BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

STUDY SESSION AGENDA
Wednesday, January 27, 2021 | 8:15 a.m.

= o

General Discussion.

Discuss the following items with Sheriff Frank Kelly.

a) Additional cameras at the Court House and Administration Building

b) Purchasing trailer to transport UTV

c) Emergency Operation Plan review

Discuss CUP20004 Miami County Communication Tower with Teresa Reeves.
Discuss 2021 Asphalt Program with Matthew Oehlert and JR McMahon.
Strategic project planning discussion for 2021-2023 special bridge with Matthew
Oehlert.

Discuss intermodal drainage concerns for Hillsdale Lake with Lesley Rigney at
11:00 a.m.

Update on SPARK funding with Shane Krull.



MIAMI COUNTY
STAFF REQUEST FOR COMMISSION ACTION

SUBMITTED BY: REQUESTED MEETING DATE:

Frank Kelly 01-27-2021

DEPARTMENT: REQUESTED MEETING:

Sheriff's Office STUDY SESSION [] REGULAR MEETING
CONTACT INFORMATION: PROJECT / REFERENCE NUMBER:

Sheriff Frank Kelly

AGENDA SUBJECT:
additional cameras at the Court House and Administration Building

AGENDA SUBJECT BACKGROUND / DESCRIPTION:
Provide additional security for the above listed facilities

REQUESTED ACTION / STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

BUDGET IMPACT:

BUDGET AVAILABLE FOR THIS ITEM: BUDGET REMAINING FOR THIS ITEM:
$ $

FUND / LINE ITEM TO BE CHARGED: ITEM BUDGETED?: CAPITAL PROJECT?:
B [] YES [] NO [ YES ] NO

01-14-2021

SUBMITTER'S SIGNATURE: DATE:




MIAMI COUNTY
STAFF REQUEST FOR COMMISSION ACTION

SUBMITTED BY: REQUESTED MEETING DATE:
Frank Kelly 01-27-2021

DEPARTMENT: REQUESTED MEETING:

Sheriff's Office STUDY SESSION [] REGULAR MEETING
CONTACT INFORMATION: PROJECT / REFERENCE NUMBER:

Sheriff Frank Kelly

AGENDA SUBJECT:
Purchase enclosed trailer

AGENDA SUBJECT BACKGROUND / DESCRIPTION:

The trailer will be used to transport UTV and provide additional crime scene equipment, i.e. lights, pylons,
communications and portable generators.

REQUESTED ACTION / STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

BUDGET IMPACT:

BUDGET AVAILABLE FOR THIS ITEM: BUDGET REMAINING FOR THIS ITEM:

$ $

FUND / LINE ITEM TO BE CHARGED: ITEM BUDGETED?: CAPITAL PROJECT?:
T ] YES []NO [] YES [] NO
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SUBMITTER'S SIGNATURE: / DATE:



MIAMI COUNTY
STAFF REQUEST FOR COMMISSION ACTION

SUBMITTED BY: REQUESTED MEETING DATE:
Frank Kelly January 27, 2021
DEPARTMENT: REQUESTED MEETING:

Sheriff's Office

STUDY SESSION REGULAR MEETING

CONTACT INFORMATION:
Sheriff Frank Kelly

PROJECT / REFERENCE NUMBER:

AGENDA SUBJECT:
Updated Emergency Operation Plan

AGENDA SUBJECT BACKGROUND / DESCRIPTION:

Emergency Management Division reviewed and updated the Emergency Operation Plan

REQUESTED ACTION / STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Commission Approve and Sign

BUDGET IMPACT:

BUDGET AVAILABLE FOR THIS ITEM: BUDGET REMAINING FOR THIS ITEM:
$ $
FUND / LINE ITEM TO BE CHARGED: ITEM BUDGETED?: CAPITAL PROJECT?:
S S A [JYEs []NO [] YES [] NO
C YIS
/ 01-07-2021
SUBMITTER'S SIGNATURE! / DATE:




MIAMI COUNTY
STAFF REQUEST FOR COMMISSION ACTION

SUBMITTED BY: REQUESTED MEETING DATE:

Teresa Reeves January 27, 2021

DEPARTMENT: REQUESTED MEETING:

Planning STUDY SESSION REGULAR MEETING
CONTACT INFORMATION: PROJECT / REFERENCE NUMBER:

913-294-9553 20004-CUP: Miami County Communication Tower

AGENDA ITEM / SUBJECT:

Consider the recommendation of the Planning Commission to approve Conditional Use Permit 20004-CUP

ITEM BACKGROUND / DESCRIPTION:

Consideration of an application for a Conditional Use Permit for a 250’ tall communications tower, including an
equipment shelter and appurtenant equipment, per Sections 6-2.01.14, and 14-2.01.4 of the Miami County, Kansas
Zoning Regulations. The subject property of approximately 5,625 square feet is located approximately 147 feet
south of 399th St, and approximately 440 feet west of Metcalf Rd, in the NW 1/4 of Section 17, Twp. 19, Range 25,
Sugar Creek Twp. Submitted by Trevor Wood with Selective Site Consultants on behalf of Miami County, Kansas,
the applicant. Wildwood Outdoor Education Center, Inc. is the property owner of record.

REQUESTED ACTION / STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Approve the request as recommended by the Planning Commission.

BUDGET IMPACT:

BUDGET AUTHORITY: REMAINING BUDGET ALLOCATION:

FUND / LINE ITEM: FUNDS BUDGETED: CAPITAL PROJECT:

[] YES [] NO [] YES ] NO

N g e —

SUBMITTER'S SIGNATURE: DATE:
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SIGNATURE; DATE:

Comments:
SIGNATURE: DATE:

Comments:

ADMINISTRATOR REVIEW

W ny o

/=
SIGNATURE: DATE:

Comments:

| e COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE USE |

Commission Action Taken:
[ ] Accepted [ ] Denied [ ] Postponed [] Acknowledged

Date Action Taken: Required Follow-up Date:

Publication Required: Submitted to Publication By:

Yes [] No

NPG Account Number:
102898

Mail Distribution Required: Mailed By:

[ ] Yes [ ] No




Miami County Planning Department

BOCC Summary
DATE: January 27, 2021 — BOCC Meeting
TO: Board of County Commissioners
FROM: Teresa Reeves, Planning Director
RE: 20004-CUP: Miami County Communications Tower

Consideration of an application for a Conditional Use Permit for a 250° tall
communications tower, including an equipment shelter and appurtenant equipment, per
Sections 6-2.01.14, and 14-2.01.4 of the Miami County, Kansas Zoning Regulations. The
subject property of approximately 5,625 square feet is located approximately 147 feet south
of 399th St, and approximately 440 feet west of Metcalf Rd, in the NW 1/4 of Section 17,
Twp. 19, Range 25, Sugar Creek Twp. Submitted by Trevor Wood with Selective Site
Consultants on behalf of Miami County, Kansas, the applicant. Wildwood Outdoor
Education Center, Inc. is the property owner of record.

Property Owner(s) Wildwood Outdoor Education Center, Inc.

Current Zoning Agricultural
7-109-CUP (Outdoor Education School)
17004-CUP (Borda Productions)

Comp Plan Rural Agriculture (20-Ac. density)
Acreage Approximately 5,625 Square Feet plus access / utility easements
CAMA # Pt. 214-17-0-00-00-002.00-0

Please refer to the Planning Commission report and Draft Minutes for details.

Public Notice: Six (6) surrounding property owners were notified by mail, plus a sign
was posted in front of the property, and notice was published at least 20-
days prior to the hearing before the planning commission.

Surrounding Zoning Agriculture (AG) plus CUP’s for Wildwood Education Center; KCYFC

(Youthfront); Borda Productions; PF Net/ATT for tower/fiber optics
across the street.
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Surrounding Uses

Public Hearing Date

Public Comment

Protest Petition

Agricultural land with a few single family residences; LaCygne Lake and
wildlife area; KCPL Power Plant; Wildwood Outdoor Education; US 69
Hwy; Borda Productions; KCYFC (Youthfront Camp).

January 5, 2021

Two individuals had questions as to whether the proposed tower would
have additional space to collocate equipment from other carriers; and who
would have ownership of the tower and have the authority to decide who
can place equipment on the tower.

In addition, 2 emails received from an individual representing the existing
tower across the street, indicating there may be availability on the tower
for the county radio system. These emails are attached to this report.

A protest petition was not filed within the 14-day statutory period
following the hearing.

Planning Commission Recommendation

The Planning Commission voted unanimously (8-0) to recommend approval of the CUP, based on the
findings and subject to the conditions listed below.

Findings

1. The requested use, as conditioned, will be compatible with the surrounding zoning and character of

the neighborhood.

2. The proposed communications tower will provide essential coverage for emergency communications
to protect and benefit the health, safety, and welfare of the citizens and visitors of Miami County.

3. With the Valmont Structures engineering report, sufficient evidence has been provided that a fall
zone is not necessary, and there is no evidence to suggest that the requested use will detrimentally

affect nearby properties.

4. The Consulting Firms representing the County have determined it is in the County’s best financial
interest over the long run to construct this tower.

Conditions

1. Except as amended by these Conditions, the property shall be developed according to the site,
attached hereto as Exhibit “A”.

2. Except as amended by these Conditions, the property shall be developed according to the applicant’s
narrative report, attached hereto as Exhibit “B”.

3. Development shall comply with all local, state, and federal codes and permit requirements that are

applicable.

4. The tower shall be removed within six (6) months of cessation of use as a communications tower.
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Board of County Commissioner Options:

1. Approve the request as recommended by the Planning Commission.

2. Override the Planning Commission’s recommendation by a 2/3 vote of the BOCC, including
denying the request or approving the request with revised conditions.

3. Return the Planning Commission’s recommendation to the Planning Commission with a statement
specifying the basis for the BOCC failure to approve or disapprove.

4. Defer for further study.

Attachments: PC Report
PC Minutes Excerpt
Emails from Thompson (2)
Vicinity Map
Resolution
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MIAMI COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PUBLIC HEARING — Communications Tower — Miami County

DATE:

TO:

FROM:

January 5, 2021
Miami County Planning Commission
Teresa Reeves, Director

Public Hearing 20004-CUP: Miami County Communications Tower
Consideration of an application for a Conditional Use Permit for a 250°
tall communications tower, including an equipment shelter and
appurtenant equipment, per Sections 6-2.01.14, and 14-2.01.4 of the
Miami County, Kansas Zoning Regulations. The subject property of
approximately 5,625 square feet is located approximately 147 feet south of
399th St, and approximately 440 feet west of Metcalf Rd, in the NW 1/4
of Section 17, Twp. 19, Range 25, Sugar Creek Twp. Submitted by
Trevor Wood with Selective Site Consultants on behalf of Miami County,
Kansas, the applicant. Wildwood Outdoor Education Center, Inc. is the
property owner of record.

Property Owner(s) Wildwood Outdoor Education Center, Inc.

Current Zoning Agricultural

7-109-CUP (Outdoor Education School)
17004-CUP (Borda Productions)

Comp Plan Rural Agriculture (20-Ac. density)

Acreage Approximately 5,625 Square Feet plus access / utility easements
CAMA # Pt. 214-17-0-00-00-002.00-0

Background

September 5, 1991: Resolution 09051-01 was approved, which adopted countywide
zoning and zoning map, including zoning identifiers for various existing uses. The
subject property was assigned Zoning Identifier #2-109 for a CUP to recognize the
existing Outdoor Education School. The current zoning is Agricultural.

July 5, 2017: Resolution R17-07-025 was approved for a CUP for a live entertainment
event venue, including camping and recreational activities.

Page 1 of 8




Proposal

Miami County is in the process of upgrading its emergency communications network by
collocating antennas on existing towers/structures where possible, and constructing new
towers where collocation is not possible. The Zoning Regulations encourage collocation
of communications antennas to increase coverage and minimize the need for additional
facilities. However, local authorities are restricted from mandating collocation per State
Statute. Collocation requires only administrative approval of a building permit.

Miami County entered into a lease agreement with Wildwood Education Center, Inc., to
construct a 250’ tall self-supporting tower within a 75’ x 75° lease area on the Wildwood
property. The proposal includes a 1,000 gallon underground propane tank and a 12” x
26’ equipment shelter. The compound/lease area will be enclosed by a six foot (6”) high
chain link fence topped with three strands of barbed wire. Proposed access to the site is
from 399" Street, which is identified as a Local road on the 1995 Comprehensive
Transportation Plan Map. The right-of-way along this section of 399" Street is 50-feet
total and has an average improved surface width of 22-24 feet with a gravel road surface.
The tower is proposed to be located approximately 202 feet south of the centerline of
399™ St., and approximately 800 feet east of the west property line. Communications
towers are exempt from the lot size and height requirements of the district in which they
are located. The normal height restriction in the AG District is 2%% stories, or 35°. Tower
lighting will be in compliance with the FAA.

Trevor Wood, of Selective Site Consultants, submitted a narrative describing how the
proposal complies with Miami County’s Zoning Regulations for towers. As noted by Mr.
Wood in his narrative, some requirements pertaining to telecommunications
towers/facilities in Miami County’s Zoning Regulations are outdated and do not comply
with the Kansas New Wireless Deployment Act adopted in 2016. KSA 66-2019(f)(17)
prohibits local jurisdictions from “imposing a greater setback or fall-zone requirement for
a wireless support structure than for other types of commercial structures of a similar
size.” Miami County doesn’t have 250’ tall structures; therefore, staff believes the
proposed tower must comply with the fall-zone requirement.

The following italicized information pertains to the exact same tower construction/height
for a similar application that was submitted to the Planning Commission in November of
this year. Staffis including this information as it is also relative to the proposed tower.

On September 25, 2020, a fall-zone letter from James Kaiser, an engineer with Valmont
Industries, Inc. was submitted in conjunction with a similar tower proposal at a different
location. Myr. Kaiser’s letter describes the proposed tower as a “Class III/IV” tower, and
explains the differences between the structure classes of towers, stating that Class III/IV
towers require a higher standard for safety than Class II towers.
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In comparison, Mr. Wood’s Narrative states that:

“..these towers, in the highly unlikely event of collapse are weakest
higher up (as they are tapered) and will likely twist in on themselves or
kink rather than tip over”.

Staff requested additional engineering details to evidence why a fall-zone would not be
necessary for this tower, which was received on November 5, 2020. Other than the
increased fall zone for towers, the tower complies with the regular setbacks for other
structures in this district. Setbacks in the AG District are 50° front yard; and 20-feet from
side and rear yard. The centerline of the tower will be located approximately 147 feet
from the edge of the right-of-way. No other property line is in question.

Public Notice

Written notice of the hearing was mailed to 6 property owners located within 1,000” of
the proposed tower lease area; and a sign was posted near the driveway. In addition,
legal notice was published in the Miami County Republic on December 9, 2020.

In response, one letter of objection was received on December 22, 2020 from Andrew F.
Thompson, with Communication Enhancement, LLC, representing the tower located on
the north side of 399" St, and approximately 1000 feet northwest of this proposal. Mr.
Thompson disputed Selective Site Consultant’s (SCC) claim that there were no other
collocations or structures in the area that would provide the needed coverage for Miami
County’s emergency services in this area, and noted that his company had not been
contacted regarding possible collocation. Staff forwarded Mr. Thompson’s email to
Shane Krull, County Administrator who has been working with SCC and Tusa
Consulting Services on placement of a tower and collocation of emergency equipment.
Staff received communication between Mr. Krull and Tusa, who indicated that the
County had determined from previous applications that it would be more cost effective in
the long run to construct its own tower rather than pay a $10,500 application fee to
determine if space could be made available for the radio equipment, plus the monthly
rental fees on a commercial tower.

Discussion

The Zoning Regulations require that minimum development standards be addressed for
communications tower applications and that information be provided to adequately
justify the location of the tower. These minimum development standards are provided
below, and are followed by staff comments with regard to whether the Applicant has
satisfactorily addressed each of the standards.

A. The applicant shall present satisfactory proof that the proposed location and use is
reasonably necessary. In providing said proof, a Communication Facilities Master
Plan shall be submitted to the Planning Commission for their review and approval,
if a Master Plan has not yet been approved, prior to the Planning Commission
acting on the conditional use permit request for a new facility (the Master Plan
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may be reviewed at the same hearing as the conditional use permit request). The
Master Plan shall show the locations and types of existing facilities and the
approximate locations, but not the types, of future facilities, for the company
proposing said facility. The Master Plan shall include existing and future locations
for the incorporated and unincorporated areas of the county. Any amendment to a
communication company’s Master Plan shall again be submitted to the Planning
Commission for their review and approval.

Although the county can require a search ring, the county cannot require that an
applicant collocate on existing towers rather than construct a new tower.

. None of the above uses shall be required to comply fully with the lot size and height
regulations of the zoning district in which they are located except as may be
required by the conditions imposed upon the applicant.

The site consists of a 75° x 75” leased area and the height of the tower will be 250°.

. Such structures must be set back from all adjacent property lines and streets and
highways a distance equal to not less than its height plus ten (10) feet.

The proposed 250° tall tower does not comply with this standard. The tower will be
located approximately 800 feet from the west property line and approximately 147°
from the right-of-way of 399™ Street. Selective Site Consultants submitted a revised
letter, further explaining why this requirement is not necessary (please see the
attached November 5, 2020 letter pertaining to a similar tower).

. The applicant must document that co-location on an existing tower or other
existing structure within five (5) miles of the proposed location is not feasible, or
that efforts were made to locate on existing towers or other existing structures, but
such efforts were not successful. Documentation of this requirement shall be
placed in the record by affidavit of the applicant or intended user of the tower. At
the request of the Planning Commission, additional evidence in the form of
testimony may be required from the applicant or intended user of the tower.

This is no longer allowed.

. All proposed communication towers 150 feet or less in height, not including
lightning rods, shall be designed to accommodate at least one (1) additional
PCS/Cellular or other similar platform. All proposed communication towers in
excess of 150 feet shall be designed to accommodate at least two (2) additional
PCS/Cellular or other similar platforms.

This is no longer allowed.
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F. Any application for a proposed tower in excess of 150 feet in height shall include
documentation regarding the necessity for the proposed height from an RF and/or
other Licensed Professional Engineer. Such documentation shall be in the form of
an affidavit acceptable to the Planning Commission and signed by said Engineer.
At the request of the Planning Commission, additional evidence in the form of
testimony may be required from said Engineer.

This is no longer allowed.

G. The tower and accessory equipment must meet all requirements of the Federal
Aviation Administration. To the extent allowed by such requirements, any required
lighting for such tower shall be red during time of darkness.

Lighting on the tower will be in compliance with the FAA.

In addition to making Findings on the standards noted above, the Planning Commission
needs to consider all comments made at the public hearing, and then consider, but not
limit its consideration, to the following Golden Criteria in making findings to approve or
deny the requested conditional use permit.

1. Character of the neighborhood.

The tower is proposed to be located on a small 75°x75° lease area within a 140 +/-
acre property owned by Wildwood Education Center, which hosts summer camps for
kids and various other outdoor retreats and educational experiences. Another CUP
was approved on this property in 2017 for Borda Productions, which hosts 2-3 music
festivals each year. The neighborhood is mostly agricultural with a few residences
and includes LaCygne Lake with the KCPL Power Plant, south of the property.
Much of the area is held in ownership by KCPL as a wildlife preserve. Additionally,
Kansas City Youth for Christ (Youthfront) owns property for camps to the west and
south into Linn County. US 69 Highway is located approximately 1 mile west. A
communications tower, and a fiber optic facility (01001-CUP) are located
approximately 1000 feet northwest of the proposal.

2. The zoning and uses of property nearby.

The subject property as well as surrounding properties are zoned Agricultural (AG)
and in agricultural use. In addition there are several CUP’s in the immediate area
including Borda Productions, Wildwood Outdoor Education, KCYFC Camp, PF Net
(for a fiber optic facility), and a tower facility, which was constructed prior to the
adoption of countywide zoning. As noted above, LaCygne Lake and the KCP&L
power plant are located south, into Linn County, and much of the surrounding area is
owned by KCP&L as a wildlife area. There are also several residences in the area on
larger acreages.
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3. The suitability of the subject property to the uses to which it is restricted.

The subject property is improved with multiple structures that are accessory to the
camp use, and several times a year, Borda Productions hosts large music events. The
subject property is well suited to these uses.

The extent to which removal of the present zoning restrictions will detrimentally
affect nearby property.

Communications towers have become commonplace and in great demand. With the
existence of another tower and fiber optic facility in the immediate area, it is difficult
to determine whether the addition of a tower to this property would create a
detrimental effect on nearby properties or serve as a benefit. The engineering report
received from Valmont Structures addresses the tower design and evidence for not
providing a fall zone, which the planning commission will need to evaluate. The
tower will be setback from the road far enough that the base should be screened from
neighboring properties.

The length of time the subject property has remained vacant as zoned.
This is not applicable.

The relative gain to the public health, safety, and welfare by maintaining the
zoning restrictions compared to the hardship the restrictions impose upon the
individual landowner (applicant).

The proposed tower is for emergency communications, which will greatly benefit the
public health, safety, and welfare of Miami County citizens and visitors. As long as
any potential negative impacts can be mitigated, and the planning commission
believes the November 5, 2020 engineering report received from Valmont Structures
provides sufficient evidence to show that a fall-zone is not necessary for the tower,
staff believes there will be no hardship.

If the application is denied, the Applicant will need to search for alternative locations
for the emergency radio equipment which is already behind schedule. Another
hardship to the Applicant would be that the fall-zone requirement needs to be
enforced, which means the currently proposed location would need to be moved
approximately 103 feet further south to comply with the fall zone requirement. This
could be problematic due to change of terrain and could create a hardship for the
County because this site was selected as a high point on the property, and is also the
most suitable location to meet the coverage needs for proper radio transmission. In
addition, the hearing would need to be continued since the notification area was based
upon the current proposed lease area.
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10.

Considering the existing zoning and character of the neighborhood, staff believes
there will be no detrimental effect, but a gain to the public’s health, safety, and
welfare with the addition of this tower, as long as evidence submitted adequately
demonstrates that the fall-zone is not necessary.

Whether the proposed conditional use permit would be consistent with the intent
and purpose of the Zoning Regulations.

The Zoning Regulations require approval of a conditional use permit for
communications towers in most of the zoning districts in the County, unless the tower
is below a certain height and within a certain distance of a highway, arterial, or
collector road. To comply with recent federal and State legislation, and in
consideration of the need to upgrade emergency radio systems, this proposal meets
the spirit and intent of the Zoning Regulations to promote the health, safety, morals,
comfort and general welfare of the citizens of Miami County, Kansas, subject to the
planning commission’s determination that the Valmont Structures engineering report
provides adequate evidence that the fall-zone is not required.

The recommendations of the County’s permanent or professional staff.

After weighing the merits of the request and its implications to the surrounding
property owners, planning staff recommends approval of the request, subject to the
Conditions listed at the end of this report, and subject to the planning commission’s
determination that the Valmont Structures engineering report provides adequate
evidence that the fall-zone is not required.

The conformance of the requested conditional use permit to the adopted Miami
County Comprehensive Plan.

The Comprehensive Plan designates this site as Rural Agriculture.  The
Comprehensive Plan is silent on this specific type of use, but permits utility type uses
if negative impacts can be mitigated. If the lack of the required fall-zone can be
adequately addressed, and the Planning Commission feels it is not necessary to
collocate on the existing tower on the north side of 399" St, staff believes the
proposed use will be significantly beneficial to the citizens of the county.

Such additional matters as may apply in individual circumstances.

Consideration of the objection posed by Mr. Thompson with Communication
Enhancement, LLC, representing the tower on the north side of 399 St.
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Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the request for
a conditional use permit to allow the construction and use of a 250 tall communications
tower with appurtenant ground equipment, based upon the following Findings and subject
to the following Conditions.

Findings

1.

The requested use, as conditioned, will be compatible with the surrounding
zoning and character of the neighborhood.

2. The proposed communications tower will provide essential coverage for
emergency communications to protect and benefit the health, safety, and welfare
of the citizens and visitors of Miami County.

3. With the Valmont Structures engineering report, sufficient evidence has been
provided that a fall zone is not necessary, and there is no evidence to suggest that
the requested use will detrimentally affect nearby properties.

4. The Consulting Firms representing the County have determined it is in the
County’s best financial interest over the long run to construct this tower.

Conditions

1. Except as amended by these Conditions, the property shall be developed
according to the site, attached hereto as Exhibit “A”.

2. Except as amended by these Conditions, the property shall be developed
according to the applicant’s narrative report, attached hereto as Exhibit “B”.

3. Development shall comply with all local, state, and federal codes and permit
requirements that are applicable.

4, The tower shall be removed within six (6) months of cessation of use as a

communications tower.

Attachments: Site Documents (Pg 1 of 1; A-1.0; A-1.1; A-2.0) (Exhibit “A”)

Narrative (Exhibit “B”)

Vicinity Map

Tower/Fiber Comparison Map

Objection Letter (Communication Enhancement, LLC)
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Excerpt from the January 5, 2021 Draft Planning Commission Minutes

Public Hearing 20004-CUP: Miami County Communications Tower

Reeves presented the staff report for consideration of an application for a Conditional Use Permit
for a 250’ tall communications tower, including an equipment shelter and appurtenant equipment,
per Sections 6-2.01.14, and 14-2.01.4 of the Miami County, Kansas Zoning Regulations. The
subject property of approximately 5,625 square feet is located approximately 147 feet south of
399th St, and approximately 440 feet west of Metcalf Rd, in the NW 1/4 of Section 17, Twp. 19,

Range 25, Sugar Creek Twp. Submitted by Trevor Wood with Selective Site Consultants on behalf
of Miami County, Kansas, the applicant. Wildwood Outdoor Educatlon Center, Inc. is the property
owner of record.

Reeves reported that notice of the public hearing was mailed to six (6) property owners located
within 1,000’ of the proposed tower lease area; and, in response, two letters were submitted—one
on December 22, 2020, which is included in the meetlng packet, and one on January 4, 2021, a
copy of which has been provided to the Planning Commission this evenmg - Reeves explained that
both letters were submitted by Andrew Thompson, with Communication Enhancement, LLC,
representing the tower located on the north side of 399t Street—approx1mately 1,000 feet
northwest of this proposal. She noted: that Commumcatlon ‘Enhancement, LLC would like the
opportunity to have the County collocate qulpment on thelr cexisting tower, and have included an
offer to the County in their second letter. Reevesnoted that she forwarded this second letter today
to County Administrator Shane Krull, but has not yet recelved his. response. She also forwarded
this second letter to the Sheriff’s Office, whlch indicated that it still desires to build a separate
tower, as it would be: more beneﬁ01al and mq cost~effect1ve for the County in the long-run to
own the tower. E : :

Reeves briefly . addressed the apphcable mlmmum development standards for communications
towers in the Zomng Re gulatlons ’ ~

A. T he applzcant shall present satzsfactory proof that the proposed location and use is
reasonably necessary. In providing said proof, a Communication Facilities Master Plan
shall be submztted to the Planning Commission for their review and approval, if a Master
Plan has not yet been approved prior to the Planning Commission acting on the conditional
use permit request for a new facility (the Master Plan may be reviewed at the same hearing
as the conditional use permitli'equest) The Master Plan shall show the locations and types
of existing faczlztles and the approxzmate locations, but not the types, of future Jacilities, for
locations for the mcorporated and unzncorporated areas of the county. Any amendment to
a communication company’s Master Plan shall again be submitted to the Planning
Commission for their review and approval.

She explained that although the County can require a search ring, it cannot require an
applicant to collocate on existing towers rather than construct a new tower.
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B. None of the above uses shall be required to comply fully with the lot size and height
regulations of the zoning district in which they are located except as may be required by the
conditions imposed upon the applicant.

Reeves noted that the site consists of a 75° x 75 leased area and the height of the tower will
be 250°.

C. Such structures must be set back from all adjacent property lines and streets and highways
a distance equal to not less than its height plus ten (10) feet.

Reeves noted that the proposal does not meet the setback for a fall-zone. However, Selective
Site Consultants has previously submitted engmeermg detaﬂs evidencing why a fall-zone
would not be necessary. .

G. The tower and accessory equipment must meet all requtremen of the Federal Aviation
Administration. To the extent allowed by such requlrements, any requlred lighting for such
tower shall be red during time of darkness. .

She stated that lighting on the toWer;Wﬂl be in comphance with the FAA.

Reeves then briefly highlighted two of the Golden Criteria to be used by the Planning
Commission when makmg Fmdmgs to approve or den ~the requested CUP:

1. Character of the nelghborhood

2. The zonlng and uses of property nearby

Reeves noted tha" the Planmng Cormmssmn should also consider the two comment letters received
from Commumcatlon Enhaneement LLC E

Staff recommends that the Planmng Comnnssmn recommend approval of the request for a CUP,
based upon the Flndmgs and subJect to the Conditions in the staff report. Reeves noted that if the
Planning Commission finds it appropriate to ask that the Board of County Commissioners consider
the offer made by Communication Enhancement, LLC there would be adequate time for the
County Commissioners to explore this.

Oehlert read aloud the folloWing from Page 2 of the staff report: “staff believes the proposed tower
must comply with the fall-zone requirement.” He noted that staff did not include this as a
Condition, however.

Reeves answered that because this is a requirement in the Zoning Regulations, it must be
addressed. She explained that the staff report references a report previously submitted by the
Valmont Structures engineer (explaining that the fall-zone requirement is not necessary); and, the
Planning Commission must evaluate and determine whether that engineering report sufficiently
addresses the issue.
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Ocehlert invited the Applicant to speak.

Trevor Wood, of Selective Site Consultants (7171 W. 95™ Street, Suite 600, Overland Park),
approached the podium and explained that Selective Site Consultants is a site acquisition and civil
engineering firm, representing the County. He also noted that the general contractor, David Blaha
of Hayden Tower Service, is also present this evening. Mr. Wood reported that the Sheriff’s Office
has also utilized Tusa Consulting Services, which ultimately made the recommendation for siting
the proposed facility at this location.

Mr. Wood expressed that he appreciates the comments and the offer made by Andrew Thompson
of Communication Enhancement, LLC. He then referenced KSA 66-2019(£)(1-9), and noted that
subsections 1-9 protect applicants such as standard wireless carriers and also protects the County,
which fits the definition of an applicant. He explalned thata Jurlsdrctlon cannot assess the viability
of adjoining towers. : ,

Mr. Wood commented that the Sheriff’s Ofﬁce has negotiated an arrangement with Wildwood
Outdoor Education Center, which makes Mr. Thompson s estimations and factual assumptions
vastly inaccurate with regard to the cost of ground rent. Mr. “Wood asserted that the Sheriff’s
Office has deployed the most cost-effectrve system to protect the Countywide access issues. He
warned against entering into a lease with a private property owner—especially one that has made
no definitive agreement regarding what they would charge in rent. Moreover, entering into such
an agreement subjects the County to access prov1srons which could potentially mitigate the
County’s ability to access and serv1ce the tower in an emergency situation.

Mr. Wood asked the Plannmg Commrssron to proceed to approve this application, which has the
blessing of staff. He noted that the Sheriff’s Office and its consultants, while siting the facilities
for this multi-site project, have gone out of their way to be very mindful of taxpayer dollars and
have endeavored to work with other public entrtres and public-private partnerships in ensuring that
it can- deploy the most effectlve hlgh -speed, up-to-date wireless emergency facilities currently
available. , :

Manchester referenced the foll‘onving portion of the second letter submitted by Andrew Thompson
of Communication Enhancementl ' LLC dated January 4, 2021:

“While [ cannot be 100% certain our tower would be structurally able to support
the additional loading from the County, I would be willing to cover the cost of the
structural report if the County was willing to look at collocating on our tower. I
would also waive the application fee, so if the County wanted to look into the
possibility of collocating on our tower, it would have zero upfront costs and nothing
to lose other than 2 weeks while we waited for the structural report.”

Manchester asked if there is any reason the County should not pursue this.
Mr. Wood responded that the report Mr. Thompson is referencing comes standard with any tower

ordered by the Sheriff’s Office, and at no cost from the manufacturer. He cautioned that this is
not necessarily a value added for the County.
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Ochlert asked Reeves to confirm that the Planning Commission’s responsibility this evening is not
to determine whether to build a tower versus collocate on the nearby tower; oversee the allocation
of funds; nor, second-guess the Sheriff’s Office’s decision.

Reeves confirmed, and added that the Planning Commission is responsible for reviewing the
current CUP application and determining whether or not to recommend approval. She reminded
the Planning Commission that the County cannot require an applicant to collocate on another
tower. She added that the Planning Commission should consider the objection letters, because
they were submitted by a property owner located within 1,000 feet of the proposal. Reeves does
not believe that it would be out-of-line for the Planning Com mission to make a recommendation
to the County Commissioners to review and consider what is be'ing proposed by Mr. Thompson.

Ocehlert asked Mr. Wood if he is confident that the six- foot 6 ) lngh oham link fence with barbed
wire will be able to keep out trespassers.

Mr. Wood responded that he has full confidence that the measures proposed erl be satisfactory to
keep the site protected against vandalism. - £,

Broers asked if the County currently:collocates emergerrojf 'to'wers anywhere else.

Mr. Wood responded that the County i is eurrently collocatlng on a water tank and is constructing
a tower on a water treatment plant property owned by one of the rural water districts (RWD #2,
Miami County). Mr. Wood added that the County is collocating on existing structures and is
collocating on other. pubhc propertres and partnerlng with those entltles wherever possible.

Broers noted that the narratlve states that there were no other towers to collocate onto. She asked
Mr. Wood 1f the ex1st1ng tower Wrthln 1 000’ was overlooked

Elliott asked Mr. Woodfora spec1ﬁcr reason for th1s statement.

Mr. Wood responded that based ‘upon past experience, it was determined that the nearby tower site
was not an economloally viable srce for this particular project.

Broers then asked when construction of the proposed tower is anticipated to be complete.

Mr. David Blaha, of HaydenTower Service (Topeka, Kansas), responded that construction would
likely be complete by no later than May 1% so as not to interfere with Wildwood’s activities.

There being no further questions for the Applicant, Oehlert opened the public hearing.

Mr. Glenn Alpert (15163 W. 323 Street, Paola) asked about the ability to put other antennae on
the proposed tower, and whether it could accommodate a 5G panel for other providers.
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Mr. Blaha responded that the proposed tower is being designed with capacity for two additional
wireless carriers, such as Verizon, AT&T, or T-Mobile, and a future capacity for the County’s
needs.

Topher Philgreen (3409 W. 222" St., Bucyrus) approached the podium and stated that he is the
Chief Operating Officer of Youthfront, which was previously Kansas City Youth for Christ, which
owns the property adjacent to the Wildwood property. He asked who will have ownership of the
tower, and who will have the authority to decide who can lease space on the tower.

Reeves responded that the Board of County Commissioners would own the tower, but would be
working with the Sheriff’s Office with regard to the emergency radio equipment.

Oehlert asked Reeves to confirm that the proposed tower w1ll be owned by the County, but the
land would be leased from Wildwood.

Reeves confirmed.

Mr. Philgreen then asked what the process would be if another entlty——other than one of the three,
large wireless providers—wants to lease space on the proposed tower. :

Reeves answered that collocation of equrpment is allowed by right and may be initiated by
applying for a building permit with the Building Department She explained that as part of the
process, it would have to be demonstrated that the tower has the—structural ability to support
additional eqmpment ' ~

Reeves then clarified for iMr. Philgrﬁe:en that prlor, to applying for such a building permit, any entity
desiring to lease space on the proposed tower would need to talk with the County to find out if the
County would be agreeable to doing S0.. She clariﬁed that this would not require a public hearing.

There berng no further pubhc comment Oehlert closed the public hearing.

Ross commented that the proposed tower is what the Sheriff’s Office has decided to do, and the
Planning Commission should follow through.

Manchester commented that there are two options—one that costs significantly more than the
other—for someone above the Planning Commission to consider with regard to taxpayer dollars.
He noted that Mr. Thompson s letter states that it would take two weeks to obtain more
information.

Menefee stated that it is his understanding that the County Commission has been made aware of
this letter.

Reeves clarified that she anticipates that County Administrator Shane Krull will likely present this
most recent letter to the County Commissioners during tomorrow’s work session.
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Menefee commented that the Planning Commission is tasked with looking at the facts and
determining whether the requested CUP fits the Zoning Regulations, and he believes it does. He
reasoned that the Planning Commission’s approval of the CUP would not restrict the County
Commissioners’ ability to proceed with collocation, if they were to determine that collocation
makes more sense.

Manchester agreed.
Menefee then moved to approve 20004-CUP, based upon the Findings and subject to the
Conditions in the staff report. Elliott seconded the motron and the motion passed unanimously,

8-0!, via a roll vote.

Reeves announced that this will go before the Board of County Commrssroners on January 27th at
1:00 p.m. r "

Findings

1. The requested use, as condrtroned wrll be compatrble wrth the surrounding zoning and
character of the neighborhood. L .

2. The proposed commumcatlons tower wrll provrde essent1a1 coverage for emergency
communications to protect and benefit the health safety, and welfare of the citizens and
visitors of Miami County. 5

3. With the Valmont Structures engrneerrng report sufﬁcrent evidence has been provided that
a fall zone is not necessary, ‘and there is no evrdence to suggest that the requested use will
detrimentally affect nearby propertres ,

4. The Consultrng Firms representing the County have determined it is in the County’s best

financial interest overthe long run to construct this tower.

Conditions

1. Except as amended by these Conditions, the property shall be developed according to the
site, attached hereto as Exhibit “A”.

2. Except as amended by these Conditions, the property shall be developed according to the
applicant’s narrative report, attached hereto as Exhibit “B”.

3. Development shall comply with all local, state, and federal codes and permit requirements
that are applicable.

4. The tower shall be removed within six (6) months of cessation of use as a communications
tower.

IThe two Planning Commissioners who initiated and seconded the motion (Menefee and Elliott) were not queried
for their votes.
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Angie Baumann

Subject: FW: 20021/LaCygne Communications Tower

From: Miami County Planning and Zoning

Sent: Tuesday, December 22, 2020 1:07 PM

To: Teresa Reeves <TReeves@miamicountyks.org>; Kenneth A. Cook <kcook@miamicountyks.org>
Subject: FW: 20021/LaCygne Communications Tower

Teresa and Kenny,
Please see the email, objecting to 20004-CUP (Miami County Communications Tower @ Wildwood).

Thanks,
Angie

From: Andrew F. Thompson <athompson@ce-lic.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 22, 2020 11:47 AM

To: Miami County Planning and Zoning <planning@miamicountyks.org>
Subject: 20021/LaCygne Communications Tower

Hi Angela,
| hope all is well with you. Our office just received the attached letter from you with regard to proposals to construct a
communications tower on land adjacent to ours. My company manages the 330ft tower across the road from where this

proposed tower is to be constructed. Details of our tower can be found on our website:

https://www.ce-llc.com/Towers/ Kansas/20021.php

With regard to the planning/zoning application our company obviously would like to lodge a formal protest against the
proposed construction. On the second page of the letter from SSC, they state:

“There are no possible collocations or structures in the area that will provide the required coverage for Miami County’s
emergency services in this area”.

That is obviously not true. Our tower is literally across the road from the proposed new tower. Nobody from SSC or
Miami County have contacted us to enquire about possibly collocating their emergency equipment on our tower (which
is taller than the proposed new build). It’s not like you can miss our tower - it isnt exactly hidden in woodland, you have
to drive right by it to get to the location of the proposed new build.

If someone from Miami County (or a representative from whichever firm they might have contracted out their
emergency communications buildout to) had contacted us we would have advised that our tower is open for collocation
(we currently have AT&T, Midwest Connections & US Cellular as tenants) and I'm pretty sure we would charge much less
rent than is being proposed for the new tower.

| don’t know what the next steps are for this, whether a formal protest at the hearing (we wouldn’t be able to attend in
person) is sufficient or whether the whole hearing should be put on hold at least temporarily until the County can
determine whether they have a) been misled by SSC; and b) whether our tower would be suitable for collocation.



l-\ggie Baumann

Subject: FW: 20021/LaCygne Communications Tower

From: Andrew F. Thompson <athompson@ce-lic.com>

Sent: Monday, January 4, 2021 4:29 PM

To: Miami County Planning and Zoning <planning@miamicountyks.org>
Subject: RE: 20021/LaCygne Communications Tower

Hi Teresa,

Happy New Year to you, and | hope you had a wonderful Christmas.

| note the agenda for the planning commission meeting due to be held tomorrow (January 5™) has been uploaded. | saw
that the email | previously sent had been mentioned, but my comments seem to have been brushed aside and it would
appear the County are recommending that the Planning Commission approve the construction of the new tower, across
the road from ours.

| would like the following points to be added to our objection to the planning application:

The agenda states that ‘the County had determined from previous applications that it would be more cost
effective in the long run to construct its own tower rather than pay a $10,500 application fee to determine if
space could be made available for the radio equipment, plus the monthly rental fees on a commercial tower’. As
| previously mentioned, at no point has our company been contacted regarding possible collocation. If we had
been contacted, we would have informed the County that we charge a maximum application fee of $500 (which
we often waive) to any government agencies (federal, state, county or local level) plus our standard $2,500 fee
for running an engineering structural report to confirm whether the tower is structurally capable of supporting
your equipment. | would guess the County has spent far more than that already on consulting and engineering
fees to SSC and Tusa Consulting.

If we had been asked to quote for a monthly rental amount, based on the equipment the County is proposing as
per the plans submitted for planning, | would have suggested around $1,250/month (which might vary +- $100
depending on whether equipment/mounting heights would change slightly if our tower was to be used).

Based on averages from the 139 towers that our company owns, if the County proceeds with building and
maintaining its own tower, it will need to pay the following each month/year: $300-$500/month ground rent;
$40/month for tower light monitoring; $20/month for additional electric for the tower lighting/monitoring
system; $40/month for insurance; $450-$600/year for ground maintenance. I'm assuming if it is to be a County
owned tower, there will be no property tax? Every 5 years a TIA inspection of the tower must be completed
(approximately $1500, so on average $300/yr). Adding all this up, it will cost the County roughly $6800/year in
operating costs. You will also need an allowance for maintenance of the tower/fencing/repairs. Tower light
repairs can range from $1500 per repair to $15,000 if the whole lighting system needs replacing due to a
lightning strike. If you were to allow $700/yr for maintenance/repairs you will be at approximately $7500/year,
compared to $15,000/yr rent to use our tower. Ignoring hours spent by County staff to manage the tower and
with a very rough estimate of what the County will be paying upfront for construction of a new 250ft tower, you
would be looking at around a 35-50 year payback period. This will vary mainly depending on what ground rent is
to be paid and how much is being paid for the construction of the tower, but the argument that it is financially
beneficial for an entity to construct its own tower versus collocating on an existing one is rarely used.

With tight budgets at all levels of government, | would have thought a commitment for a lease on an existing
tower of $15,000 a year would be more palatable than an upfront cost of upwards of $250,000 plus ongoing
expenses of $7,500/yr. '

Section 6 on page 28 of the agenda states if the application is denied the applicant will need to search for
alternative locations and the County is already behind schedule. If timing is important, within 2 weeks of

i



submitting an application form to us we would have a completed structural report stating whether our tower is
capable of supporting the equipment for the County and we would also have provided a draft lease for review. If
we receive a passing structural report and a lease can be agreed upon and signed, the County could be installing
their equipment within a month or two. My best guess would be a minimum of 5-8 months from now to install
on a new build tower.

- If the County collocates on our existing tower, it always has the option in the future to terminate the lease and
remove its equipment (normally with 6 months notice). If it builds a new tower now, it can’t decide 5 years from
now that maybe it would have been better to collocate and save $250k+, the money is already spent.

- While I cannot be 100% certain our tower would be structurally able to support the additional loading from the
County, | would be willing to cover the cost of the structural report if the County was willing to look at
collocating on our tower. | would also waive the application fee, so if the County wanted to look into the
possibility of collocating on our tower, it would have zero upfront costs and nothing to lose other than 2 weeks
while we waited for the structural report.

Even though some of these points might not be ones that are completely relevant for a planning/zoning hearing,
hopefully the County can take them into consideration. Even if planning is passed for a new tower, the County still has
the option for collocation on our tower prior to any construction work commencing.

Thanks for your time, if you have any questions, please feel free to reach out.
Thanks!
Andrew

Andrew F. Thompson | Communication Enhancement, LLC
Mabile (US): +1 609-217-8095 | Web: www.ce-llc.com
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RESOLUTION
NO.

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING CONDITIONAL USE
PERMIT #20004-CUP: Miami County Communications Tower

WHEREAS, the Miami County Planning Commission did hold a public hearing on January 5, 2021,
in accordance with the requirements as set forth in Article 22 of the Miami County, Kansas Zoning
Regulations to consider a request to approve a Conditional Use Permit for a 250-foot tall
communications tower facility in accordance with Sections 6-2.01.14 and 14-2.01.4 of the Miami
County Zoning Regulations, on the real property described in Section 1 below; and

WHEREAS, after reviewing all written and oral testimony presented at said hearing, the Planning
Commission voted unanimously (8-0), to recommend that the Board of County Commissioners
approve Conditional Use Permit #20004-CUP based on the findings and subject to the conditions
listed below; and

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners reviewed the Conditional Use Permit request
along with the recommendations of the Planning Commission on January 27, 2021, and finds that
the Conditional Use Permit is substantially in compliance with the Goals and Objectives of the
County’s Comprehensive Plan, and as conditioned, will not adversely affect surrounding property or
neighborhood values.

Section 1: Legal Description for 20004-CUP: Miami County Communications Tower
Property Description: Lease Area (as surveyed)

A 75 foot by 75 foot lease area, situated in the Northwest Quarter of Section 17, Township 19
South, Range 25 East, in Miami County, Kansas, more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the North Quarter Corner of said Section 17, thence along the North line of
the Northwest Quarter of said Section 17, South 87°28°22” West, a distance of 501.85 feet; thence
leaving said North line, South 00°00°00” East a distance of 127.97 feet to the POINT OF
BEGINNING; thence North 90°00°00” East, a distance of 75 feet; thence South 00°00°00” East, a
distance of 75 feet; thence North 90°00°00” West, a distance of 75.00 feet; thence North 00°00°00”
East, a distance of 75° to the POINT OF BEGINNING. Containing 5,625 square feet.

Property Description: Non-Exclusive Access/Utility Easement (as surveyed)
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An Access/Utility Easement, situated in the Northwest Quarter of Section 17, Township 19
South, Range 25 East, in Miami County, Kansas with varying widths on each side of the following
described centerline:

Commencing at the North Quarter Corner of said Section 17; thence along the North line of
the Northwest Quarter of said Section 17, South 87°28”22° West, a distance of 501.85 feet; thence
leaving said North line, South 00°00°00” East, a distance of 202.97 feet; thence North 90°00°00”
East, a distance of 87.50 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING of said centerline and lying 12.50 feet
on each side of the following described course, North 00°00°00” East, a distance of 40.91 feet;
thence lying 10.00 feet on each side of the following described courses, North 90°00°00” East, a
distance of 21.78 feet; thence North 00°00°00” East, a distance of 60.96 feet; thence North
59°31°58” West, a distance of 93.25 feet; thence North 41°40°46” West, a distance of 32.29 feet to
the South Right-of-way line of W 399" St (Public right-of-way) and the POINT OF
TERMINATION.

Property Description: Non-Exclusive Utility Easement (As surveyed)

A 10-foot wide Utility Easement, situated in the Northwest Quarter of Section 17, Township
19 South, Range 25 East, in Miami Count, Kansas, lying 5.00 feet on each side of the following
described centerline:

Commencing at the North Quarter Corner of said Section 17; thence along the North line of
the Northwest Quarter of said Section 17, South 87°28°22” West, a distance of 501.85 feet; thence
leaving said North line, South 00°00°00” East, a distance of 127.97 feet; thence North 90°00°00”
East, a distance of 75.00 feet; thence South 00°00°00” East, a distance of 10.00 feet; thence North
90°00°00” a distance of 5.00 feet, to the POINT OF BEGINNING of said centerline; thence North
00°00°00” East, a distance of 92.37 feet to a point hereinafter referred to as Point “A”; thence North
87°22°52” East, a distance of 114.20 feet to the POINT OF TERMINATION; BEGINNING at
aforementioned POINT “A”; thence North 00°00°00” East, a distance of 19.10 feet to the South
Right-of-way line of W 399™ St (Public right-of-way) and the POINT OF TERMINATION.

IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF MIAMI
COUNTY, KANSAS, that they concur with the Planning Commission and approve Conditional Use
Permit #20004-CUP for a 250-foot tall communication tower facility on that real property described
in Section 1, based on the findings and subject to the conditions listed below.

Findings

1. The requested use, as conditioned, will be compatible with the surrounding mixed zoning
and character of the neighborhood.

2. The proposed communications tower will provide essential coverage for emergency
communications to protect and benefit the health, safety, and welfare of the citizens and
visitors of Miami County.

3. With the Valmont Structures engineering report, sufficient evidence has been provided that a
fall zone is not necessary, and there is no evidence to suggest that the requested use will
detrimentally affect nearby properties.
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Conditions

1. Except as amended by these Conditions, the property shall be developed according to the
site, attached hereto as Exhibit “A”.

2. Except as amended by these Conditions, the property shall be developed according to the
applicant’s narrative report, attached hereto as Exhibit B.

3. Development shall comply with all local, state, and federal codes and permit requirements
that are applicable.

4. The tower shall be removed within six (6) months of cessation of use as a communications
tower.

The provisions in this resolution will become effective upon the adoption by the Board of County
Commissioners and publication of the adopting resolution in the Official County newspaper. All
Zoning Regulations of Miami County, Kansas affecting the use of the real property heretofore
described, which are inconsistent with this resolution are hereby made inapplicable to said property
until the Conditional Use Permit is vacated or is declared null and void.

ADOPTED ON THIS 27" DAY OF JANUARY, 2021

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
MIAMI COUNTY, KANSAS

BONNIE “ROB” ROBERTS, Chairman

ATTEST

TYLER VAUGHAN, Chairman Pro-tem
JANET WHITE, County Clerk PHIL DIXON, Commissioner

GEORGE PRETZ, Commissioner

DANIEL GALLAGHER, Commissioner
Approved as to form and legality on by
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A 75 foot by 75 foot Lease Aren, sllucted in the Norlhwest Quarter of Section 17, Township 19 South, Range 25
Eost, in Mioml Counly, Konsos, more particulorly described os follows:
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75.00 fecl; thence South 00'0000" Eost, o distonce of 75.00 feet; thence Norlh 9000'00" Wesl, o dialance of
75.00 '7".!. thence North 00°00'00" Eost, a distance of 75.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING. Containing 5,625
square feof

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: NON—EXCLUSIVE ACCESS/UTILTY EASEMENT (AS SURVEYED)

An Acceas/Ullity Eosamant, situated In the Northwest Quarter of Section 17, Township 19 South, Ronge 25 Eost, In
Mioml County, Kan3as, with vorying widths on cach side of the following deacribed centerlin

COMMENCING at the North Quorter Corner of said Section 17; lhence olong the North line of the Northwest Quorter
of sald Section 17, South B7:28'22" West, o distonca of 501.85 feet; thence leaving sald North line, Souf

00'00'00" Ecst, o distance of 202.97 fect; thenco North 90°00°00" Eost, a distonce of 87.50 fect to the POINT OF
BEGINNING nl lu!d centerline and lying 12.50 feet on each side of the | M!owlng described course, North 00'00'00"
ost, o of 40.91 feet; thence lying 10,00 fect on each ollowing described courses, North
9000'00" Eunt. a distonce of 21.78 feat; Lhence North 00'00'00" Eusc. o Gistanca of 6096 feal; thence North
59'31'58" West, a distonce of 93.25 feet; thence Norlh 41°40'46" West, a distance of 32.29 feet to the South
Right of Way line of W 399TH ST (Publlc Right of Way) ond the POINT OF TERMINATION.

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: NON-EXCLUSIVE UTILITY EASEMENT (AS SURVEYED)

A 10 foot wide Utility Easement, situsted In tho Northwest Quarter of Scctlon 17, Township 19 South, Rongs 25
East, In Mioml County, Kansas, lying 5.00 feet on eoch side of the following described centerline:

COMMENCING ot the North Quorter Corner of sold Section 17; thence olong the North line of the Northwest Quarter
of sold Section 17, South B7'28'22" West, a distonce of 501.85 feet; thence leaving said North line, South
00'00'00" Eost, a distance of 127.97 feet; thence North 90°00°00" Eost, a distonce of 75.00 feet: thence South
00°0000" Eost, a distance of 10.00 feet; thence Norih 90°00'00" East, a distanca of 5.00 feet to the POINT OF
BEGINNING of scld centerline; thence North 00'00'00° Eost, a distance of 92.37 fest to a polnt hareinafter roferred
to a3 POINT “A”; thence North 87'22'52" East, o dislonce of 114.20 feet to the POINT OF TERMINATION; BEGINNING
at oforementloned POINT "A”; thence North 00'00°00° Eoat, a distancas of 19.10 fect to the South Right of Way
line of W 398TH ST (Publlc Right of Woy) ond the PONT OF TERMINATION.

CERTIFICATION:

| HEREBY CERTIFY THAT A SURVEY WAS MADE BY ME, OR UNBER My
DIRECT EJPERVIEON. ON_THE Gf F THE LEASE AR
ASS E \SEME T FRDAISES HB?EIN DESCRIBED, AND E

L Y ARE ESENTED HEREUN T0 THE BEST
OF MY PROFEssluNAL KNDWLEDCE AND BELIEF.

ECEIVE

NOV 20 2020

JEFFREY B. LOVELACE KS-1S1326

V'\ a emas l DATE:

11-19-20: REVISED PER COMMENTS

UETCALF RD.

W 309TH ST

TOWER SERVICE, INC.
2936 N.W. Huy 24

Topeka, KS 66618 |
Phone: (785)232-1840 |
Fax: (785) 2321877

LOVELACE & ASSOCIATES
Land Surveying - Land Planning
Telocommunfetions Sarveys
929 SE 3rd Street Lec's Summlt, Missonr] 64063
Phone: (816) 347-9997 Fax: (816) 347-9979

SURVEY COORDINATED BY:

LOVELACE AND ASSOCIATES, LLC

TELEPHO!
FAX: B16-347-99'

SURVEY PROVIDED BY:
bOOVELACE AND ASSOCIATES, LLC
LEE'S SUMMIT, MO 64063

TELEPHONE: 816-347-9397
FAX: 816-347-9979

SURVEY PROVIDED FOR:

HAYDEN TOWER

2936 NW HWY 24,
10PEKA. KS 6661
TELEPHONE: 785-232-1840

FLOOD NOTE:

{[According to my interpretations of Community

Panel No. 20121C03500 of the Flood Insurance
Rate Mop for Mioml Counly, onsos, doted
01-16-2014, the subect property is in Flood
Zone X", le. “orecs determined to be Outside
the 0.2% annual chonce floodplaln”,

SITE 1D.; HYKS0046

sime NamE: WILDWOOD

SITE LOCATION:
CITY OF LACYGNE,
MIAMI COUNTY, KS

LA PROJECT No: 20220

DRAWN BY: A.C.T.

CHECKED BY: J.B.L

DATE: 10-08-20

FIELDWORK DATE: 10-06-20

SHEET NUMBER
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PROPOSED TOWER LIGHTING
PER FFA REQUIREMENTS

PROPOSED TOP OF TOWER _
© 2500 AGL P
PROPOSED OMNI_ANTEN /

Q 245" A.GI_

(\ PROPOSED &' MW DISH ANTENNAS
W © 150" AG.L. AZMUTH = 293.46

_PROPOSED TOP_OF
AR TERMINAL © 255’ AG.L

~ENGINEERING LICENSE: = | e

ENGINEER:

1. ANTENNA CONTRACTOR SHALL INSURE ALL ANTENNA MOUNTING PIPES ARE PLUMB.
2. MULTI PORT ANTENNAS: TERMINATE UNUSED ANTENNA PORTS WITH CONNECTOR CAP & WEATHERPROOF THOROUGHLY.

3. CONTRACTOR MUST FOLLOW ALL MANUFACTURER’S RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE INSTALLATION OF
COAXIAL CABLES, CONNECTORS, AND ANTENNAS.

4. WEATHERPROOF ALL ANTENNA CONNECTORS WITH SELF AMALGAMATING TAPE.

5. ANTENNA CONTRACTOR SHALL PERFORM A "TAPE DROP® MEASUREMENT TO CONFIRM/VALIDATE ANTENNA CENTER LINE (ACL) HEIGHT. CONTRACTOR
SHALL SUBMIT A COMPLETED HEIGHT VERIFICATION FORM TO THE CONSTRUCTION MANAG!

6. ALL AZIMUTHS ARE ORIENTED CLOCKWISE FROM TRUE NORTH.

NRK NICHOLAS R. Ki c
ANTENNA LOADING KEY RE) Koo &Nt g
prem— e s smmer
MODEL # ar. | AR LNE SIZE | AzMUTH EQUPMENT  [ANTENNA sz ANTENMA | o FuTURE
LOADING
DS7C14PPTU-D 1 245'~0" 7/8° N/A 86 1/2°X6"| 2' STAND-OFF | PROPOSED
DS7C14PPTU-D 1 245'—0" 7/8" N/A 8'X6 1/2°X6"| 2' STAND-OFF | PROPOSED
motorola
r~PLANS PREPARED FOR::
U
MICROWAVE LOADING KEY
PROPOSED
MICROWAVE QTY. | MICROWAVE ELEVATION |  LINE SIZE AZIMUTH EQUIPMENT DISH SIZE | DISH MOUNT | OR FUTURE
MooeL # LOADING
R;Asng_aﬁvglxs 1 150°-0" E~60 293.46° 6 2' STAND-OFF | PROPOSED
PROPOSED 250" SELF Rﬁngfb"ééf 1 150'-0" E—~60 2.2 6 2' STAND—OFF | PROPOSED en
SUPPORT TOWER
ANTENNA_ NOTES: SERVICE, INC.
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PURPOSE OTHER THAN FOR WHICH IT IS FURNISHED.
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LACYGNE, KANSAS 66040

[~ SHEET DESCRIPTION;——————— [~SHEET #:=—7
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November 20, 2020
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL VN4 ema |
Teresa Reeves
Planning Director
Administration Building

201 S. Pearl Suite 201

Paola KS 66071
913.294.9553

Treeves @miamicountyks.org

Kenneth Cook

Planner 1T
Administration Building
201 S. Pearl Suite 201
Paola KS 66071
013.294.9553

Kcook @miamicountyks.org

RE: Miami County Emergency Communication Services Tower on real property
owned by Wildwood Outdoor Education Center located at 7095 W 399" Street,
LaCigne KS 66040 - Conditional Use Permit for a 250’ self-support tower

Dear Ms. Reeves and Mr. Cook:

Attached is an application for conditional use permit with Miami County for a two hundred
fifty foot (250°) tall self-support communications facility to be located on real property
owned by the Wildwood Outdoor Education Center on the South side of 399th Street, in
Miami County, Kansas.

Please find attached herewith:

1. A Miami County application for the Conditional use permit

2. A list of property owners within 1,000 feet of the parent parcel (provided by
County)

3. Electronic Site plans showing the location of the tower and an elevation of the
tower after it has been constructed (117 x 17” sets)

We will supplement the appliéation with photos of the current site conditions, a Tax Map
showing the location of the site on the parent parcel, and a fall zone letter from Valmont
Structures, the tower fabricator for the project, early next week.

We will provide additional information regarding Miami County’s network needs in the area
to support the application.

7171 WEST 95TH STREET, SUITE 600 p 913.438.7700
OVERLAND PARK, KANSAS 66212 f 913.438.7777
ssc.us.com
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APPLICANTS/CONTACTS Vi emq|

Miami County, KS, care of Shane Krull, County Administrator (Co-applicant)

Miami County, KS Sheriff’s Department, C/O Sheriff Frank Kelly (Co-applicant)

Miami County, KS Sheriff’s Department, C/O Undersheriff Wayne Minckley (Co-applicant)
Hayden Tower Service, C/O David Blaha (Tower construction management team)

TUSA (Consultant to County C/O Dennis Ward, PM)

TUSA (Consultant to County C/O Dean Hart, Principal)

Motorola, C/O Scott Pittman, (Program Manager)

Robyn Ratcliff, Executive Director, Wildwood Outdoor Education Center

Robert, Jensen, Selective Site Consultants, Inc. (Civil Engineer)

SITE DESIGN .
A site plan accompanies this application. The proposed facility will be within the limits of a
75’ x 75° lease area and will be secured by a chain link fenced area. The proposed fenced area

will enclose the tower and future wireless carriers for collocation.

Lighting and Signs

This tower will be lighted in accordance with FAA requirements. Tower lighting has made
tremendous advancement in the last two decades, and the lighting is designed to emanate
upward to alert pilots of the structure while minimizing any intrusion at ground level. There
will be no signs at this site except for safety and identification as required by the Federal
Communications Commission. These are not lighted and are affixed to the front / gate area of
the site.

The site is generally designed to meet the criteria set out in Section 14-2.01 et seq. of the
Miami County Land Use Code, although a number of those provisions have been rendered
invalid due to 2016 Kansas HB 2131, (KSA 66-2019 et seq.) which limits a jurisdiction’s
ability to mandate technical studies regarding the need for a tower. This tower will meet all
building codes, just as if it were a twenty-five story building, and the failure rate of towers,
particularly of this sort of construction (self-support lattice tower) renders that setback
arbitrary and capricious.

Without waiving any of the County’s rights under 2016 KS HB 2131, of note:

e There are no possible collocations or structures in the area that will provide the
required coverage for Miami County’s emergency services in this area.

e The project meets the setbacks to other towers set out in the Code.

e All equipment shall be removed within one year following termination of service
at applicant’s expense.

e A fall zone letter has been provided. While technical in nature, the conclusion is
effectively that these towers, in the highly unlikely event of a collapse, are
weakest higher up (as they are tapered) and likely to twist in on themselves or
kink rather than tip over.

FAGE 2 OF A PAGES)
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e This project is necessary for the public convenience at this location. Miami
County Emergency Broadcast Services is experiencing network performance
issues in the area.

e The project is designed, located, and proposed to be operated so that it will not be
injurious to the District in which it will be located. The parcel is located on the
Wildwood Outdoor Education Center’s Headquarters, at a high point near
LaCygne, where high quality emergency communication service is critical.

e The tower site is located as far from all residential uses as possible, in a remote
area along 399™ Street, blocking the view of the base of the site.

e  The property is not a current non-conforming use.

ADDITIONAL MATTERS

As stated above, this project is required to improve emergency communication services for
Miami County. This proposed site will vastly improve service to the Sheriff’s department in
once commissioned.

We appreciate your consideration and support of this application under the guidelines of
Miami County, the State of Kansas and the Telecommunications Act of 1996.

Please let me know what additional information you need. We understand this application
will be considered by the Miami County Planning Commission on January 4, 2021. We
understand the County will notify all residents within 1,000 feet of the project of the hearing

and post appropriate signs on-site.
Respectfully m
A\
%’T

revor Wood

Attachments (7)
Cc:

Miami County, XS, care of Shane Krull, County Administrator (Co-applicant)
Miami County, KS Sheriff’s Department, C/O Sheriff Frank Kelly (Co-applicant)
Miami County, KS Sheriff’s Department, C/O Undersheriff Wayne Minckley (Co-applicant)
Hayden Tower Service, C/O David Blaha (Tower construction management team)
TUSA (Consultant to County C/O Dennis Ward, PM)

TUSA (Consultant to County C/O Dean Hart, Principal)

Motorola, C/O Scott Pittman, (Program Manager)

Jerry Bennett, Rural Water District #2 General Manager (Property Owner)

Robert Jensen, PE, Selective Site Consultants, Inc. (Civil Engineer)

Larry Louk, SSC

Dallas Pelland, SSC
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MIAMI COUNTY RELTEGE

STAFF REQUEST FOR COMMISSION ACTION

SUBMITTED BY: REQUESTED MEETING DATE:

J.R. McMahon/Matt Oehlert Wednesday, January 27, 2021

DEPARTMENT: REQUESTED MEETING:

Road and Bridge STUDY SESSION REGULAR MEETING
CONTACT INFORMATION: PROJECT / REFERENCE NUMBER:
jmcmahon@miamicountyks.org 21-02-CO (677)

AGENDA SUBJECT:

Project Authorization for Project 21-02-CO (677) 2021 Asphalt Program

AGENDA SUBJECT BACKGROUND / DESCRIPTION:

Request 1 hour for Study Session

Request Project Authorization for Project 21-02-CO (677) for 2021 Asphalt Program at the following locations:
Moonlight Road 215th-223rd; 399th E US169; Lonestar K-68-287th; Indianapolis US-169 to Lane Rd; 299th US-169-
Victory; 311th US169-US69; 223rd Street Underpass; Club Estates-295th E Metcalf; EMS Road and Parking Lot;
271st at US69; 363rd Plum Creek-Lookout; Stewart Lane E Old KC Road

REQUESTED ACTION / STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Commission to authorize Project 21-02-CO (677) 2021 Asphalt Program.

BUDGET IMPACT:

$3,470,000

BUDGET AVAILABLE FOR THIS ITEM: BUDGET REMAINING FOR THIS ITEM:

$ $

FUND / LINE ITEM TO BE CHARGED: ITEM BUDGETED?: CAPITAL PROJECT?:
450-203-677 [ ] YES NO YES [ ] NO

Digitally signed by Matthew

Matthew Oehlert oehler

Date: 2021.01.21 09:33:41 -06'00' 1/21/2021

SUBMITTER'S SIGNATURE: DATE:



FISCAL REVIEW

SIGNATURE:
Comments:

DATE:

 LEGAL REVIEW

SIGNATURE:
Comments:

DATE:

~ ADMINISTRATOR REVIEW

h SIGNATURE: DATE:

Comments:

COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE USE

Commission Action Taken:
[ ] Accepted [ ] Denied

Date Action Taken:

[ | Postponed [] Acknowledged

Required Follow-up Date:

Publication Required: Submitted to Publication By:

[[] Yes [] No

NPG Account Number:

Mail Distribution Required:  Mailed By:

[ ] Yes [ ] No




Miami County
Project Authorization Form

Department Road & Bridge
Project Number 21-02-CO (677)
Project Type Asphalt Program
Project Location Various

Project Length Various

Project Description:

2021 Asphalt Program for Project 21-02-CO (677) at the following locations: Moonlight Road 215th-223rd overlay; 399th E US169
overlay; Lonestar K-68-287th overlay; Indianapolis US-169 to Lane Rd overlay; 299th US-169-Victory overlay; 311th US169-US69
mill, patch and overlay; 223rd Street Underpass mill, patch, overlay; Club Estates-295th E Metcalf mill, patch, overlay; EMS Road
and Parking Lot; 271st at US69 mill, patch, overlay; 363rd Plum Creek-Lookout overlary; Stewart Lane E Old KC Road overlay.

Project Schedule

Estimated Start Date Summer 2021 Consultant Selection
Estimated Bid Letting Spring 2021
Estimated Completion Date Fall 2021 Project Completion

Project Budget Summary

Fund Amount Total Project Budget

Road and Bridge $3,470,000.00 $3,470,000.00
Attachments

Project Budget Project Aerial Photo

Project Request for Proposals
Project Scope Memorandum
Project Map

Project Authorization:
Approvals: Board of County Commissioners
Director of Road and Bridge (date) Chair
Finance Director (date) Member
County Administrator (date) Member

Member

Member

Attest, County Clerk
Project Authorized this day of , 20




2021 Road and Bridge Asphalt Program

2021 Line Items Available for Asphalt

2021 R&B Budget (203-203-3017 Asphalt) S 2,500,000
Cash Carry Over (405-203-3714 Projects) S 300,000
Projects (203-203-6002 Transfers Out) S 450,000
Federal Fund Exchange (450-203-3714 Transfers Out) S 220,000
Total S 3,470,000
New B
Moonlight Road 215th to 223rd (Contract) S 150,000
399th St. East of US-169 S 100,000
Lonestar K-68 to 287th St. S 150,000
Indianpolis Rd. US-169 to Lane Rd. S 75,000
299th Street US-169 to Victory Rd. S 75,000
Subtotal $ 550,000
Overlay (Contract) ) B ) ~
311th (US-169 to US-69)- 10 Miles (Mill and Repair) $ 1,550,000
223rd Street Underpass- (Mill and Repair) $ 200,000
Club Estates (295th Eof Metcalf) (Mill and Repair) $ 50,000
EMS §$ 35,000
Subtotal $ 1,835,000
In-House B )
Chip Seal S 375,000
Patching S 650,000
Subtotal $ 1,025,000
Total Expenditures S 3,410,000
Net $ 60,000




21 Asphalt Program
irfacing Work

Chipseal / Patching

Gravel to Paved

Contracted Mill / Overlay




MIAMI COUNTY

| Print Formj

STAFF REQUEST FOR STUDY SESSION ONLY

SUBMITTED BY:
Matthew Oehlert

REQUESTED MEETING DATE:
Wednesday, January 27, 2021

DEPARTMENT:
Road and Bridge

REQUESTED MEETING:

STUDY SESSION

CONTACT INFORMATION:

moehlert@miamicountyks.org

PROJECT / REFERENCE NUMBER:
N/A

STUDY AGENDA SUBJECT:

2021-2023 Special Bridge Project Planning Discussion

STUDY AGENDA SUBJECT BACKGROUND / DESCRIPTION:

Request 1 hour for study session

Discussion on 2021 through 2023 Special Bridge Strategic Project Planning

REQUESTED ACTION / STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Study session to discuss Special Bridge strategic project planning for 2021 through 2023

BUDGET IMPACT:

BUDGET AUTHORITY: REMAINING BUDGET ALLOCATION:
$ $
FUND / LINE ITEM: FUNDS BUDGETED: CAPITAL PROJECT:
-1 []YES []1NO []YES [ ] NO
Digitally signed by Matthew
Matthew Oehlert oehier
Date: 2021.01.21 09:35:17 -06'00' 1/21/2021
SUBMITTER'S SIGNATURE: DATE:



FISCAL REVIEW.

SIGNATURE: DATE:
Comments:

LEGAL REVIEW

SIGNATURE: DATE:
Comments:

“ADMINISTRATOR REVIEW

;z_ﬁé/v//\/m»& %Lﬂ I-Zl-2/

! SIGNATURE: DATE:

Comments:

' COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE USE

Commission Action Taken:

[ ] Accepted [] Denied [ ] Postponed [ ] Acknowledged
Date Action Taken: Required Follow-up Date:

Publication Required: Submitted to Publication By:

[] Yes [ ] No

NPG Account Number:
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Culvert #841: Lonestar Road s/o K68 (Steel Stringer)
Construction will be completed in 2021

Structure Span Structure Width | Deck Condition Superstructure Substructure Culvert/Pipe Channel
Condition Condition Condition Condition
13 24 6 4 7 N/A 7

Inspection Notes:

12” Steel Stringers heavily corroded, I-beam webs corroded out. Infall pooled-no scour, flat channel, pallet panel restriction. WW ends

erosion. Outfall drops, no scour, long pool, flat channel. Suggest additional structural evaluation. Beams 2 and 12 failed and beams 1 and
13 are imminent to fail.




Culvert #2616: 327t Street w/o Switzer (Reinforced Concrete Slab)

Structure Span Structure Width | Deck Condition Superstructure Substructure Culvert/Pipe Channel
Condition Condition Condition Condition
12.1 20.5 5 3 1 N/A 3

Inspection Notes:

West abutment failed. Scour caused west abutment to collapse tipping out of plain. Loss of load path 100%. Concrete sheared and broken
at moment areas. Channel alignment migrating towards west abutment. Vertical banks with heavy erosion.




Culvert #249: 231¢t Street e/o Mission (Concrete Slab)

Structure Span Structure Width | Deck Condition Superstructure Substructure Culvert/Pipe Channel
Condition Condition Condition Condition
10 24 6 6 3 N/A 6

Inspection Notes:

Northeast masonry wing is collapsed into channel, east masonry abutment has extensive crushing, first layer of stone has failed on east

abutment.




Culvert #1926: Block Road s/o 351°t Street (Steel Stringer)

Structure Span Structure Width | Deck Condition Superstructure Substructure Culvert/Pipe Channel
Condition Condition Condition Condition
10 20 6 6 3 N/A 6

Inspection Notes:

Severe deterioration, abutments are failing.




Structure Span Structure Width | Deck Condition Superstructure Substructure Culvert/Pipe Channel
Condition Condition Condition Condition
12 18 6 6 3 N/A 3

Inspection Notes:

Deck is separated from the south abutment has pushed 3 inches. Major scour under both abutments and all wings.




Culvert #1750: 335" Street w/o Switzer (Concrete Slab)

Structure Span Structure Width | Deck Condition Superstructure Substructure Culvert/Pipe Channel
Condition Condition Condition Condition
13 24 4 3 0 N/A 4

Inspection Notes:

Structure has failed.




FAS 270- Hospital Drive 0.33 w Hedge Lane (Guardrail)

Inspection Notes:

Guardrail outdated. Upgrade to crash worthy guardrail.




Bridge 1-F.2-399% Street east of Crescent Hill

(Reinforced Concrete Slab)

Structure Span Structure Width | Deck Condition Superstructure Substructure Culvert/Pipe Channel
Condition Condition Condition Condition
16.1 17.7 4 4 5 N/A 5

Inspection Notes:

Deck: Covered by gravel. Superstructure: Several shallow spalls with exposed rebar along soffit at edges of both spans. Substructure:
Helper bent in span 1 in generally good condition with light surface rust. Concrete pier has large spalled area at SW corner. Channel: Flow
north to south. Debris accumulation at pier. 1’ drop at upstream and downstream floor.




Bridge 12-C.2- 311" Street east of Pressonville Road (Concrete Girder)

Structure Span Structure Width | Deck Condition Superstructure Substructure Culvert/Pipe Channel
Condition Condition Condition Condition
30.8 16.3 4 4 4 N/A 4

Inspection Notes:

Superstructure: Large spalled area with exposed rusting rebar on top flange between beam 1 & 2. Beam 1 has hairline longitudinal
cracking on stem. Substructure: Northwest wing breaking away from west abutment. No wing at SW corner. Channel: Flow north to south.
Angle of attack at NW wing. 2’-2.5’ of exposed abutment footing at both abutments.




Bridge 21-D.1-239 Street west of Bethel Church Road
(Steel Girder)

Structure Span Structure Width | Deck Condition Superstructure Substructure Culvert/Pipe Channel
Condition Condition Condition Condition
25.5 16 7 5 5 N/A 6

Inspection Notes:

Deck: Corrugation in good shape. Superstructure: Surface corrosion throughout with minor section loss at ends. Substructure: Concrete in
good condition. Masonry with minor mortar loss in east abutment. Southwest masonry wing bulging. Toe-wall repair at west abutment not
undermined. Channel: Stream is migrating westward, flowing into south corner of west abutment. Rocky bottom & vegetated banks.
Fencing hanging on south side of bridge has minor drift accumulations.




Culvert #714: Pleasant Valley Road s/o 2715t Street (CMP)

Structure Span Structure Width | Deck Condition Superstructure Substructure Culvert/Pipe Channel
Condition Condition Condition Condition
1.25 0 N/A N/A N/A 4 N/A

Inspection Notes:

Hole in Road.




Culvert #7: 215 Street e/o Sunflower (CMP)

Structure Span Structure Width | Deck Condition Superstructure Substructure Culvert/Pipe Channel
Condition Condition Condition Condition
6 40 N/A N/A N/A 4 6

Inspection Notes:

54” X 72” Squash CMP. Haunches rusted out. Middle section bottom plate substantially peeled up. Partial infall channel restriction.
Appears some structural integrity left; attention needed soon.




Culvert #632: 263" Street e/o Indianapolis (RCB)

Structure Span Structure Width | Deck Condition Superstructure Substructure Culvert/Pipe Channel
Condition Condition Condition Condition
3 24 N/A N/A N/A 4 4

Inspection Notes:

With 4’ apron-wingwalls. Outfall 3-4’ drop to rubble riprap and pool. 2-3’ back scour, apron-wingwall joint deterioration, end erosion. Infall

minor restriction.




Culvert #396: Harmony e/o Tontzville (CMP)

Structure Span Structure Width | Deck Condition Superstructure Substructure Culvert/Pipe Channel
Condition Condition Condition Condition
3 50 N/A N/A N/A 4 6

Inspection Notes:

Outfall tube crown slight damage, end section completely displaced. Infall end section distorted and displaced.




Culvert #161: Quivira Road s/o 223" Street (CMP)

Structure Width

Structure Span Deck Condition Superstructure Substructure Culvert/Pipe Channel
Condition Condition Condition Condition
2 28 N/A N/A N/A 4 6

Inspection Notes:

Upstream pipe end sectioning showing considerable bottom of pipe deterioration.




Culvert #1362: 319" Street e/o Bethel Church (CMP)

Structure Span Structure Width | Deck Condition Superstructure Substructure Culvert/Pipe Channel
Condition Condition Condition Condition
6 46 N/A N/A N/a 4 6

Inspection Notes:

W/HWs. Infall 6’ concrete apron, deteriorating at cmp interface. Invert heavily corroded. Outfall 1’ drop to concrete headwall bottom,
back annular space 4’+.1’ drop to rocky pool. Outfall HW broken/fallen away from cmp, side erosion cmp & HW progressing road.
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