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This meeting was opened by President Steven Heffner at 6:41 PM. 

 

A. CALL TO ORDER 

 

Attendee Name Title Status Arrived 

Tom Martinbianco Councilman Present  

Duane Haskins Councilman Present  

Steven Heffner President Present  

Steven Hatfield Councilman Present  

Christina Conley Councilwoman Present  

Dennis O'Keefe Councilman Present  

Vaughn Smith Councilman Present  

B. OPEN PUBLIC HEARING 6:41 P.M. 

1. THIS IS THE TIME FIXED FOR HEARING AND CONSIDERING ANY OBJECTIONS 

AND/OR FAVORABLE COMMENTS RELATIVE TO THE ERECTION OF A 150’ STEALTH 

MONOPOLE TOWER FACILITY UPON 2462 S. GENESEE PARCEL ID# 59-22-400-006, 

WIRELESS COMMUNICATION SITE TO BE LOCATED AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF 

GENESEE RD. AND ATHERTON RD. 

 

Andrew Webber from Telecad spoke for his client, Verizon Wireless.  He said the 

antennas will be covered with panels and around the compound there will a white 

vinyl fence to block the view of any equipment.  It will be a nice landscaped area.  

We also have panels with a cross on them.  This will connect the area where there is 

no coverage.   

 

Robert Bell, Attorney representing Verizon Wireless spoke regarding the area 

coverage, signal strengths, customer complaints, dropping signal, capacity issues, 

residential, non-residential coverage and use, FTC, FCC and Limitations Act.  He said 

each tower is capable of handling a certain number of signals per second.  This new 

tower site would help with these issues and allow the other sites to work more 

efficiently.  We are asking permission to put up a stealth tower with the cross panels 

that will be consistent and will blend in with the church that is there now.  

 

Mr. Martinbianco stated we have certain institutions in place right now that talk 

about where you have to be able to co-mingle with our existing towers where they 

are available and that are on city owned property.   

 

Mr. Bell said we asked the city what properties they would have available within the 

search range and they said there were none.  There is a limited area we can go 
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within the search range and city owned property would not have worked for the 

coverage we need.  Any cell phone service that builds a tower are required by 

Federal Law to allow any other carrier to go on that tower.  Your ordinance says the 

same thing.  It's more important for us to get our coverage gaps taken care of then 

wait for someone else to do it and then use their tower.   

 

Mr. Haskins asked why this tower couldn't go in an empty field instead of around the 

houses.  All of the other towers are not seen, this one would be right on the corner 

of Genesee and Atherton Road.   

 

Mr. Bell said the entire search range is zoned residential even if it’s an open field.  By 

placing it in an existing already developed area and doing it as a stealth tower that 

approves the ability of other areas zoned residential to be able to be developed 

rather than placing a standard tower there.  This tower would be concealed as a 

stealth tower and with privacy fence to conceal the propane tank, generator, etc.  

This location was the best fit for dealing with capacity and coverage issues.  Moving 

it any distance would affect the efficiency.  We have investigated the area for 18 

months.  You are one of 24 different agencies that have to approve the tower before 

it goes in, including State and Federal.  One of the things we had to consider was 

trying to avoid placing the tower adjacent to a forested area because of the 

Endangered Species Act.  Almost every forested area in Michigan has the potential to 

be a habitat for the Indian Bat, which is an endangered species.   

 

Mrs. Abbey stated six foot is the maximum height allowed for privacy fence and it is 

not allowed in a front yard in a residential area.   

 

Mr. Bell stated if the privacy fence is an issue we could put trees around the tower 

instead.   

 

Mr. Smith said I would like to see one of our business's get this so they can make 

some money off the residual and it can help them pay their taxes, Walker Farms for 

an example.   

 

Mr. Bell said we normally look at church or school property.  When we place our 

towers on real property, such as Walker Farms, we would be subject to substantial 

personal property taxes that we would pay directly.  If we placed the tower on 

Atherton and Genesee Road we are still subject to personal property tax.  The cost of 

putting up this tower will be around $200,000.  

 

Mrs. Abbey said she sent an email to the Assessor's Office and asked since this 

property is considered tax exempt would it affect the real property.  They said the 

compound area that the tower would take up would be charged tax to the tower 

owner not the property owner.   

 

Mayor Zelenko asked why the county retention area behind Walkers Farm wasn't 

considered.  This was a government property.   

 

Mr. Bell stated we were told that was unavailable outside the search grid. 

 

Mayor Zelenko stated the county retention pond is within the search grid as well as 

the old school property at the end of Sitka Street.  Also in the area would be 
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Atherton Schools, the old urban railroad bed, property behind Meijer, etc. 

 

Mr. Bell stated they did consider some of this property but decided against it because 

of setback and wetland issues.   

 

Discussion ensued regarding holding another meeting after researching other areas 

as a possibility.   

 

Mr. Bell said we could come back and describe why the other sites considered would 

not work for this tower.  There is a Michigan law that provides that action must be 

taken by the city within 90 days after the end of the comment period that is provided 

in the Michigan Statute.   

 

Mrs. Abbey stated I want to start by giving you a brief summary of the Wireless 

Communication Facilities Ordinance Chapter 152. There are some very important 

sections that I need to summarize for you.  

 

152.01 The purpose and intent of the wireless communication facilities ordinance is 

to:  

A. Recognizing the number of providers authorized to establish and operate wireless 

communication services and coverage, it is the further purpose and intent of this city 

to:  

1. Facilitate adequate and efficient provision of sites   

2. Identify predetermined area within the city for their location 

3. Understand that sometimes these predetermined areas may not work 

4. Limit overcrowding or inappropriate placement  

5. Promote the public health, safety and welfare 

6. Require the removal when obsolete  

7. Minimize the negative visual impact  

B. The City hereby determines that the presence of numerous tower structures, 

particularly if located within residential areas, would decrease the attractiveness and 

destroy the character and integrity of the community. This, in turn would have an 

adverse impact upon property values.  

 

With that background I would like to explain the three types of wireless 

communication facilities that are included in the Ordinance.  

 

First is provided in 152.04 which is a “Permitted Communication Facility Approval 

(PCFA)”. Example of these facilities are colocations on existing towers, attachment to 

an existing structure such as an existing utility pole, and structures within right of 

way greater than 204 feet.  

 

152.04 (B) Upon the City Council’s determination that the proposed facility or 

structure warrants PCFA consideration, the application shall be reviewed in 

accordance with the following standards and conditions: 

1.  Facilities shall not be demonstrably injurious to neighborhoods or otherwise 

detrimental to the public safety and welfare; 

       2.  Facilities shall be located and designed to be harmonious with the 

surrounding areas; 

3. Wireless communication facilities shall comply with applicable federal and state 

standards relative to the environmental effects of radio frequency emissions; and 
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4. Applicants shall demonstrate a justification for the proposed height of the 

structures and an evaluation of alternative designs which might result in lower 

heights. 

 

Second is provided in 152.05 “Special Communication Facility Approval (SCFA) within 

a Manufacturing district”  

 

152.05(A) just talks about the notification requirements for the hearing.  

 

Although this particular application is not located in a manufacturing district it is 

important to remember these standards.  

  

152.05 (B) All applications submitted for SCFA consideration shall be reviewed by the 

City Council in accordance with, and subject to, the following standards and 

conditions:  

1. All standards and conditions of 152.04 (B) 

2. Height of tower shall be the max height demonstrated to be necessary  

3. The setback of the support structure from residentially zoned area shall be at least 

the height of the highest point of any structure on the premises.  

4. When the proposed structures abuts a parcel of land zoned for a use other than 

residential, the minimum setback shall be in accordance with the required setback 

for main principal structures.  

5. Access to the structure shall be unobstructed.  

6. If located on the roof of a building it shall aesthetically have the appearance of the 

principal structure.  

7. The color of the support structures and all accessory building shall be reviewed to 

minimize distraction, reduce visibility, maximize aesthetic appearance and ensure 

compatibility with surrounding.  

8. Shall be constructed in accordance with building codes  

9. Soils may be considered. May require a soils report.  

10. A maintenance plan shall be submitted by the applicant and approved by City 

Council.  

11. The applicant shall also provide a demonstration of the technical, practical, or 

economic need for the proposed facility. 

 

152.06 Third is a Special Communication Facility Approval outside of the 

Manufacturing Districts. Then there are two categories here:  

1. A municipal owed site, some other government owned site, and public park  (it is 

important to note that I was provided with a search ring in June of 2016 and there 

were NO CITY OF BURTON owned properties within the ring at the time) 

2. All other applications submitted (This is the application that is before you for 2462 S. 

Genesee) 

 

Ordinance requires that these facilities shall be reviewed by City Council in 

accordance with, and subject to, the following standards and conditions:  

1. ALL of those standards and conditions as set forth in 152.05 (B)  

2. The applicant shall demonstrate that a location upon property zoned M-1 or M-2 

cannot reasonably meet the coverage or capacity needs of the applicant.  

3. Wireless communication facilities shall be of a design such as, without limitation, a 

steeple, a bell tower, or other form which is compatible with the existing character of 

the proposed site, neighborhood, and general area, as approved by City Council.  



Minutes Burton City Council July 17, 2017 

Burton, Michigan Generated: 8/7/2017 3:20 PM Page 5   

 

Given all of this information, it is my professional opinion that the intent and purpose 

of the wireless communication facilities ordinance is not being met because:  

 

1. The presence of the tower within the residentially zoned area would decrease the 

attractiveness and destroy the character and integrity of the community. This, in 

turn would have an adverse impact upon property values. 152.01 (B) 

2. The application does not meet the standards of 152.05 (B) (3) which states “The 

setback of the support structure from residentially zoned area shall be at least the 

height of the highest point of any structure on the premises”. The property that is 

requesting the tower is zoned residential therefore it is not setback from the 

residentially zoned property.  

3. Facilities shall be located and designed to be harmonious with the surrounding areas 

152.04 (B)(2) 

 

Therefore we would recommend denial of the wireless communications systems case 

17-01.  

 

Mr. Bell replied your ordinance does not state that cell phone towers are not allowed 

on residential property.  Setback requirements are never applied to the property 

itself, it is applied to the adjacent properties.  This 150 foot setback, which is 

designed for safety, will be met.  We are being harmonious with the area by putting 

up a cross versus trees.   

 

Joseph Richvalsky of Burton stated I think this should be turned down for the 

following reasons:  1. Standards, specs and ordinance requirements.  2.  Taxes on 

property.  3.  Fall risk, there is always a possibility.  4.  Aesthetics, it doesn't look 

good.  It would stick out like a sore thumb.   

 

Neil Martz of Burton stated I think there are many locations that would be better for 

towers than on that corner whether it be residential or nonresidential. 

 

Ryan Laree of Swartz Creek asked the company if they would be employing local 

business to put this tower up.  Would this be a union job?  I think it could be hidden 

behind something else other than three crosses and is it safe to be this close to a 

road.    

 

Rick Fuhst of Burton asked if the height of the tower would be restricted because of 

the airport.   

 

Robert Laree of Flushing said I am a Verizon customer and am in this area a lot.  I 

have never lost cell phone service.   

 

Greg Rowen, Pastor of Judson Baptist Church said we do not object to the crosses on 

the tower.  In fact, this is the only way we would have agreed to these towers.  We 

drove to several sites that had the models and the structure is beautiful.   

 

Attorney Doyle stated we cannot use health as a reason to deny.   

 

Mr. Bell stated we do consider the height of the towers around the airport.  We 

already have a preliminary approval from the FAA.  In the packet you will see the 
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engineering data and it would be consistent with the area, specifically crosses near a 

church.   

C. CLOSE PUBLIC HEARING AT 7:45 PM 

D. COUNCIL ACTION 

1. APPROVE AND AUTHORIZE the Application for Wireless Communication System 

submitted by Verizon Wireless for the erection of a new 150’ stealth monopole tower 

facility upon 2462 S. Genesee parcel ID# 59-22-400-006, wireless communication 

site to be located at the Northwest corner of Genesee Rd. and Atherton Rd. provided 

the applicant furnish a cash bond or performance bond in the amount equal to the 

cost for the removal of the facility prior to the issuance of a building permit. 

 

RESULT: TABLED [5 TO 2] Next: 8/21/2017 7:00 PM 

MOVER: Vaughn Smith, Councilman 

SECONDER: Duane Haskins, Councilman 

AYES: Heffner, Hatfield, Conley, O'Keefe, Smith 

NAYS: Martinbianco, Haskins 

 

Meeting was adjourned at 7:45 PM. 

 

 

__________________________________________ 
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 Burton City Council Meeting: 07/17/17 06:30 PM 
 4303 S. Center Road Department: Department of Public Works 
 Burton, MI  48519 Category: Public Hearing 
  Prepared By: Amber Abbey 

 SCHEDULED Department Head: Robert Slattery 

  

 AGENDA ITEM (ID # 3129) DOC ID: 3129  

THIS IS THE TIME FIXED FOR HEARING AND CONSIDERING 
ANY OBJECTIONS AND/OR FAVORABLE COMMENTS 

RELATIVE TO THE ERECTION OF A 150’ STEALTH 
MONOPOLE TOWER FACILITY UPON 2462 S. GENESEE 

PARCEL ID# 59-22-400-006, WIRELESS COMMUNICATION 
SITE TO BE LOCATED AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF 

GENESEE RD. AND ATHERTON RD. 

 

 
COMMENTS - Current Meeting: 

Andrew Webber from Telecad spoke for his client, Verizon Wireless.  He said the antennas 

will be covered with panels and around the compound there will a white vinyl fence to block 

the view of any equipment.  It will be a nice landscaped area.  We also have panels with a 

cross on them.  This will connect the area where there is no coverage.   

 

Robert Bell, Attorney representing Verizon Wireless spoke regarding the area coverage, 

signal strengths, customer complaints, dropping signal, capacity issues, residential, non-

residential coverage and use, FTC, FCC and Limitations Act.  He said each tower is capable 

of handling a certain number of signals per second.  This new tower site would help with 

these issues and allow the other sites to work more efficiently.  We are asking permission to 

put up a stealth tower with the cross panels that will be consistent and will blend in with the 

church that is there now.  

 

Mr. Martinbianco stated we have certain institutions in place right now that talk about where 

you have to be able to co-mingle with our existing towers where they are available and that 

are on city owned property.   

 

Mr. Bell said we asked the city what properties they would have available within the search 

range and they said there were none.  There is a limited area we can go within the search 

range and city owned property would not have worked for the coverage we need.  Any cell 

phone service that builds a tower are required by Federal Law to allow any other carrier to 

go on that tower.  Your ordinance says the same thing.  It's more important for us to get 

our coverage gaps taken care of then wait for someone else to do it and then use their 

tower.   

 

Mr. Haskins asked why this tower couldn't go in an empty field instead of around the 

houses.  All of the other towers are not seen, this one would be right on the corner of 

Genesee and Atherton Road.   

 

Mr. Bell said the entire search range is zoned residential even if it’s an open field.  By 

placing it in an existing already developed area and doing it as a stealth tower that 

B.1

Packet Pg. 7
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approves the ability of other areas zoned residential to be able to be developed rather than 

placing a standard tower there.  This tower would be concealed as a stealth tower and with 

privacy fence to conceal the propane tank, generator, etc.  This location was the best fit for 

dealing with capacity and coverage issues.  Moving it any distance would affect the 

efficiency.  We have investigated the area for 18 months.  You are one of 24 different 

agencies that have to approve the tower before it goes in, including State and Federal.  One 

of the things we had to consider was trying to avoid placing the tower adjacent to a forested 

area because of the Endangered Species Act.  Almost every forested area in Michigan has 

the potential to be a habitat for the Indian Bat, which is an endangered species.   

 

Mrs. Abbey stated six foot is the maximum height allowed for privacy fence and it is not 

allowed in a front yard in a residential area.   

 

Mr. Bell stated if the privacy fence is an issue we could put trees around the tower instead.   

 

Mr. Smith said I would like to see one of our business's get this so they can make some 

money off the residual and it can help them pay their taxes, Walker Farms for an example.   

 

Mr. Bell said we normally look at church or school property.  When we place our towers on 

real property, such as Walker Farms, we would be subject to substantial personal property 

taxes that we would pay directly.  If we placed the tower on Atherton and Genesee Road we 

are still subject to personal property tax.  The cost of putting up this tower will be around 

$200,000.  

 

Mrs. Abbey said she sent an email to the Assessor's Office and asked since this property is 

considered tax exempt would it affect the real property.  They said the compound area that 

the tower would take up would be charged tax to the tower owner not the property owner.   

 

Mayor Zelenko asked why the county retention area behind Walkers Farm wasn't 

considered.  This was a government property.   

 

Mr. Bell stated we were told that was unavailable outside the search grid. 

 

Mayor Zelenko stated the county retention pond is within the search grid as well as the old 

school property at the end of Sitka Street.  Also in the area would be Atherton Schools, the 

old urban railroad bed, property behind Meijer, etc. 

 

Mr. Bell stated they did consider some of this property but decided against it because of 

setback and wetland issues.   

 

Discussion ensued regarding holding another meeting after researching other areas as a 

possibility.   

 

Mr. Bell said we could come back and describe why the other sites considered would not 

work for this tower.  There is a Michigan law that provides that action must be taken by the 

city within 90 days after the end of the comment period that is provided in the Michigan 

Statute.   

B.1
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Mrs. Abbey stated I want to start by giving you a brief summary of the Wireless 

Communication Facilities Ordinance Chapter 152. There are some very important sections 

that I need to summarize for you.  

 

152.01 The purpose and intent of the wireless communication facilities ordinance is to:  

A. Recognizing the number of providers authorized to establish and operate wireless 

communication services and coverage, it is the further purpose and intent of this city 

to:  

1. Facilitate adequate and efficient provision of sites   

2. Identify predetermined area within the city for their location 

3. Understand that sometimes these predetermined areas may not work 

4. Limit overcrowding or inappropriate placement  

5. Promote the public health, safety and welfare 

6. Require the removal when obsolete  

7. Minimize the negative visual impact  

B. The City hereby determines that the presence of numerous tower structures, 

particularly if located within residential areas, would decrease the attractiveness and 

destroy the character and integrity of the community. This, in turn would have an 

adverse impact upon property values.  

 

With that background I would like to explain the three types of wireless communication 

facilities that are included in the Ordinance.  

 

First is provided in 152.04 which is a “Permitted Communication Facility Approval (PCFA)”. 

Example of these facilities are colocations on existing towers, attachment to an existing 

structure such as an existing utility pole, and structures within right of way greater than 

204 feet.  

 

152.04 (B) Upon the City Council’s determination that the proposed facility or structure 

warrants PCFA consideration, the application shall be reviewed in accordance with the 

following standards and conditions: 

1.  Facilities shall not be demonstrably injurious to neighborhoods or otherwise 

detrimental to the public safety and welfare; 

       2.  Facilities shall be located and designed to be harmonious with the surrounding 

areas; 

3. Wireless communication facilities shall comply with applicable federal and state 

standards relative to the environmental effects of radio frequency emissions; and 

4. Applicants shall demonstrate a justification for the proposed height of the 

structures and an evaluation of alternative designs which might result in lower 

heights. 

 

Second is provided in 152.05 “Special Communication Facility Approval (SCFA) within a 

Manufacturing district”  

B.1
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152.05(A) just talks about the notification requirements for the hearing.  

 

Although this particular application is not located in a manufacturing district it is important 

to remember these standards.  

  

152.05 (B) All applications submitted for SCFA consideration shall be reviewed by the City 

Council in accordance with, and subject to, the following standards and conditions:  

1. All standards and conditions of 152.04 (B) 

2. Height of tower shall be the max height demonstrated to be necessary  

3. The setback of the support structure from residentially zoned area shall be at least 

the height of the highest point of any structure on the premises.  

4. When the proposed structures abuts a parcel of land zoned for a use other than 

residential, the minimum setback shall be in accordance with the required setback 

for main principal structures.  

5. Access to the structure shall be unobstructed.  

6. If located on the roof of a building it shall aesthetically have the appearance of the 

principal structure.  

7. The color of the support structures and all accessory building shall be reviewed to 

minimize distraction, reduce visibility, maximize aesthetic appearance and ensure 

compatibility with surrounding.  

8. Shall be constructed in accordance with building codes  

9. Soils may be considered. May require a soils report.  

10. A maintenance plan shall be submitted by the applicant and approved by City 

Council.  

11. The applicant shall also provide a demonstration of the technical, practical, or 

economic need for the proposed facility. 

 

152.06 Third is a Special Communication Facility Approval outside of the Manufacturing 

Districts. Then there are two categories here:  

1. A municipal owed site, some other government owned site, and public park  (it is 

important to note that I was provided with a search ring in June of 2016 and 

there were NO CITY OF BURTON owned properties within the ring at the time) 

2. All other applications submitted (This is the application that is before you for 

2462 S. Genesee) 

 

Ordinance requires that these facilities shall be reviewed by City Council in accordance with, 

and subject to, the following standards and conditions:  

1. ALL of those standards and conditions as set forth in 152.05 (B)  

2. The applicant shall demonstrate that a location upon property zoned M-1 or M-2 

cannot reasonably meet the coverage or capacity needs of the applicant.  

3. Wireless communication facilities shall be of a design such as, without limitation, 

a steeple, a bell tower, or other form which is compatible with the existing 

character of the proposed site, neighborhood, and general area, as approved by 

City Council.  

B.1
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Given all of this information, it is my professional opinion that the intent and purpose of the 

wireless communication facilities ordinance is not being met because:  

 

1. The presence of the tower within the residentially zoned area would decrease the 

attractiveness and destroy the character and integrity of the community. This, in 

turn would have an adverse impact upon property values. 152.01 (B) 

2. The application does not meet the standards of 152.05 (B) (3) which states “The 

setback of the support structure from residentially zoned area shall be at least 

the height of the highest point of any structure on the premises”. The property 

that is requesting the tower is zoned residential therefore it is not setback from 

the residentially zoned property.  

3. Facilities shall be located and designed to be harmonious with the surrounding 

areas 152.04 (B)(2) 

 

Therefore we would recommend denial of the wireless communications systems case 17-01.  

 

Mr. Bell replied your ordinance does not state that cell phone towers are not allowed on 

residential property.  Setback requirements are never applied to the property itself, it is 

applied to the adjacent properties.  This 150 foot setback, which is designed for safety, will 

be met.  We are being harmonious with the area by putting up a cross versus trees.   

 

Joseph Richvalsky of Burton stated I think this should be turned down for the following 
reasons:  1. Standards, specs and ordinance requirements.  2.  Taxes on property.  3.  Fall 

risk, there is always a possibility.  4.  Aesthetics, it doesn't look good.  It would stick out 

like a sore thumb.   

 

Neil Martz of Burton stated I think there are many locations that would be better for towers 

than on that corner whether it be residential or nonresidential. 

 

Ryan Laree of Swartz Creek asked the company if they would be employing local business 

to put this tower up.  Would this be a union job?  I think it could be hidden behind 

something else other than three crosses and is it safe to be this close to a road.    

 

Rick Fuhst of Burton asked if the height of the tower would be restricted because of the 

airport.   

 

Robert Laree of Flushing said I am a Verizon customer and am in this area a lot.  I have 

never lost cell phone service.   

 

Greg Rowen, Pastor of Judson Baptist Church said we do not object to the crosses on the 

tower.  In fact, this is the only way we would have agreed to these towers.  We drove to 

several sites that had the models and the structure is beautiful.   

 

Attorney Doyle stated we cannot use health as a reason to deny.   

 

B.1
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Mr. Bell stated we do consider the height of the towers around the airport.  We already have 

a preliminary approval from the FAA.  In the packet you will see the engineering data and it 

would be consistent with the area, specifically crosses near a church.   

ATTACHMENTS: 

 Back up for ph (PDF) 

B.1

Packet Pg. 12



B
.1

.a

P
ac

ke
t 

P
g

. 1
3

Attachment: Back up for ph  (3129 : WCS# 17-01)



B
.1

.a

P
ac

ke
t 

P
g

. 1
4

Attachment: Back up for ph  (3129 : WCS# 17-01)



B
.1

.a

P
ac

ke
t 

P
g

. 1
5

Attachment: Back up for ph  (3129 : WCS# 17-01)



B
.1

.a

P
ac

ke
t 

P
g

. 1
6

Attachment: Back up for ph  (3129 : WCS# 17-01)



B
.1

.a

P
ac

ke
t 

P
g

. 1
7

Attachment: Back up for ph  (3129 : WCS# 17-01)



B
.1

.a

P
ac

ke
t 

P
g

. 1
8

Attachment: Back up for ph  (3129 : WCS# 17-01)



B
.1

.a

P
ac

ke
t 

P
g

. 1
9

Attachment: Back up for ph  (3129 : WCS# 17-01)



B.1.a

Packet Pg. 20

A
ttach

m
en

t: B
ack u

p
 fo

r p
h

  (3129 : W
C

S
# 17-01)



B.1.a

Packet Pg. 21

A
ttach

m
en

t: B
ack u

p
 fo

r p
h

  (3129 : W
C

S
# 17-01)



B.1.a

Packet Pg. 22

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 B

ac
k 

u
p

 f
o

r 
p

h
  (

31
29

 :
 W

C
S

# 
17

-0
1)



B
.1

.a

P
ac

ke
t 

P
g

. 2
3

Attachment: Back up for ph  (3129 : WCS# 17-01)



B
.1

.a

P
ac

ke
t 

P
g

. 2
4

Attachment: Back up for ph  (3129 : WCS# 17-01)



B
.1

.a

P
ac

ke
t 

P
g

. 2
5

Attachment: Back up for ph  (3129 : WCS# 17-01)



B
.1

.a

P
ac

ke
t 

P
g

. 2
6

Attachment: Back up for ph  (3129 : WCS# 17-01)



B
.1

.a

P
ac

ke
t 

P
g

. 2
7

Attachment: Back up for ph  (3129 : WCS# 17-01)



B.1.a

Packet Pg. 28

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 B

ac
k 

u
p

 f
o

r 
p

h
  (

31
29

 :
 W

C
S

# 
17

-0
1)



  

Updated: 7/12/2017 8:47 AM by Amber Abbey  Page 1 

 Burton City Council Meeting: 07/17/17 06:30 PM 
 4303 S. Center Road Department: Department of Public Works 
 Burton, MI  48519 Category: Resolution 
  Prepared By: Amber Abbey 

 TABLED Department Head: Robert Slattery 

  

 AGENDA ITEM (ID # 3130) DOC ID: 3130  

APPROVE AND AUTHORIZE the Application for Wireless 
Communication System submitted by Verizon Wireless for 
the erection of a new 150’ stealth monopole tower facility 
upon 2462 S. Genesee parcel ID# 59-22-400-006, wireless 

communication site to be located at the Northwest corner of 
Genesee Rd. and Atherton Rd. provided the applicant furnish 
a cash bond or performance bond in the amount equal to the 
cost for the removal of the facility prior to the issuance of a 

building permit. 

 

 

RESULT: TABLED [5 TO 2] Next: 8/21/2017 7:00 PM 

MOVER: Vaughn Smith, Councilman 

SECONDER: Duane Haskins, Councilman 

AYES: Heffner, Hatfield, Conley, O'Keefe, Smith 

NAYS: Tom Martinbianco, Duane Haskins 
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