSURE THAT VERIZON WIRELESS
ANTENNA ACCASS WILL BE RESTRICIED 10 PERSONNEL
THAT WAVE HEEN AUTMORIZED BY VERZON WIRELESS
(FUE AWARENESS TRANED PERSONNEL ONLY). THS

INCLUDES ALL MAINTENANCE PERSOMNEL AND
CONTRACTORS ACCESSING THE ANTEWNA AREA.

(12) PROPOSED VERIZON
WRELESS PANEL ANTENNAS
(% PER SECTOR, 12 TOTAL) —

FRONT

SCALE: N.TS

SIoE

COPIES OF THIS DQCUMENT WTHOUT
A FACSHMILE OF THE SIGNATURE AND

INK OF THE PROFESSIONAL mzn_zm,mn
OR LAND SURVENCA SHALL NOT BC
CONSIDERED VALD COPIES.

_— PROPOSED VERIZON
WIRELESS JUNCTION
80X (TYP OF 2}

PROPUSED VERIZON WIRELESS
REMOTE RADIQ MEAD (RRH)
(4 PER SECTQR, 12 TOTAL}

‘— PROPOSED VERIZOR WRELESS 4'¢
PARABOLIC ANTENNA MOUNTED
TQ PROPOSED MONQPOLE

7\ PROPOSED ANTENNA ORIENTATION @ 70’

M=) scaie: s

/N NEMA J—BOX

RF=1

SCALE: N.T.S,

LSC BLACKHAWK
RAWLAND

4790 STERN DRIVE
DONA ANA COUNTY

LAS CRUCES, NM 88005
VEZW PROJ# 20141032586

1) 1 Z

CRIGINAL SIZE IN INCHES

SHEET TME

ANTENNA
INFORMATION

-SHEET HUVEER

RF-1

VERIZON WIRELESS PROJECT #20141032588

VERIZON WIRELESS SITE: LSC BLACKHAWK
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
FOR THE
CITY OF LAS CRUCES
City Council Chambers
July 28, 2015 at 6:00 p.m.

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT:
Godfrey Crane, Chairman
William Stowe, Vice-Chair
Ruben Alvarado, Member
Kirk Clifton, Member
Harvey Gordon, Member

BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:
Charles Beard, Secretary
Joanne Ferrary, Member

STAFF PRESENT: TR
Katherine Harrison- Rogers, Senior Planner, GL
Adam Ochoa PIanner CLC

Pete Connelly, CLC Deputy Clt
Becky Baum, Recording Secretaryy

gt .mmlssmners present On my far right is
s the Mayors appolntee Correction, he is not,

Cliffon: !

Crane:

Clifton:

Crane: Five. ¥

Ochoa: District 6.

Crane: District 6. Thank you. And then Mr. Gordon who is the Mayor's

appointee. Mr. Stowe is our Vice Chairman and he is, represents District
1. Mr. Alvarado represents District, District 3. And I'm Godfrey Crane, the
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Chair, and | represent District 4. Commissioners Ferrary and Beard
cannot be with us tonight.

I CONFLICT OF INTEREST
At the opening of each meeting, the chairperson shall ask if any member on the
Commission or City staff has any known conflict of interest with any item on the
agenda.

Crane: The next thing is for me to ask the Commissione iE s present and the City
people present whether anyone has a conflict Ofi est in relation to this

item, any of the items on the agenda tonight 0 one so indicates. | do
have a problem which I'll enlarge on in just aim

. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
1. June 23, 2015 - Regular Meeting ¢
Crane: The next item is approval of '5-:}}1__, '—-EﬁTast meeting ot ch was the

June 23rd. Does any Commissioner haye:
T e aning, macing pne 19 M. Fishback did you

believe that in the, in that : ' I ”'u"i‘\_,; oulqmre this road to be built

accordlng to modified spe P es#more sense in the context.
ipag . aid “just traffic director.” Rather
emen? That seems to be it. I'll entertain a
D d,as modified.
Gordon
Crane
Cliffon
Crane:
MOTION PASSED
Crane: Oppo d'? Abstentions? Passes five to zero. Thank you.

IV. CONSENT AGENDA

1. Case IDP-15-01: An application of Grey Handy, managing member, for an
Infill Development Proposal (IDP) for the expansion of the Adobe Assisted
Living Facility into two adjacent vacant single-family dwellings. The IDP
seeks a waiver from the required road classification for the expanded use.
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The variances from existing non-conforming setbacks, and variances from
onsite parking requirements. The properties are located on the east side of
the intersection of E. Mountain Ave. and N. Virginia St. at 540 N. Virginia,
Parcel ID # 02-05321, 600 N. Virginia St., Parcel ID # 02-05355, and 1111 E.
Mountain Ave., Parcel ID # 02-05387. Proposed Use: Assisted Living
Facility. Council District 1 (Councilor Silva).

2. Case SUP-15-01: - MOVED TO NEW BUSINESS - PAGES 5-30.

.

Now we go onto the consent agenda. Let me explaifwhat this is, there’s
two items on there, IDP-15-01 and SUP-15—Q§"’" These items which the
City Community Planning Department has 3 ed‘?@ggﬂ they're probably not
controversial and therefore will not gerfés[ate efn}r{“'-\—debate so they are
lumped together, two of them in thisﬁeﬂgé%;_ to be““vé_"gead on as a block
without any discussion by us or th%{[ﬁblic. *The vote V?EQ}%,EE up or down
for the two, for the whole of ilie consept agenda. However, if any
Commissioner, or any member ofithe puE’l‘ig\ would like ?%Fg to have
some debate on either of these \{'\W&fij‘ss_,_-djé%‘,‘*we will pull/them off the
consent agenda and put them at thﬁ@ﬁéginning of the new business.
Commissioners, any bady want to take anything off the consent agenda?
Any member of the publicawish to take ‘ither of these items? This

. b e
gentleman standing up. You'dosik, (‘f.”v’

-y, -
MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC SPEAKING, NO;EAT THE%M_I.GROPHONE.

Crane:

A5

7
il

%, microphone

4
A

Okay, thank yoﬁi’tﬁat's all I need to hear right now. So we have a member
of th p@%‘who ___1ould like to discuss this so we will move item number
two, Case/SUP-18-01 about the cell phone tower to new business and it
will be item™ umﬁﬁiﬁ@;-?pl?ggw‘v‘business. May | see a show of hands as

ﬁd@@yﬂ guidanice, who €lse in the room is interested in that case SUP-

4
.

b
|

15-01 onthe to@éf}@?Okay. And how many of you, keep your hands up if
this appliesito you,“how’many of you would like to come and talk at the

&

for typically three minutes? One, two, three. | see three at

‘%ﬁthe moment.| Okay sometimes that increases slightly. That helps us plan

e - .
how exactly to/move the traffic along.

% So, since I'm talking about procedure, let me jump forward for a
mo ‘e”;"”t:tlgﬁﬁ’ow we handle new business. These are items on which there
are, we‘g{db expect there to be some discussion, so first a member of the
Comm‘ﬁnity Planning Department will make a presentation, there might be
for example Mr. Ochoa, Commissioners might have some questions for
him. Then the applicant if present or the applicant's designated speaker
gets to make a presentation if they wish to, again we may have some
questions. And finally members of the public get to come up, identify
themselves, be sworn in very briefly, and to state their, their views and the
customary limit is three minutes apiece and we ask you not to repeat too
much of what other people have said. It's okay to say that you agree
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entirely with the previous speaker or something like that. When all the
members of the public have spoken we close the discussion to further
public input, the Commissioners will have a discussion among themselves
and when they've all had their say we will take a vote.

One further item, | am going to recuse myself during the debate
about SUP-15-01, reason being, although it does not affect me directly as
a resident in the neighborhood, my wife and | have a close friend of 20
years who does live there. | don't see her present tonight and she may
not even be aware of this matter, but | know shegwould be mortified if |
participated in debate, let alone how | vote. So_ %Ne have a quorum |
do not need to be present to make this proce ed and our Vice Chairman,
Mr. Stowe will chair the meeting during that’period and | will probably sit
down there somewhere. So does anybedy 'V-E any questions about

procedure? Have | made myself clear, A ) Y
All right. In that case w e on ltem on th

IDP-15-01 on the assisted leng cmty d the varlane _ju.__ | didn’t ask
specifically about this so let's sure jwe have no p-lems here.
Does anybody here wish to take |te : er one off the consent agenda
regarding the assisted living facility? Yes s. Harrison- -Rogers.

H-Rogers:  Just a point of order th vote first on moving the
item off the consent agenda andy ohsent agenda, and then
voting either “yeah” or “nay! Wi at'syr malm g on the consent agenda.
So sort of a two- part vote. @ &

Crane:
that if the first item remain on the

iEeds, tosbe a motion, a vote on basically removing
e number one, and then there needs to be a

H-Rogers:

Clifton:

Crane: Moved by Mr. Clifton.

Gordon: Second.

Crane: Second by Mr. Gordon. All in favor “aye.”

MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.
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Crane: Opposed, “nay.” Okay. And any abstentions? It passes five/nothing.
Thank you. And nobody indicated that they had a problem with leaving
number one on the consent agenda, so we will proceed with the consent
agenda. Commissioners, all in favor of the accepting the consent
agenda? | need a motion? Okay, thank you. A motion that we accept the
consent agenda consisting only of item one, IDP-15-01.

Gordon: So moved.
Crane: Moved by Mr. Gordon.
Clifton: Second.

Crane: Seconded by Mr. Clifton. Allin favol

Crane:
V. OLD BUSINESS - NONE

VI. NEW BUSINESS

s cture -o ac

-_‘r|ct 2 (Cour?gl ony

Crane: Go ah ad please. Oh, | have to swear you in. | guess, who knows what
has happened since last time. Do you swear or affirm that the testimony
you are about to give is the truth and nothing but the truth under penalty of

law?
Ochoa: | do.
Crane: Go ahead please.
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Adam Ochoa, Development Services for the record. First case tonight
gentlemen is SUP-15-01. It is a request for a Special Use Permit for a
wireless communication ...

Excuse me Adam. I'm sorry to interrupt you, but aren't you, aren’t you
going to recuse yourself at this point?

You're quite right. | had ... | am going to recuse myself Mr. Stowe you

have the chair. Let me brlng you the, this inAcaSewou need, need it
Thank you Mr. Gordon.

Mr. Ochoa you may proceed. 4{{

Thank you sir. Again, to start off ageiﬁ, first case tonightiis, SUP-15-01. It
is a request for approval of a Mireless communicatlomcgwty, under a
Special Use Permit for a propérty located ‘éLé?QO Stern Dri five. Subject
property shown here on the Iocatlonyézrﬁlld wcmlty\map As yeu can see it's
directly kind of southeast of Interstate Q here on this property here zoned
commercial. The property is located onithe southwest corner of Stern
Drive and Agave *-"';'_’:f Subject propert currently encompasses
approximately 1.55 acre ndlagain it is z0 ed C-3, commercial high
intensity. Currently on the sufé‘@,@_p opertyt there consists a, a a, a
number of vacant commercial buildings:

LogKingthere on the
building$ here o’ e eastern de of the property where the new wireless

“where the arrow is pointing. Code
e-loo 5. Y& oday is Section 38, 38-59F of the 2001
st under the Zoning Code any new

/'The applicant is also required to pay for all the expenses
fwith the City and the applicant hiring a qualified expert to

ally review and provide a, a written, written recommendation for an
analySIS created by the engineer of the, for the proposed cell phone site
and that recommendation be brought to P&Z for your review and a, and
consideration.

The proposed facility is essentially a new wireless communication
facility with a 75-foot tall wireless communication structure. This is 10 feet
taller than what is permitted in the C-3 zoning district, 65-feet being the
maximum height, but again the allowance for a taller tower is
accompanying if you will or part of the Special Use Permit. Adjacent to



202

1 the property is an R, a property zoned R-1aC which is why this, they are
2 required to seek the Special Use Permit at this time. The, like | stated
3 before, the new facility is proposed to be located to the rear of the subject
4 property and the applicant has provided a site plan and building plan
5 showing that the proposed tower and facility meet all required setbacks
6 including the setback requirement for adjacent to the residential lot to the
7 south. The proposed new communications structure facility will follow all
8 requirements in Section 38-59 which is our antennas, wireless
9 communication structure section of the 2001 ZomnlgyCode
10 Apologize for the blurriness of this but he;e ‘is*the subject property
11 with the existing buildings here, with an access for the new facility off of
12 Stern Drive here. No new, no new access’potnts off of Stern Drive or
13 Agave will be done for this proposed site wi\lch is'Q der here roughly about
14 30 by 35 square foot site with a rockdWwall “built around it and with some
15 landscaping provided adjacent to t ‘sthH to prowde S()me type of buffer
16 for the new facility. Shown heﬂr@%ﬁ%’e those,_setback reqUIr g’nggs as you
17 can see they meet more than nelIgh for fhe _required setba;:T(s To the
18 rear they are required to provide a% rpum "sétback of onesfoot for every
19 foot in height of that tower, plus 409 _A They are still under that
20 requirement as well witythis new facility.
21 Here, closer look' towhat that nqufacljlty will look like, enclosed
22 within a rock wall as | said“befose the towefqapd all accessory and, all
23 accessory equipment to that towner#8hown here by the applicant roughly
24 where that site will be located gamﬁ"to the rear of the most western,
25 western efisting, commercialgbuilding on that property. Here is an
26 elevatio showri‘" hat that fagility will look like with 75-foot tall tower, the,
27 the, shelbiggest raason why they, are going for the 75-foot tall tower is to
28 allow for ‘o> ocay' 1._In the Cityjof Las Cruces we encourage co-location
29 of communi 1 strlc (v " the taller height would allow for future
30 Aﬁ‘é pqgslon o?ét,h ower to allow for more communication structure on one
31 y ﬁ' towerl ad of ‘eoming in for a new tower all together and relatively close
32 A to this area %ﬁﬁ
33 - As | ated before the City of Las Cruces and the applicant did hire
34 aﬁprofessmnasljlo prowde a recommendation. The analysis was prepared
35 ofanthe propgsed new facility and Greg Best Consulting reviewed this
36 l sus an browded a recommend, a written recommendation on June
37 23rd 2@15 and that is actually located as an attachment in your staff
38 report. Greg Best Consulting concurs with the analysis of the applicant
39 that the proposed new wireless communication facility at 47, 4790 Stern
40 Drive is the best available site in this area. The consultant also concurs
41 with the applicant that the proposed height is best to allow for better, to
42 allow for better coverage for the area as well.
43 With that staff did review the proposed SUP and based on the
44 review by staff and all of the reviewing departments in the City of Las
45 Cruces, as well as NMDOT since they are just adjacent to NMDOT right-
46 of-way, and based on the written recommendation from the independent
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expert consultant and the findings found in your staff report, staff
recommends approval for the proposed SUP. These are the findings that
are located within your staff report; the main ones being that the proposed,
that an independent, I'm sorry, that an independent expert consultant
reviewed the analysis and concurred that the proposed site and height of
the new wireless communication facility and tower are, they do concur,
excuse me, with the analysis of the applicant for the new cell tower site
and tower height. The proposed new wireless communication facility also
follows all requirements of the Special Use Permit section of the 2001
Zoning Code and all requirements of sggﬁﬁﬁ*\38-59 which are
requirements for towers in the 2001 Zoning Code as well.

The City did receive an e-mail, a c}%gﬁlé’r@f e-mails concerning the
location of the new facility on the subjectg‘Rropert};#'. You do have one of
those e-mails in front of you. As r%egijd&an see thergyare a number of
people here as well with concernsflooks like for the"new facility on the
subject property. With that gentlefien is, your options tonightis: 1) to vote
“ves” as recommended by staffi{2) to vote ‘yes” with a _."%onditions
deemed appropriate by the Planni 19.and Zoning Commission; 3) to vote
“no;” 4) to vote to table and postpone-':é proposed Special Use Permit
and direct staff and thg,applicant accordi _‘g]__y. The applicant is here to

answer any questions .h |iight have of him'%y[gtand for questions.

Stowe:

Gordon:
Wwe have in front of us, but what would be
3 the ground from the tower to the

Ochoa:

Gordon: Are there, are there actually homes in that, on that?

Ochoa: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Gordon. Yes there is a home on there.
Gordon: Okay. And then my second question is any tower of lesser height would

not be accessible, would not be agreeable by the applicant?
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Alvarado:

Ochoa:

Alvarado:

Ochoa:

Clifton:

Ochoa:
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Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Gordon. That'd be something you might
want to speak to the applicant about. The analysis again did concur with
the application from the, the independent consultant stating that the, the
height would be, is justified or does concur that this area should be a,
allowed for that, this property should be allowed that height if you will.

All right I'll ask the applicant another question then.

Commissioner Alvarado.

Are there any other towers as close to resider s in the City as this one
will be?

Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Alvaraddi, No, sir. There, are a number of
the City" next to residential
zoning as this one, a couple of thém that come to mind arejin,the, Sonoma
Ranch area east of, of the CityAimifsy, I'm
you will and there is one as well that'Slocaté
Disks property relatively close to this ‘sub
residentially zoned prap ight, that are adjacent, that are
close by there sir. (2 O

Mr. Chai 'ﬁ‘ﬁ}f‘:(,g-_' Al T
the to'xv ’ﬁi of thatlis located in the Sonoma Ranch area is
actually 8¢ 0t is taller thaf,this tower.

Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Clifton. That is correct.
And the maximum allowable height in a C-3 zoning district is 60 feet?

Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Clifton. The maximum height actually
permitted in the C-3 by right is 65 feet.
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Clifton: Sixty-five feet. So this is 10 feet taller than what's allowed by right.

Ochoa: That is correct sir. By right with the Special Use Permit.

Clifton: Okay. So if it, if a building came in for construction hypothetically for this
particular lot at 65 feet it could essentially be issued a building permit at
that height?

Ochoa: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Clifton. In the C-3 zoning district | believe

the maximum building height is 60 feet, so teghnically yes, they, we, if
somebody came in just for a building permlt o new building there for 60
feet in height we would issue that. 7 &
Clifton: Okay. Thank you.
Stowe: | see no one else to, to, wants

PUBLIC SPEAKING NOT AT MICROPHONE. )

Stowe: Yes, we'll get to the public.

Stowe:

pleas?n
Ochoa: Mr Qhaﬁ. an if "*“ remlnd - might have him state his name and

l,_\l,l qi.F-' is the truth and nothing but the truth under penalty of
Iaw? _".I'_“J_Ir':‘.‘

Gutierrez: | do.

Stowe: Please proceed sir.

Gutierrez.  Yes sir, Commissioners, our company, TECTONIC Engineering is the
engineering firm that is working on the real estate and engineering design

of this tower. | also have with me Mr. Hamdi Alaaldin who’s the RF
engineer for Verizon Wireless in case there’s any questions with regard to

10
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why this tower needs to be here and the, and the energy levels required
by the FCC. We basically concur with Mr. Ochoa’s presentation. We
don’t have a lot to add. A couple of things | may add that may not be too
clear is this tower is going to be painted a desert sand to kind of blend in
with the community. It's been done before in other areas of Las Cruces.
And with regard to the setback | believe the setback is 93 feet. The only
house that is on there is a, is a little further away and that actual residence
probably I'm guessing more like 150 feet away from, from the tower. So
I’'m here really to answer any questions. | think MrgaOchoa did an, a great

job of presenting what we're trying to do here If*there's any specific
questions on the tower, the height, why we negd to be there, I'd be more
than happy to answer those sir. TN

Commissioner Gordon. ﬁ"& Q
This is a little bit off of the presentation but.apparently

: eyother side of
Interstate-10 is property that 4 resently #ned by Newe ico State
University. Has any attempts been made; tosperhaps qu

sstion them if
they’d be interested in hosting a, a to ;" here they could gain a revenue

You know Commissioner,Gor n,they were‘approached and there are
some towers on NMSU prope ilive don several of them at the
stadium. This partncu|ar"‘3éea fwe ‘approached them, they were not
mterest%ﬂ@%«ger for whateler reason)” We also looked at other areas
along thje same "ii‘je of, of theseeway that we're at, unfortunately all the
zonLng n at area s all R. Th'?grthe only commercial piece of property

where a 1 w,er cotlld fit. The sitUation at the university is that there is so

ﬁch dem tthe% 1ver§£y ite that Verizon now is working to try to

Gordon:

Gutierrez:

Gordon:

Gutierrez:

mall ells, these small units. | think there’'s a total of six or
eight of the{n thatga_lre going in, in order to handle that capacity. So this
tower |s"“1§1 uch hlge mot so much for coverage but it's there to design

%, and handle l the capaclty on the freeway and the residential areas on
W that side, butwe did look at other locations and this was the best location

Sistated by the engineer.
All ri’ab:gi_lj;}aﬁk you. And what happens if this tower isn’t constructed?
4
| beg your pardon sir.

What happens if this tower is not constructed, what does it, what does it
do for Verizon as far as being able to transmit data?

Well in the short-term we'll probably be okay. I'll let Mr. Alaaldin talk to

that a little bit further. In the short-term we'll probably be okay. Within a
year or so as traffic demands there'll be probably dropped calls, not good

11
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internet coverage in that area, but it will be okay for a while, but Verizon
usually plans about a year in advance of where their needs are in terms of

their capacity.

Stowe: And you said your other, there’s another person with you to present
information?

Gutierrez.  I'm sorry.

Stowe:
Gutierrezz  We have no further presentation sir other tha
Stowe: Well the, is there someone else with yoli2,
Gutierrez:  Yes. Yes sir there is. i
Stowe: Because we need, we need t u@ Jtett
issues.
Gutierrez.  Sure.
Stowe:
Gutierrez:  Sure. I
Stowe:

Alaaldin: 4 MriC " '-.:'__". v name i Alaaldin. | live in 322 West Indigo

Stowe: W , Thank you Mr Alaaldin

IS the fruth and nothing but the truth under penalty of law?

Alaaldin:
Stowe: Please e well you're standing for questions. Do you have a
ation or a few comments to make?
Alaaldin: No | provided all the data that the gentleman, Greg Best asked for so |
thought that was all needed.
Stowe: Okay.
Alaaldin: There was no other further explanations.

12
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Stowe: We have interest from the public so ...

Gordon: Well | have a question.

Stowe: A, a question by Mr. Gordon.

Gordon: Sir what would happen if the tower was shorter?

Alaaldin: We could definitely entertain that and we’ll be wil - o, take it down to the

65 feet to hopefully make everybody happy. ‘:rlLl,.,__ we asked for too,
for the high was two reasons, one was -;'"' atable, to be able to have
other communication facilities for other ca 'f’@_ on; two because the
surrounding trees were not letting trg@.% atlon signal to go as far as
we wanted to, but we can certainly g 5 feet and m -', it okay just for
Verizon. If any other carrier wouldtlike to come up they havg,

height.

Gordon: With the advances in technology as fas : (as they are happening today, if

times will have change ou
with a better alternative? .

Alaaldin:

evices are going on the phones and
which is machme-to machine, they

Cliftorif Ir. Efo do you see an increase in your load or your

Alaaldin: : .Y" , we seeing really growth exponentially, very hlgh growth,

£/2 |ot of other plans coming up with new towers, just based strictly
a and usage. And that usage, it used to be easy when it was voice,
we could put one side up in high mountain and be happy with it, because
you, voice doesn't require a lot of data speed, but when you're watching
movies and Nefflix and all the other one on your laptop and your phones,
that's where NFL plays and all the other stuff is where it eats up all the
resources we have.

Clifton: Thank you.

13
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Very well. Members of the public, would you like to ask questions?
Would someone like to make a presentation first? Excuse me, Mr., Mr.
Alaaldin we do have a, a question for you.

Definitely.

Yeah, |, | have a question. What, what signals, what kind of signals does
the tower carry?

LTE which is 4G technology at this point. h y 5 B
watts total coming out of the base statlon fo'the antenas

\\\

sswit” does carry 911 which is

Too,

emergencyifallithe ,; "Iso Verizon provides additional

servic fto the military folks w ere if a mllltary high ranking official drives
dar e of emergengy apd there’s not enough resources, we'll

drop othert 150 we do entertain all, everybody.

) ng'Up another point. Let me just add one thing to
jus remlnded me of somethlng There is now a wave of

S a H question. What do we do every quarter, we look at every
afy sector of each tower and we run all the calls that go through

town rsus the quality and versus the amount of calls that come in and
then we plan that every month and see what kind of a gross rate we have
and we plan 24 month ahead to cope for that capacity issue. So your
(inaudible), it will be more and more coming on to those towers because
there is reasons as you mentioned.

Well will there be a point in time when this tower will be at capacity?

14
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Oh absolutely.
So then where will you go?

We have to either buy more frequencies or government give us more
frequency or build more towers, or we're coming up with other
technologies to offset that. We're coming up with smaller cells in the
areas, smaller cells only work like in universities or downtown areas,
where they are 20, 25-feet tall and they can only g,200 feet and they can
provide up to 400 people which, which is one o}ﬁkﬁmall cells. So we,
we're putting a lot of those in as well to just, with the traffic. We're
here because of the data. The data showsdls that.we need to go and we

You're from Verizon, what about AT&T afd, and all 'aur competitors,

Afeir facilities are concemed in building

"I_E would know more about that

=5

than we do. They've alfeady been here, fight?

Al right, its, it's time for'the'@@ntleman with

5y, Brooks. I
roads thal es off of Stern B

n that the testimony you are about to give

AT s truth under penalty of law?

tnuth and @,_ i

of't dispute that there’s going to be an increase in data, cars are
jore as they go past this particular point. | think what you're gonna
here i€ an impassioned plea from the community that we love the Mesilla
Valley that we're in. We love the view of the mountains that we have of,
you know it crosses a couple of freeways but we're all on the west side of
the freeway. And the proposed site for this tower is going to block that
view of the mountains and | think that's going to be the most impassioned
plea that you're gonna here from the community. From this point where
the tower's proposed, there is another tower a mile up behind Whiskey
Dick's at Union and Stern. There is another tower a mile south, I'm not

15



p—
OO0\ RWN—

NSRS I S I S R N N i N I e e e
AWV BAWNMEROWOWRNWN B WN e~

27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

Stowe:

Brooks:

Stowe:

Brooks:

Stowe:

211

sure about the exact location of that but it's again it's west of the freeway,
but it's aright along I1-10. There is numerous towers that was stated by
Verizon on the light poles at the university a, a, football field. | mean
there’s a plethora of them. And if you look at all of these towers |
understand that putting up more and more receivers on every single tower
that's out there, so | understand the capacity is, is growing exponentially.
The problem here that we see, especially if they start off with one tower
with one array and then they build it high enough where they're gonna put
two or three arrays, that view of the, of the Organ Mountains from most of
the properties west of this site are going to be ,_3'- ted and | think again
that is the impassioned plea. If they had aull___ this tower on university
property a little bit maybe further north Ar' }
backyard views of this tower, of it blocl{i

ou see all of "T';}c et's see the road coming in
‘duess the upper poition, okay that's the turn- in
ir, Salopek. Salope iVie right there. And then
make al€ftvand that’s O'Hair. So all of those

have backyards that face ""-'_L_ (___I-;-*‘aﬁ__[é‘ east rather towards the

zoning map right hereWii
that, that red site to :--H'

) there and so all of those people are, again these
dwelhngs very little obstructions in the air above

, that might be some type of acceptable you know median.
4 tlme at this location | don't believe it's an acceptable thing in
this reSidential area because of the blight it will put on our view of the
Organ Mountains.

Thank you.
Thank you for your time. Appreciate it. Any other questions for me?

Does anyone have questions for Mr. Brooks?
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Thank you.

And the, the next citizen please. Would you state your name please?
Sure. My name is Jerry Comeau.

Mr. Comeau.

| live at 4851 Visa Cuesta.

Mr. Comeau do you swear or affirm that { ‘“ ony, testimony you are
d er penalty of law?

WSo | believe it's gonna be an eyesore all

Iy, occupied housing developments in the
ys of acres of pecan orchards in this

er cou|d be put and not be an eyesore.

step td'the microphone. State your name please.

My name is Philip Braker. | live at 4805 Agave Place, Las Cruces, New
Mexico.

Mr. Braker do you swear or affirm that the testimony you are about to give
is the truth and nothing but the truth under penalty of law?
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Braker: Yes | do.

Stowe: Please proceed.

Braker: There’'s a, some questions | have. Now looking at this, that piece of
property is the only commercially zoned piece of property and | am sure
from Verizon's perspective it's a lot easier to deal with one property owner
than with the bureaucracy across Highway-10. | work there so | know
there's a lot of bureaucracy. However have they done studies to find out
how much of the load that is going to be handleddy that tower?

Stowe: Please, yes.

Braker: Have they done studies to find out hou |oad that's gonna be
handled by that tower's coming frg I'kpow they have
some cell phone receptacles opft iversity there b hsuspect that
some of that load if not a o'u' ".; may be coming from the
university if not the housing ""~‘_‘I_1;L opjething like that. A they go 500
- a second point I'd like to make i '-'ﬂ} go 500 feet north across
Highway-10 and maybga h( that property on NMSU there
are a lot of antenna fi uli-,;-:, eady, It would seem to me
that placing a tower aloR na fzzlhtles would be more
appropriate than putting it #and they wouldn’t have to
move the tower that far. fullysb e that'that's probably an adequate
place. Théirtheir, thei pPshow that's a good place for it
but | mjt thin -Dwng |t e"‘_ eet to move it away from residential into
structlires ) probably have better power already in
existencej| Uld be a better place for it. Sure it's still

jonna affect e ‘ofiffigaviews? It's not gonna affect my view at all from

,dﬁ?n J6use, SOW 'ts not, 'the view isn’'t an issue but it's a gateway to

4 residentiaharea, @ ;_a,_ right there at the gateway to a residential area for
A, alotof homes. EVeRjk ody's gonna have to ride by it. And moving it right

across the Toad, it wo tldn't be noticed at all. So if, if anything I'd like the,
abte it and ask Verizon to go back and work harder with
NIVIS vork with NMSU to get it put on place there. One; it'd help
I\] Su be e they can get some revenue off it. | understand there's a
bureﬁf’ ra problem but | think if this were tabled and asked | think it
could ‘%?worked through and | think it would be a better solution than
putting” it next to residential, so close to residential and getting this
adjustment. Furthermore if they move it to the northwest just a little bit
you'll see that the, right next to the, rlght before the school, the new high
school they're putting there, the ground is much higher, they could put a
much lower tower and still have the same height. And | think they would
not have to worry about the attenuation over the hills and stuff like that,
that they’re gonna have to worry about where they're putting it now with
the height that they have. Any feedback from Verizon on that?
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Stowe: Would, would you like to comment?
Gutierrez:.  Yes sir.
Stowe: Come to the microphone please.

Gutierrezz  Thank you for your comments. We have explored those other areas. I'm
not sure they're 500 feet. We would certainly look at them. We'd have to
look at the underlying zoning to see if they'd bedpermissible. But one of
the things that the City did do was they, they _1{_ ed a consultant and the

i i letiMi, Alaaldin talk about it.

We have two other towers, we have one u ith and we have one
further north. This tower sits right in bEtwet and. that's why it was
designed at this location. We ha " had ™ "-'. ith NMSU and

were here. We're not able
experience. Thank you.

Alaaldin:

Braker: San e a be worked with and

at’worse case | would like to have Zoning

jokthat and, and have Verizon do a little bit more due

<y, to f tifaNMSU can be worked with because again it's not,

maybe it's ";oi.v 500 fget, | didn’'t measure it, but it's right across Highway-

ive by there you'll see there’s a whole bunch of antennas right

_- on NMSU’s property. Putting it over there would be the

fin my opinion to put it. And yes, it's still gonna affect some

“somie people’s views, but it's not right next to residential. So |

guess ‘Would ask that the, the Zoning commission if nothing else to table
and ask them to come back and work with NMSU on something like that.

Stowe: Point taken. Just a minute please. Mr. Gordon do you have a comment?

Gordon: Well | suggested this a, a few minutes ago about talking to New Mexico
State. | don't, | can’t believe that they would not consider the amount of
revenue that they could get by having it on their property. | think, | don’t
know what the amount of rental that Verizon pays for these towers but |

19



ORIy AW =

Stowe:

Gutierrez:

Stowe:

Gutierrez;

Stowe:

Gordon:

215

understand that it is considerable. And also another thought is, what
someone before mentioned is to perhaps speak to one of the owners of
one of the, of the pecan groves. | mean with the way things are going now
with agriculture to have this additional revenue on your property for
something that only takes up X number of square feet but goes up 75 feet
in the air doesn’t really affect the growth of your trees or, you know or, or,
or harvesting of your crop. | think there are a couple of other areas that
Verizon should really look into a lot more senously than to try to come up
with a better solution than this.

Yes sir. Please state your name again.
Yes sir, Les Gutierrez.

Gutierrez. Thank you.

blocking it's view from the, from thegl They certainly like
e wed also like to maybe put
that tower somewhere clsébe bef
that the tower was designet dito be where i

ave done in the past, we don't necessarily like
ould mke the tower look ||ke a tree. There are trees in

Let me just bring something back to your attention. You said earlier that
the reason that this tower is where it is planned to be is because it's
zoned, so you really are putting it here because you really have no other
place. So it's not necessarily the spot that you have considered to have
maximum coverage, it's something that you’re doing basically out of
necessity, cause you have no other place to put it as close as to where
you would really like to have it. So | don't know how much of a difference

20
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it would be if it was here or 300 or 400 yards across 10 on New Mexico
State property.

That's a very good point and I'd be happy to address that but | think I'll let
Mr. Alaaldin talk to that sir.

Thank you.

Hamdi Alaaldin. I'm sorry could you repeat the q est[on one more, | just
want to make sure | got it correctly? o,

All right I'll try to do that. What | said was§ stated earlier that the
reason that this tower is planned to go wh re it i 'fe}_____ ned to be placed is
because the property is zoned for th pu maybgyan |deal place for
this tower is a quarter of a mlle do the road but yo In_(,_;_ put it there

that's the case then maybe a piece o)
across 10 might be the same resuilt.

A because the growth of the capacity. And the
it to this location is because the ways tragically it takes off

pagation on all the available locations and we choose the best

one bdsed on that criteria. | hope that answers your question.

It, it does but you, you also say it is, that is the best one. What happens if
you go to the second best? What is, what is the difference?

It, it depends all where the second best is and how much of the second
best capacity outflow is gonna give us.
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Well how much effort has been done to determine if it's 10% less, it's 5%
less, or it really doesn’t make much difference? | just think that, it seems
to me that, | personally think that it could be a little more effort that might
be put into really maybe a better place than this.

As you are well aware of this is, we, we've done this, if you, other
locations as well, we take it from one spot to another spot then you're
blocking somebody else’s view and that's also a case as well. So if we
move it one place or the other is it gonna really eliminate all the issues.
te because of the
community. It's all cosmetic. If could take thef€osmetic issue down, take
the side down and change it to a stealth_sit:

Mr. Gutierrez.

Yes Commissioner.

You, you had mentioned that there i more information available that
could be made avalla.regardlng different appearance, to change the
appearance of the towef(iG , i

Yes. In the jurisdictions t

in Albuquerque, there may be s
_ N |sguise .-"'

here yet. Adam maybe you can talk
this was zon d C-3 it allows a regular tower there but

%h- "L‘*"é'.ia uld.be’more than happy to disguise it. It's gonna
e. The ant nas will be hidden in it, but it will Iook like a

'straha ifes in that area. And we'’re also talklng about
trees b ind the concealed area where the equipment is to

Intefe%\ji_ng_fz"”Some, anyone else?

| did Have a question here regarding the statements between the two
gentlemen here. One of them said that they're working with NMSU to
provide a bunch of different towers or, or facilities on, on campus and the
other one said that they're hard to work with and, and I'm kind of confused
on that. And [, | guess we ali, | think that everybody that objects
understands that somebody’s gonna see it. | don't think there’s a, a, a
problem with that or misunderstanding about that. | think the biggest point
at least to me and the people that, the neighbors that I've talked to is, it's
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being put at the gateway to a residential section. Everybody goes by it.
Everybody goes by that empty gas station now and now we're gonna have
not only an empty gas station but we're gonna have this tower sitting
behind it when right across the road, Highway-10, there’s a bunch of other
antennas already there and in my opinion putting it right across the road
since it doesn’'t seem like the, moving it that far would be an issue from
what this gentleman has said, | would ask them again to go back to NMSU
and work with NMSU to put it in a place where there's a lot of other
towers. It's not gonna stand out. The, it's away from the residential. [t
just makes sense to me that that's where it should So thank you.

Stowe: Miss.

Clifton: Mr. Chair, quick, quick point.

Stowe: Yes. Clifton.

Clifton: If, if it was moved right across te ro a lwould 't ti views?

VARIOUS AUDIENCE MEMBERS SP ‘THE MICROPHONE

Clifton: Could ... Okay, we'l sk et question not to be
answered by the audiencefy 1 Ou,, But | 'S, you relocated across the

otigonha magically disappear so |
ise your height would go down a
't know that it would make a difference.

mean |, Lfiikivisually, S|gh

little _fﬁm" t across; the road | o

I've listened to these gentlemen talk about you know how this is the only
spot for this tower. That it needs to be here. And this tower does not
need to be here. | agree with the gentleman that spoke before. | don't
want to be redundant but | would just really you know beg you to consider
that these are some old and developed residential areas that have been
here. They're the main residential areas. This is our backyard. And there
are so many areas around there were these towers could be put. There’s
acres and acres of pecan orchards like they've said. There’s NMSU. And
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Bleiweiss: My name is Mark Bleiweiss. | live at 418

Stowe: Sir do you, do you swear or affirm that thes estlm

Bleiweiss; | do.

Stowe: Go ahead.

219

there’s just, there’s so many different areas that are not developed and
you know | would just really ask that you consider this and you know |
don't want a tower that looks like a tree in my backyard, it's still a tower.
And yes across the street you know but there is a freeway, it is not gonna
be as intrusive or you know horrible looking. And | just, you know | would
ask that you consider that this not be put here. Thank you.

Stowe: Thank you very much. Anyone else? Yes sir. State your name in the

microphone.

\.,( you are about to give
is the truth and nothing but the truth ucfe,&i) analty, pe ia_- t of law?

Bleiweiss:  Just relteratlng what ,_j \ body else - i about blocking the view of

it looks like a giant
roadrunner what it looks\ - litis,still gonna b .‘ K the view. | think over
across the freeway by NMSU oﬂ{r be - ‘And I'm not sure if it's an
option as well but just to '=3-:. outft of | :

'n Also I'm not qwte sure how that area
: 19in as C-3 zoning. If you're familiar with that
| gas station, single level, as well as oh maybe a
S, they/'re all single level and | can't imagine anybody
and puttlng up a 60-foot building. It's a fairly small

] 0'9; a little nelghborhood gas station there, nobody every
but plitting a big tower | think would be a mistake.

Stowe: Would ;,\'*‘i‘\'i you, would it change your mind in some ways if there were,

if the tbwer were made to look more like a tree?

Bleiweiss: A fake tree is still a fake tree, it don’t look like a real tree. There's no trees

that tall in the neighborhood. The tallest trees are probably, | don’t know
some of the cottonwood trees in the park there you know which 35, 40
feet. | don’t care what color it's painted it's still gonna be an eyesore to
the neighborhood and it would be oh about 600 feet from my property line
as well.

24



—
SOOI WN I~

[ e S ey
NNV R W

18
19
20
21
2
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45

Stowe:

Bleiweiss:

Stowe:

Gutierrez:

Stowe:

Gordon:

Stowe:

220

Right.

And I'm not sure what kind of landscaping you can put around it to hide it
to make it look anything other than what it is.

Thank you. This is not the first meeting that we have had considering
towers, cell, cell phone towers and the idea of changing the look of the
tower has had some success, changing the location of the tower has had
some success, albeit with perhaps technical copiplaints by the owners of
the tower, purveyors of the signal. So this wi icome up more than ]USt
tonight. It's a typical situation of citizen sqelaimir

technicians claiming a right to provide busipi
the middle is a compromise that makesm%
various interests. | just say that asg

do you have something to offer’7

take a very, very long tlm i rin. |mportant thing is, is that
) "‘_ __-,o Las Cruces and try to work

fmextitolfesidential homes. If the demand was not needed
Shwe probably"wouldn’'t need a tower here but that's, that's

"-fﬂv(__- want to work with the City and we'd like to work with
r \ llrng to Iower the structure and de5|gn it to make it

perhap make a motion to table this item to give Verizon the opportunity to
go back and look into the possibility of maybe talking again to New Mexico
State and perhaps going to some of the pecan growers and see if they
can perhaps put the tower there. And maybe come back with something
that's more palatable to the surrounding residents.

Who, who is able to speak for Verizon in that regard?
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Gordon:
Ochoa:

Gordon:

Clifton:

H-Rogers:

Stowe:

H-Rogers:

Stowe:

Beck:

Stowe:
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Mr. Chairman just point of order, the City of Las Cruces does not govern
NMSU property and, nor do we govern the pecan orchards, that is the
County. So something was, if it is to table and postpone this and they
would be looking at other locations, this essentially would not come back if
they did find another location.

Adamif ...

Just point of order.

Adam if they were able to negotiate a, an acgéptable site at New Mexico

State then who cares?
| second the motion.

Point of order.

Yes.

The public comment ppttion of this meeting, is still open and was never
closed. Qg

Correct. Is there anyone'g 1at wishes to state ... yes
ma’ :

8\0'Hair Drive. | live right next door to Mark

so | kfow it is state land but | just wanted to say that NMSU is able to
make deals and has actually been very aggressive in making these deals
recently. So that's just the only point | want to make.

Very well. Thank you. Anyone else? We'll try to round up the last few
speakers. State your name please.

26



—
SOOIV AR WK

4>A.b.h.p..b.p.wwmmwwwwuuNNNNNNNNNN»—u—A.—-H»—u—.—-.—-H
O\Lll-DUJNHO\OOO\]C\MAUJNP—‘O\OOO\]O\M-PWNP—'O\OOO\]O\UI-RWNP—‘

222

McVann: My name is Phillip McVann. | live at 4124 Macaw Circle. And | just had a
couple questions, clarification.

Stowe: Do you, let me swear you in. Do you swear or ...
McVann: Oh yes.

Stowe: Or affirm that the testimony you are about to give is the truth and nothing
but the truth under penalty of law?

McVann: Yes sir. | was just looking for some c- ation for some of the

-

considerations that were mentioned. Nine-gne-afig calls were mentioned,
dropping calls for military officials were m%tone'ever the engineer,
Mr. Alaaldin had made it known that tiiese \this towerwould be primarily
for data so | guess my, I'm one, my_guestion is I'm, ho

you guys receive thatisn't a _-_;*" i es?.

Stowe: Gentlemen. Can someone answer thelguestionon behalf ofA/erizon?

Alaaldin:

McVann:
Alaaldin:
McVann:

Alaaldin:

l opl, e's already a 100 on it but certain military
aeall, it will drop number 100, open up one line for them.
Smdid, he's correct we never did a 911 on only voice

McVann: Wdliso my/other comment is that it seems that we have cell towers
' ftriangulating; one at Whiskey Dicks, one further down, and
then one on NMSU and so if this is a data only tower most of these, I
mean “t's all residential, so 'm wondering how much cellular data is
actually coming from our neighborhoods and how much of it's actually
coming from NMSU or NMSU students, students based out of the Grove
and if that's the case it seems to me that most of this cellular data would
be coming from NMSU. | don't know. I'm not an expert, just generally
when people are at home they use their computers like Comcast. They
have like cable internet so I'm wondering why NMSU if, if that is the case
perhaps moving it to NMSU would be a better idea. That's about it.
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Stowe:
Hayes:

Stowe:

Hayes:
Stowe:

Hayes:

Stowe:
Hayes:
Stowe:

Braker:

Clifton:

Stowe:

Gordon:
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Thank you. Yes ma’am. Yes sir. Please state your name.
My name is Edward Hayes. | live at 6685 Coyote Road.

Mr. Hayes do you swear or affirm that the testimony you are about to give
is the truth and nothing but the truth under penalty of law?

I, | do.

Proceed.

buffer zone too because it's five acre :z;(gda_ the 1.73 acres.

Very well.

Okay. Thank you.

t moving out of that house here a couple of months
ask a clarification on the house that he said is right

Mr. Chair | might, if could remind you the public was limited to three
minutes per person and it seems that we may be going over that.

Yes. | think we've heard opinions from most everyone in the room. Is
there, let's call, let's call a close to the public portion of comments. | think
we’ve heard from almost everyone. In that regard then we would come to
a time for we Commissioners.

Is we, is my motion still in order?
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Stowe: There's a motion on the floor.
Clifton: Go and recast it. Just restate the motion.
Stowe: Right.

H-Rogers: ltis.

Stowe: There's a motion on the floor. Would you restatedr , our motion?

allow Verizon to have
locations and sites

Gordon: | move that we table Case number SUP-] 501 fo
the opportunity to go back to mvestlgate possible o'in e
for this proposed cell tower.

Clifton: | second.

Stowe: Motion's been entered and secondedy

Connelly:  Mr. Chairman is, is thatgoing to be to a datecertain or just indefinitely?

Gordon: I'm Sorry. Sorry.

Stowe: Say again. _

Clifton:

Connelly:

Gordon: g

Stoy -1 __

Clifton:

Stowe:

Clifton: : seconded'

Stowe: Mr. Clifton. We'll, we'll take the roll. Commissioner Clifton.
Clifton: Aye based, based on discussion and staff presentation.
Stowe: Commissioner Gordon.

Gordon: | vote yes to table this item.
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Stowe:

Alvarado:

Stowe:

Gordon:

Stowe:

Gordon:

Stowe:

SHORT RECESS TAKEN.

Crane:

H-Rogers:

Crane:

PUBLIC:

Crane;:
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Commissioner Alvarado.

Based on discussion and my opinion that | think we're blocking progress
for the City I'm gonna vote no.

And Chair votes aye.
Tabled.

It, it's three to ...

Three to one.

Three to one in favor of tabling the 4 glina‘

the case. L ?q,‘-*t-, ake, we'll take
a 10-minute recess. .

No, the second one.
Second one, okay. Well it's in your interest too if we go to that. Okay let's

do that. And now if your applicant does not turn up, Ms. Harrison-Rogers
we can still, are you in a position to make a presentation for them?
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TAB 5

mwireless

Verizon Wireless
126 W. Gemini Dr.
Tempe, Arizona 8528

August 28, 2015

Mzt. Adam Ochoa, Senior Planner
Community Development

City of Las Cruces

Las Cruces, NM

RE: Verizon LSC BLACKHAWK (4790 Stern Drive) Case SUP-15-01

Dear Mr. Ochoa:

Based on the hearing and minutes provided for the July 28" hearing, we are requesting that our
tabled motion be re-opened for the September 22" P&Z Meeting.

According to the minutes and comments by Commissioner Gordon. The majority of the concerns
were over the design of our proposed 75’ monopole and blockage of the view corridor for the
Organ Mountains. In addition, Commissioner Gordon asked the we explore the possibility of

moving our site across the Freeway on to NMSU Property and investigate the pecan orchards to
the west of the proposed site.

New Possible Locations:

1. NMSU. Please see email correspondence on August 4% 2015 from Scott Eschenbrenner,
Real Estate Manager and Special Assistant to the President of NMSU. This email states
that the property across from our proposed site, approximately 16 acres, is currently
under negotiation with El Paso Electric for a 5 megawatt solar farm and the University
would not be interested in any lease negotiations with Verizon Wireless.

2. The Pecan Orchard mentioned in the July 28™ hearing is just under % mile from the
designed site at 4790 Stern. This location will not provide Verizon’s necessary RF and

date coverage. As per the City’s consultant’s report and recommendation to the City, the
proposed site at 4790 Stemm is the best available site in the arca.
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View and Design Issues: (See Plat and Aerial Views provided by Nava Tech)
1. View Projection for Existing Residences as stated in the July 28™ meeting minutes.

This was prepared by Nava Tech Associates of Las Cruces. As shown in the diagram the
direct views from the various addresses show a straight line from the residences to the

proposed Verizon telecom facility. VP 1-4 show some minor view shadowing to the far
north east area of the Organ Mountains. VP 5-6 the views NW show none.

2. Photo-Simulations showing a new lower design of 65’ maximum using a Mono-pine
design and Mono-Cypress.

A) Photo Log. Shows projected views from 4 locations, to include the major high power
transmission line running through the center of the development.

B) P1, Sla & Sb. Show views from behind 4851 Vista Cuesta area before and after with

both a mono-cypress and mono-pine design. There are no views from this location of
the Organ Mountains.

C) P2, S2a &S2b. Show views from behind O’Hair area before and after with a mono-

cypress and mono-pine design. There is a slight view of the mountains, not sure these
are the Organ Mountains.

D) P3, S3a &S3b. Shows views from the intersection of Agave Drive and Agave Place
area before and after with a mono-cypress and mono-pine design. There are no views
of any mountains in the background.

E) P4, S4a &S4b. Shows the views south as you enter into University Mesa Subdivision
on to Salopek. View show new mono-cypress and mono-pine design. Note tall power
lines in front of proposed design.

F) P4. Looking Southwest from O’Hair Drive. 100’ Transmission lines running north
and South through the subdivision.
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In conclusion, Verizon believes that the new lowered design in the location proposed and
recommended by the City consultant will provide the best possible voice and data service.

As a compromise Verizon is willing to change the existing 75’ monopole design to a lower 65
new design of either a mono-cypress or mono-pine (preferred). We feel the new designs are not
objectionable from the surrounding area views. It does not block the direct views of the Organ
Mountains and there are existing major power-lines within the subdivision with much higher
structures.

Therefore was ask that the City of Las Cruces Planning and Zoning Board approve our request.

Sincerely,

VAV

Les F. Gutierrez, Senior Site Acquisition Specialist
Tectonic Engineering, Agent for Verizon Wireless.
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Gutierrez, Les

From: Scott Eschenbrenner <sbrenner@ad.nmsu.edu>

Sent: Tuesday, August 04, 2015 3:51 PM

To: Gutierrez, Les

Cc: Carolyn Aragon

Subject: RE: Verizon Site at 4790 Stern Drive. LSC BLACKHAWK

Mr. Gutierrez,

It was a pleasure visiting with you earlier today regarding your plans for a new monopole structure in the NMSU
vicinity. Based on our conversation, it appears that Verizon was looking to ground lease some property from NMSU in
the vicinity of the NMSU Photovoltaic Research Facility. It appears that this land is currently being considered as a 5
megawatt solar farm facility for EL Paso Electric Company and the land that was being considered for a monopole will be
within the confines of the area being considered by EPEC. | appreciate your reaching out to us but at this time we will
have to pass on further negotiations for this ground lease,

Respectfully,

Scott Eschenbrenner

Special Assistant to the President
MSC SvP

New Mexico State University
88003-8001

575-646-2356

From: Gutierrez, Les [mailto:LGutierrez@tectonicengineering.com)
Sent: Tuesday, August 04, 2015 3:38 PM

To: Scott Eschenbrenner

Subject: Verizon Site at 4790 Stern Drive. LSC BLACKHAWK

Dear Mr. Eschenbrenner.

Thank you for returning my call today. As per our visit Verizon Wireless is in the zoning process with the City of Las
Cruces to approve a new 65-75 monopole at 4790 Stern Drive.

Prior to you becoming the Real Estate Director for NMSU, we approached NMSU about the possibility of constructing a
new monopole in the general area in the attachment there was no interest at that time. Would you mind getting back to
me if that has changed?

Thank you sir.

Les
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GREG BEST
CONSULTING, INC. June 23, 2015

9223 N. Manning Ave.
Kansas City, MO 64157
816-792-2913

CITY OF LAS CRUCES

ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED VERIZON BLACKHAWK SITE

INTRODUCTION

This report provides an evaluation according to the City of Las Cruces Zoning requirements
regarding the proposed Verizon to expand communications services in the area near the New
Mexico State University Campus (NMSU) within the City of Las Cruces.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF REPORT

The results of the engineering analysis concur that the site proposed by Verizon is the best
available site for expansion of service to increase data capacity and to provide more uniform
service. This is based upon the confirmation of the signal coverage analysis generated and by
independent research for various sites in the general vicinity of the site area.

DETAILED ANALYSIS AND SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

SITE ANALYSIS

The target coordinates and radius to be studied were obtained from the Tectonic Engineering. A
list of 3 specific potential sites was found by looking at the area in question and attempting to
evaluate signal propagation from each site. These sites include the proposed Blackhawk Site, a
southern site (South) located approximately at Ringneck Dr near I-10, and an eastern site (East)
located near Tamarisk Road and 1-25. Both the East Site and the Blackhawk site provide
excellent coverage of the desired area. A Google Earth exhibit is attached that exhibits the search
ring center, showing the alternate sites (East & South), and showing two other existing sites
(NMSU & Knox).

The main purpose of the new site is to off-load some traffic from a Verizon site near NMSU and
another Verizon site near Union Avenue and I-10 (Knox). The primary issue is not of signal
strength from the existing sites but the data traffic capacity. So the key is to find a site that would
be close enough to off load some traffic from the existing sites, and provide additional data
capacity close to the existing sites without causing interference from its site to the existing sites.

An ideal site was identified or chosen to provide the best compromise of capacity enhancement,
signal coverage, and ability to transfer (or off-load) some data from existing sites to this new site.
The search center is identified on the attached map. From there, other feasible sites where
Verizon could establish operation were evaluated. The ideal site is actually is not located within
the city and is zoned residential so the search radius for a suitable site had to be expanded. In
order to provide the best coverage and also to increase the data handling capability, there were
three sites that appear to meet this criteria. One was effectively the proposed Blackhawk location,
and the others were the South Site and East Site. Each site consists of 3 antennas that can be
aimed in different directions so as achieve the desired objective of increased data traffic while
minimizing interference to other sites.

The interference issue is a significant one. Adding each new site requires some adjustment of the
existing site equipment and operational technical parameters. The matter is similar to paint over-
spray near the edges of the desired spraying area. If you get the paint sprayer to far from the
area being sprayed, the width of the paint spray goes out wider and can cause a new color to
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overlap an existing color. This overlap is analogous to the interference from one site to another.
Likewise, if you get the paint sprayer to close to the area, then it does not cover the area to be
painted adequately. So choosing the site involves more than just getting significant signal
coverage over the area of interest.

In looking at the East site, its elevation is higher and provides very good coverage. In fact, the
East site is actually too high at the maximum allowed height permitted by the zoning district. Like
the paint spray analogy, its signal is too high near the NMSU area and can actually reduce the
capacity of the NMSU site because the East site signal appears as noise or interference to the
NMSU site. The proposed site, which is west of I-25, is also on NMSU owned property so a lease
may not be possible or if NMSU decides the property is needed for another use at a later date,
then service would suffer. If the tower site is located on the east side of 1-25, that property is
zoned residential and the City would not permit a cell tower site there.

The South site provides reasonable coverage but it is located so far south that very little data or
voice traffic from the Knox site can be offloaded and thus does not provide the capacity
enhancement needed. The South site location appears to be within some commercial zoning but
it has not been significantly investigated since the data traffic capacity enhancement was not as
substantial as the East site.

The Blackhawk site appears to be a good choice because of its proximity to the Knox and the
NMSU sites to add data capacity enhancement while far enough away to be able to steer the
antenna beams in such a way it does not cause interference to the other sites. In addition, the
property area is city owned and zoned for the capability to allow Verizon to establish long-term
operation.

So in summary, the best site is the proposed Blackhawk site.

In addition to the proposed Blackhawk site, Verizon will be modifying the NMSU site in order to
provide more uniform and consistent signal coverage (and thus more data connection capacity)
over the NMSU area. This is an independent effort and will not take the place of adding the
Blackhawk site.

HEIGHT ABOVE GROUND EVALUATION

In addition to the site selection, Verizon has also proposed that the antenna center be located at
70 feet above ground, and the total structure height is proposed to be 75 feet above ground level.
This is above the 65 ft maximum height restriction for this area. Thus an analysis has been
undertaken to try to quantify whether the additional height is justified. The analysis has evaluated
the coverage at the proposed height, the maximum allowable height according to the zoning, and
at the midpoint of the two heights. In this case, the difference is only 5 feet so analyses have
been carried out at radiation center levels of 70 feet, 65 feet, and 67.5 feet. There are only slight
differences between the proposed heights from the evaluation with the 70 feet height providing
the best coverage. In the consultant’s opinion, probably anyone of the three heights could work.
However, the 70 foot height is judged to be the best for two reasons. One is that as the signal
coverage goes a little farther and the second is because it is expected that there would be less
modifications to the existing sites meaning less interruption in the service (fewer dropped calls or
data re-connection occurrences) during system installation and optimization.
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EXHIBIT INDICATING POTENTIAL AND PROPOSED SITES IN THE LAS CRUCES AREA

East Site

Existing Sites

Desired Location site Proposed South Site

Site

It has been my pleasure to assist with this important project and | will be happy to answer any
questions regarding this report.

Respectfully submitted,

Ay 2 B =

President

Attachments
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Measure the distance between two points on the ground

Map Length: 2,174.83 |[Fest =
Ground Length: 2,175.31
Heading: 185.92 degrees

New location proposed by Objecting Homeowner. Pecan Orchard. Almost 2,200" away.
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TAB 7

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
FOR THE
CITY OF LAS CRUCES
City Council Chambers
September 22, 2015 at 6:00 p.m.

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT:
Godfrey Crane, Chairman

- William Stowe, Vice-Chair
Joanne Ferrary, Member
Harvey Gordon, Member

BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:
Charles Beard, Secretary
Ruben Alvarado, Member
Kirk Clifton, Member

STAFF PRESENT: i,
Katherine Harrison- Rogers, Senior Planner, GLC.
Adam Ochoa, Planner, CLC %
Sara Gonzales, Planner, CLC &
Mark Dubbin, CLC Fire Department“
Chris Mount, CLC Fire Departmen :
Robert Cabello, CLC Legal Staff

Crane: The Planning and Zoning

'I; of September is called to order. Let me

ep”Gordon is the Mayor's Appointee; on hIS left
_ , represents District 1 and is also our Vice
Commlssmner Ferrary represents District 5. I'm Godfrey
iair, and | represent District 4.

At the openm 5f each meeting, the chairperson shall ask if any member on the
Commission or City staff has any known conflict of interest with any item on the
agenda.

Crane: Let me ask at this point if any Members of the Commission or any
Community Development people have any conflict of interest with any
item on tonight's agenda? No one so indicates. It's appropriate for me to
say at this point that for those of you who were present when we
discussed the case now on Old Business SUP-15-01 at our last meeting |
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recused myself because | had a friend who was not present who | thought
would be very opposed to the, the proposal. It turned out that shortly after
that meeting | ran into her and she said she had nothing against it. She is
essentially neutral on the matter and so | don't feel that | am under any
pressure to make a decision one way or the other, any outside pressure.
So | will not recuse myself for that.

lll. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

1. August 25, 2015 - Regular Meeting

Crane: Next item is the Approval of the Minutes fogfthe
of August. Does any Commissiofie
Commissioner Gordon? No.
Ferrary, and | don't either.

egular meeting, 25th
any adjustments?
towe, Commissioner

Gordon: So | make a motion that we ace€pti

Crane: Mr. Gordon ...
Ferrary: I'll second.
Crane: Moves and Ms. Ferrary seg hatawe Ve the minutes of the last

meeting. All in favor "aye." §

minimum fequired parking spaces. The 0.31 +/- acre property is located at
the southeast intersection of ldaho Ave. and Alamo St. and is further
identified by Parcel ID # 02-26041. Proposed use: Multifamily residential.
Council District 3 (Councilor Pedroza).

2. Case CPB-15-03: A request to recommend approval of amendments to the
Community Planning Blueprint Initiative Process. The citywide planning area
consists of all Council Districts.
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Crane: The next items on the agenda are the Consent Agenda. Let me explain
how we handle this. These two items are items which the Community
Planning Department has decided are probably noncontroversial so
they're put together in the Consent Agenda and we, the Commission will
take a vote on them without any debate. However, if any member of the
Commission, any Community Development person, or any member of the
public wishes to discuss either one of these, then we will pull it off the
Consent Agenda and put it at the top of New Business. Does anybody
wish to discuss any, either the two items: IDP- 15?2 or CPB-15-03? No
one so indicates, so I'll hear a motion that onsent Agenda be

approved.
Ferrary: | so move.
Crane: Commissioner Ferrary moves. Do
Gordon: I'll, I'll second.
Crane: Commissioner Gordon seconds. Allin C

MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. '
Crane: Opposed? None. So that « .

V.

Crane: So page to Case SUP-15-01, application of Verizon Wireless to

Ochoa: Thank you Mr. Chairman. Adam Ochoa, Development Services for the
record. Case, first case tonight we're looking at is Case SUP-15-01. ltis
a proposed Special Use Permit for a new wireless communication
structure or facility, excuse me, at 4790 Stern Drive. Just to remind you
where the subject property is located, here in the hash marks about, south
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of Interstate 10 and Stern Drive south of the NMSU property, Agave Drive
running along the south side of that property.

At the last meeting of the July, well not the last meeting, pardon
me, but at the July 28th, 2015 P&Z meeting this case was postponed by
the Planning and Zoning Commission. The P&Z at that time directed the
applicant to seek alternate locations for the proposed communication
structure, just naming a couple; one being NMSU being the most, | guess
the, the most viable as stated by the P&Z and surrounding property
owners and possibly a, a nearby pecan orchard applicant did do

not meet their needs for the proposed
far away for them to be able to

the proposed Special Use Permit. The,
corner of Stern Drive and Agave
approximately 1.5 acres. &2
Intensity, and currently#Bonsists of a 1_,\
buildings. Shown hereQon<ifiepaerial maose vacant commercial
buildings and Interstate 104 istitougive another quick reference where
this is at. The Code sectiong, wegare "a'f{],ro is under Section 38- 59F of
the 20014Z8h

struct

pertles or single-family zoned properties
W, crnmunication or, new communication
N’ properties adjacent to these zoning
oveds rough the Special Use Permit process.
0C applicant was required to pay all expenses
actually hiring a qualified expert, outside expert to

Wi lo) to a 65-foot tall wireless communication structure as well as
that firsttower was just to be a standard tower that you could see, metal
towersf The new tower is actually proposed to be a stealth tower, that'll be
disguised to look like either a Cyprus tree or a pine tree and | have some
pictures kinda show you what the applicant has in mind. The, the subject
property is adjacent to an R-1aC property which is what is requiring this
Special Use Permit. The applicant is proposing to locate the new tower
and facility to the rear of the subject property. And in your staff report
you've seen all their development plans and building plans and all those
do seem to meet all requirements, all the requirements of Section 38-59 of
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the 2001 Zoning Code including all the required setbacks which also
includes the required setback from the adjacent residential lot.

Shown here just a site plan of that subject property. Shown here
that new facility where that would be located. And of course the setbacks
that they easily meet all required setbacks from the front, secondary front,
rear, and side of that property. Again this is just an old site plan showing
that, where that pole would be going. Of course this is not what the
appllcant is proposmg now, they are proposmg a stealth pole to look like
abut here are some site
photos of roughly where that new facility would -,_; ofot:

The appllcant also submitted a variety ofj |ctures for your reviewing

that and the applicant did provide thesg how you roughly
where, they took, they took pictures. s to show what
that tower, what effects that ,1* |ew of the
surrounding properties. lice Lt

actually a large major power I|ne " ' Jand they are

trying to do something nicer looking
communication struct i

hat | tower‘ i giv

'aEi-__a for the proposed new facility. That analysis and
ycompleted by Greg Best Consulting Incorporated on

prepare

icant that this proposed new wireless communication facility site, the
itself at 4790 Stern Drlve |s the best available location in this

zomng g
will. 1th that staff has rewewed the proposed Spemal Use Permit and
based on the review by staff and all reviewing departments of the City of
Las Cruces and NMDOT who did review this as well, as well as based on
the written recommendation from the independent consultant and the new
information submitted by the applicant, and of course those findings found
in your original staff report, staff recommends approval for the proposed
Special Use Permit. These are the findings that are, that staff is basing
their recommendation on, our findings of fact for approval.
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Your options tonight ladies and gentlemen is 1) to vote "yes"
approve the proposed Special Use Permit as recommended by staff; 2) to
vote "yes" to recommend approval, to vote "yes" to approve the proposed
Special Use Permit with any conditions deemed appropriate by the P&Z;
3) to vote "no" and deny the proposed Special Use Permit; or 4) vote to
table/postpone the proposed Special Use Permit and direct staff and the
applicant accordingly. The staff did receive an additional e-mail from a
adjacent property owner, | believe you all have a, received a copy of that
in front of you. He does have plctures and SO foh like that for you to

. ehinto that. There's
probably some people here from __-,. publl " been at a

arily have a three minute limit. We have
"r and reset as people come up. Please
€ you'll be eating in other people's time
1ce?” Can | see a show of hands please of the

Sometimes we've had actually once a
r |t well. So, let's, Commissioners, Commissioner

Salopeck.

From this site, do you know?

| do not know that off the top of my head sir but | will go ahead and scale
that out and see what | can, if | can get you that.
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Gordon: The reason | asked is because this also on Stern Drive and I'm just
wondering how close it is in terms of this picture.

AUDIENCE MEMBER SPEAKING OUT, NOT AT THE MICROPHONE.
Ochoa: Mr. Chairman. You're looking at, the subject property's here. Where that

picture was taken was here on Stern and, and Salopek. [I'll, I'll go to
measure that out and get you an, get you an answer for that sir.

Gordon: That's fine, | mean that's pretty close.
Ochoa: Yes sir.
Gordon: Can | ask a question from someone , engin 'nln g knowledge from

Verizon other than a, an administratife pefson? Is there: pmeone here?

Ochoa: Yes sir | believe they are he Gh Tewer your
questions. G PN

Gordon: Okay. I'd like to do thaty,

Crane: Any other Commissionen i Nir. Ochoa? Then the
applicant or the appllcant tative copie up and if you'll identify
Gutierrez: s : ’;"*__,__ is Les Gutierrez and I'm an agent

Crane: Oke . Gutiefrez ¢ gar or affirm that the testimony you are

Gutieriez:
& ._::
Crane:

\ &
Gutierrez: €8,5c again it's a pleasure to see aII of you folks again. We're here

real e ate manager and just observing, our legal council from Verlzon
Christian Henderson, he's from Denver. But hopefully | can answer
whatever questions you might have today. We concur with all of staff's
recommendations. We, we once again reiterate, unfortunately Mr. Hamdi
Alaaldin isn't here, he was the RF engineer. But the main reason that
we're tonight is that we have a gap in capacity coverage between existing
sites, and Verizon is planning ahead in order to make sure that not only all
the traffic on that road, but this neighborhood in the next year or so has
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great wireless coverage. You may not be aware of this or not but about
40% of the homes in America now have wireless coverage and Verizon is
about in 120 million homes so we're in about every one to three homes.
So the, the focus here that we're trying to do is agree with staff's findings,
we agreed with the consultant that prepared the finding that this was the
best location. And I'm here to answer any questions that | might help
make things clearer for you.

Thank you sir. Commissioners. Commissioner Gordon.

If, if this other tower is, is relatively close |, | hea id some gentleman speak

tower that you're speakin
more dlstanc to the north. °

if, whaoes Verizon do if this is not approved? Just walk away from this
project?

Well Commissioner we'll, we'll probably come back and try to reopen this
case and we, we do need this site and I'd like to maybe back up a little bit.
The site that he was talking about, Verizon is already at that location at, at
Whiskey Dicks location. This is a, a, infill gap between Whiskey Dicks and
we just built a new site in the County that's about | guess a mile up the
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road called Quality Wood Yard. So, we'll, we'll be back. We, we need to
have this site. It's a capacity site and it's, it's necessary for us sir.

Again | don't believe you answered my question. What happens, in other
words you, you plan to come back before the Planning and Zoning
Commission again with the same proposal?

Well we, we think we've offered some good alternatives and maybe we will
look at another alternative if we have to, but at this, point this is the best

by law and we met the setbacks and we're, w 'x'.' to be a good citizen,
we want to design something that will workd T | elghbors which will be

you've Just a moment ago said’ ” v
there other alternatives?

Well we'd look at alterpatives in terms sign. We've, we've already
vetted out the process. _\_‘A?_:- s you requested. We
talked to that director andjt n, in that large 16-acre

plant. I'm not sure what
orchard thati _',o){%_r asked us toil

and it Jg‘a Id not: 'Ie rk for Veri ?e_ 's network. We had additional sites that
Greg/Be 3

site. If it n. t_la)l /ed what 'Il'i": in a penod of time is that while

lesign“@ksystem and spend hundreds of thousands of dollars

' é‘twork is gonna work and that's the best answer |

materi -"]T"' mitigate perhaps some of the concerns of the residents but |
think 4t this point before I, let me go (inaudible) and | really want to hear
what they have to say also.

Certainly.

Ms. Harrison-Rogers do you have a question or an illumination?
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H-Rogers: |, | do. Just in terms of process about next steps. [f, if that indeed was
part of your question Chairman Gordon, excuse me Commissioner
Gordon, the applicant has the option if this evening the decision is denied,
to appeal it to City Council, in which case City Council would make a final
decision.

Gordon: Thank you.

Crane: Commissioner Ferrary.

Ferrary: Yes | was just wanting to make sure that it wi !"_ the monopole and 65-
foot would be the maximum height, is that right?<

Gutierrez:  Yes Commissioner Ferrary. Sixty-fi

Ferrary: And how is the stealth design dtffer
Gutierrezz.  Well a monopole is justa,
are mounted right directly;
original proposal. The sté:
that is capable of holding \
for the future.
Ferrary: Okay. Jif k you \
Gutierrez: .

Crane:

Gutierrez:
Stowe: The O'Hair picture.

Ochoa: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Stowe. As you can see there on O'Hair
Drive there's one with the mountains.

Gordon: Ask them how (inaudible) view from this property.

AUDIENCE MEMBER SPEAKING, NOT AT THE MICROPHONE.

10
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Gordon: The view from this property that they want to put in.

Stowe: Yeah, what, what is the view of this property.

Gutierrezz The view. Yes Commissioner Stowe. The view from that location, the
picture up at the top is showing the, the monopine tree, a 65-foot
monopine tree. The picture down below is from a different location on, I'm
sorry the first one was on Vista Cuesta.

Stowe: Right.

left and it looks like

Gutierrezz  And the other O'Hair is showing the pine t &
fan, northeast of the

it's very, very negligible and it IOOW i
mountains from what | can see heresir.

Stowe: All right.

Gutierrez: 1, |1 might point out we've, we've hadia c opportunity to, to drive the
neighborhood, it's a very, very nice nelghborhood. One of the unique
features about this neight d is has a lotioflandscaping. It has a lot of
mature trees, some of n % And as we drove through

the areas would block the

into the neighborhood, it drops | would
areas would block the view of that cell
Stowe:

Cra‘l; b --._-_0' ay thank you sir. Members of the public. You

Brooks: '.5; good &t enmg My name is Larry Brooks. I'm at 318 O'Hair Drive. |
‘ ol you at the last meeting in July, and I'd like to just preface my

ith a little outrage over the underhanded way that indefinite

Crane: Let me log you in, swear you in. Okay. Do you swear or affirm Mr. Brooks
that the testimony you are about to give is the truth and nothing but the
truth under penaity of law?

Brooks: | do.

11
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Crane: Go ahead please.

Brooks: Okay, again there's a little outrage going on here because the only sign

that told us that this was going to be on the agenda again was on the sign
that was on the site that was not changed, just the dates were changed on
the sign. The original proposal was actually put on a flyer and put on our
doorways. | live on O'Hair and, so we were notified about the original
meeting in July. Then we were told in the July meeting this was
indefinitely tabled, so we said "Okay, fine we don'tshave to worry about it
until we get notified again." There was no notifigation, just they changed
one line on the sign on the site and one person ll the community saw that
and was able to alert us to enable us .-) ‘a. of mob|I|ze about this

communlty And | can tell you "r because | have 17'Slgnatures from
University Mesa which | wiII p o'tr_‘ to th:; committee thisfévening and
- all Homeowners in the, they're

had told them what had £ peiied at the las '-'-1”;: and that we were
going back. So let me ju r_,- _:f;'.__l___ emarlgs with that. 1 don't know if

sftower is not'just blocking the view of the, of
£ Remeowners, but it's also at the gateway to
niversity Mesa and the next community over. And I'm
roposal -' re tonight or proposal or a petition here
S0 n_-_-u else in the other community that was
ith'a, a petition. Is there, hopefully he'll come up

' "_j,- it's not just that the tower does block the v1ew of

trane to these two communities and they're unsightly.
he| oubt in my mind that this stealth proposal is not something
’. n is going to be easily camouflaged. If you'd like | can show you a

ke

plctur this? This is a photograph of the Whiskey Disk tower at Union
and Stern.

Crane: You know you're running short of time Mr. Brooks?

Brooks: | understand. I'm trying to talk as fast | can here.

Crane: Okay.

12



