
 

 
Board of Adjustment Agenda 

Tuesday, November 6, 2018 4:00 p.m. 
Bryant Womack Justice & Administration Center 

40 Courthouse Street 
Columbus, North Carolina 28722 

 

 
 

I. Call to order 
 

II. Approval of Agenda 
 

III. Approval of September 4, 2018, September 10, 2018, and 
September 18, 2018 meeting minutes 

 
IV. Other Business 

 
V. Public Comments 

 
VI. Adjournment 

 



  
 

 
Board of Adjustment Minutes  

Tuesday, September 4, 2018 4 PM 
Justice & Administration Center 

40 Courthouse Street 
Columbus, North Carolina 28722 

 

Members Present:  Frank Monterisi (Chair), Michael Axelrod, Neal Barton, Betty Hill 

Staff Present: Cathy Ruth (County Planner), Hannah Lynch (Secretary), Jana Berg (County 

Attorney) 

Others Present and Sworn to Testify: Wyatt Stevens, Jonathan Yates, John Palmer, Martin 

Deputy, John Mazur, Michael Gould, Danny Scudder, Joyce Provo, John Toney, Mark Levin, 

Nellie Mills, Keith Mills, Andrew Ambruoso, Victor Ambruoso, Dean Toney, Bob Oast, Bob 

Long Jr., Earl Stott 

 

 

I. Call to order 

Chair Frank Monterisi called the meeting to order. 

 

II. Assignment of new Secretary for Board of Adjustment, Hannah Lynch 

Motion to approve by Michael Axelrod, seconded by Betty Hill. All in favor. 

 

III. Approval of August 21, 2018 meeting minutes 

Motion to approve by Betty Hill, seconded by Neal Barton. All in favor. 

 

IV. Board Training Session with County Attorney Jana Berg 

1. Attorney Jana Berg presented information on the Conditional Use of Zoning 

Ordinance and Wireless Telecommunication Ordinance. 

2. Frank Monterisi called a recess until 5:00pm.  

 

V. Frank Monterisi reconvened the meeting to begin quasi-judicial proceeding for 

Conditional Use Permit/Wireless Telecommunication Permit Application for Beacon 

Tower. Monterisi explained only four board members were present. The attorney 

present, Wyatt Stevens, for Beacon Towers stated he wished to proceed with four. No 

other objections were made. 

 



  
 

VI. Frank Monterisi explained the quasi-judicial process and the Polk County Board of 

Adjustment’s rules.  

 

VII. The Chair asked all the Board members for disclosure of any conflict, all said no. 

 

VIII. Conditional Use Permit Application / Wireless Telecommunication Permit Application 

Beacon Tower – 175’ Monopole + 4’ Lighting Rod – 2737 Landrum Road, Columbus, 

NC 28722; Parcel No. P98-33 

 

1) Cathy Ruth presented the staff report which included: 

a. The documents and maps of the packet.  

b. Photos of the site.  

c. Tower review checklist, affidavit of mailing, and the notice of hearing to 

the Board.  

d. All items presented by Ruth taken into evidence as ZA#1 

 

2) Cathy Ruth handed out the binder submitted as the applicant’s application and it 

was accepted into evidence as ZA#2.  

a. This included an updated signed survey and an extension letter from the 

FAA regarding their determination on the tower, presented by Wyatt 

Stevens. 

 

3) Cathy Ruth questioned the size and wording of the proposed Beacon Tower sign 

on property for leasing information. She questioned whether this was advertising 

and wanted the Board to be aware of this. Wyatt Stevens confirmed this could be 

corrected to the Board’s satisfaction, and the sign can be modified.  

 

4) Jonathan Yates testified and presented: 

a. The site plan drawings, and signage information which he reiterated can 

be changed to accommodate Board standards.  

b. The fall zone for the tower and was stamped and signed by Robert E. 

Beacon, senior design engineer with Beacon Towers, LLC. 

c. The FAA verification letter for Airspace Safety. It was determined by the 

FAA that due to the height of the tower, it would pose no hazard to air 

navigation and would not need lights on it.  

d. The tower would support at least four telecommunication carriers as 

required by the ordinance, but they would provide space for five total.  

e. The pictures of the site which showed views of the site and surrounding 

area.  



  
 

f. The simulated images of the tower from six points nearby 

1. Church parking lot, approximately 590 ft. north of site 

2. Landrum Road, approximately 1000 ft. west of site 

3. Landrum Road, approximately 1200 ft. north-northeast of site 

4. Little Mountain Road, approximately 2100 ft. north-northeast of 

site. 

5. Hickory Grove Church Road, approximately 1960 ft. northeast of 

site 

6. Ambruoso Property, approximately 1400 ft. south-southeast of site 

g. Verizon maps – one showing current wireless coverage and one showing 

projected wireless coverage with the completion of the new tower on the 

Toney property 

h. The FCC Documentation Letter which was accepted as PE #1.  

i. The NEPA Certification which was accepted as PE #2.  

j. The Roberts & Stevens letter which was accepted at PE #3.  

 

5) The Board questioned Jonathan Yates and he testified:  

a. Michael Axelrod asked for clarification on Verizon Maps – Morgan 

Chapel is listed as the area on the map. Jonathan Yates confirmed it is an 

internal name that Verizon chose and uses, and does not mean the 

proposed tower is in Morgan Chapel. 

b. Michael Axelrod asked about landscaping. Yates stated they would be 

retaining the existing vegetation.  

c. Michael Axelrod asked if a stealth design had been proposed for the 

location. Yates testified that no, this had not been proposed. 

d. Betty Hill asked where the Toney house and barn are in reference to the 

tower. She was directed to sheet A-0 from ZA #2.  

e. Betty Hill asked if they had done a simulated image of the view of the 

tower from the Toney’s residence. It was determined that this was not 

completed. 

f. Frank Monterisi asked which block from A1 map on ZA #2 would be the 

Verizon carrier. Yates testified this would be the largest equipment area 

in the top left of the design.  

 

6) Michael Axelrod asked about the previous tower that had been approved by the 

Planning Board for this same location that was taller. Stevens testified after it was 

approved, there was a lawsuit by John Oast that the ordinance was problematic, and 

the result was these ordinances now have to come before the Board of Adjustment. 

The application for the previous tower was withdrawn and the lawsuit was dropped.  



  
 

 

7) Bob Long Jr., attorney for the petitioning party, then cross-examined Yates 

referencing the Zoning Ordinance and the Wireless Telecommunication Ordinance. 

Yates testified that:  

a. Yates submitted the original application for the tower in 2017.  

b. Yates did not know of any commercial enterprises within a 1.5-mile radius 

of the Toney property, or of any other man-made structures of 60’ or more 

within that radius, besides utility poles.  

c. Yates confirmed he is familiar with both the Zoning Ordinance and the 

Wireless Telecommunication Ordinance.  

d. Yates testified Beacon Towers has done everything possible to conform to 

the Zoning and Wireless Telecommunication Ordinances, and the tower 

technology is a line of sight technology so it has to be tall and able to 

communicate with other towers. He stated the tower will be placed on the 

property so as to reduce the view from other properties as much as possible.  

e. He testified the purpose of the tower is to serve the entire community by 

bringing wireless infrastructure to the area, rather than as a commercial 

venture. 

 

8) Wyatt Stevens called John Palmer to testify for the applicant: 

a. He is a certified commercial appraiser and has been considered an expert in 

the field in court.  

b. Palmer presented his Impact Study of the tower which was accepted as PE 

#4. 

c. Palmer focused on three sites for his findings – Fox Mountain Road, Jim 

Page Road, and Pea Ridge Road. 

d. He researched sales in the area of these existing towers.  

e. Sales in these areas were not adversely affected by the presence of the 

towers, and actually showed an increase in value.  

f. The Ambruoso Listing was referenced which was accepted as PE #5.  

g. Palmer testified there were three homes sold in the 1st quarter of 2018 over 

$1 million in Polk County, with an average of 126 days on the market. There 

are currently 47 months of inventory for homes over $1 million. He 

confirmed this would be considered a buyer’s market and it does take a 

while for these homes to sell, and it would most likely take longer for the 

Ambruoso property to sell than the average to sell as it is listed at $1.875 

million.  

h. Palmer stated in his analysis of the three sites, the Toney property, and 

surrounding properties, his expert opinion is the data he gathered does not 



  
 

support that the 175’ tower is detrimental to the property value of the 

surrounding properties. He does believe the tower is compatible with the 

surrounding land based on the placement of the other towers being in similar 

areas, with the exception of the Pea Ridge tower.  

 

9) The Board members asked John Palmer questions regarding his testimony 

a. Michael Axelrod asked about the comparable sales at properties near 

wireless towers versus similar properties not near wireless towers. Palmer 

replied to see if a tower affected a property, you would see a drop in value 

over a period of time. He did not find that in this case, but actually found 

value went up. He also looked for other properties where you could not see 

the towers, but he did not find a correlation with the towers there either.  

b. Betty Hill asked if there could possibly have been any other factors involved 

that would affect any changes of value on real estate that was studied, such 

as the new equestrian center. Palmer replied it is difficult to comment on 

that as the equestrian center has an effect on all property within Polk 

County, but Fox Mountain was one of his sites studied because it is further 

away from the center and the effect of the center would be less.  

c. Frank Monterisi asked for clarification on which tower was the 160’ tower 

in the study. The Fox Mountain Road tower is 160’.  

d. Frank Monterisi asked for clarification on the Ambruoso listing, as both 62 

acres and 38 acres were referenced. The original listing was for 62 acres 

and current listing is for 38 acres. It was reduced when there were no offers 

on the original listing.  

 

10) Bob Long Jr. asked John Palmer questions regarding his testimony.  

a. Long Jr. asked for clarification on the four sales covered in his impact study. 

Palmer stated the first four were actual sales, and there is a fifth listed was 

a listing. Three of the sales had single family homes on them. He arrived at 

an estimated land value by taking the tax assessor’s valuation of the 

improvements on the property and subtracting that from the final sales price. 

Palmer confirmed this is not an appraisal, and he does not know if the buyers 

or sellers of these properties were aware of the proposed cell tower.  

b. Palmer confirmed he has done proximity studies before, but not one 

specifically for a cell tower. He was given an example by his client of one 

done previously.  

c. Palmer testified in his expert opinion, his valuation of the land that he did 

on the properties was accurate and provided enough data for his study.  



  
 

d. Palmer did not know of any cell towers in closer proximity to the property 

than the three he chose to study. He was originally given a list of all cell 

towers in Polk County.  

e. Palmer stated the only commercial venture he saw in the area was an equine 

veterinarian on Landrum Road and he cannot recall seeing any other man-

made structures over 60’ within a 1.5-mile radius of the property.  

 

11) Nellie Mills of 2959 Landrum Rd. testified the tower is not needed due to them 

being senior citizens, they don’t have a cell phone, and lack of children in the area.  

 

12) Joyce Provo of Columbus, NC testified there are children in the area and the tower 

is needed for safety purposes. 

 

13) Mark Levin said he was an environmentalist from Columbus, NC, he testified the 

tower would be useful to improve cellular service.  

 

14) Earl Stott of the Green Creek Fire Department (GCFD) testified the tower was 

needed for safety purposes.  

 

15) Dean Toney, brother to applicant John Toney, also of the GCFD, re-iterated the 

testimony of Earl Stott, the tower is necessary for safety and emergency purposes. 

 

16) John Mazur, Site Acquisition Specialist for Verizon, was called by the Board to 

speak on the process of acquiring tower sites. He testified he looks at zoning at the 

beginning of the process and goes from there. Verizon has the ultimate say for the 

site.  

a. Michael Axelrod asked if any other properties were considered. Mazur 

stated there were, but Verizon had the final say in the site chosen.  

 

17) Frank Monterisi called for a ten-minute recess. Reconvened at 7:58 PM.  

 

18) Bob Oast called Cathy Ruth to testify.  

a. A three ring binder with exhibits was handed out to the Board and was 

accepted as OE #1.  

b. Ms. Ruth testified the 20/20 Vision Plan is not an ordinance, but a guideline 

policy.  

c. The proposed location lies within the Green Space area, according to the 

Future Land Use Map. 

 



  
 

19) Stevens asked Ruth questions about this plan in regards to Economic Development 

and Safety and asked if cell towers would increase the safety of the area. Ms. Ruth 

responded that is a determination of the board.  

a. Stevens requested the equestrian photos of OE #1 be left out of evidence. 

Frank Monterisi allowed it.  

 

20) Bob Oast called Andrew Ambruoso to testify: 

a. Andrew Ambruoso is a commercial attorney. 

b. He lives in New York City, and is the son of Victor Ambruoso and 8-12 

times a year visits his father. 

c. Andrew Ambruoso explained the history of his family’s property and the 

past. He went through the current listing details for his family’s property. 

They have had no offers since listed in 2015.  

 

21) Victor Ambruoso testified: 

a. A “Red Balloon Test” was done on his property by the law firm for Stevens. 

He testified the results of this test were never distributed.  

 

22) Opposition rested their case at 9:12 PM.  

 

23) Closing Remarks 

a. Wyatt Stevens 

b. Bob Long Jr. - passed out a memo which was accepted as Opposition #2.  

 

24) Frank Monterisi closed the testimony and evidence portion of the meeting to 

reconvene Monday, September 10 at 5 PM. 

 

IV. Adjournment at 9:25 PM 



  
 

 
Board of Adjustment Minutes  

Tuesday, September 10, 2018 5 PM 
Justice & Administration Center 

40 Courthouse Street 
Columbus, North Carolina 28722 

 

Members Present:  Frank Monterisi (Chair), Michael Axelrod, Betty Hill 

Staff Present: Cathy Ruth (County Planner), Hannah Lynch (Secretary), Jana Berg (County 

Attorney) 

Others Present: Wyatt Stevens, Bob Oast, Nellie Mills, Keith Mills, John Toney, Victor 

Ambruoso 

 

 

I. Call to order 

Chair Frank Monterisi called the meeting to order. 

 

II. Continuation of Conditional Use and Wireless Telecommunication Permit 

Application 2018.04CU. 

Determined only three members were present. As there were four for the September 4 

meeting, the vote would have had to be unanimous in the affirmative or negative. The 

attorney for the applicant was asked if they would rather postpone the decision until 

four Board members could be present. It was agreed the decision would be postponed 

to September 18 at 5 PM.  

 

III. Frank Monterisi distributed to the Board members to review before continuing 

meeting:  

1. E-mail correspondence from Wyatt Stevens with attachment 

2. E-mail correspondence from Bob Oast with attachment. 

 

IV. Adjournment at 5:16 PM.  



  
 

 
Board of Adjustment Minutes  

Tuesday, September 18, 2018 5 PM 
Justice & Administration Center 

40 Courthouse Street 
Columbus, North Carolina 28722 

 

Members Present:  Frank Monterisi (Chair), Michael Axelrod, Betty Hill 

Staff Present: Cathy Ruth (County Planner), Hannah Lynch (Secretary), Jana Berg (County 

Attorney) 

Others Present: Wyatt Stevens, Bob Long Jr., Bob Oast, Nellie Mills, Keith Mills, John Toney, 

Victor Ambruoso 

 

 

I. Call to order 

Chair Frank Monterisi called the meeting to order. 

 

II. Continuation of Conditional Use and Wireless Telecommunication Permit 

Application 2018.04CU. 

Frank Monterisi explained the board would be going through the findings of fact 

document that he prepared and editing it as necessary. The decision on the application 

would be made in two sections – the first for the Conditional Use Permit and the 

second for the Wireless Telecommunication Permit. There would be no more 

testimony, cross-examination, or verification of facts at this time in the meeting by 

anyone other than board members.  

 

The following are the findings of fact determined by the Board of Adjustment:  

 

1. Cathy Ruth, Zoning Administrator, presented a staff report with documentation. Ms. Ruth 

questioned the sign size with leasing information in relation to the other signs. Mr. 

Stevens said he would make any adjustment to the sign to make it conform with the 

ordinance. Mr. Stevens presented an updated extension letter from the FAA. Ms. Ruth 

testified the application is complete. The packet was accepted as Zoning Administrator 

Exhibit # 1. 



  
 

2. The Zoning Administrator presented the three-ring binder that was prepared by Mr. 

Stevens as part of the application. This was received as Zoning Administrator Exhibit #2. 

The binder included: 

- Site plan – all measurements are taken from the center of the proposed tower 

o Indicating the side yard was 236’ from the center of the proposed tower to the 

property lines, east and west 

o 719’ to Mr. Ambruoso’s property from site 

o 225’ from front property line on Landrum Road to site 

- Ground equipment will occupy a 70’ by 70’ area and accommodate up to five carriers 

- Elevation of the proposed tower is 175’ plus a four-foot lightning rod, with a total of 179’ 

- The FAA determined that the proposed tower does not pose a hazard to navigation and 

therefore no light is required. 

- The monopole tower will be constructed of galvanized metal to reduce glare and 

reflection. 

- The 70’ enclosure will have an eight-foot fence with three strands of no climb wire, for a 

total of nine feet. 

- An access road to the proposed site will be constructed.   

- FCC registration certificate was submitted and there were no restrictions noted. 

- The site packet included a series of simulated photographs indicating sight views of the 

proposed tower from six different viewpoints. 

3. Mr. Yates testified: 

a. The facility would comply with the standards of use due to the surrounding area 

being composed mostly of small equestrian facilities, and agricultural use with 

limited commercial facilities within proximity of the proposed site. 

b. Eighty percent of all 911 calls are from wireless carriers therefore this tower 

would enhance the safety of this area. 

c. The existing vegetation will remain in place surrounding the 70’ by 70’ footprint. 

d. After construction, the site is visited normally once a month for maintenance. 

e. Construction generally takes between 45 and 75 days. 

4. Mr. Stevens questioned Mr. John Palmer, certified commercial real estate appraiser and 

consultant. His packet was received into evidence as Applicant’s Exhibit #4. 

5. Mr. Palmer testified: 

a. He specializes in dealings with special use properties and instances involving 

eminent domain.  

b. He visited three other sites of cell towers in the county. He stated that these were 

his focus. Fox Mountain Road, Jim Page Road, and Pea Ridge Road. 

c. He also researched real estate sales in the area of these existing towers. 

d. Sales in these areas were not adversely affected by the presence of the towers, and 

actually showed an increase in value. 



  
 

e. He specified two properties. One in the area of Pea Ridge Road, property of 211 

acres, listing price of 6.9 million dollars. One property in the vicinity of the 

proposed tower, 37-acre horse farm recently sold for 1.6 million dollars. The 

property owners of the 37-acre horse farm were well aware of the proposed cell 

tower. 

f. Upon cross-examination by Mr. Bob Long, Jr., Mr. Palmer stated the property 

values of the land per acre were based on sales or listing values minus the tax 

appraised value of the improvements. 

6. Mr. Mazur, site acquisition specialist, testified as to how the proposed site location was 

determined using a search ring, however, his testimony was deemed inadmissible due to 

the fact that he had to leave prior to cross examination. 

7. Ms. Nellie Mills testified she and her husband were senior citizens, had no children in the 

area, and said there was no need for the cell tower. 

8. Ms. Joyce Provo testified there is no cell service in the rear of  her house and generally 

poor cell service at this time, and being an active equestrian feels the need for improved 

cell service in case of an emergency. 

9. Mr. Mark Levine testified he has very poor cell service currently. His wife has medical 

needs and needs emergency service. 

10. Mr. Earl Stott testified: 

a. He is a member of the Green Creek Fire Department and the majority of calls 

come in on cell phones, and the proposed tower would improve the effectiveness 

of the Green Creek Fire Department. 

b. He testified there are several commercial uses within three miles of the proposed 

location. Tryon Equine is less than .5 miles away, Stott’s Garage 1.5 miles away, 

and many businesses at the corner of NC 9 and Landrum Road near the proposed 

location. 

11. Mr. Dean Toney, brother of John Toney, member of Green Creek Fire Department 

testified to the need of increased cell service. 

12. Mr. Robert Oast presented a three-ring binder that was admitted into evidence as 

Opponent Exhibit #1. 

13. Mr. Oast questioned Ms. Ruth with details in regards to 20/20 Vision Plan.  

14. Ms. Ruth testified: 

a. The 20/20 Vision Plan is not an ordinance, but a guideline policy. 

b. A number of references to the packet were discussed in regards to the 20/20 

Vision Plan’s interpretations of Green Space. The proposed location lies within 

the Green Space area, according to the Future Land Use Map. 

c. As to Farmland Preservation policies in the plan.  



  
 

15. Mr. Stevens questioned Ms. Ruth as to the Economic Development in the area and asked 

if cell towers would increase the safety of the area. Ms. Ruth responded that is a 

determination of the board. 

16. Mr. Oast questioned Mr. Andrew Ambruoso.  

17. Mr. Andrew Ambruoso testified: 

a. He currently lives in New York City, but his family has lived in the area for over 

thirty years. He testified he was not aware of any commercial use in the area other 

than the equestrian hospital. 

b. His father hosts a portion of the Collinsville Equestrian Trail Association (CETA) 

trail system. 

c. The three towers, testified to by Mr. Palmer, were different in topography from 

his dad’s property. 

d. His father’s property was listed in 2015 for 2.8 million dollars composed of 62 

acres, currently listed at 1.8 million dollars composed of 38 acres. They have 

received no offers. 

18. Mr. Stevens cross-examined Mr. Andrew Ambruoso. 

a. There are horse farms in the area, giving lessons, buying and selling horses, which 

are commercial uses. 

19. Mr. Victor Ambruoso testified as to a balloon test done at the proposed site where the 

balloon was visible from his property until lowered to a height of 125’. 

 

III. Conditional Use Permit Vote:  

1. The use, Tower/Proposed 175’ monopole in a new wireless telecommunication 

facility, for which the Conditional Use Permit/Wireless Facility and Wireless 

Support Structure Permit is sought is in Multiple Use Zoning District and the 

proposed use complies with the standards for such use, if any, contained in the 

Zoning Ordinance. The vote was - Yes – 4, No – 0.  

2. The proposed use will not adversely affect the health or safety of persons residing 

or working in the neighborhood of such proposed use. The vote was – Yes – 3, No 

– 0. Neal Barton Abstained which resulted in a final total of 4 Yes. 

3. The proposed use will not be detrimental or injurious to property, property uses or 

property values, or to public improvements, in the neighborhood of such proposed 

use. The vote was – Yes – 4, No – 0. 

4. The proposed use is designed and will be operated in such a manner as to be in 

harmony with the neighborhood in which it is to be located. The vote was Yes – 

4, No – 0.  

 

IV. Conditional Use Decision and Conditions:  



  
 

1. Now, therefore, the application to make use of the above described property for 

the purpose indicated is hereby approved and granted, subject to all applicable 

provisions of the Polk County Zoning Ordinance, this permit, and the following 

special conditions which the Board of Adjustment finds to be in the public 

interest. 

i. The development of the parcels shall comply with all regulations as 

specified in the Polk County Zoning Ordinance and Wireless 

Telecommunication Ordinance.  

ii. No signage will contain commercial advertising. 

iii. A vegetative screen buffer consisting of a minimum width of 30’ from the 

outside perimeter of the fence shall be maintained. 

iv. If the conditions addressed in this special exception are violated, the 

permits shall be revoked and the use will no longer be allowed. Only by 

reapplying to the Board of Adjustment for another Conditional Use 

Permit/Wireless Facilities and Wireless Support Structure Permit, and 

receiving their approval can the use be again permitted.  

 

V. Wireless Facility and Wireless Support Structure Permit Vote:  

1. The proposed use meets the following standards: Towers shall be blended with 

the natural surroundings as much as possible. Colors and materials shall be used 

that are compatible with the surrounding area, except when otherwise required by 

applicable Federal or State regulations. The tower and equipment shall be located, 

designed, and/or screened to blend with the existing natural, or built surroundings 

to reduce the visual impacts as much as possible, and to be compatible with 

neighboring land uses and the character of the community. The vote was - Yes – 

4, No – 0. 

2. The use, Tower/Proposed 175’ monopole for a new wireless telecommunication 

facility, for which the Wireless Facility and Wireless Support Structure Permit is 

sought, the proposed use complies with the standards in the Wireless 

Telecommunication Ordinance. The vote was - Yes – 4, No – 0. 

 

VI. Wireless Facility and Wireless Support Structure Permit Decision and Conditions: 

1. Now, therefore, the application to make use of the above described property for 

the purpose indicated is hereby approved and granted, subject to all applicable 

provisions of the Polk County Wireless Telecommunication Ordinance, this 

permit, and the following special conditions which the Board of Adjustment finds 

to be in the public interest: 

i. The development of the parcels shall comply with all regulations as 

specified in the Polk County Wireless Telecommunication Ordinance. 



  
 

ii. If the conditions addressed in this special exception are violated, the 

permits shall be revoked and the use will no longer be allowed. Only by 

reapplying to the Board of Adjustment for another Conditional Use 

Permit/Wireless Facilities and Wireless Support Structure Permit, and 

receiving their approval can the use be again permitted.  

 

VII. Final comments – 

Frank Monterisi stated the findings of fact document will be signed by the end of the 

week, and there are 30 days to appeal the decision from when the document is signed. 

The decision will be recorded within one month from the date of approval.  

 

VIII. Motion to adjourn by Frank Monterisi. Seconded by Neal Barton. Meeting adjourned 

at 6:24 PM.  
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