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Salt Lake County Planning Commission 
Public Meeting Agenda 

Wednesday, February 12, 2014 8:30 A.M. 
THE MEETING WILL BE HELD AT SALT LAKE COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER  

2001 SOUTH STATE STREET, NORTH BUILDING, MAIN FLOOR, COUNCIL CHAMBERS, 

ROOM N1100 

ANY QUESTIONS, CALL (385) 468-6700 

REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS FOR QUALIFIED INDIVIDUALS MAY BE PROVIDED 

UPON RECEIPT OF A REQUEST WITH 5 WORKING DAYS NOTICE. PLEASE CONTACT 

WENDY GURR AT 385-468-6707. TTY USERS SHOULD CALL 711. 

The Planning Commission Public Meeting is a public forum where the Planning Commission 

receives comment and recommendations from applicants, the public, applicable agencies and 

County staff regarding land use applications and other items on the Commission’s agenda.  In 

addition, it is where the Planning Commission takes action on these items.   Action may be taken 

by the Planning Commission on any item listed on the agenda which may include: approval, 

approval with conditions, denial, continuance or recommendation to other bodies as applicable.   

 

BUSINESS MEETING 

1) Township Services Introduction, Patrick Leary 

2) Approval of Minutes from the January 15, 2014 meeting. 

3) Review of Bylaws 

4) Other Business Items (as needed) 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Conditional Use (Continued from 12/11/2013) - 

28680 – Nefi Garcia of Technology Associates – Requesting Conditional Use approval for a 

stealth wireless telecommunications facility. Location: 9850 South 2700 East. Zone: R-1-43 

(Residential). Community Council: Granite. Planner: Todd Draper 

 

ADJOURN 

http://pwpds.slco.org/agendas/index.html
http://www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html
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Salt Lake County Planning & Development Services 

STAFF REPORT

Executive Summary

Hearing Body: Salt Lake County Planning Commission
Meeting Date and Time: Wednesday, February 12, 2014 08:30 AM File No: 2 8 6 8 0
Applicant Name: Nefi Garcia Request: Conditional Use
Description: Stealth Wireless Telecommunications Facility
Location: 9850 South 2700 East
Zone: R-1-43 Residential Single-Family Any Zoning Conditions?         Yes No

Community Council Rec: Approval with Conditions
Staff Recommendation: Approval with Conditions
Planner: Todd A. Draper

1.0 BACKGROUND

1.1 Summary

Item Continued from the December 11, 2013 meeting.  

This application is for the instillation and operation of a wireless telecommunications facility (cell tower). 
The property is zoned R-1-43 (residential) and the property is currently encumbered by a residential use 
as well as allowable agricultural uses including  the keeping of personal horses. As a result of the property 
zoning, wireless telecommunications facilities are required by ordinance to be stealth in design.  
  
To comply with these requirements the applicant has proposed the use of a monopole that is disguised 
as a large pine tree (also known as a mono-pine). The design proposed by the applicant is at least 7 feet 
taller than that allowed by the ordinance, however the planning commission may consider allowing the 
additional height under allowances given for stealth designs.  
  
The existing barn on the property already exceeds the maximum 1,200 gross square feet of accessory 
structures allowed on the property as a permitted use under the ordinance and therefore the additional 
equipment building must also be considered as a conditional use expansion of the square footage of 
accessory structures on the property.  No specifics have been provided by the applicant as to the current 
square footage of existing accessory structures on the property, however staff estimates the existing 
structures to be about 3,100 sq ft. The new proposed building would add approximately 275 additional 
square feet to the total.  
 

1.3 Neighborhood Response

At the December 11, 2013 meeting of the Planning Commission a number of residents made comments. 
Generally they were unhappy with perceived impacts to view, the height of the tower, the architecture of 
the support structure, fencing, and potential noise impacts.  
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1.4 Community Council Response

At their December 4, 2013 meeting the Community Council recommended that the Planning 
Commission encourage the applicant to work with the neighboring property owners to explore alternate 
locations  for the location of the tower.  (see attached letter). 
  
Although the Community Council and other citizens have expressed a desire for locations other than the 
subject property,  the Planning Commission is unable to impose such a condition and is limited to the 
imposition of mitigating conditions relative to the subject property only.  Staff advises that any 
conditions imposed will need to be reasonable, and relate directly to mitigating a particular negative 
impact.  
 

2.0 ANALYSIS

2.1 Applicable Ordinances 

Section 19.84.060 of the Conditional Use Chapter of the Zoning Ordinance establishes five standards to 
be used in evaluating Conditional Use applications.  The Planning Commission must find that all five of 
these standards have been met before granting approval of an application.  Based on the foregoing 
analysis, Staff suggests the following: 
  
 

Conditional Use Criteria and EvaluationCriteria Met

YES NO Standard `A': The proposed site development plan shall comply with all applicable 
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance, such as parking, building setbacks, building height, etc.

Discussion:  Although information regarding the distance to the nearest residential structures 
has not been provided at this time, aerial photography would suggest that the  nearest 
residential structure is located on the adjacent property to the West and that the tower 
would be approximately 60 to 80 feet away from the residence.  As part of the technical 
review staff will insure that accurate plans and information are provided by the applicant  
that show in detail how the setback standards will be met.  
  
As the tower will be located on a residential property it is required to be stealth in design.  
  
Additional considerations for stealth facilities can be granted by the Planning Commission as 
listed in  [19.83.060 (C) (5)].  The applicant is requesting an additional 7 feet in tower height 
over the normally applicable 60 foot height limit.  No information has been provided by the 
applicant in support of the request for additional height.  Staff has identified no unique 
characteristics of the site that might warrant or support a request for additional height.  
Given the circumstances staff believes that this criterion has been met relative to a 60' total 
height monopine but not for the 67' monopine that has been proposed. This is reflected in 
the suggested conditions provided by staff at the end of  this report.  
 

YES NO Standard `B': The proposed use and site development plan shall comply with all other 
applicable laws and ordinances. 

Discussion:  Compliance with other agency reviews and requirements is part of the technical 
review process that will be completed prior to the issuance of a final approval by planning 
staff. 
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YES NO Standard `C': The proposed use and site development plan shall not present a traffic hazard 
due to poor site design or to anticipated traffic increases on the nearby road system which 
exceed the amounts called for under the County Transportation Master Plan. 

Discussion: There are no significant traffic impacts associated with this request as the facility 
will be an unmanned site and the property will continue to function as a residential property. 
 

YES NO Standard `D': The proposed use and site development plan shall not pose a threat to the 
safety of persons who will work on, reside on, or visit the property nor pose a threat to the 
safety of residents or properties in the vicinity by failure to adequately address the following 
issues: fire safety, geologic hazards, soil or slope conditions, liquefaction potential, site 
grading/ topography, storm drainage/flood control, high ground water, environmental health 
hazards, or wetlands. 

Discussion: All of the identified issues will be addresses as part of the technical review (if 
necessary) and building permit review processes. 
 

YES NO Standard `E': The proposed use and site development plan shall not adversely impact 
properties in the vicinity of the site through lack of compatibility with nearby buildings in 
terms of size, scale, height, or noncompliance with community general plan standards. 

Discussion: The proposed use and site development plan will not be incompatible with the 
surrounding neighborhood.  Another non-stealth tower located on the immediately adjacent 
property to the north (within Sandy City limits) is visible from the site and the surrounding 
properties are semi-agricultural in use and include similar large barns and outbuildings. 
Telecommunications facilities were not specifically addressed within the Granite Community 
General Plan. 

2.2 Zoning Requirements

 19.83.060 - Facility types and standards 

  
Wireless telecommunications facilities are characterized by the type and location of the antenna 
structure. There are four general types of antenna structures: wall mounted; roof mounted; monopoles; 
and lattice towers. Standards for the installation of each type of antenna are as follows: 
  
C. Monopole. The following provisions apply to monopoles: 
  
1. The height limit for monopoles is sixty feet except the planning commission may allow a monopole up 
to eighty feet in the C-2, C-3, M-1, and M-2 zones if it finds: (1) that the monopole will blend in with 
surrounding structures, poles, or trees and is compatible with surrounding uses, (2) the monopole will be 
available for co-location with other companies, and (3) the monopole will be setback at least three 
hundred feet from any residential zone boundary. The height shall be measured from the top of the 
structure including antennas, to the original grade directly adjacent to the monopole. 
  
2. In all R-1, R-2, and R-4-8.5 zones, monopoles will only be allowed in conjunction with an existing public 
or quasi-public use. Public and quasi-public uses, as defined in Sections 19.04.440 and 19.04.450, include 
but are not limited to churches, schools, utilities, and parks. 
  
3. No monopoles shall be allowed in the front yard setback of any lot. 
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4. Monopoles shall be setback from any residential structure a distance equal to its height. 
  
5. Stealth monopole facilities are encouraged and shall be allowed to vary from the provisions of this 
section as determined by development services division for permitted uses and the planning commission 
for conditional uses. Stealth monopoles are not required to be located with public or quasi-public uses in 
all R-1, R-2 and R-4.95 zones (see Table 19.83.050). 
  
 19.83.070 - Color 

  
Monopoles, antennas, and any associated buildings or equipment shall be painted to blend with the 
surroundings which they are most commonly seen. The color shall be determined on a case-by-case basis 
by the planning commission for conditional uses and development services division for permitted uses. 
Within six months after the facility has been constructed, the planning commission or the development 
services division may require the color be changed if it is determined that the original color does not 
blend with the surroundings. 
  
  

19.83.090 - Additional requirements 

  
The following shall be considered by the planning commission for conditional uses: 
  
A. Compatibility of the proposed structure with the height and mass of existing buildings and utility 
structures. 
  
B. Location of the antenna on other existing structures in the same vicinity such as other monopoles, 
buildings, water towers, utility poles, athletic field lights, parking lot lights, etc. where possible without 
significantly impacting antenna transmission or reception. 
  
C. Location of the antenna in relation to existing vegetation, topography including ridge lines, and 
buildings to obtain the best visual screening. 
  
D. Spacing between monopoles which creates detrimental impacts to adjoining properties. 
  
E. Installation of, but not limited to, curb, gutter, sidewalk, landscaping, and fencing as per Sections 
19.76.210 and 19.84.050 
  
19.83.100 - Accessory buildings 

Accessory buildings to antenna structures must comply with the required setback, height and 
landscaping requirements of the zoning district in which they are located. All utility lines on the lot 
leading to the accessory building and antenna structure shall be underground.  
  
 

2.3 Other Agency Recommendations or Requirements

Grading- Review approved. Footing and Foundation inspection by a Geotechnical engineer will be 
required at the time of construction.  
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2.4 Other Issues

Planning:  

1. Revised plans showing the setback from the nearest residential structures will be required before final 
approval can be given.  
  
2. Height of the monopine is too tall.  60 feet from natural grade is the maximum.  No reason for the 
additional 7+ feet in height is given in the application.  
  
3. The tower needs to be available for co-location.   Staff recommends that future co-location applications 
be approved by staff.  
  
4. Submit complete plans for review regarding the equipment building including elevations, floor plans, 
and accurate dimensions. 

3.0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION

3.1 Staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposed Conditional Use with the following conditions:

1 ) Overall height of the tower (including all branches) is limited to 60 feet from natural grade 
surrounding the tower.  The maximum height of the antennas shall be 7 feet lower than the 
maximum height of the tower. (The proposed  branch configuration and tapered design shall 
remain)

2 ) The tower shall be made available to other wireless telecommunications providers for co-location of 
their antennas. 

3 ) Future applications for co-location upon this tower to be approved by planning staff. 

4 ) Comply with all recommendations and requirements of the individual reviewers. 

5 ) Plant 8-10  conifer trees on the property either near the periphery of the enclosure, or along the 
property lines, in order to help to break up the visual effect of the Monopine as seen from the 
adjoining properties to the West, and to help blend in the base of the tower. Such trees shall be 6-8 
feet in height at time of planting and be of a variety capable of reaching at least 20-30 feet at 
maturity. Landscaping plan to be approved by staff. 

3.2 Reasons for Recommendation

1 ) The applicant has not demonstrated any compelling reasons for the additional height of the tower 
as proposed.

2 ) Co-locating other antennas on this mono-pine will further reduce the potential visual impacts of 
towers in the surrounding neighborhood.  

3 ) Allowing staff to review and approve applications for future co-location ensures that other 
telecommunications providers will be able to obtain approval to move onto this new tower quickly, 
serving the public interest.

4 ) Compliance with individual reviewers recommendations and requirements will ensure that the 
project is compliant with all ordinance requirements. 

5 ) The addition of landscaping is a proven method for softening the  view impact from adjacent 
properties. The similar shape and elements of the conifer trees will help integrate the Monopine into 
its surroundings. 

3.3 Other Recommendations

None at this time



1.  

 

GRANITE  
COMMUNITY  
COUNCIL  
 

 

December 5, 2013 
Todd Draper 
Planning & Development Services 
Salt Lake County 
2001 S. State 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84190 
 
Dear Todd: 
 
The Granite Community Council appreciated the opportunity to review and comment on the Land Use & 
Development Application, File No. 28680, at our meeting of December 4, 2013. After considerable input 
from adjacent residents and questions raised and answered about what the Council’s options were in 
this application, we: 

RESOLVED, that with regard to the Granite Community Council (the “GCC”) hereby recommends to the 
Salt Lake Planning Commission (the “Planning Commission”) that: 

 1.      The Planning Commission take note of the strong objection to the installation of the 67’ stealth 
“monopine” on the subject property by the owners of adjacent properties who will be impacted by the 
visual impact of the installation; 

2.      The Planning Commission encourage, as has the GCC, that the applicant, Verizon, and its advisors, 
including Mr. Nefi Garcia, examine alternate locations for the installation of the monopine, including at 
Granite Elementary School, and report to the adjacent property owners what property alternatives are 
examined and, if they are dismissed as unacceptable, why they are dismissed as such; and 

3.      The Planning Commission encourage, as has the GCC, that the applicant, Verizon, and its advisors, 
including Mr. Nefi Garcia, when siting the monopine, work with the adjacent property owners to 
mitigate the view damage caused thereby. 

I recognize that the previously installed 67’ stealth monopine that replaced antennae on the now 
removed water tower on Wasatch Boulevard fits in very nicely with that landscape, which includes some 
medium-sized pine trees and deciduous trees.  Mr. Garcia has been very responsive and easy to work 
with and the residents closest to our Wasatch stealth monopine are very pleased with its appearance, 



especially as compared with other non-stealth installations.  I hope that Mr. Garcia is able to work with 
the residents adjacent to the subject property and achieve similar results. 

The Council appreciates your attendance at the meeting and your assistance in clarifying the issues 
associated with both this and other applications. You continue to be a great resource for communities to 
help us reduce the emotions associated with issues that impact residents and help us to focus on 
recommending changes that can mitigate such impacts. 

Sincerely, 

 

Mary J. Young 
Chairman, Granite Community Council 
 
 
Cc: Tod Young, Chair  
Salt Lake County Planning Commission  
 



9850 S 2700 E
 

 Mon Dec 2 2013 04:49:39 PM.
























