








2.2 Carrier Comparison of Signal Strength 

Wireless carriers operate in different frequency bands and are often located on different towers and 
rooftops.  The data used by the Applicant to compare Verizon to T-Mobile is not viable.  Carriers often 
have different coverage quality at any given geographical area due to differences in frequency, tower 
locations, and technology. 

It was noted in the Applicant’s report that T-Mobile had very poor coverage in this area, which means 
as population increases in this area, the need for T-Mobile to provide acceptable coverage will be a 
priority.  There is a high probability that other carriers will also seek to co-locate or build more towers 
west of Eagle.  This will be an on-going factor as development increases.  A single multi-carrier tower 
helps address this issue. 

2.3 Coverage Modeling 

Coverage maps or “heat maps” provide an estimated coverage boundary and can vary greatly based 
on clutter and terrain data an engineer uses to run these predictions.  A prediction tool must also use 
a “tuned propagation model” in order to provide an accurate representation of coverage.  It’s common 
to find overly optimistic coverage maps as there is a lot of work and monetary investment involved to 
have the right input data used to create accurate predictions. 

An accurate coverage model should show a variance in coverage as the signal is intercepted by 
buildings, terrain, and trees, and should show a consistent decay over distance. 

A finely tuned coverage map will show granular details of a given coverage area such as the map 
shown below: 

202102816 A 
Exhibit 3



Drive test data can be overlaid on a coverage map to show the variance of predicted vs. empirical 
coverage.  A thorough analysis should be provided for justification on all site builds, as this will 
provide a certain level of confidence in the information provided to the citizens and Commission. 

2.4 Understanding Coverage 

The Appellant is suggesting other locations for the cell tower, which may not be viable for all carriers.  
Coverage has many components to it.  It’s important to understand: 

● Frequency bands used for voice and data (all carriers)
● Technology being served
● Maximum allowable power
● Where the subscribers are located
● Height of the antenna
● Clutter and terrain in the surrounding area
● Coverage difference between uplink and downlink
● Utility availability
● Reliability of service

The wireless industry typically designs for 4 different morphology types that are based on population 
density and clutter types. 

● Dense Urban
● Urban
● Suburban
● Rural

With expanding communities, it’s common to see morphologies change over time.  A rural 
morphology, like the area west of Eagle, can quickly become a suburban morphology based on new 
home and commercial developments.  As these morphologies change, signal absorption increases 
exponentially and signal quickly degrades.  Increased wireless usage (traffic loading) makes it more 
complicated to access the network for voice and data calls, which makes service unreliable. 

Prior to creating “heat maps”, Engineers use a link budget to quantify reliable coverage distances for 
both the uplink and downlink.  Link budgets are evaluated by morphology. 

The sample link budget below shows estimated reliable downlink coverage distances for LTE at 700 
MHz (low band) and 2100 MHz (mid-band). 
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This sample downlink model provides a summarized view of cell radius based on the different 
morphology types for a given frequency. 

An often-overlooked component is how uplink coverage is affected.  Carrier wireless networks often 
transmit at 1000 watts or higher.  Mobile devices transmit at ¼ watts or less.  Because of the disparity 
in downlink and uplink power, mobile networks are often characterized as “uplink limited”.  In order to 
make a successful phone call or data session, both the downlink and uplink are required. 

A sample model below shows how much the uplink and downlink can differ for LTE based on pathloss 
and other factors. 
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Note that the uplink is less than 75% of the downlink distance required for reliable service.  This can 
vary considerably depending on technology and location. 

Cell sites that are further away provide a much higher risk for unreliable coverage.  While areas like 
BLM are easier to build, they may not provide the reliable coverage needed to serve voice services 
that are provided over LTE.  Legacy (2G & 3G) “voice-only” networks were commonly built to serve 
larger areas with less users and lower data rates.  While data services can utilize buffering and 
retransmissions to maintain a session, voice requires real time, low latency wireless connectivity. 
Since voice traffic with 4G and 5G are served via broadband, the coverage areas are smaller when 
compared with legacy wireless technologies, even at lower frequencies. 

2.5 Technical Summary 

● Cell sites that are further away from the subscriber, provide lower reliability for voice and data 
services.

● Morphology, technology type, and frequency band are key drivers in determining the coverage 
distance.

○ Coverage by each carrier differs due to frequency and tower locations.  Assumptions
cannot be made between carriers for a given area.

● RSRP and RSRQ are the correct indicators of wireless service availability.
● Community development directly affects network performance and design.
● Coverage maps need to be carefully analyzed for accuracy.  Empirical data and proper

modeling data is needed to generate an accurate map.
○ Good coverage maps can provide valuable insights for current and forecasted

subscriber coverage.
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3. Non-Technical Assessment

This section covers the general business case and non-technical aspects to consider when 
determining short term and long-term infrastructure initiatives. 

3.1 Covered Pops (Population) 

The density of wireless network infrastructure is determined by the forecasted subscriber counts in a 
given area. Looking at Beacon Light road, it’s important to evaluate how many residential and mobile 
(in-vehicle) subscribers will be served. 

Mobility usage can be determined by average traffic volume per day on the major roads within the cell 
coverage boundary.   

Residential coverage is determined by current and forecasted population information.  Both of these 
items should be presented for the new site on Beacon Light Road.  Since the proposed site is a multi-
carrier site, information for all carriers within this area should be considered. 

The number of subscribers served determines the ROI for the CAPEX and OPEX invested to build a 
new site. 

The single site coverage map provided by the Applicant does not outline the current or forecasted 
covered population. Covered population should be one of the primary exhibits shown when justifying a 
new tower build. 
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3.2 Eagle Area Deep Dive 

The symmetry of a wireless design provides a good “common sense” benchmark of a well designed 
network.  The average distance (determined in the link budget) between sites should be consistent in 
areas where people live and travel. Looking at the map below, you can see if the silo site is removed 
and the new site on Beacon Light Rd is not built, then there is a big “void” in the northern area of the 
map.  Other Verizon sites have an overall consistency in spacing across low to medium population 
and higher cell site density in more populated areas. 

While the existing area has low population density, the forecasted population is expected to grow.  A 
new site will be needed in this area to provide adequate wireless coverage. 

A wireless carrier will typically have “A”, “B” and “C” candidates for a new site build.  I recommend that 
the Applicant evaluate all locations and determine the current and forecasted covered population for 
each candidate. 
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4. Recommendations

As the population grows, more tower locations will be required to serve these areas.  The process 
doesn’t end here if the Beacon Light tower is not built. A tower will need to be built in this general area 
and other home owners will face the same dilemma.  While long distance sites were a viable option in 
the past with legacy wireless technologies, today’s wireless networks require a higher density to meet 
the service requirements for voice and data services. 

Multi-carrier sites reduce the number of towers built in a certain geographical area.  Strategic approval 
of these sites will safeguard a community for years to come. 

It is up to the wireless carriers to provide a complete technical justif ication that will eliminate all 
ambiguity. 

Here are my recommendations: 

● Have the Applicant provide comprehensive drive test data showing all VZW sites excluding the
Silo site. This empirical data will show the impact of removing the Silo site for mobile (in-
vehicle) and in-building coverage.

● Have the Applicant provide an analysis of current and forecasted covered subscribers for the
proposed site.

● Evaluate technical data for all wireless carriers at the Beacon Light tower location.
● Have the Applicant provide an analysis for alternate locations/candidates.
● Have the Applicant provide validation for coverage maps.
● Have the Applicant provide a high-level view of usage and performance for adjacent cell sites.
● Instead of building towers, the Commission could explore other options like multi-carrier

outdoor DAS or small cells for expansion which can be an alternative to unsightly towers.
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Cell Towers within a 5-Mile Radius of 5410 W Beacon Light Rd 
Address Parcel # File # Height Carriers Notes 

Proposed Towers 
5410 W Beacon Light Rd S0335433650 202102816-CU 100’ AT&T, Intermax West of the Beacon Light Rd / Linder Rd 

Intersection 
12016 W Floating Feather Rd S0406347000 202103048-CU 100’ AT&T Just East of the Ada / Canyon County 

Line 
Existing Towers 

6880 N Hwy 16 S0321449700 00034-CU 180’ AT&T, SmartSky, 
T-Mobile, Verizon

South of Firebird Raceway 

8090 W Moon Valley Rd R3720003507 201501114-CU 110’ Verizon East of the State St / Hwy 16 Intersection 

2686 W Everest St S0426212610 201101237-CU 100’ AT&T, T-Mobile, 
Verizon 

East of the Ten Mile Rd /  Chinden Blvd 
Intersection 

5220 N Linder Rd S0425325750 201500547-CU 80’ Verizon Next to Rocky Mountain High School 

6180 N Meridian Rd S0530223300 200900057-CU 80’ Verizon South of the Chinden Blvd / Meridian Rd 
Intersection - Stealth Church Sign 

W Hatchery Rd S0518212402 98020-CU 150’ AT&T, T-Mobile, 
Verizon 

Eagle Island State Park 

574 N Park Ln S0412131300 City of Eagle 70’ 
(Approx) 

Verizon Eagle High School 

611 N Eagle Hills Wy R2024150300 City of Eagle 100’ 
(Approx) 

AT&T, T-Mobile, 
Verizon 

Monopine on Eagle Hills Golf Course 

2557 N Sky View Ln R7132900300 201801311-CU 65’ Dish, Verizon Monopine South of Beacon Light Rd 

Tower to be Demolished 
6397 W Beacon Light Rd S0403110010 50’ 

(Approx) 
Verizon Located on Top of a Silo 

Carrier information derived from planning applications and CellMapper 

According to COMPASS estimates, there are approximately 22,977 existing households, and applications submitted for 14,154 additional 
households, within the radius area. Existing household data is for 2020, and includes all TAZs within or intersected by the 5-mile radius.   
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Evidence supporting an Ada County 
Board of Commissioner decision to 

deny WTF application 202102816-CU
Project: 202102816-CU Wireless Telecommunications Facility (WTF)

Address: Beacon Light Road

Applicant: Clark Wardle, LLP on behalf of Intermax, which a 
site developer, not a Wireless Telecommunications Carrier.

Date: September 6, 2022

Note: WTF = Wireless Telecommunications Facility, which is
not a Wireless Information Service Facility; there is an important 

distinction between regulated Telecommunications Service (wireless phone calls)
and unregulated Information Service (wireless broadband, internet, data streaming).

Preemption for “significant gap in coverage” only applies to wireless phone calls.  
202102816 A 
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Evidence That Justifies a Decision for Denial 
of WTF Application 202102816-CU   

• The applicant brought insufficient verifiable hard data to accurately establish the
signal strengths of Verizon telecommunications frequencies without the current
Verizon Water Tower antennas operating because Verizon chose to NOT power
off these antennas for the analysis.

• That Verizon decision was fatal to the application and is a solid finding that the
Board can make to deny the application. Verizon’s error means that signal
strength measurements from any party are only ”best guesses” and not substantial
written evidence that can prove the existence of a significant gap in Verizon wireless
telecommunications coverage in the target search ring.

• The evidence of signal strengths that could be measured is clear: there is no
significant gap in Verizon wireless telecommunications coverage in the target
search ring. The detailed measurements from Aug 28, 2022 prove that here: (Link)
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Evidence That Justifies a Decision for Denial 
of WTF Application 202102816-CU   

• There is insufficient substantial written evidence in the record to get past step one
(existence of significant gap in telecommunications service) to even consider step two (is
WTF 202102816-CU the least intrusive means to close the alleged gap?).

• For completeness, in the slides that follow the appellant presents the following substantial
written evidence in the record that proves 202102816-CU is not the least intrusive
means to provide telecommunications service to the target area.

• The established harms from 202102816-CU have not been adequately mitigated and,
therefore represent a “taking” of property from residents within 1500 feet of this proposed
WTF; the harms are the greatest for those closest to the WTF.

• Appellant presents substantial written evidence of diminished property values, loss of farm
customer interest and less public safety.

• Such harms can be mitigated by locating 202102816-CU on Bureau of Land Management
Land that is 1-2 miles from the proposed Beacon Light Rd. location.
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Evidence Against 202102816-CU 
Impact to Property Values:   

• March 1, 2022: (4 pages) Link to referencing Exhibit #21A of Ada County Project
#201801311‐A: that Valbridge Property Advisors appraisal shows an approximate
9% negative property value impact on adjacent properties. ($1,160,000 before WTF,
$1,045,000 after WTF= $115,000 difference / $1,160,000 = 9%)

• March 2, 2022: (43 pages) – including IDAHO TITLE 67: State Government and State
Affairs, CHAPTER 65 Local Land Use Planning 67-6502. Purpose.”The purpose of
this act shall be to of the state of Idaho as follows:’ promote the health, safety and
general welfare of the people.”

• March 3, 2022: (154 pages) – including Memorandum in Opposition prepared by the
top telecom attorney in the USA (over 7000 cases litigated, 80+% wins)

• NEW: Sept 2, 2022: (link) Licensed Real Estate Broker (Atova, Inc.) “In my
professional opinion, the presence of a cell tower near a residential property will
diminish the value of the property by 5% - 15%. Properties with a view of a
nearby cell tower suffer a visual blight which negatively affects the value of all
properties subject to the blight.
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https://wireamerica.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/2022-0902-Atova-Broker-Letter.pdf


From Memorandum in Opposition here
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From Memorandum in Opposition here
• Exhibit A: Intermax Towers Marketing Communications

• Exhibit B: Opposition Letters from Eagle Idaho residents: Brian & Leslie
Decker, Michael & Suzie Dustin, Jordan Miller, Thomas Smith, Chris & Cyndi
Fagan, Brad & Allie Bentley

• Exhibit C: WTFs Lower Property Values: Letter form John Poole. Atova &
Property Appraisal from Valbridge Property Advisors

• Exhibit D: WTF Harms to Land Development

• Exhibit E: Wireless Coverage Maps: Garbage In . . . Garbage Out: Wireless
Coverage Maps published by Wireless Carriers & FCC GN Docket No. 19-367
re: Mobility Fund Phase II Coverage Maps Investigation concluding that
wireless carrier-projected/calculated coverage maps are not reliable
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Photo simulations are to scale, but focal length matters . . .
Appellant photo sim: taken from front porch 

of 5600 W Beacon Light Road, with ~50mm “normal” 
lens, which makes objects appear life-size

Applicant photo sim: used wide-angle ~25mm?) 
lens, which makes distant items appear smaller

Don’t get bamboozled by this common wireless industry 
trick to not provide accurate photo sims 

from nearby homes.
Taken from front porch of “Good Life Farms” 202102816 A 

Exhibit 34A



Evidence of No Significant Gap for Verizon
Substantial Written Evidence of No Significant Gap in Verizon Wireless Telecommunications Service:

Signal Strength Readings (dBm)on Verizon’s network at all eight (8) locations surrounding the 
proposed WTF 202102816-CU
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Jason Pierce City of Eagle Council Members:  

Mayor P.O. Box 1520  Charlie Baun 

Eagle, Idaho 83616 Melissa Gindlesperger 

208-939-6813 Brad Pike 

Helen Russell 
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February 23, 2022 

Ada County Development Services 

Attn: Diana Sanders, Associate Planner 

Email: dsanders@adacounty.id.gov 
200 West Front  
Boise, ID  83702 

SUBJECT: 202102816 – CU – Conditional Use Permit for 100-foot tall cell tower – Intermax Towers, LLC, 

represented by Josh Leonard with Clark Wardle, LLP 

Dear Ms. Sanders, 

On February 22, 2022, the Eagle City Council voted 4 to 0 to recommend denial of the above referenced application. 

In the event the Ada County Planning and Zoning Commission (or the BOCC upon appeal) approves the above 

referenced application, the Council requested the County require the cell tower be camouflaged. 

If you have any questions, please call me at 208-489-8771. 

Sincerely, 

William E. Vaughan, AICP 
Zoning Administrator  

Attached: City of Eagle Staff Report 
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CITY OF EAGLE
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT STAFF REPORT 

ADA COUNTY TRANSMITTAL 

DESCRIPTION: PERSONAL WIRELESS FACILITY (100-FEET TALL) 

FILE NUMBER: 202102816 - CU 

APPLICANT:  INTERMAX TOWERS, LLC 
CLARK WARDLE LLP 
251 E. FRONT STREET SUITE 310 
BOISE, ID 83702 

PHONE – 208-388-1000 
EMAIL – JLEONARD@CLARKWARDLE.COM 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING DATE: January 18, 2022 

TENTATIVE CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: January 25, 2022 

PROJECT SUMMARY:  
Intermax Towers, LLC, represented by Josh Leonard with Clark Wardle, LLP, is requesting 
conditional use permit approval from Ada County to construct a 100-foot tall personal wireless 
facility (monopole cell tower). The 5.35-acre site is located on the north side of Beacon Light 
Road approximately 270-feet east of North Lanewood Road at 5410 West Beacon Light Road. 
This site is located in the Eagle Area of Impact.  

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Based upon the information provided to staff to date, staff recommends denial of the requested 
conditional use permit application. 
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VICINITY MAP 

SITE MAP 
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STAFF FINDINGS OF FACT: 

A. PROJECT SUMMARY:

Intermax Towers, LLC, represented by Josh Leonard with Clark Wardle, LLP, is requesting
conditional use permit approval from Ada County to construct a 100-foot tall personal wireless
facility (monopole cell tower). The 5.35-acre site is located on the north side of Beacon Light
Road approximately 270-feet east of North Lanewood Road at 5410 West Beacon Light Road.
This site is located in the Eagle Area of Impact.

B. APPLICATION SUBMITTAL:

The application for this Ada County transmittal was received by the City of Eagle on January 10,
2022.

C. NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING:

Notice of Public hearing for impact area items are the responsibility of Ada County.

D. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE MAP AND ZONING MAP DESIGNATIONS:

COMP PLAN 
DESIGNATION 

ZONING 
DESIGNATION 

LAND USE 

Existing Large Lot RUT 
A-R (equivalent
City zone)

Single family residential 

Proposed Large Lot (no 
change) 

RUT (No change) Personal Wireless Facility 
(monopole cell tower) 

North of site Large Lot RUT Single family residential 
and agricultural 

South of site Neighborhood 
Residential  

R2 - residential 2 
units /acre 

Farmland 

East of site Large Lot RUT Single family residential 
and agricultural 

West of site Large Lot RUT Single family residential 
and agricultural 

E. DESIGN REVIEW OVERLAY DISTRICT: Not in the DDA, TDA or CEDA.

F. SITE DATA:

ADDITIONAL SITE DATA 

Lot Size 5.35 acres 

Lot Width 680 feet 

Minimum Street Frontage 680 feet 

Minimum Front Setback (for the A-R zone) 60 feet 
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G. EAGLE CITY CODE 8-7-3-2 GENERAL STANDARDS FOR CONDITIONAL USES:

The Commission/Council shall review the particular facts and circumstances of each proposed
Conditional Use in terms of the following standards and shall find adequate evidence showing
that such use at the proposed location:

I. Will, in fact, constitute a conditional use as established in Section 8-2-3 of this title
(Eagle City Code Title 8) for the zoning district involved;

B. Will be harmonious with and in accordance with the general objectives or with any
specific objective of the Comprehensive Plan and/or this title (Eagle City Code Title 8);

C. Will be designed, constructed, operated and maintained to be harmonious and appropriate
in appearance with the existing or intended character of the general vicinity and that such
use will not change the essential character of the same area;

D. Will not be hazardous or disturbing to existing or future neighborhood uses;

E. Will be served adequately by essential public facilities such as highways, streets, police
and fire protection, drainage structures, refuse disposal, water and sewer and schools; or
that the persons or agencies responsible for the establishment of the proposed use shall be
able to provide adequately any such services.

F. Will not create excessive additional requirements at public cost for public facilities and
services and will not be detrimental to the economic welfare of the community;

I. Will not involve uses, activities, processes, materials, equipment and conditions of
operation that will be detrimental to any persons, property or the general welfare by
reason of excessive production of traffic, noise, smoke, fumes, glare or odors;

J. Will have vehicular approaches to the property which are designed as not to create an
interference with traffic on surrounding public thoroughfares; and

K. Will not result in the destruction, loss or damage of a natural, scenic or historic feature of
major importance.
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STAFF ANALYSIS: 

A. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN PROVISIONS WHICH ARE OF SPECIAL CONCERN
REGARDING THIS PROPOSAL:

The property is designated as Large Lot Residential on the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map.

B. ZONING ORDINANCE PROVISIONS WHICH ARE OF SPECIAL CONCERN REGARDING
THIS PROPOSAL:

• Eagle City Code Section 8-1-2: RULES AND DEFINITIONS:

PERSONAL WIRELESS FACILITIES: Facilities necessary for the provision of personal
wireless services (i.e., towers, support buildings, etc.).

PERSONAL WIRELESS FACILITIES (WITHIN ENCLOSED BUILDING): Facilities
necessary for the provision of personal wireless services (i.e., antennas) that are located within a
building or on a building and screened from view.

• Eagle City Code Section 8-2-3: SCHEDULE OF DISTRICT USE REGULATIONS: states that
a personal wireless facility (height over 50-feet) is a prohibited use in the A-R zone.

(P - Permitted Use / C - Conditional Use / No P Or C - Prohibited Use)

DISTRICTS 

LAND USES A A-R R-E R L-O C-A C-1 C-2 C-3 CBD M-1 BP M-2 M-3 PS MU 

COMMERCIAL: 

Personal wireless 
facilities (height - over 
50')   C C C C C C C C C C C C C 

Personal wireless 
facilities (enclosed 
building, height - over 
35') C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C 

The A-R zone within the City is equivalent to the RUT zone within the County. 

DISCUSSION: 

• The subject property is located in the Eagle Impact Area and is zoned RUT (Rural Urban
Transition - Ada County designation) and is identified on the Eagle Comprehensive Plan Future
Land Use Map as Large Lot Residential. Properties identified as Large Lot Residential are
compatible with the Agricultural-Residential (A-R), Residential-Estate (R-E), and Residential
(R) zoning districts. Pursuant to Eagle City Code Section 8-2-3, personal wireless facilities
(monopole cell tower) that are over 50-feet in height and not located within a building are
prohibited in the A-R, R-E, and R zoning districts.

• Due to the size of the property (5.35-acres) and its current zoning (RUT), the equivalent City
zoning designation is A-R (Agricultural-Residential, one unit per five acres). The property is
located within 500 feet of the Eagle City Limits.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Based upon the information provided to staff to date, staff recommends denial of the application since the 
use is prohibited. 

Submitted by: 

  January 14, 2022  
William E. Vaughan, AICP   Date 
Zoning Administrator 
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