
 
City of Prescott 

Planning & Zoning Commission 
 

 

December 14, 2023 | 9:00 AM 
201 N. Montezuma Street 

Council Chambers, 3rd Floor 
Prescott, AZ 86301 

 

 
 

AGENDA 
The following Agenda will be considered by the Planning & Zoning Commission at their 
meeting to be held December 14, 2023. Notice of this meeting is given pursuant to Arizona 
Revised Statutes, Section 38-431.02. 
 
Viewing & Participation 
 
This meeting may be viewed on Channel 64, Facebook Live or on the City's website: Live 
Prescott City Council Videos 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
2. ROLL CALL 
3. DISCUSSION & ACTION ITEMS 
  A. Approval of the November 9, 2023 Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting 

Minutes. 
Recommended Action: MOVE to approve the November 9, 2023 meeting 
minutes as presented 

  B. SUP23-002: Special Use Permit to Allow for the Construction of an 80-foot 
Wireless Tower Next to the Existing Water Tank, Which is a Request to Exceed 
the Allowed Height Limitation for the Zoning District of 35-feet. Location: APN 
800-20-034S, 3599 Williamson Valley Road. Zoning: Rural Estate 2 Acre (RE-2 
Acre). Applicant: SmartLink Communications LLC. 
Recommended Action: MOVE to recommend approval/denial of SUP23-002 
allowing for an 80-foot monopole 

4. STAFF UPDATES 
5. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
Upon a public majority vote of a quorum of the Board, the Board may hold an executive 
session, which will not be open to the public, regarding any item listed on the agenda but only 
for the following purposes: 
 
(1)    Discussion or consideration of personnel matters (A.R.S. §38-431.03(A)(1)); 
(2)    Discussion or consideration of records exempt by law (A.R.S. §38-431.03(A)(2)); 
(3)    Discussion or consultation for legal advice with the city’s attorneys (A.R.S. §38-
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431.03(A)(3)); 
(4)    Discussion or consultation with the city’s attorneys regarding the city’s position regarding 
contracts that are the subject of negotiations, in pending or contemplated litigation, or in 
settlement discussions conducted in order to avoid litigation (A.R.S. § 38-431.03(A)(4)); 
(5)    Discussion or consultation with designated representatives of the city to consider its 
position and instruct its representatives regarding negotiations with employee organizations 
(A.R.S. §38-431.03(A)(5)); 
(6)    Discussion, consultation or consideration for negotiations by the city or its designated 
representatives with members of a tribal council, or its designated representatives, of an Indian 
reservation located within or adjacent to the city (A.R.S. §38-431.03(A)(6)); 
(7)    Discussion or consultation with designated representatives of the city to consider its 
position and instruct its representatives regarding negotiations for the purchase, sale or lease 
of real property (A.R.S. §38-431.03(A)(7)). 
 
 
 
CERTIFICATION OF POSTING OF NOTICE 
 
The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing notice was duly posted at 
Prescott City Hall on 12/7/23 at 11:00 a.m. in accordance with the statement filed by the 
Prescott City Council with the City Clerk. 
 

Sarah M. Siep 

Sarah M. Siep, City Clerk 
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  TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 
  AGENDA: December 14 Planning & Zoning Commission 

Meeting 
  DATE: December 14, 2023 
  DEPT: Community Development  
  ITEM #: 3.A 

 

  SUBJECT: Approval of the November 9, 2023 Planning & 
Zoning Commission Meeting Minutes. 

 
ITEM SUMMARY 

This item is for the approval of the November 9, 2023 Planning & Zoning Commission meeting. Staff 
recommends approval of the minutes as presented. 

  
BACKGROUND 

None. 
  
FINANCIAL IMPACT 

There is no fiscal impact at this time. 
  
RECOMMENDED ACTION 

MOVE to approve the November 9, 2023 meeting minutes as presented 
  
ATTACHMENTS 

1. November 9, 2023 P&Z Minutes 
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City of Prescott
Planning & Zoning Commission

November 9, 2023 | 9:00 AM
201 N. Montezuma Street

Council Chambers, 3rd Floor
Prescott, AZ 86301

MINUTES
1. CALL TO ORDER
 Chairman Don Michelman called the meeting to order at 9:00 A.M.
2. ROLL CALL
 MEMBERS:

Don Michelman, Chairman
Ted Gambogi, Vice-Chairman
Susan Graham, Commissioner
Thomas Hutchison, Commissioner
James Kleczewski, Commissioner
Thomas Reilly, Commissioner
James Whiting, Commissioner

Staff:
Tammy DeWitt, Community Planner
George Worley, Planning Manager
Chelsea Walton, Community Development Director
Sarah Hilton, Recording Secretary
Matt Podracky, Deputy City Attorney
Mayor Phil Goode
Councilwoman Connie Cantelme
Councilwoman-Elect Lois Fruhwirth

3. DISCUSSION & ACTION ITEMS
 
 A. Approval of the October 26, 2023 Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting 

Minutes.

  MOTION BY COMMISSIONER GAMBOGI TO APPROVE THE OCTOBER 26, 
2023 MINUTES; SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER REILLY: (5 - 0) WITH 
COMMISISONER KLECZEWSKI AND COMMISSIONER HUTCHISON 
ABSTAINING.

 B. SUP23-002 - A Special Use Permit to Allow for the Construction of an 80-foot 
Wireless Tower Next to an Existing Water Tank, Which is a Request to Exceed 
the Allowed Height Limitation for the Zoning District of 35-feet. Location: 3599 
Williamson Valley Road, APN 800-20-034S. Zoning: Rural Estate 2-Acre (RE-2 
Acre). Applicant: SmartLink Communications LLC.
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  Tammy DeWitt, Community Planner, presented an aerial view of the subject 
property and stated that the proposed location for the cell tower is north of an 
existing water tank on property owned by the Arizona State Land Department. 
Access will be off of Williamson Valley Road, which they will be improving in 
order to get their equipment to the proposed location as well as maintain the 
equipment.

Ms. DeWitt stated that the proposed location is outside of the Airport Influence 
Area, so the cell tower is not required to be lit. The proposed property is 204 
acres with the water tank being 1,000 feet from the southern property line. She 
stated that there is also an open space tract that is 400 feet past the southern 
border of the property making the nearest residence 1,400 feet from the water 
tank and 1,800 feet from the proposed cell tower.

Ms. DeWitt stated that to the north of the property is another 255-acre parcel 
owned by the Arizona State Land Department, to the west is State trust land, and 
to the east is a 79-acre parcel owned by the Bureau of Land Management.

Ms. DeWitt presented a map showing where the opposition for the cell tower 
came from, stating that she received opposition from approximately 33 people.

Ms. DeWitt presented an aerial view of the property that showed the cell tower 
location, which will be approximately 400 feet to the north of the existing water 
tank on the downward side of the hill.

Ms. DeWitt presented a rendering of the proposed cell tower. She stated that it is 
80 feet tall, which is 20 feet lower than what was previously proposed. The 
proposal is for a monopole, which can be painted a neutral color to be considered 
stealth and blend in with its surroundings. 

Ms. DeWitt stated that the Special Use Permit (SUP) process allows for Council 
approval of tower heights in excess of the district allowance. In this instance, the 
RE-2 acre district has a height limit of 35 feet which is standard for all residential 
districts. The requested 80-foot wireless tower would require specific Council 
approval as a part of the SUP approval.

Matt Podracky, Deputy City Attorney, stated that the Federal 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 allows for local jurisdictions to consider land use 
in the siting of cell towers. He stated that there are five restrictions that the 
Federal Government places which are:

1. The regulation placement of cell towers cannot discriminate against 
providers; meaning that you cannot give one provider special treatment 
over another provider.

2. The Local Government can deny or approve an application upon objective 
criteria which can be found in the Land Development Code (LDC) 2.4.49. 
He stated that the LDC takes into account Federal as well as local 
regulations.

3. The City must act within a reasonable period of time on an application. 
4. If the application is denied, it has to be written down and substantial 
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evidence needs to exist to justify the denial. The evidence needs to show 
that the Planning & Zoning Commission and City Council are applying the 
Land Development Code in their decision making.

5. The City cannot deny a cell tower application on the basis of 
environmental effects of radio frequency emissions. 

Commissioner Ted Gambogi asked Mr. Podracky to give an overview of LDC 
2.4.49. 

Mr. Podracky stated that it contemplates the purpose of the Telecommunications 
Act of 1996 which, at one point, allowed for control over the placement and siting 
of cell towers. He stated that the Federal government does not want to prohibit 
and, in fact, encourages wireless telecommunications. The purpose of the act in 
section 2 of the LDC talks about:

- Protecting residential areas from adverse impacts of cell towers.
- Encouraging the placement of wireless facilities in non-residential areas.
- Minimizing the total number of wireless communications sites throughout 

the community.
- Encouraging the users of towers and antennas to locate, to the extent 

possible, in areas where the adverse impact on the community is minimal.
- Encouraging use of towers and antennas to configure them in a way that 

minimizes the adverse visual impacts of the towers and antennas through 
thoughtful design, siting, landscape screening and camouflaging 
techniques.

- Enhancing the ability of the service providers of telecommunications 
services that provide such services to the community quickly, effectively, 
and efficiently. 

- To consider the public health and safety associated with wireless 
communications.

Mr. Podracky stated that the governing body cannot consider the environmental 
effects but that they would look for fall concerns in the design and engineering of 
the tower and minimizing potential damage to adjacent properties from tower 
failure through proper engineering and careful siting of towers. 

Mr. Podracky stated that his recommendation to the Planning & Zoning 
Commission is that they make their determinations based on the Land 
Development Code. 

Commissioner Tom Hutchison stated that in a previous meeting about a different 
cell tower, the previous City Attorney stated that the two reasons the City could 
deny a cell tower were; the absence of demonstrating a coverage gap or if the 
proposal was not the least intrusive solution. He asked if that is still accurate.

Mr. Podracky stated that there are many other factors in the LDC based on safety 
issues, aesthetics, and others that can be applied to decision making. He stated 
that one of the most litigated issues is whether or not the applicant can show that 
this is the least restrictive means of covering a significant gap in their coverage.
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Chairman Don Michelman asked if when Mr. Podracky said “their” coverage did 
he mean versus all coverage available.

Mr. Podracky stated that the provider must be able to show that the proposed cell 
tower closes a significant gap in its own coverage, and that they are doing it in 
the least intrusive way possible.

Commissioner James Kleczewski read from the Federal Telecommunications Act 
that the purpose of FCC regulations is to prevent telecommunications site 
decisions from being based on unscientific or irrational fears that emissions from 
telecommunications sites may cause undesirable health effects. He asked if that 
is something they are prohibited from acting on.

Mr. Podracky stated that what Commissioner Kleczewski read is a good 
statement of the law.

Commissioner Gambogi asked if the cell tower would be 1,800 feet from the 
nearest home. He then asked how tall a previously approved nearby cell tower is.

Ms. DeWitt confirmed that the tower would be 1,800 feet from the nearest home 
and stated that it is approximately 85 feet and is on a hill.

Mr. Gambogi stated that when the Commission first heard this cell tower it was 
100 feet, and it has now been reduced to 80 feet.

Ms. DeWitt stated that is correct and that an 80-foot tower will still allow for two 
additional carriers to be able to co-locate onto it.

Commissioner Susan Graham asked how tall the three towers that are within 
three miles of the proposed tower are, how long they have been there, and how 
many providers are on each tower.

Ms. DeWitt stated that she does not have that information readily available. She 
then showed a coverage map to show where all the towers in the area are 
located.

Commissioner Graham asked if the applicant is asking for an 80-foot cell tower to 
put two other providers on it and no other companies want to tie in, then do they 
need the tower to be 80 feet? 

Ms. DeWitt stated that this cell tower is for AT&T and other providers are able to 
use the subject tower once they get the necessary building permits. 

Commissioner Hutchison stated that it seems like a build it and they will come 
situation.

Ms. DeWitt stated that the City would rather see one tower with multiple carriers 
on it than multiple, shorter towers.

Commissioner Hutchison stated that they do not need an 80-foot tower.
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Ms. DeWitt stated that the tower needs to be tall enough to read the other towers 
in order to fill the gap in coverage.

Commissioner Hutchison stated that the fact that they are preparing for two other 
carriers suggests that they do not need 80 feet.

Mark Sawyer with SmartLink stated that the reason they need 80 feet is because 
it needs to be a co-locatable tower in order to prevent a need for multiple smaller 
towers in the future. The other carrier that would use the tower would need the 
additional height to meet their coverage objectives. 

Mr. Sawyer stated that, in order to meet recommendations from the Commission 
and the public, they reduced the tower from 100 feet to 80 feet. They are also 
willing to paint the tower any color the City feels would help it blend. Mr. Sawyer 
stated that the tower would be lit by fiber so there would be no microwave dish on 
top.

Mr. Sawyer stated that there are no other locations that they have found that will 
meet the coverage objectives for AT&T. The subject site was chosen because of 
the height of the hill and distance from residents. He stated that AT&T is in a 
coverage gap in the area as their next closest site is approximately 2-2.5 miles to 
the north and to the east and there is nothing to the west. 

Mr. Sawyer stated that the coverage maps do show voice and data coverage. He 
stated that they reached out to City of Prescott Fire, Police, and Yavapai County 
Sheriff’s Office. They heard back from Yavapai County Sheriff’s Office, and they 
have no issues with the cell tower. He stated that he did not hear back from 
Prescott Fire or Police.

Mr. Sawyer stated that they went through City Code and made sure that they 
were meeting the criteria for a SUP. He stated that they are willing to do anything 
that is required under the code and zoning ordinance to make sure it is correct.

Commissioner Hutchison asked if they would have a viable business case 
without the other two co-located carriers.

Mr. Sawyer stated that they would like to make it co-locatable. They would like to 
make sure that there is one tower instead of multiple towers in the area. 

Commissioner Gambogi asked if they looked at two properties.

Mr. Sawyer stated that they looked at multiple properties and none of them would 
work from an RF perspective as well as being able to lease the land. The State 
Land Department was willing to work with them to lease the proposed property.

Commissioner Gambogi stated that he had a friend that lived in the area who had 
to switch carriers from AT&T because they did not have enough coverage there.

Mr. Sawyer stated that is why they are before the Commission. They are trying to 
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fill the coverage gap in the area.

Commissioner James Whiting stated that the Middle-Class Tax Relief and Job 
Creation Act of 2012 allows the fact that the 80-foot tower could be increased in 
height and the City would be legally prohibited from stopping that from 
happening. He asked if that was taken into consideration when they dropped the 
height from 100 feet to 80 feet.

Mr. Sawyer stated that they did not take that into consideration, but a height 
increase is allowable. He stated that they lowered the height based on concerns 
from the residents and they felt that any providers that would use the tower would 
still have enough height to meet their coverage needs.

Commissioner Whiting stated that in the Land Development Code it says that no 
existing facility or wireless cell communications facility may be changed or 
modified except as follows and one of the stipulations states that the change 
does not increase the height to the tallest component of the height approved by 
the SUP or, in the case of an existing facility, the current height. He asked if that 
is in conflict with the Middle-Class Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012.

Mr. Podracky stated that yes, it is, and the Federal law would take precedence 
over City Code.

Commissioner Whiting stated that they would not be able to do anything about a 
height increase.

Mr. Podracky stated that is correct and is true with any cell tower in the city.

Mr. Sawyer stated that their main objective in lowering the height was to reduce 
the view shed from the surrounding properties and still meet their coverage 
objectives.

Commissioner Graham asked if there are any other providers on the three other 
towers that are in the three-mile radius of the proposed tower.

Mr. Sawyer stated that he was unsure, but he assumed there are.

Commissioner Graham asked what height they would need if they only construct 
the tower for AT&T.

Mr. Sawyer stated that they would still need 80 feet to meet their coverage 
objective.

Commissioner Graham asked if it would work for another carrier to be lower on 
the tower.

Mr. Sawyer stated that yes it would. They would be able to meet their coverage 
objective. He believes the next carrier would need approximately 65 feet. He 
stated that Verizon generally needs a lower height than AT&T.
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Chairman Michelman asked if the height is related to existing towers to be able to 
transmit between the towers so another carrier could be lower if they have a 
tower that is closer.

Mr. Sawyer stated that yes, they need the height in order to see the existing 
towers that AT&T has.

17 members of the public spoke, all in opposition. Their main concerns were:

- Aesthetics
- Property values
- Health and safety

Mr. Sawyer stated that they are willing to put a light on the tower if it is required. 
He stated that there is an existing tower on the property that he believes is 60 
feet and they will try to blend in with that. 

Mr. Sawyer stated that they will meet all requirements including environmental, 
Native American, SHPO and Archaeological studies. He stated that those things 
are mandatory under the FCC and the City of Prescott.

Commissioner Whiting stated that he was under the impression that the existing 
tower is 35 feet.

Ms. DeWitt stated that staff looked through records and found that the existing 
tower is owned by the City, but the permit did not say the height. 

Commissioner Whiting stated that he believes the height of the existing tower 
should be determined.

Commissioner Graham stated that at the last meeting the Commission requested 
additional information from the applicant, and it appears that it was not provided.

Commissioner Kleczewski stated that he asked what the additional sites were 
that the applicant looked at and he did not get an answer.

Mr. Sawyer stated that he does not have specific information on the alternate 
sites as they did not have many options based on their coverage objective need. 
He stated that he can provide what they have on additional sites.

Commissioner Graham stated that the Commission requested data showing the 
need for increased coverage.

Anil Cheruvu, RF Engineer for SmartLink, stated that the coverage maps that 
they provided show the gap in coverage and the coverage the new tower will 
provide.

Commissioner Kleczewski asked where the data is that shows that the tower 
needs to be 80 feet.
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Mr. Cheruvu stated that the propagation maps show the coverage when the 
tower is at 80 feet. They show that the tower meets the coverage need at that 
height.

Commissioner Kleczewski asked if there is evidence showing that there would be 
similar coverage at 50 or 60 feet.

Mr. Cheruvu stated that they need the height to meet their coverage needs. As 
they get lower, there would be gaps in coverage.

Commissioner Gambogi asked what height the coverage maps showed coverage 
for in the last meeting.

Mr. Sawyer stated 100 feet.

Commissioner Gambogi stated that the Commission saw a map for 80 feet today. 
He then asked if the applicant had maps showing the coverage at 60 and 40 feet 
and if they could see all of the maps together to compare.

Mr. Cheruvu stated that they can prepare those maps if needed.

Chairman Michelman stated that there seems to be a difference in the distance 
from the tank. He asked if the tower will be located 100 or 400 feet from the tank.

Mr. Sawyer stated that he does not know the answer to that.

Chairman Michelman stated that he would like the answer to that question.

A member of the public brought up a map showing contour lines to show the 
Commission.

Chairman Michelman asked the difference between the bottom of the tank and 
the bottom of the proposed tower.

Mr. Sawyer stated that he does not have that information.

Commissioner Gambogi asked if the applicant heard back from the City of 
Prescott Fire or Police departments.

Mr. Sawyer stated that he only heard from the Yavapai County Sheriff’s office.

Commissioner Gambogi asked what the applicant heard from them.

Mr. Sawyer stated that they only said that they have no objections to the project.

Commissioner Gambogi asked if camouflaging the tower as a tree is still a 
consideration.

Mr. Sawyer stated they decided on the monopole based on conversations with 
staff. 
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Mr. Cheruvu stated that the proposal for the tree is still an option. 

Rich Johnson, Senior Public Safety Assurance Manager with FirstNet stated that, 
while City of Prescott Police and Fire Departments are not on FirstNet, there are 
jurisdictions throughout the state that are. Being on FirstNet would increase their 
coverage capabilities in the area. 

Commissioner Kleczewski stated that the City of Prescott Police Department 
manages the 911 centers for most of the communities around the area including 
the ambulance service and asked if the applicant heard back from them on if it 
would be a problem not to have the tower for 911 capabilities.

Ms. DeWitt stated that first responders are on Verizon so the tower would not 
affect them but as AT&T increases their coverage, first responders may move to 
their service. 

Chairman Michelman asked the Commission if they felt that they could make a 
decision or if they needed more information.

Commissioner Gambogi stated that, based on the input from residents, he would 
like to know coverage based on 40, 60, 80, and 100 foot towers. He stated that 
the lower the tower, the more towers they will need. 

Commissioner Hutchison stated that most people want robust cell service, but 
nobody wants a cell tower near them. He stated that his belief is that this 
proposal is not the least intrusive solution.

Chairman Michelman asked each Commissioner if they are comfortable voting.

Commissioner Graham stated that she is not.

Commissioner Whiting stated that he would like to know the height of the existing 
tower, because it will make a difference if the new tower is much taller or only 20 
feet taller.

Commissioner Reilly stated that he heard from the community that the real estate 
values will be affected by the tower but there is already a tower at that location, 
and he would like to know if there is additional detriment to home values by 
adding the new cell tower. 

Commissioner Kleczewski stated that property values go down the closer a home 
is to a cell tower or power lines, but there is no study from an independent party 
that can verify that this happens in every case. He stated that he would like to 
know how property values are affected by a taller tower versus a shorter tower. 
He believes that a taller tower will affect values more than a shorter tower.

Chairman Michelman stated that he would like to know the height of the existing 
tower, the height of the tank and how that compares to the proposed 80-foot 
tower. He stated that he would like to know how many residents would be able to 
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see the cell tower from their home.

Commissioner Gambogi spoke about previous cell towers that he has seen 
proposed during his time on the Commission. He stated that there was a tower in 
Yavapai Hills that was proposed right behind someone’s property. In this case, 
the tower would be approximately 1,400 feet from the nearest home. He stated 
that they also have to consider safety as far as residents being able to access 
911.

Commissioner Kleczewski stated that his concern is coverage and 911 coverage. 
He would like to know how much more coverage they would get with an 80-foot 
tower versus a 35-foot tower. He would like to know to what degree that would 
impact 911.

Mr. Podracky stated that in 2009 the FCC created a shot clock rule which states 
for new towers it is deemed reasonable to act on it within 150 days from the final 
submission.

Commissioner Hutchison stated that the applicant brought a 100-foot and now an 
80-foot proposal and he would like to know if they did not want to add additional 
carriers how many feet would they actually need. 

Ms. DeWitt stated that the application was submitted in April and the City 
requested more information which was received in June.

Mr. Podracky stated that the time starts after final submission. 

Ms. DeWitt stated that it was submitted April 9th, but staff was waiting for 
authorization from the State Land Department to move forward, which they 
received in May.

Mr. Podracky stated that the Commission could ask the applicant if they are 
willing to allow more time for additional review or if they would like to move it 
forward.

Chairman Michelman asked the applicant if they would be willing to come back to 
the Commission or if they would like a vote.

Mr. Sawyer stated that they are willing to come back in order to provide all of the 
information requested.

Ms. DeWitt stated that the three items the Commission would like more 
information on are:

1. Coverage for 100, 80, 60, and 40 foot tower heights.
2. Height of the existing tower and water tank.
3. How many homes can see the tower from Southview subdivision?

She stated that the other questions asked were addressed in the staff report. She 
stated that the search and rescue representative provided a map at the last 
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meeting and there was a disclaimer on it. She stated that the disclaimer was not 
on the maps provided by the applicant. 

Commissioner Whiting stated that if they limited the tower to 35 feet, they do not 
have to bring it before the Commission.

Ms. DeWitt stated that was correct and they could put it anywhere on the 
property, including the top of the hill.

Mr. Sawyer asked if the preference would be the camouflaged tree.

Commissioner Reilly stated that the answer is no.

Commissioner Gambogi moved to defer to the December 14th meeting seconded 
by Kleczewski (6-1)

Chairman Michelman stated that this is Commissioner Gambogi’s last meeting as 
he has been elected to the City Council.

4. STAFF UPDATES
 Chelsea Walton has been appointed Community Development Director.
5. ADJOURNMENT
 There being no further business to discuss, Chairman Michelman adjourned the 

meeting at 11:17 A.M.

DON MICHELMAN, Chairman
ATTEST:

SARAH HILTON, Recording Secretary
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  TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 
  AGENDA: December 14 Planning & Zoning Commission 

Meeting 
  DATE: December 14, 2023 
  DEPT: Community Development  
  ITEM #: 3.B 

 

  SUBJECT: SUP23-002: Special Use Permit to Allow for the 
Construction of an 80-foot Wireless Tower Next 
to the Existing Water Tank, Which is a Request 
to Exceed the Allowed Height Limitation for the 
Zoning District of 35-feet. Location: APN 800-20-
034S, 3599 Williamson Valley Road. Zoning: 
Rural Estate 2 Acre (RE-2 Acre). Applicant: 
SmartLink Communications LLC.  

ITEM SUMMARY 

This is a request for a Special Use Permit (SUP) for the installation of a cell tower. The Land 
Development Code (LDC) establishes the SUP process for all cellular communications towers, 
except those owned and operated by a governmental entity, and exceeds the zoning height 
allowance and/or does not meet setback requirements. LDC Section 2.4.49 establishes the design 
and approval process. The location is zoned Rural Estate 2 Acre, which allows telecommunications 
facilities to exceed the 35 feet height allowance with an approved SUP. 
At the October 12th meeting, the Commission voted to defer the application to the November 9th 
meeting with 4 items to be addressed by the applicant. These are the 4 items: 

1. Alternate sites that may be considered and why this is the preferred site.  
2. On the coverage maps, was it for data or talk coverage?  
3. View the coverage maps provided and give explanation of the data used to make the maps 

you provided.  
4. Requesting information from fire, police and the sheriff if this proposed tower will help their 

coverage (they are all on Verizon and we can ask if Verizon goes on this tower if it will 
improve their service).  

  
After the October 12, 2023, meeting, the applicant worked with their RF Engineers and determined 
they could lower the tower to 80’ and still have room for 2 additional carriers and provided a new 
drawing for the packet. 
At the November 9th meeting, the Commission voted to defer the application to the December 14th 
meeting with 3 items to be addressed. 

1. RF Coverage maps for different heights: 100’, 80’, 60’ and 40’ (Staff asked for 35’ instead 
since that is the allowed height per the zoning) 

2. Height of existing tower and tank? The existing communication tower is 60’ to top of 
lattice and the water tank is 30’ to the highest point.  

3. How many homes can see the tower in Southview? 

The applicant has provided a couple of articles in regard to property values and cell towers. Two of 
the articles are attached and here is the link to the other: https://haus.com/resources/the-impact-of-
cell-tower-construction-on-residential-property-values. 

  
BACKGROUND 
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Site Design 
The site is developed and has functional access from Williamson Valley Road. The proposed 
installation will include a 80-foot wireless tower, a 30 by 30 foot walled compound containing a 
prefabricated equipment building and a to improve the existing 20 ft wide road easement that is 
accessed off of Williamson Valley Road and runs along Pioneer Parkway to the site. 
The tower design is for a monopole and will allow collocation of 2 additional antennas, but none are 
proposed at this time. 
Federal Telecommunications Act - Limitations on Local Government Control 
Although Section 704 of the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 47 USC 332(c)(7) does not 
completely preempt the authority of local governments to make land use decisions regarding the 
placement of wireless communications facilities, the Act does provide substantial protections for a 
telecommunications facility applicant. The LDC was written with an understanding of these 
limitations. 
There are five separate limitations on local government’s decision-making in the placement of a 
telecommunications facility (i.e. a cell tower). 
1.            The City may not discriminate among providers of functionally equivalent services. 
2.            The City decision cannot prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the providing of personal 
wireless services. The City’s decision must be based on objective criteria set out in Prescott Land 
Development Code Section 2.4.49. 
3.            The City must act on a cell tower application within a reasonable period of time after the 
request is filed. The "reasonable period of time" requirement is satisfied if the period for review of 
the application is the usual period under the applicable ordinance or statutory scheme. 
4.            The City may not regulate the placement, construction, or modification of telecom facilities 
on the basis of environmental effects of radio frequency emissions to the extent that such emissions 
comply with FCC regulations. The purpose of the requirement is to prevent telecommunications 
siting decisions from being based upon unscientific or irrational fears that emissions from 
telecommunications sites may cause undesirable health effects. 
5.            A City decision to deny a cell tower application must be in writing and supported by 
substantial evidence contained in a written record (i.e. relevant evidence as a reasonable mind 
might accept as adequate to support a conclusion). A court will overturn the denial of an application 
under the substantial evidence test if it cannot conscientiously find that the evidence supporting that 
decision is substantial, when viewed in the light that the record in its entirety furnishes, including the 
body of evidence opposed to the denial. If Council concludes that the application should be denied; 
the reasons for such conclusion should be clearly articulated in Council’s discussion and expressed 
in the motion to create the written record required. 
  
Modification of Standard Requirements 
The SUP process allows for Council approval of tower heights in excess of the district allowance. In 
this instance the RE-2 acre district has a height limit of 35 feet. The requested 80-foot monopole 
would require specific Council approval as a part of the SUP approval. 
Neighborhood Notification 
Staff sent notices out to all the property owners within 300 feet of the subject property. Posting 
notice was placed at the entrance to the Southview Subdivision to the South of the parcel. 
Neighborhood Comments 
A petition was filed and additional letters of opposition have been submitted and are attached.  

  
FINANCIAL IMPACT 

There is no fiscal impact associated with this item. 
  
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
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MOVE to recommend approval/denial of SUP23-002 allowing for an 80-foot monopole 
  
ATTACHMENTS 

1. Maps and Proposed 80 ft tower 
2. Photo Sims 
3. RF Maps 
4. New Opposition 
5. WirelessFacilitiesImpactOnPropertyValues 
6. Market Study 
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Photo sims for 100’ Pine Tree
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Photo sims for 100’ Pine Tree
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Photo sims for 100’ Pine Tree
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Photo sims for 100’ Monopole
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Photo sims for 100’ Monopole
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Photo sims for 100’ Monopole
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Photo Sim for 60’ Monopole
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Photo Sim for 60’ Monopole
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Photo Sim for 40’ Monopole
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Photo Sim for 40’ Monopole
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Page 1
© 2006 AT&T Knowledge Ventures. All rights reserved.

AT&T is a registered trademark of AT&T Knowledge Ventures.

AT&T indoor signal strength (RSRP) without AZL01609

Existing Coverage Without Tower

Page 37 of 295



Page 2
© 2006 AT&T Knowledge Ventures. All rights reserved.

AT&T is a registered trademark of AT&T Knowledge Ventures.

AT&T indoor signal strength (RSRP) with AZL01609
100’ tower from original request
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Page 3
© 2006 AT&T Knowledge Ventures. All rights reserved.

AT&T is a registered trademark of AT&T Knowledge Ventures.

Coverage Map for AZL01609 at 80 Ft Rad Center
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Page 4
© 2006 AT&T Knowledge Ventures. All rights reserved.

AT&T is a registered trademark of AT&T Knowledge Ventures.

Coverage Map for AZL01609 at 60 Ft Rad Center
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Page 5
© 2006 AT&T Knowledge Ventures. All rights reserved.

AT&T is a registered trademark of AT&T Knowledge Ventures.

Coverage Map for AZL01609 at  35 Ft Rad Center
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Wireless Communications Initiative Study 

Wireless Facilities Impact on Property Values 

November 2012 

 

Background 

Wireless technology has dramatically changed the way the world communicates. There are over 

6 billion wireless phones being used worldwide. In the United States the number of wireless 

phones is greater than the population. Conversely, with the advent of smart phones and wireless 

devices, there is increasing strain being put our already stressed wireless infrastructure. The goal 

of the Wireless Communications Initiative (WCI) is to enable the deployment of a 21
st
 century 

wireless infrastructure. Silicon Valley is clearly driving wireless innovation and the region has 

consistently been an early adopter of these products. 

However, compared to feature phones, smartphones place 24 times the demand on wireless 

networks, and smart devices such as tablets command 120 times as much. Carriers are trying to 

respond to this revolution in technology by deploying what is called Next Generation 

technology. Carriers tout the capacity of their 4G or LTE (Long Term Evolution) networks as 

significantly more efficient in managing the burgeoning demand placed on networks by 

applications such as streaming video.  

The significant challenge facing the next phase in technology deployment is the need to place 

wireless facilities in residential neighborhoods. These facilities need to be closer to consumers to 

allow signals to be accessible within homes. This is increasingly important given that about 30 

percent of homes rely solely on wireless phone service. In addition, almost 400,000 calls to 911 

are made each day using wireless phones. Access to a wireless network has now become a public 

safety imperative.  

Carriers are working with cities to identify neighborhood sites for wireless facilities. However, 

this task has been made more difficult in some cases when a few residents raise concerns about 

the placement of wireless towers. These residents oppose carrier applications because of 
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trepidations related to Radio Frequency (RF) emissions or suspicions about a negative impact on 

property values. The anxiety that wireless towers impact property values has been a powerful 

argument used by opponents to carrier applications. Oftentimes, anecdotal evidence is used to 

bolster these arguments, absent any factual evidence regarding the veracity of these claims. 

Carrier and city attempts to address these concerns can lead to long delays in deploying and 

upgrading wireless facilities. It isn’t unusual for a single application to be delayed for a year or 

more while community concerns are being addressed. 

This study has been designed to assess the actual effects of wireless facilities on property values. 

We have the capability to consider wireless facilities that have been in place for several years. 

We can look at hundreds of recent real estate transactions to determine what effects are present.  

 

The Study Partners 

The Santa Clara County Association of REALTORS® and the Silicon Valley Association of 

REALTORS® (SILVAR) partnered with WCI to produce the study. The members of these two 

organizations are involved with most transactions involving single family residences in Silicon 

Valley. The Associations are over 100 years old and have a rich history paralleling the growth of 

the region. The organizations represent thousands of real estate agents who have a deep 

commitment to furthering the professionalism of the industry. 

 

In addition, WCI partnered with MLS Listings to perform the actual data analysis. MLSListings, 

Inc. was founded in 2007 by a collaboration between several established regional multiple listing 

services, notably Silicon Valley’s RE InfoLink and California’s Central Valley MLS. The 

company created by this merger, MLSListings Inc. serves nearly 16,000 subscribers and 6,000 

firms. MLSListings typically handles listings totaling nearly $70 billion annually. 

 

See Appendix B for more information about these organizations. 
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The Methodology  

The data was compiled using over 1600 single-family home transactions from January to 

September 2012. A total of 70 wireless sites were selected in Palo Alto, Redwood City, Saratoga 

and San Jose. The survey compared the “list” and “sale” price for transactions based on the 

distant from the wireless facility. The transactions were grouped by those 1) within 1/8
th

 of a 

mile, 2) 1/8 to a quarter mile and 3) a quarter to one-half mile.  

 

In addition, the study included all types of wireless facilities. These facilities may be A) a 

wireless tower, B) equipment placed on buildings (e.g. church, offices) or C) placed on a utility 

structure (e.g. pole, tower). 

 

See Appendix D for sample photographs of the sites. 

 

 

Sample MLS listing data query  
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The chart below displays the aggregated results for the study. The list and sale prices are an 

aggregate of the all of the transactions that occurred within the specified distance from the 

wireless site during January to September 2012. The fourth column is derived as a percentage of 

the sale price to the list price.  

 

 

  Total List Price  Total Sale Price   %List to Sale  

Palo Alto       

0-0.125 mile  $              33,093,000   $              34,243,125  103% 

0.125-0.25  $           219,641,507   $           233,276,629  106% 

0.25-0.5  $        1,058,288,821   $        1,094,507,081  103% 

Redwood City       

0-0.125 mile  $                9,111,888   $                9,306,000  102% 

0.125-0.25  $              36,670,398   $              36,738,500  100% 

0.25-0.5  $              91,938,794   $              92,571,249  101% 

Saratoga       

0-0.125 mile  $              11,116,000   $              11,168,000  100% 

0.125-0.25  $              77,914,560   $              77,601,045  100% 

0.25-0.5  $           353,092,390   $           350,550,126  99% 

San Jose       

0-0.125 mile  $              29,024,249   $              28,695,250  99% 

0.125-0.25  $              57,135,400   $              57,075,940  100% 

0.25-0.5  $           157,404,541   $           158,404,215  101% 

 

A listing of the addresses for the wireless sites is in Appendix  A. 
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Conclusion 

It is quite clear from the data that the distance from a wireless facility has no apparent impact 

on the value or sale price of a home. The relationship between the list and sale price 

remained the same no matter how close the property was to the wireless facility. In addition, 

we see that all the cities in the survey had similar results. The sites across all cities represent 

a variety of properties including those in neighborhoods with higher priced homes versus 

those in communities with more moderately priced homes.  

 

Most real estate professionals believe there are multiple factors that affect property values. 

These professionals still believe in the old adage that there are three factors: location, 

location, location. However, it is quite obvious that the overall economic climate can have an 

overriding effect on the real estate market. This year has seen a significantly stronger market 

for home sales, both in the number of transactions and sellers’ ability to obtain their asking 

price. Other factors that tend to impact property values include schools and access to 

transportation. 

 

This study should provide a data-based explanation of the relationship between home values 

and the proximity to wireless facilities. The conclusions can be understood to suggest that 

communities and carriers have done well in considering the placement of the technology. The 

Wireless Communications Initiative believes this continued commitment to resolving 

deployment issues will benefit our region and its neighborhoods.    
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(Appendix A) 

Wireless Facilities Included In Study 

Palo Alto 

 1082 Coronado 

101 Alma St 

1985 Louis Road 

3990 El Camino 

305 N California 

10950 Channing 

1501 Page Mill Rd 

200 Page Mill Rd 

2047 bayshore 

2300 Geng Rd 

260 Sheridan 

2666 E Bayshore Rd 

2675 Hanover St 

2701 Middlefield Rd 

300 Pasteur Dr 

3000 Alexis 

3141 Maddux Dr 

3401 & 3431 Hillview 

345 Hamilton Ave 

3475 Deer Creek Rd 

3600 W Bayshore Rd 

3600 Middlefied 

3672 Middlefied 

3862 Middleflied  

4009 Miranda 

4243 Manuela Ave 

4249 El Camino Real 

488 University Ave 

525 University Ave 
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531 Stanford Ave 

695 Arastradero 

711 Colorado 

724 Arastradero 

850 Webster St 

855 El Camino 

900 Blake Wilbur Dr 

799 Arastradero 

760 Porter 

3000 El Camino Real 

675 El Camino Real 

2595 E Bayshore 

Junipero & Stanford 

Page Mill & Foothill 

 Redwood City 

3025 Jefferson Ave 

468 Grand St 

1175 Palomar 

1251 Annette 

2900 Whipple Ave 

 Saratoga 

14407 Big Basin Way 

14000 Fruitvale 

13000 Glen Brae 

13750 Prune Blossom 

14091 Quito Rd 

12770 Saratoga Ave 

1777 Saratoga Ave 

13601 Saratoga Ave 

20508 Saratoga Los Gatos 

19491 Saratoga Los Gatos 

12393 Saratoga Sunnyvale 
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12413 Saratoga Sunnyvale 

Hwy 9 & Quito 

 San Jose 

2827 Flint Ave 

930 Remillard Ct 

3675 Payne Ave 

144 S Jackson 

366 Saint Julie Dr 

1529 Newport Ave 

1200 Fleming Ave 

2110 Story Rd 

1635 Park Ave 

1700 Moffat St 

 Disclaimer: the data was pulled on 10/2/2012  pulling only single family residence (class 1 in 

MLSListings, Inc.) with a time frame of all sales from 1/1/2012 to 10/2/2012 
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Appendix B 

Santa Clara County Association of REALTORS® 

 

History 

Santa Clara County Association of REALTORS®, established in 1896, has a long and rich 

history paralleling the history of Santa Clara Valley. SCCAOR, the first trade association in 

California, is the largest real estate board in Northern California, and was listed as one of the 

nation's top 20 associations by the Foundation of the American Society of Association 

Executives. It has come a long way since its first members took potential buyers to preview 

properties in horse-drawn buggies. 

Over the years, its members have made very significant contributions, both in the real estate 

industry and to the quality of life in Santa Clara County, through their community service 

activities. Santa Clara County Association of REALTORS®'s history is one of recognizing 

changing needs in the real estate industry, economy, and technology, and leading the way in 

responding to those needs. 

Santa Clara County Association of REALTORS® was the first real estate board in California to 

employ a Government Affairs Director to represent the interest of property owners, 

REALTORS® and the real estate industry, at all levels of government. Threats to property rights 

remain an increasingly "hot" item on legislative agendas. 

The Board's educational activities for members and the public consistently win state and national 

awards for high quality and leadership, including the Real Estate Assistants Program, developed 

in 1994. Ongoing classes and seminars provide Members with the most current, professional 

education for the benefit of their clients and their careers. 

In support of the many communities our members serve, SCC REALTORS® FOUNDATION, a 

nonprofit corporation designed to direct Member's monetary contributions to the most vital 

community needs, was formed in 1991. 
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Integrity, strength and innovation are the foundation of Santa Clara County Association of 

REALTORS®'s history. In the same tradition, established during the past century, we are 

committed to being an industry leader, bringing positive action and service to our Members and 

communities for the next 100 years.  

 

The Silicon Valley Association of REALTORS® 

The Silicon Valley Association of REALTORS® (SILVAR) is a professional trade organization 

representing over 4000 REALTORS® and Affiliate members engaged in the real estate business 

on the Peninsula and in the South Bay. SILVAR promotes the highest ethical standards of real 

estate practice, serves as an advocate for homeownership and homeowners, and represents the 

interests of property owners in Silicon Valley. 

 

It is the duty and responsibility of every REALTOR® member of this Association to abide by 

the "Code of Ethics" of the National Association of REALTORS®. The term "REALTOR®" is a 

registered collective membership mark which identifies a real estate professional who is a 

member of the National Association of REALTORS® & who subscribes to its strict Code of 

Ethics. 

 

 

 

MLSListings, Inc. was founded in 2007 as a collaboration between several established regional 

multiple listing services, notably Silicon Valley’s RE InfoLink and California’s Central Valley 

MLS. As the company created by this merger, MLSListings Inc. serves nearly 16,000 

subscribers and 6,000 firms in Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Monterey, San Mateo, San Benito, 

Merced, San Joaquin and Stanislaus Counties – an area of approximately 28,000 square miles, 

reaching from San Francisco to Big Sur, and including some of the most valuable real estate in 

the world. MLSListings typically handles listings totaling nearly $70 billion annually. 
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In April, 2008, MLSListings, Inc. joined with three other Northern California MLS services – 

San Francisco MLS, Bay Area Real Estate Services, and MetroList Services – in an 

unprecedented alliance to share multiple listing data throughout Northern California. This new 

alliance serves nearly 50,000 brokers in 19 Northern California Counties, a total population of 

nearly 9 million people. 
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Appendix C 

Wireless Site Photographs (Sampling) 

 

 

366 St. Julie Drive, San Jose 

 

 

 

2110 Story Road, San Jose 
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3675 Payne, San Jose 
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12770 Saratoga Ave, Saratoga 

 

 

14407 Big Basin Way 
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675 El Camino, Palo Alto 
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1082 Colorado St.  Palo Alto 

 

 

1985 Louis Road, Palo Alto 
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4009 Miranda, Palo Alto 

 

 

4243 Manuela, Palo Alto, CA 
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2575 Hanover, Palo Alto 
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Executive Summary 

Executive Summary

Property Identification
MARKET STUDY PHOENIX, ARIZONA

Sub-Area
A
B
C
D
E

Mesa - Crismon Road
Chandler - Germann Road
Goodyear - Cotton Lane

Gilbert - Chandler Heights Road
North Phoenix - Rough Rider Road  

 

Median Mean Conclusion for Sales
Sub-Areas Change* Change* within 0.25 mile radius

A -2.46% to 4.45% 0.78% 1.23% No measurable difference
B -5.27% to 3.62% 1.10% 1.75% No measurable difference
C -13.98% to 12.90% 0.48% 1.05% No measurable difference
D -8.64% to 13.97% -0.49% 0.65% No measurable difference
E -17.05% to 13.87% 1.20% -0.41% No measurable difference

** No measurable difference has been defined as a less than 1% difference. Nominal differences have been defined as 
1-3% differences.  Measurable differences have been defined as 3-5% differences. Positive outcomes are considered to 
have no measurable difference.

Range*

* The conclusions range, median, and mean represent value differences for sale locations within the sphere of 
influence (inside 0.25 miles) as compared to sale locations in the 0.50 to 1.0 mile radius or outside the sphere of 
influence.

Market Statistics
MARKET STUDY CONCLUSIONS

 

OVERALL PHOENIX MARKET CONCLUSION
 

There is primarily no measurable difference in the values of those homes located within the cell tower 
sphere of influence (within 0.25 miles of a cell tower site) and those in the 0.50- to 1.0-mile radius with 
one sub-area indicating a 1% nominal decrease. Out of 37 paired sales in five sub-areas, 20 pairings 
indicated higher values for those sales within the 0.25 mile sphere of influence, while 17 pairings indicated 
lower values.  
 
The data indicates that there is no impact on the value for properties within the 0.25-mile sphere of 
influence. 
 

Sub-Area A Sub-Area B Sub-Area C Sub-Area D Sub-Area E
1 Do home buyers ask about cell service or check their phones for service signal? 2 of 3 yes all no all no 2 of 3 no all no

Each sub-area interviewed 3 realtors as to the question and the conclusion reflects the answers from these realtors

Realtor Questionnaire Conclusions 

 
 
Date of Market Study: April 2018 
Date of Report: May 4, 2018 
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Introduction 
Client and Intended Users of the Report 
The client in this assignment is T-Mobile and the intended user of this market study is the client and 
no others. 

Intended Purpose of the Report 
The intended purpose of this market study is to determine the impact, if any, on residential property 
values as a result of the presence of a cell tower. 

Definition of Paired Data Analysis 
Paired data analysis is defined as “A quantitative technique used to identify and measure 
adjustments to the sale prices or rents of comparable properties.  To apply this technique, sales or 
rental data on nearly identical properties, or adjusted data, is compared to isolate and estimate a 
single characteristic’s effect on value or rent”.  Often referred to as - “paired sales analysis”.1  The 
single characteristic for this study is the proximity to a cell tower. 

Effective Date and Report Date 
The effective date of this market study varies per sub-area.  The following dates identify the most 
recent inspection date(s) of the five sub-areas. The sub-areas were previously inspected on April 15, 
2018. 
 

Sub-Area A April 21, 2018 
Sub-Area B April 21, 2018 
Sub-Area C April 21, 2018 
Sub-Area D April 21, 2018 
Sub-Area E April 21, 2018 

 
The date of this report is May 4, 2018. 
 

                                                   
1 Appraisal Institute, The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, (6th ed.).  Chicago, Illinois; Appraisal Institute. 

Page 83 of 295



 PHOENIX, ARIZONA MARKET STUDY  
SCOPE OF WORK 

 
 

© 2018 VALBRIDGE PROPERTY ADVISORS | Phoenix   Page 4 

Scope of Work 
The elements addressed in the Scope of Work are (1) the extent to which the market study areas 
were identified, (2) the extent to which the market study area and data was inspected, (3) the type 
and extent of data researched, (4) the type and extent of analysis applied, and (5) the type of report 
prepared. 

Extent to Which the Market Study Sub-Areas Were Identif ied 
The analyst first identified a center point in five primarily single-family residential areas or specific 
subdivisions by a latitude/longitude.  These areas should provide for arm’s length single-family 
residential sales from 2017 thru 1st Quarter 2018 that will allow for pairing of similar (size, floor plan, 
year built, etc.) home sales.  All non-arm’s length transactions including partial transfers, foreclosures, 
trustee sales, and tax sales, were excluded. 
 
The sub-areas were chosen based on the availability of sales data as well as varying geographic and 
economic characteristics, some of which are shown below. 
 

Sub-Area 2017 Population
Percent 2017 Owner 

Occupied HH's
2017 Median 

Household Income
A 8,588 76.3% $79,967
B 14,242 67.0% $103,001
C 12,516 62.7% $78,312
D 12,174 79.1% $94,222
E 5,824 76.5% $108,625

One Mile Radius Demographics

 
 
These identified latitude/longitude points were then provided to T-Mobile, who then provided 
latitude/longitude locations identifying cell tower sites within a two mile radius of each coordinate.  
The analyst then selected a cell tower site to use in that particular sub-area that had significant 
amount of single-family residential development surrounding it.  If no identified cell tower site met 
this criteria, the analyst identified another potential area and went through the same process with T-
Mobile as described. 

Extent to Which the Market Study Areas Were Inspected 
Residential streets were driven within each sub-area within a one-mile radius of the specific cell 
tower site identified previously, over a period of days beginning April 15, 2018 thru April 21, 2018.  
The inspection included a physical visit to the cell tower site and each of the houses identified for the 
paired sales analysis in each sub-area.  In particular, it was determined if each sale comparable had 
an actual view of the cell tower. 
 
The inspection also identified any other factors that could influence home values in the immediate 
area that might have to be taken into account in our analysis. 
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Type and Extent of Data Researched
The appraiser utilized the local MLS (Multiple Listing Service) to identify the previously discussed

home sales in each sub-area. In each sub- area, the sales were sorted by distance from cell tower

site. The distances identified consisted of:

a) those sales within 0.25 miles of cell tower site and in the cell tower sphere of influence,

b) those sales between 0.5 miles to 1.0 mile distance from cell tower site and outside the

cell tower sphere of influence.

This leaves a 0.25 mile buffer or separation between cell towers sphere of influence and outside the

influence.

This analysis does not extend to properties further than one mile from the tower as any differences in

value could have been influenced by location and other factors. Sales without suitable pairs were

excluded unless they were used in pairings of multiple sales based strictly on year built and/or house

size if data supported such analysis in each sub-area.

Real estate agents, active in each market study area, were interviewed to get their input on how

many home buyers inquire about the quality of cell service and/or the proximity to cell phone tower

locations. The specific question asked was:

a) How many potential home buyers ask about “how is the cell service in this area” or if these

home buyers check their cell phone signal on their cell phone while at a home showing?

Type and Extent of Analysis Applied
Within each sub-area, a minimum of three paired sales were identified in each of the two previously

discussed distances. They were analyzed to assess any differences in market value (per square foot).

The range in value differences were then analyzed to determine if there was any consistent pattern

indicating an impact on single family residential property values as a result of the presence of the cell

tower.

Appraisal Conformity and Report Type
Report findings, analysis, and conclusions were developed and prepared in conformity with the Code

of Professional Ethics and Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice of the Appraisal

Institute; and the requirements of our client as we understand them.
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Aerial View of Sub-Areas 
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Sub-Area A Description 
SUB-AREA A MAP 

 

Sub-Area Location and Boundaries 
Sub-area A is located in southwestern metropolitan Phoenix within the city of Goodyear. This is a 
path of growth location. The cell tower site identified for this area is located within an empty lot on 
the west side of Cotton Lane, just south of a commercial development and north and east of single 
family homes. 
 
Access to the neighborhood is provided by I-10 which bisects the neighborhood and provides access 
to Downtown Phoenix to the east and Los Angeles to the west. Loop 303 is located in the northern 
portion of the neighborhood and provides access to I-10 and I-17 to the north. Retail uses are 
concentrated along I-10 with neighborhood shopping centers located on the corners of major 
intersections. Goodyear was primarily a farm and agricultural area that has been developed into a 
bedroom suburb of Phoenix. Single-family uses are typically found throughout the neighborhood 
except along I-10. The inventory includes detached, attached, multifamily, and mobile home uses. 
The detached single-family uses include a mixture of medium density uses typically found within 
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master planned communities, and low density farm and single family home properties found in the 
southern portion of the neighborhood. The majority of the housing inventory was constructed after 
1980 with significant new construction during the last development cycle from 2002 to 2008. Single-
family housing caters to moderate income households.  
 
Annual growth rates in the immediate area are projected at 2.7%.  The median age for a one-mile 
radius is 32.2 years and the average home value in a one-mile radius is $241,347. 

Demographics 
The following table depicts the area demographics for this Market Study within a one-, two-, and 
three-mile radius from the identified cell tower site. 

 
Sub-Area A Demographics
Radius 1 mile 2 miles 3 miles
Population Summary

2000 Population 502 4,940 8,270
2010 Population 6,912 22,919 32,752
2017 Population 8,588 27,916 42,676
2022 Population Estimate 9,827 31,733 48,772
Annual % Change (2017 - 2022) 2.7% 2.6% 2.7%

Housing Unit Summary
2000 Housing Units 165 1,563 2,098

% Owner Occupied 92.7% 88.3% 84.8%
% Renter Occupied 4.2% 7.3% 8.8%

2010 Housing Units 2,485 8,200 10,847
% Owner Occupied 75.4% 69.4% 64.8%
% Renter Occupied 12.9% 19.3% 21.9%

2017 Housing Units 2,973 9,587 13,907
% Owner Occupied 76.3% 69.0% 65.3%
% Renter Occupied 15.1% 22.8% 25.3%

2022 Housing Units 3,258 10,636 15,683
% Owner Occupied 79.7% 70.8% 67.1%
% Renter Occupied 15.5% 23.1% 25.7%

Annual % Change (2017 - 2022) 1.8% 2.1% 2.4%

Income Summary
2017 Median Household Income $79,967 $70,401 $67,565
2022 Median Household Income Estimate $87,867 $77,787 $75,838
Annual % Change 1.9% 2.0% 2.3%

2017 Per Capita Income $28,430 $25,244 $23,237
2022 Per Capita Income Estimate $32,109 $28,479 $26,493
Annual % Change 2.5% 2.4% 2.7%

Source:  Site-to-Do-Business (STDB Online)  
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Sub-Area A Tower Description 
This wireless telecommunication site has a 74-foot tall cell tower with a palm tree design. It is located 
within a vacant lot on the west side of Cotton Lane, just south of a commercial retail development. 
The tower is visible from the immediate adjacent streets as well as from many of the single family 
homes to the west and south. Minimal vegetation in the area increases the tower’s visibility. 
 

 
 
This tower view is looking west from Cotton Lane with the single-family residential homes to the rear. 
 

 
 
This is a view of the tower from approximately 200 feet south of Yuma Road looking south along 
Cotton Lane. 
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Sample Photos of Typical Sub-Area A Homes 
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Sub-Area A Analysis 
The following map illustrates three rings centered on the cell tower site for this sub-area.  The most 
inner ring (red) represents the sphere of influence or an area within 0.25 miles of cell tower.  The area 
between the most inner ring and the 2nd ring represents a buffer area where no sales were analyzed.  
The area between the 2nd ring and outer ring (blue) is the area not influenced by the cell tower 
defined as an area between 0.50 miles and 1.0 mile from cell tower site. 
 

 
 

Zone Area Distance from cell tower in miles 
1 Within the cell tower’s sphere of influence 0 to 0.25 
2 Separation or buffer zone 0.25 to 0.50 
3 Outside of the cell tower’s sphere of influence 0.50 to 1.00 

 
The immediately surrounding area is characterized by small-medium sized suburban residential 
homes primarily built from 2000 to 2007.  Sale prices of single-family homes within the tower’s 
sphere of influence (within 0.25 mile radius of tower) were compared to the sale prices of single-
family homes outside the tower’s sphere of influence (within 0.50 miles and 1.0 mile radius of tower) 
in order to determine if there is any effect on market value due to the cell tower location.  These two 
areas are buffered by a 0.25 mile radius (between the sphere and outside the sphere of influence). 
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MAP OF PAIRED SALE LOCATIONS 
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Address
Distance From 

Tower
View of 
Tower

Home 
Size/SF

Lot 
Size/Ac

Year 
Built Sale Date Sales Price

Price 
PSF Adjusted Price PSF

Percent 
Difference

1 17484 W Watkins St 0.5 -1.0 miles No 1,930 0.160 2001 3/30/17 $210,000 $108.81 $97.93

2 17196 W Elaine Dr. 0.10 mile Yes 1,918 0.126 2003 3/30/17 $187,000 $97.50 $97.50 -0.4%

3 17251 W. Watkins St. 0.5 -1.0 miles No 2,097 0.139 2004 3/2/17 $224,000 $106.82 $117.50

4 1614 S 172nd Ave. 0.10 mile Yes 1,918 0.146 2002 1/27/17 $235,000 $122.52 $122.52 4.3%

5 16838 W Toronto Way 0.5 -1.0 miles No 1,936 0.184 2007 2/23/18 $228,000 $117.77 $117.77

6 17211 W. Elaine Dr. 0.10 mile Yes 1,918 0.126 2002 3/9/18 $228,500 $119.13 $119.13 1.2%

7 17392 W. Watkins St. 0.5 -1.0 miles No 1,762 0.151 2004 4/6/17 $210,000 $119.18 $131.10

8 1612 S. 171st. Dr. 0.05 mile Yes 1,527 0.137 2002 4/21/17 $201,000 $131.63 $131.63 0.4%

9 17227 W. Watkins St. 0.5 -1.0 miles No 1,545 0.138 2003 2/28/17 $189,950 $122.94 $122.94

10 1561 S. 171st Ln. 0.05 mile Yes 1,425 0.126 2002 5/17/17 $183,000 $128.42 $128.42 4.5%

11 17470 W. Elizabeth Ave. 0.5 -1.0 miles No 1,594 0.154 2003 10/30/17 $208,500 $130.80 $143.88

12 1632 S. 171st Dr. 0.05 mile Yes 1,425 0.126 2002 8/11/17 $200,000 $140.35 $140.35 -2.5%

MIN -2.5%
MAX 4.5%
MEDIAN 0.8%
MEAN 1.2%

Address
Months between 

Date of Sale Financing SF Diff DOM
Age Diff 

/yrs Updated Garage
Price 
PSF Other Differences

Overall 
Adjustment

1 17484 W Watkins St VA 5 No 2 spaces $108.81 -10.00%
2 17196 W Elaine Dr. Conv 56 No 2 spaces $97.50 Pool, backs to retail
3 17251 W. Watkins St. VA 26 Yes '17 3 spaces $106.82 10.00%
4 1614 S 172nd Ave. FHA 64 Yes '16 2 spaces $122.52 Pool, faces greenbelt
5 16838 W Toronto Way Cash 124 No 2 spaces $117.77 Large lot 0.00%
6 17211 W. Elaine Dr. FHA 61 No 2 spaces $119.13 Pool
7 17392 W. Watkins St. FHA 15 No 2 spaces $119.18 10.00%
8 1612 S. 171st. Dr. Conv 94 No 2 spaces $131.63 Pool; backs greenbelt
9 17227 W. Watkins St. Conv 44 No 2 spaces $122.94 0.00%

10 1561 S. 171st Ln. VA 55 No 2 spaces $128.42
11 17470 W. Elizabeth Ave. FHA 2 No 2 spaces $130.80  10.00%
12 1632 S. 171st Dr. VA 36 Yes '17 2 spaces $140.35 backs to greenbelt

(1)

(3)

3

2

1

1

12

179

18

235

120

169

Sales Differences and Indicated Overall Adjustment

Paired Data Analysis - Sub-Area A

(2)

2

5

0

1

(0)

 

Paired Sale Adjustment Discussion 

Sale 1 to 2 
Sale 2 backs onto the adjacent retail center, demanding a downward adjustment for Sale 1, as this is 
considered an inferior locational attribute. Sale 2 has a pool, but analysis of sales in the subarea does 
not indicate premiums paid for pools and no adjustment is applied. All other factors were considered 
similar.  Sale 2 is within the sphere of influence and the cell tower could be seen from its location. 

Sale 3 to 4 
Both homes had been updated.  Sale 4 faces a greenbelt area in the neighborhood, a superior 
amenity. Sale 3 is adjusted upward. Sale 4 also has a pool and no adjustment is warranted. All other 
factors were considered similar. Sale 4 is within the sphere of influence and the cell tower could be 
seen from its location. 
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Sale 5 to 6 
Sale 5 was a cash sale. Typically, sellers will accept a lower price for a quick cash closing and an 
upward adjustment is applied. Sale 5 also has a comparative large lot, which commands a premium 
and a downward adjustment is given for this amenity, negating the upward cash sale adjustment.  
Sale 6 has a pool and no adjustment is warranted. Sale 6 is within the sphere of influence and the cell 
tower could be seen from its location. 

Sale 7 to 8 
Sale 8 backs onto a neighborhood greenbelt and is smaller than Sale 7, requiring an upward 
adjustment to Sale 7.  Sale 8 has a pool which does not warrant an adjustment. All other factors were 
considered similar.  Sale 8 is within the sphere of influence and the cell tower could be seen from its 
location. 

Sale 9 to 10 
Sales 9 and 10 were deemed very similar with comparable sale dates, financing, size, age and 
amenities. No adjustments were necessary for these two paired sales. Sale 10 is within the sphere of 
influence and the cell tower could be seen from its location. 

Sale 11 to 12 
These two sales are similar in size and age; however Sale 11 had not been updated while Sale 12 was 
updated in 2017.  Sale 12 also backs onto a common area greenbelt.  We have applied an upward 
adjustment to Sale 11.  All other factors are considered similar. Sale 12 is within the sphere of 
influence and the cell tower could be seen from its location. 

Conclusion 
There is no consistent pattern of impact on the home sales values located within the cell tower 
sphere of influence (0.25-mile radius). Two pairings indicated a higher value for the sales within this 
area while the one pairing indicated a lower value.  The remaining three pairings indicate essentially 
no difference in pricing. This was concluded after adjusting for the primary differences between the 
paired sales, which had been chosen due to age and size as this sub-area is made up of similarly 
aged structures with various degrees of upgrades. The sub-area was very homogenous in the home 
product and pricing ranges were fairly narrow. 
 

Realtor Two
1 yes

Realtor Questionnaire Conclusions - Sub-Area A

no
Realtor One Realtor Three

Do home buyers ask about cell service or check their phones for service signal? yes
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Sub-Area B Description 
SUB-AREA B MAP 

 

Sub-Area Location and Boundaries 
Sub-area B is located in southwestern metropolitan Phoenix within the city of Chandler. This area is 
becoming increasingly built out. The cell tower site identified for this area is located on the south 
side of Gatling Way, within the parking lot of a religious facility. Single family homes surround the 
site to the north, south, and east.  
 
Access to the neighborhood is provided by Loop 202, providing access to East Valley and other 
freeway systems within Metro Phoenix. Loop 101 provides access to the north Phoenix. Retail uses 
are concentrated along arterial roadways with neighborhood and regional shopping centers located 
at the intersection of arterial roadways. Single-family uses are typically found in master planned 
subdivisions in the area and were primarily constructed in the 1990s to 2000s with some newer infill 
development. Single-family uses cater to moderately high income households.  
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Annual growth rates in the immediate area are projected at 1.74% within the established area.  The 
median age for a one-mile radius is 36.1 years and the average home value in a one-mile radius is 
$339,371. 

Demographics 
The following table depicts the area demographics for this Market Study within a one-, two-, and 
three-mile radius from the identified cell tower site. 

 
Sub-Area B Demographics
Radius 1 mile 2 miles 3 miles
Population Summary

2000 Population 8,988 30,355 61,309
2010 Population 12,573 42,349 76,958
2017 Population 14,242 49,256 89,154
2022 Population Estimate 15,553 54,467 97,653
Annual % Change (2017 - 2022) 1.8% 2.0% 1.8%

Housing Unit Summary
2000 Housing Units 3,034 11,241 22,401

% Owner Occupied 91.4% 65.4% 61.2%
% Renter Occupied 6.2% 27.4% 31.4%

2010 Housing Units 4,766 17,807 31,482
% Owner Occupied 67.6% 50.3% 50.8%
% Renter Occupied 26.2% 41.3% 40.4%

2017 Housing Units 5,207 20,120 35,676
% Owner Occupied 67.0% 47.5% 48.2%
% Renter Occupied 29.9% 46.5% 44.7%

2022 Housing Units 5,591 21,917 38,662
% Owner Occupied 68.6% 47.9% 48.8%
% Renter Occupied 29.8% 47.6% 45.1%

Annual % Change (2017 - 2022) 1.4% 1.7% 1.6%

Income Summary
2017 Median Household Income $103,001 $77,112 $72,443
2022 Median Household Income Estimate $108,471 $84,629 $80,625
Annual % Change 1.0% 1.9% 2.2%

2017 Per Capita Income $44,195 $37,432 $35,114
2022 Per Capita Income Estimate $49,921 $42,350 $40,017
Annual % Change 2.5% 2.5% 2.6%

Source:  Site-to-Do-Business (STDB Online)  
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Sub-Area B Tower Description 
This wireless telecommunication site has a 54-foot tall cell tower with a palm tree design located 
within a parking lot of a religious facility located on the south side of Gatling Way, west of 
Arrowhead Drive. The tower is highly visible from the immediate adjacent streets. 
 

 
 

This tower view is looking west south from the parking lot of the church. 
 

 
 

This is a view of the tower looking east along Gatling Way. 
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Sample Photos of Typical Sub-Area B Homes 
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Sub-Area B Analysis 
The following map illustrates three rings centered on the cell tower site for this sub-area.  The most 
inner ring (red) represents the sphere of influence or an area within 0.25 miles of cell tower.  The area 
between the most inner ring and the 2nd ring represents a buffer area where no sales were analyzed.  
The area between the 2nd ring and outer ring (blue) is the area not influenced by the cell tower 
defined as an area between 0.50 miles and 1.0 mile from cell tower site. 
 

 
 

Zone Area Distance from cell tower in miles 
1 Within the cell tower’s sphere of influence 0 to 0.25 
2 Separation or buffer zone 0.25 to 0.50 
3 Outside of the cell tower’s sphere of influence 0.50 to 1.00 

 
The immediately surrounding area is characterized by medium sized urban residential homes 
primarily built from 1995 and 2005 with a few infill projects developed in the last two years.  Sale 
prices of single-family homes within the tower’s sphere of influence (within 0.25 mile radius of tower) 
were compared to the sale prices of single-family homes outside the tower’s sphere of influence 
(within 0.50 miles and 1.0 mile radius of tower) in order to determine if there is any effect on market 
value due to the cell tower location.  These two areas are buffered by a 0.25 mile radius (between the 
sphere and outside the sphere of influence). 
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MAP OF PAIRED SALE LOCATIONS 
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Paired Sale Adjustment Discussion 

Address
Distance From 

Tower
View of 
Tower

Home 
Size/SF

Lot 
Size/Ac

Year 
Built Sale Date Sales Price Price PSF Adjusted Price PSF

Percent 
Difference

1 2370 W Mulberry Dr 0.5 -1.0 miles No 3,000 0.229 2000 2/10/17 $470,000 $156.67 $172.33

2 1563 W Musket Way 0.05 mile Yes 2,991 0.259 2003 4/25/17 $515,000 $172.18 $172.18 -0.1%

3 2222 W Hawkins Way 0.5 -1.0 miles No 2,949 0.243 2001 6/20/17 $420,000 $142.42 $128.18

4 1681 W Musket Way 0.10 mile ** 2,845 0.186 1999 7/13/17 $375,000 $131.81 $131.81 2.8%

5 1333 W Longhorn Dr. 0.5 -1.0 miles No 2,021 0.214 1998 1/29/18 $348,000 $172.19 $163.58

6 1671 W Musket Way 0.10 mile ** 2,390 0.177 1999 2/14/18 $399,900 $167.32 $167.32 2.3%

7 1391 S Cholla Pl 0.5 -1.0 miles No 2,494 0.206 1993 7/31/17 $375,000 $150.36 $165.40

8 1602 W Armstrong Way 0.15 mile Yes 2,328 0.187 1999 6/5/17 $399,000 $171.39 $171.39 3.6%

9 2201 S Karen Dr. 0.5 -1.0 miles No 2,038 0.200 1995 2/15/17 $298,000 $146.22 $160.84
10 1425 W Musket Way 0.20 mile Yes 2,297 0.188 1998 3/31/17 $350,000 $152.37 $152.37 -5.3%
11 2040 W Musket Pl 0.5 -1.0 miles No 2,305 0.076 2016 4/11/17 $374,500 $162.47 $170.60
12 1536 W Marlin Dr 0.05 mile Yes 2,000 0.075 2017 9/14/17 $336,342 $168.17 $168.17 -1.4%
13 1882 W Wildhorse Dr 0.5 -1.0 miles No 1,611 0.147 1994 5/15/17 $293,000 $181.87 $190.97
14 1491 W Armstrong Way 0.20 mile Yes 1,627 0.158 1998 6/1/17 $305,000 $187.46 $187.46 -1.8%

** Partially obstructed by trees MIN -5.3%
MAX 3.6%
MEDIAN 1.1%
MEAN 1.8%

Address
Months between 

Date of Sale Financing SF Diff DOM

Age 
Diff 
/yrs Updated Garage Price PSF Other Differences

Overall 
Adjustment

1 2370 W Mulberry Dr Conv 33 No 2 spaces $156.67 Faces park 10.00%
2 1563 W Musket Way Conv 4 Yes 3 spaces $172.18 Faces greenbelt
3 2222 W Hawkins Way Conv 21 No 3 spaces $142.42 Large Lot -10.00%
4 1681 W Musket Way Conv 86 Yes '12 3 spaces $131.81
5 1333 W Longhorn Dr. Conv 45 Yes '14-16 2 spaces $172.19 -5.00%
6 1671 W Musket Way Conv 48 No 2 spaces $167.32 Faces greenbelt
7 1391 S Cholla Pl Conv 76 Yes '14-16 2 spaces $150.36 10.00%
8 1602 W Armstrong Way FHA 53 No 3 spaces $171.39 Adjacent to park
9 2201 S Karen Dr. Conv 170 Yes '12-13 2 spaces $146.22 10.00%
10 1425 W Musket Way Conv 19 Yes '12-13 2 spaces $152.37 On greenbelt
11 2040 W Musket Pl VA N/ap No 2 spaces $162.47 5.00%
12 1536 W Marlin Dr Conv 10 No 2 spaces $168.17
13 1882 W Wildhorse Dr FHA 40 Yes '16 2 spaces $181.87 Corner lot/busy 5.00%
14 1491 W Armstrong Way Conv 77 Yes '11-15 2 spaces $187.46 Across from park

(5) 305 (1)

(1) (16) (4)

2 166 (6)

(1) (259) (3)

(1) 104 2

(1) (369) (1)

Paired Data Analysis - Sub-Area B

Sales Differences and Indicated Overall Adjustment

(2) 9 (3)

 

Sale 1 to 2 
The sales are very similar but Sale 2 has been updated and has a 3 car garage. Sale 1 is adjusted 
upward. All other factors were considered similar.  Sale 2 is within the sphere of influence and the cell 
tower could be seen from its location. 

Sale 3 to 4 
Sale 4 had updated the kitchen in 2012 but the overall condition and interior appointments were 
considered similar for the two sales.  Sale 3 has a large lot which commands a premium. A downward 
adjustment is given to Sale 3. All other factors were considered similar. Sale 4 is within the sphere of 
influence but views of the cell tower were partially obstructed by mature trees.  

Sale 5 to 6 
Sale 5 was updated in 2014-2016, while Sale 6 had not been updated. Sale 5 was also smaller than 
Sale 6 and smaller properties typically sell for a higher price per square foot. A downward adjustment 
is applied to Sale 5 to its size and superior condition. Sale 6 faces a common area greenbelt, which is 
a superior amenity to Sale 5 requiring an upward adjustment to Sale 5, resulting in a small net 
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downward adjustment to Sale 5. All other factors were considered similar. Sale 6 is within the sphere 
of influence but views of the cell tower were partially obstructed by mature trees.  

Sale 7 to 8 
Sale 7 had been updated in the past 2-3 years, while Sale 8 had not been updated. The downward 
adjustment to Sale 7 is offset by Sale 8’s 3-car garage and location adjacent to a park. Furthermore, 
Sale 8 is six years newer than Sale 7. A net upward adjustment is applied to Sale 7. All other factors 
were considered similar.  Sale 8 is within the sphere of influence and the cell tower could be seen 
from its location. 

Sale 9 to 10 
Sales 9 and 10 were deemed very similar with comparable sale dates, financing, size, age and 
amenities. Sale 10 is located on a common area greenbelt and Sale 9 is given an upward adjustment.  
No adjustments were necessary for these two paired sales. Sale 10 is within the sphere of influence 
and the cell tower could be seen from its location. 

Sale 11 to 12 
Sales 11 and 12 are both new construction and considered very similar. A small upward adjustment is 
given to Sale 11 to reflect its larger size. All other factors are considered similar. Sale 12 is within the 
sphere of influence and the cell tower could be seen from its location. 

Sale 13 to 14 
Sales 13 and 14 have both been updated, but Sale 13 was more recently and extensively updated. 
Sale 13 is located on a corner with more traffic. Sale 14 is located diagonally across from a park, 
which is a superior amenity. A net upward adjustment is applied to Sale 13.  All other factors are 
considered similar. Sale 13 is within the sphere of influence and the cell tower could be seen from its 
location. 

Conclusion 
There is no consistent pattern of impact on the home sales values located within the cell tower 
sphere of influence (0.25-mile radius). Three pairings indicated a slightly higher value for the sales 
within this area while three pairings indicated a slightly lower value. The remaining pairing displayed 
no difference in pricing. This was concluded after adjusting for the primary differences between the 
paired sales, which had been chosen due to age and size as this sub-area is made up of similarly 
aged structures with various degrees of upgrades. 
 

Realtor Two
1 no

Realtor Questionnaire Conclusions - Sub-Area B
Realtor One Realtor Three

Do home buyers ask about cell service or check their phones for service signal? no no
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Sub-Area C Description 
SUB-AREA C MAP 

 

Sub-Area Location and Boundaries 
Sub-area C is located in eastern metropolitan Phoenix within the city of Mesa. This area is becoming 
increasingly built out. The cell tower site identified for this area is located within an empty lot on the 
west side of Crismon Road. Single family homes surround the site to the west and south. 
 
Access to the neighborhood is provided by US-60 (Superstition Freeway) which provides access to 
Apache Junction to the east and Phoenix to the west; Loop 202 provides access to other portions of 
the East Valley. Retail uses can be found along all of the major arterials including grocery-anchored 
shopping centers typically located at arterial intersections. Most of the residential areas in Mesa are 
older, established communities with medium density development. There is some newer 
developments in the eastern and northern portions of Mesa along the Loop 202. Overall, the City of 
Mesa is approximately 90-95% built out, and most new construction requires redevelopment.  
 
Annual growth rates in the immediate area are projected at 1.9% within the established area.  The 
median age for a one-mile radius is 33.8 years and the average home value in a one-mile radius is 
$273,720. 
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Demographics 
The following table depicts the area demographics for this Market Study within a one-, two-, and 
three-mile radius from the identified cell tower site. 

 
Sub-Area C Demographics
Radius 1 mile 2 miles 3 miles
Population Summary

2000 Population 2,672 16,566 47,090
2010 Population 11,466 40,934 82,200
2017 Population 12,516 46,490 93,256
2022 Population Estimate 13,773 50,812 101,741
Annual % Change (2017 - 2022) 1.9% 1.8% 1.8%

Housing Unit Summary
2000 Housing Units 1,131 10,038 28,409

% Owner Occupied 78.2% 60.3% 61.4%
% Renter Occupied 3.1% 4.1% 6.6%

2010 Housing Units 4,449 19,946 42,452
% Owner Occupied 65.6% 60.0% 60.4%
% Renter Occupied 21.8% 16.1% 15.3%

2017 Housing Units 4,703 21,527 45,919
% Owner Occupied 62.7% 59.7% 60.2%
% Renter Occupied 25.3% 19.4% 18.2%

2022 Housing Units 5,064 22,800 48,694
% Owner Occupied 63.3% 61.4% 61.8%
% Renter Occupied 26.0% 19.9% 18.6%

Annual % Change (2017 - 2022) 1.5% 1.2% 1.2%

Income Summary
2017 Median Household Income $78,312 $63,455 $53,375
2022 Median Household Income Estimate $83,698 $70,761 $58,612
Annual % Change 1.3% 2.2% 1.9%

2017 Per Capita Income $29,886 $27,513 $25,376
2022 Per Capita Income Estimate $33,563 $31,041 $28,755
Annual % Change 2.3% 2.4% 2.5%

Source:  Site-to-Do-Business (STDB Online)  
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Sub-Area C Tower Description 
This wireless communication site has a 62-foot tall cell tower with a palm tree design located on a 
vacant lot fronting Crismon Road, just north of Baseline Road. The tower is highly visible from the 
immediate adjacent streets. 
 

 
 
This is a view of the cell tower looking west from Crismon Road with single family homes to the rear. 
 

 
 

This view of the cell tower site is looking north along Crismon Road 
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Sample Photos of Typical Sub-Area C Homes 
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Sub-Area C Analysis 
The following map illustrates three rings centered on the cell tower site for this sub-area.  The most 
inner ring (red) represents the sphere of influence or an area within 0.25 miles of cell tower.  The area 
between the most inner ring and the 2nd ring represents a buffer area where no sales were analyzed.  
The area between the 2nd ring and outer ring (blue) is the area not influenced by the cell tower 
defined as an area between 0.50 miles and 1.0 mile from cell tower site. 
 

 
 

Zone Area Distance from cell tower in miles 
1 Within the cell tower’s sphere of influence 0 to 0.25 
2 Separation or buffer zone 0.25 to 0.50 
3 Outside of the cell tower’s sphere of influence 0.50 to 1.00 

 
The immediately surrounding area is characterized by medium sized urban residential homes 
primarily built from 1998 to 2004.  Sale prices of single-family homes within the tower’s sphere of 
influence (within 0.25 mile radius of tower) were compared to the sale prices of single-family homes 
outside the tower’s sphere of influence (within 0.50 miles and 1.0 mile radius of tower) in order to 
determine if there is any effect on market value due to the cell tower location.  These two areas are 
buffered by a 0.25 mile radius (between the sphere and outside the sphere of influence). 
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MAP OF PAIRED SALE LOCATIONS 
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Address
Distance From 

Tower
View of 
Tower

Home 
Size/SF

Lot 
Size/Ac

Year 
Built Sale Date Sales Price Price PSF Adjusted Price PSF

Percent 
Difference

1 2119 S Archer Ave 0.5 -1.0 miles No 3,132 0.185 2004 8/25/17 $336,000 $107.28 $107.28
2 9648 E Juanita Ave 0.25 mile Yes 3,185 0.237 1999 5/31/17 $347,000 $108.95 $108.95 1.6%
3 9499 E. Los Lagos Vista 0.5 -1.0 miles No 2,584 0.202 2001 2/13/17 $359,900 $139.28 $125.35
4 9648 E Jacob Cir 0.20 mile Yes 2,578 0.168 1998 8/2/17 $314,900 $122.15 $122.15 -2.6%
5 10414 E Laguna Azul 0.5 -1.0 miles No 2,600 0.220 2004 2/21/18 $355,000 $136.54 $129.71
6 9649 E Javelina Ave 0.20 mile Yes 2,578 0.168 2000 3/15/18 $320,000 $124.13 $124.13 -4.3%
7 10125 E Lobo Ave 0.5 -1.0 miles No 1,919 0.172 2003 3/2/17 $271,000 $141.22 $155.34
8 9754 E Juanita Ave 0.10 mile Yes 1,945 0.168 1998 1/23/17 $259,900 $133.62 $133.62 -14.0%
9 10665 E Knowles Ave 0.5 -1.0 miles No 2,161 0.188 2004 1/19/18 $291,000 $134.66 $127.93
10 9738 E Juanita Ave 0.10 mile Yes 1,945 0.168 1998 1/31/18 $267,200 $137.38 $137.38 7.4%
11 9606 E Keats Ave 0.5 -1.0 miles No 1,763 0.158 1999 3/28/17 $256,000 $145.21 $130.69
12 1949 S Talbot Cir 0.05 mile Yes 1,843 0.173 1998 1/31/17 $242,000 $131.31 $131.31 0.5%
13 9403 E Kiva Ave 0.5 -1.0 miles No 1,968 0.158 2000 10/31/17 $289,000 $146.85 $132.16
14 1957 S Talbot Cir 0.05 mile Yes 1,843 0.170 1998 9/26/17 $275,000 $149.21 $149.21 12.9%
15 9454 E Kiva Ave 0.5 -1.0 miles No 1,763 0.158 2000 5/31/17 $265,000 $150.31 $157.83
16 9750 E Jerome Ave 0.05 mile Yes 1,630 0.155 1998 5/23/17 $251,860 $154.52 $154.52 -2.1%
17 10262 E Keats Ave 0.5 -1.0 miles No 1,522 0.143 2003 6/9/17 $223,000 $146.52 $139.19
18 1940 S Talbot Cir 0.05 mile Yes 1,452 0.172 1999 2/14/17 $222,500 $153.24 $153.24 10.1%

MIN -14.0%
MAX 12.9%
MEDIAN 0.5%
MEAN 1.1%

Address
Months between 

Date of Sale Financing SF Diff DOM
Age Diff 

/yrs Updated Garage Price PSF Other Differences
Overall 

Adjustment
1 2119 S Archer Ave Conv 37 Yes '17 3 spaces $107.28 0.00%
2 9648 E Juanita Ave Conv 78 Yes '10 3 spaces $108.95 adj to park & rec center
3 9499 E. Los Lagos Vista Cash 3 Yes '14-15 3 spaces $139.28 Golf community -10.00%
4 9648 E Jacob Cir VA 63 Yes '15-17 3 spaces $122.15 Faces arterial
5 10414 E Laguna Azul Conv 14 No 2 spaces $136.54 Golf community -5.00%
6 9649 E Javelina Ave VA 95 Yes '12-'18 3 spaces $124.13  
7 10125 E Lobo Ave Conv 62 No 2 spaces $141.22 Backs high school 10.00%
8 9754 E Juanita Ave VA 70 Yes '14-16 2 spaces $133.62
9 10665 E Knowles Ave Conv 19 No 3 spaces $134.66 -5.00%
10 9738 E Juanita Ave Cash 38 No 2 spaces $137.38
11 9606 E Keats Ave VA 9 No 2 spaces $145.21 Golf community -10.00%
12 1949 S Talbot Cir FHA 117 No 2 spaces $131.31
13 9403 E Kiva Ave Conv 16 Yes '11-12 2 spaces $146.85 Golf community -5.00%
14 1957 S Talbot Cir Cash 1 Yes '16-17 2 spaces $149.21 cul-de-sac lot
15 9454 E Kiva Ave Conv 34 No 2 spaces $150.31 Golf community, backs apts 5.00%
16 9750 E Jerome Ave FHA 45 No 2 spaces $154.52 New roof '14
17 10262 E Keats Ave Conv 30 No 2 spaces $146.52 cul-de-sac lot -5.00%
18 1940 S Talbot Cir Conv 175 No 2 spaces $153.24  

Paired Data Analysis - Sub-Area C

Sales Differences and Indicated Overall Adjustment

3 (53) 5

(6) 6 3

(1) 22 4

1 (26) 5

(0) 216 6

4 70 4

2 (80) 1

0 133 2

1 125 2
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Paired Sale Adjustment Discussion 

Sale 1 to 2 
Sale 1 is newer, but Sale 2 has a larger lot, offsetting any adjustment. Both sales have been updated, 
although the updates for Sale 1 are more recent. Sale 2 benefits from being across the street from 
the community center and neighborhood park. The differing factors result in a net zero adjustment. 
All other factors were considered similar.  Sale 2 is within the sphere of influence and the cell tower 
could be seen from its location. 

Sale 3 to 4 
Sale 3 is a cash sale and is adjusted upward on the premise that sellers are typically willing to accept 
a lower price for a quick cash sale. Sale 3 is located within a golf community, which is a superior 
amenity, while Sale 4 faces a major arterial. A downward adjustment is applied to Sale 3 for 
locational attributes. Both sales have been updates in the past 2-4 years. All other factors were 
considered similar. Sale 4 is within the sphere of influence and the cell tower could be seen from its 
location. 

Sale 5 to 6 
Sale 6 was updated in 2012-2018 including new flooring, HVAC, and roof recoating, while Sale 5 has 
not been updated. A small upward adjustment is considered. Sale 5 is located in a golf community 
and a downward adjustment is warranted. All other factors were considered similar. Sale 6 is within 
the sphere of influence and the cell tower could be seen from its location.  

Sale 7 to 8 
Sale 8 had been updated in the past 2-4 years, while Sale 7 had not been updated. The adjustment is 
offset considering that Sale 7 is 5 years newer than Sale 8. Sale 7 backs onto a busy road and the 
high school and is adjusted upward. All other factors were considered similar.  Sale 8 is within the 
sphere of influence and the cell tower could be seen from its location. 

Sale 9 to 10 
Sale 10 was a cash sale and Sale 9 is adjusted downward. Sale 9 has a 3 car garage, but the 
adjustment is offset by the smaller Sale 10. No other adjustments were necessary for these two 
paired sales. Sale 10 is within the sphere of influence and the cell tower could be seen from its 
location. 

Sale 11 to 12 
Sales 11 and 12 are considered very similar, except Sale 11 is within a golf community. Sale 11 is 
adjusted downward for the superior location. All other factors are considered similar. Sale 12 is 
within the sphere of influence and the cell tower could be seen from its location. 

Sale 13 to 14 
Sale 14 is a cash sale requiring a downward adjustment for Sale 13. Sales 13 and 14 have both been 
updated, but Sale 14 was more recently updated. Sale 13 is located in a desirable golf course 
community, while Sale 14 has a desirable cul-de-sac location. A small net downward adjustment is 
applied to Sale 13.  All other factors are considered similar. Sale 14 is within the sphere of influence 
and the cell tower could be seen from its location. 
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Sale 15 to 16 
Sales 15 and 16 are considered very comparable. Sale 15 is located within a desirable golf course 
community, but backs to an apartment complex, which negates any adjustment. Neither sale has 
been updated, although Sale 16 had a new roof in 2014 requiring a small upward adjustment to Sale 
15. All other factors are considered similar. Sale 16 is within the sphere of influence and the cell 
tower could be seen from its location. 

Sale 17 to 18 
Sales 17 and 18 are also considered highly comparable. Sale 17 is a desirable cul-de-sac lot and 
receives a downward adjustment. All other factors are considered similar. Sale 18 is within the sphere 
of influence and the cell tower could be seen from its location. 

Conclusion 
There is no consistent pattern of impact on the home sales values located within the cell tower 
sphere of influence (0.25-mile radius). Four pairings indicated a higher value for the sales within this 
area while four pairings indicated a lower value. The remaining pairing displayed no difference in 
pricing. This was concluded after adjusting for the primary differences between the paired sales, 
which had been chosen due to age and size as this sub-area is made up of similarly aged structures 
with various degrees of upgrades. 
 

Realtor Two

1 no

Realtor Questionnaire Conclusions - Sub-Area C
Realtor One Realtor Three

Do home buyers ask about cell service or check their phones for service signal? no no  
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Sub-Area D Description 
SUB-AREA D MAP 

 

Sub-Area Location and Boundaries 
Sub-area D is located in southeastern metropolitan Phoenix within the city of Gilbert. The sub-area is 
a path of growth neighborhood. The cell tower site identified for this area is located within an empty 
lot on the north side of Chandler Heights Rd. Single family homes surround the site to the north, 
south, and west.  
 
Access to the neighborhood is provided by Loop 202, providing access to East Valley as well as 
Interstate-10 to the West. State Route 87 (Arizona Avenue) runs through the western portion of the 
neighborhood and provides access to Pinal County to the south and the northeast portion of Arizona 
to the north.  Retail uses are concentrated along arterial roadways with neighborhood and regional 
shopping centers located at the intersection of arterial roadways. Single-family uses are typically 
found throughout the neighborhood, internal to arterial commercial uses. Single family homes were 
primarily constructed in the 1980s through 2010s and cater to moderate-to-high income 
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households. The recovery in the single-family housing market has resulted in some new construction 
within the neighborhood, especially in the southeastern portion of the neighborhood. 
 
Annual growth rates in the immediate area are projected at 3.8% within the path of growth area.  The 
median age for a one-mile radius is 31.1 years and the average home value in a one-mile radius is 
$354,573. 

Demographics 
The following table depicts the area demographics for this Market Study within a one-, two-, and 
three-mile radius from the identified cell tower site. 

 
Sub-Area D Demographics
Radius 1 mile 2 miles 3 miles
Population Summary

2000 Population 737 1,895 4,386
2010 Population 8,923 17,007 40,152
2017 Population 12,174 29,118 58,037
2022 Population Estimate 14,678 35,063 67,566
Annual % Change (2017 - 2022) 3.8% 3.8% 3.1%

Housing Unit Summary
2000 Housing Units 218 603 1,460

% Owner Occupied 83.9% 80.3% 79.9%
% Renter Occupied 11.0% 10.3% 9.5%

2010 Housing Units 2,890 5,838 13,806
% Owner Occupied 77.8% 77.5% 77.1%
% Renter Occupied 12.5% 11.4% 12.9%

2017 Housing Units 3,586 9,785 19,363
% Owner Occupied 79.1% 80.4% 78.7%
% Renter Occupied 16.1% 13.6% 14.8%

2022 Housing Units 4,190 11,394 22,013
% Owner Occupied 81.1% 83.0% 80.7%
% Renter Occupied 16.6% 14.0% 14.9%

Annual % Change (2017 - 2022) 3.2% 3.1% 2.6%

Income Summary
2017 Median Household Income $94,222 $97,394 $98,118
2022 Median Household Income Estimate $102,125 $103,377 $103,697
Annual % Change 1.6% 1.2% 1.1%

2017 Per Capita Income $30,907 $33,864 $33,643
2022 Per Capita Income Estimate $35,205 $38,292 $38,079
Annual % Change 2.6% 2.5% 2.5%

Source:  Site-to-Do-Business (STDB Online)  
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Sub-Area D Tower Description 
This wireless communication site has a 76-foot tall cell tower located to the west of a commercial 
center and fronting the north side of Chandler Heights Road.  The tower is highly visible from the 
immediate adjacent streets. 
 

 
 

This is a view of tower looking northwest from Chandler Heights Blvd. 
 

 
This view of the tower is looking east along Chandler Heights Blvd. 
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Sample Photos of Typical Sub-Area D Homes 
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Page 119 of 295



 PHOENIX, ARIZONA MARKET STUDY  
SUB-AREA D ANALYSIS 

 
 

© 2018 VALBRIDGE PROPERTY ADVISORS | Phoenix   Page 40 

Sub-Area D Analysis 
The following map illustrates three rings centered on the cell tower site for this sub-area.  The most 
inner ring represents the sphere of influence or an area within 0.25 miles of cell tower.  The area 
between the most inner ring and the 2nd ring represents a buffer area where no sales were analyzed.  
The area between the 2nd ring and outer ring is the area not influenced by the cell tower defined as 
an area between 0.50 miles and 1.0 mile from cell tower site. 
 

 
 

Zone Area Distance from cell tower in miles 
1 Within the cell tower’s sphere of influence 0 to 0.25 
2 Separation or buffer zone 0.25 to 0.50 
3 Outside of the cell tower’s sphere of influence 0.50 to 1.00 

 
The immediately surrounding area is characterized by medium sized urban residential homes 
primarily built from 2006 to 2014.  Sale prices of single-family homes within the tower’s sphere of 
influence (within 0.25 mile radius of tower) were compared to the sale prices of single-family homes 
outside the tower’s sphere of influence (within 0.50 miles and 1.0 mile radius of tower) in order to 
determine if there is any effect on market value due to the cell tower location.  These two areas are 
buffered by a 0.25 mile radius (between the sphere and outside the sphere of influence). 
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MAP OF PAIRED SALE LOCATIONS 
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Address
Distance From 

Tower
View of 
Tower

Home 
Size/SF

Lot 
Size/Ac

Year 
Built Sale Date Sales Price

Price 
PSF Adjusted Price PSF

Percent 
Difference

1 3154 E Tonto Dr. 0.5 -1.0 miles No 3,546 0.230 2006 7/26/17 $398,480 $112.37 $112.37

2 2903 E Janelle Way 0.15 mile Yes 3,162 0.248 2006 9/13/17 $370,000 $117.01 $117.01 4.1%

3 5976 S Rockwell Ct 0.5 -1.0 miles No 2,986 0.221 2007 5/11/17 $381,800 $127.86 $127.86

4 3008 E Vernon St 0.10 mile Yes 2,986 0.185 2006 12/28/17 $389,900 $130.58 $130.58 2.1%

5 3024 E Aris Dr. 0.5 -1.0 miles No 2,862 0.156 2007 6/12/17 $337,000 $117.75 $123.64

6 2870 E Flower St 0.15 mile Yes 2,938 0.308 2006 5/26/17 $414,000 $140.91 $140.91 14.0%

7 2457 E Aris Dr. 0.5 -1.0 miles No 2,692 0.193 2012 8/22/17 $389,900 $144.84 $130.35

8 2976 E Meadowview Dr 0.05 mile Yes 2,645 0.154 2012 7/31/17 $315,000 $119.09 $119.09 -8.6%

9 2507 E Aris Dr. 0.5 -1.0 miles No 2,758 0.193 2012 10/10/17 $379,900 $137.74 $117.08

10 6479 S Tucana Ln 0.15 mile Yes 2,645 0.164 2012 2/5/18 $306,000 $115.69 $115.69 -1.2%

11 5863 S Parkcrest St 0.5 -1.0 miles No 2,295 0.159 2012 7/28/17 $355,000 $154.68 $146.95

12 6252 S Tucana Ln 0.15 mile Yes 2,241 0.205 2013 9/13/17 $330,000 $147.26 $147.26 0.2%

13 2982 E Ironside Ln 0.5 -1.0 miles No 1,964 0.199 2009 1/20/17 $300,000 $152.75 $152.75
14 6521 S Tucana Ln 0.20 mile Yes 2,000 0.186 2012 2/28/17 $298,000 $149.00 $149.00 -2.5%
15 3412 E Plum St. 0.5 -1.0 miles No 2,079 0.152 2014 12/27/17 $348,000 $167.39 $167.39
16 6521 S Tucana Ln 0.20 mile Yes 2,000 0.186 2012 3/5/18 $325,000 $162.50 $162.50 -2.9%

MIN -8.6%
MAX 14.0%
MEDIAN -0.5%
MEAN 0.7%

Address
Months between 

Date of Sale Financing SF Diff DOM
Age Diff 

/yrs Updated Garage
Price 
PSF Other Differences

Overall 
Adjustment

1 3154 E Tonto Dr. Conv 268 No 4 spaces $112.37 0.00%
2 2903 E Janelle Way Conv 52 No 2 spaces $117.01
3 5976 S Rockwell Ct VA 55 No 3 spaces $127.86 cul-de-sac 0.00%
4 3008 E Vernon St Conv 21 No 2 spaces $130.58 Backs greenbelt
5 3024 E Aris Dr. Conv 77 Yes '16 2 spaces $117.75 $10K less appraisal, faces CA 5.00%
6 2870 E Flower St Cash 59 No 3 spaces $140.91 Large lot
7 2457 E Aris Dr. Conv 119 No 3 spaces $144.84 -10.00%
8 2976 E Meadowview Dr Conv 34 No 3 spaces $119.09 Backs arterial
9 2507 E Aris Dr. Conv 71 Yes 3 spaces $137.74 Adj. to open space -15.00%
10 6479 S Tucana Ln Conv 148 No 3 spaces $115.69 Backs retail center
11 5863 S Parkcrest St Conv 70 No 2 spaces $154.68 Baths updated '17 -5.00%
12 6252 S Tucana Ln Conv 49 No 3 spaces $147.26 Corner lot/busy
13 2982 E Ironside Ln Conv 5 No 2 spaces $152.75 0.00%
14 6521 S Tucana Ln Conv 84 No 2 spaces $149.00
15 3412 E Plum St. Conv 4 No 2 spaces $167.39 0.00%
16 6521 S Tucana Ln Conv 86 No 2 spaces $162.50

(2) 79 2

(2) 54 (1)

(1) (36) (3)

1 47 0

(4) 113 0

(8) 0 1

1 (76) 1

Sales Differences and Indicated Overall Adjustment

(2) 384 0
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Paired Sale Adjustment Discussion 

Sale 1 to 2 
Sales 1 and 2 are considered very similar. An upward adjustment is applied to Sale 1 to reflect the 
smaller size of Sale 2. Smaller properties tend to sell for higher prices per square foot. The 
adjustment is offset by Sale 1’s extended garage. All other factors were considered similar.  Sale 2 is 
within the sphere of influence and the cell tower could be seen from its location. 

Sale 3 to 4 
Sale 4 sold 8 months after Sale 3. Improving residential market conditions support an upward 
adjustment for Sale 3. The adjustment is offset by a downward adjustment applied to Sale 3 for the 
extended 3 car garage. Both sales have premium locations in a cul-de-sac or backing onto a 
greenbelt. All other factors were considered similar. Sale 4 is within the sphere of influence and the 
cell tower could be seen from its location. 

Sale 5 to 6 
Sale 6 is a cash sale warranting a downward adjustment for Sale 5. Sale 5 was updated in 2016 
requiring an additional downward adjustment, which is offset by Sale 6’s above average lot size and 
3 car garage. Sale 5 was confirmed to have been priced $10,000 below appraised value for a quick 
sale. Overall a net upward adjustment is applied to Sale 5. All other factors were considered similar. 
Sale 6 is within the sphere of influence and the cell tower could be seen from its location.  

Sale 7 to 8 
Sales 7 and 8 are considered highly similar. Sale 8 backs onto an arterial road and a downward 
adjustment is applied to Sale 7. All other factors were considered similar.  Sale 8 is within the sphere 
of influence and the cell tower could be seen from its location. 

Sale 9 to 10 
Sale 9 is located adjacent to open space which is a superior amenity, while Sale 10 is adjacent to 
retail uses which is an inferior locational amenity. A downward adjustment is applied to Sale 9. No 
other adjustments were necessary for these two paired sales. Sale 10 is within the sphere of influence 
and the cell tower could be seen from its location. 

Sale 11 to 12 
Sales 11 and 12 are considered very similar. Sale 12 has a superior 3 car garage, but is located on a 
busy spine road within the neighborhood. The bathrooms of Sale 11 were updated in 2017. A small 
downward adjustment is applied to Sale 11. All other factors are considered similar. Sale 12 is within 
the sphere of influence and the cell tower could be seen from its location. 

Sale 13 to 14 
Sales 13 and 14 are highly similar properties with similar sale conditions. No adjustments are 
warranted as all of the considered factors are similar. Sale 14 is within the sphere of influence and the 
cell tower could be seen from its location. 

Sale 15 to 16 
Sales 15 and 16 are also highly similar properties with similar sale conditions. No adjustments are 
warranted. Sale 16 is within the sphere of influence and the cell tower could be seen from its 
location. 
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Conclusion  
There is no consistent pattern of impact on the home sales values located within the cell tower 
sphere of influence (0.25-mile radius). Three pairings indicated a higher value for the sales within this 
area while four pairings indicated a lower value. The remaining pairing displayed no difference in 
pricing. This was concluded after adjusting for the primary differences between the paired sales, 
which had been chosen due to age and size as this sub-area is made up of similarly aged structures 
with various degrees of upgrades. 
 

Realtor Two

1 yes - but rarely

Realtor Questionnaire Conclusions - Sub-Area D
Realtor One Realtor Three

Do home buyers ask about cell service or check their phones for service sign no no  
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Sub-Area E Description 
SUB-AREA E MAP 

 

Sub-Area Location and Boundaries 
Sub-area E is located in northern metropolitan Phoenix within the city of Phoenix. This area is a path 
of growth location with above average income demographics. The cell tower site identified for this 
area is located within an empty lot on the north side of Rough Rider Road. Single family homes 
surround the site to the south and east.  
 
Access to the neighborhood is provided by Loop 101 which forms the south boundary and provides 
access to southeast and west valleys of Metro Phoenix and all of the major freeway systems. Retail 
uses are concentrated along arterial roadways with neighborhood and regional shopping centers 
located at the intersection of arterial roadways. The primary retail node is Desert Ridge Marketplace, 
which is located at the northeast corner of Loop 101 and Tatum Boulevard.  The neighborhood is 
predominately single-family uses built after 2000, especially in the northern portions of the 
neighborhood. The single-family uses are primarily low density and cater to higher income 
households. 
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Annual growth rates in the immediate area are projected at 2.7% within the path of growth area.  The 
median age for a one-mile radius is 37.4 years and the average home value in a one-mile radius is 
$508,950. 

Demographics 
The following table depicts the area demographics for this Market Study within a one-, two-, and 
three-mile radius from the identified cell tower site. 

 
Sub-Area E Demographics
Radius 1 mile 2 miles 3 miles
Population Summary

2000 Population 307 11,183 35,361
2010 Population 3,577 18,981 46,322
2017 Population 5,824 23,845 53,372
2022 Population Estimate 6,643 26,832 58,439
Annual % Change (2017 - 2022) 2.7% 2.4% 1.8%

Housing Unit Summary
2000 Housing Units 233 4,468 14,074

% Owner Occupied 79.4% 85.6% 83.7%
% Renter Occupied 5.2% 11.3% 12.5%

2010 Housing Units 1,581 8,161 20,897
% Owner Occupied 73.6% 72.1% 66.7%
% Renter Occupied 10.9% 18.8% 23.4%

2017 Housing Units 2,084 9,391 22,839
% Owner Occupied 76.5% 72.1% 65.5%
% Renter Occupied 16.6% 22.7% 27.4%

2022 Housing Units 2,251 10,265 24,405
% Owner Occupied 79.7% 73.6% 66.6%
% Renter Occupied 17.6% 23.2% 28.1%

Annual % Change (2017 - 2022) 1.6% 1.8% 1.3%

Income Summary
2017 Median Household Income $108,625 $89,687 $76,821
2022 Median Household Income Estimate $116,973 $100,817 $84,210
Annual % Change 1.5% 2.4% 1.9%

2017 Per Capita Income $41,973 $42,503 $39,392
2022 Per Capita Income Estimate $47,934 $48,398 $44,546
Annual % Change 2.7% 2.6% 2.5%

Source:  Site-to-Do-Business (STDB Online)  
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Sub-Area E Tower Description 
This wireless telecommunication site has a 63-foot tall cell tower located within an open space area 
along Rough Rider Road, east of Black Mountain. The tower is highly visible from the immediate 
adjacent streets. 
 

 
 

This is a view of the tower looking north from Rough Rider Road. 
 

 

This is a view of the tower looking east along Rough Rider Road. 
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Sample Photos of Typical Sub-Area E Homes 
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Sub-Area E Analysis 
The following map illustrates three rings centered on the cell tower site for this sub-area.  The most 
inner ring represents the sphere of influence or an area within 0.25 miles of cell tower.  The area 
between the most inner ring and the 2nd ring represents a buffer area where no sales were analyzed.  
The area between the 2nd ring and outer ring is the area not influenced by the cell tower defined as 
an area between 0.50 miles and 1.0 mile from cell tower site. 
 

 
 

Zone Area Distance from cell tower in miles 
1 Within the cell tower’s sphere of influence 0 to 0.25 
2 Separation or buffer zone 0.25 to 0.50 
3 Outside of the cell tower’s sphere of influence 0.50 to 1.00 

 
The immediately surrounding area is characterized by medium to large sized urban residential homes 
primarily built from 2004 to 2009.  Sale prices of single-family homes within the tower’s sphere of 
influence (within 0.25 mile radius of tower) were compared to the sale prices of single-family homes 
outside the tower’s sphere of influence (within 0.50 miles and 1.0 mile radius of tower) in order to 
determine if there is any effect on market value due to the cell tower location.  These two areas are 
buffered by a 0.25 mile radius (between the sphere and outside the sphere of influence). 
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MAP OF PAIRED SALE LOCATIONS 
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Address
Distance From 

Tower
View of 
Tower

Home 
Size/SF

Lot 
Size/Ac Year Built Sale Date Sales Price

Price 
PSF Adjusted Price PSF

Percent 
Difference

1 3935 E Parkside Ln 0.5 -1.0 miles No 4,465 0.221 2004 3/27/18 $775,999 $173.80 $173.80

2 22406 N 36th Way 0.15 mile Yes 4,407 0.294 2006 4/12/18 $767,500 $174.15 $174.15 0.2%

3 21215 N 38th Pl 0.5 -1.0 miles No 4,055 0.152 2008 9/29/17 $635,000 $156.60 $180.09

4 3613 E Robin Ln 0.05 mile No 4,012 0.282 2006 9/7/17 $743,500 $185.32 $185.32 2.9%

5 3675 E Louise Dr 0.5 -1.0 miles No 3,638 0.240 2006 3/31/17 $690,000 $189.66 $180.18

6 22320 N 36th Way 0.20 mile Yes 3,841 0.212 2006 6/30/17 $715,000 $186.15 $186.15 3.3%

7 3837 E Patrick Ln 0.5 -1.0 miles No 3,511 0.168 2006 10/25/17 $620,000 $176.59 $194.25

8 3712 E Robin Ln 0.20 mile Yes 3,413 0.149 2007 10/18/17 $549,900 $161.12 $161.12 -17.1%

9 3667 E Louise Dr 0.5 -1.0 miles No 2,841 0.183 2008 12/8/17 $604,000 $212.60 $233.86

10 3530 E Robin Ln 0.10 mile Yes 2,856 0.266 2006 9/28/17 $616,500 $215.86 $215.86 -7.7%

11 3926 E Rockingham Rd 0.5 -1.0 miles No 2,558 0.152 2009 3/15/17 $514,000 $200.94 $200.94

12 3538 E Robin Ln 0.10 mile Yes 2,790 0.175 2006 1/20/17 $555,000 $198.92 $198.92 -1.0%

13 3918 E Rockingham Rd 0.5 -1.0 miles No 2,558 0.165 2009 12/29/17 $537,500 $210.13 $220.63
14 3525 E Robin Ln 0.10 mile Yes 2,417 0.167 2007 2/12/18 $545,000 $225.49 $225.49 2.2%

MIN -17.1%
MAX 13.9%
MEDIAN 1.2%
MEAN -0.4%

Address
Months between 

Date of Sale Financing SF Diff DOM
Age Diff 

/yrs Updated Garage
Price 
PSF Other Differences

Overall 
Adjustment

1 3935 E Parkside Ln Conv 94 No 3 spaces $173.80 0.00%
2 22406 N 36th Way Conv 13 No 3 spaces $174.15
3 21215 N 38th Pl Conv 170 No 3 spaces $156.60 small lot 15.00%
4 3613 E Robin Ln Conv 20 Yes '10 3 spaces $185.32 Attached casita
5 3675 E Louise Dr Conv 29 Yes '13 3 spaces $189.66 -5.00%
6 22320 N 36th Way Conv 113 No 2 spaces $186.15
7 3837 E Patrick Ln Conv 158 No 3 spaces $176.59 10.00%
8 3712 E Robin Ln Conv 99 No 3 spaces $161.12 casita, backs open space
9 3667 E Louise Dr Conv 159 No 2 spaces $212.60 10.00%
10 3530 E Robin Ln Conv 56 No 2 spaces $215.86 adj. to greenbelt, casita
11 3926 E Rockingham Rd Conv 39 Yes '16 2 spaces $200.94 0.00%
12 3538 E Robin Ln Conv 93 Yes '16 2 spaces $198.92
13 3918 E Rockingham Rd Cash 85 Yes 2 spaces $210.13 Kitchen update '15 5.00%
14 3525 E Robin Ln Cash 122 No 2 spaces $225.49 cul-de-sac, backs open space

Paired Data Analysis - Sub-Area E

Sales Differences and Indicated Overall Adjustment

(1) 58 (2)

1 43 2

(3) (203) 0

0 98 (1)

2 (15) 2

2 (232) 3

(2) 141 2
 

Paired Sale Adjustment Discussion 

Sale 1 to 2 
Sales 1 and 2 are considered very similar. All factors were considered similar including sale date, 
financing, size, year built, site size, location and amenities. No adjustments are warranted.  Sale 2 is 
within the sphere of influence and the cell tower could be seen from its location. 

Sale 3 to 4 
Sale 3 had a much smaller lot than Sale 4. Additionally, Sale 4 had been updated in 2010 and had an 
attached casita/guest house. Upward adjustments are applied to Sale 3. All other factors were 
considered similar. Sale 4 is within the sphere of influence but the cell tower could not be seen from 
its location due to surrounding homes blocking the view.  

Sale 5 to 6 
Sale 5 had been updated in 2013 and had a 3 car garage. The condition and extra amenity warrant a 
small downward adjustment for Sale 5. All other factors were considered similar. Sale 6 is within the 
sphere of influence and the cell tower could be seen from its location.  

Sale 7 to 8 
Sale 8 backs onto open space and has attached guest quarters/casita requiring an upward 
adjustment for Sale 7. All other factors were considered similar.  Sale 8 is within the sphere of 
influence and the cell tower could be seen from its location. 
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Sale 9 to 10 
Sale 10 also is located adjacent to the common area greenbelt and has attached guest 
quarters/casita requiring an upward adjustment to Sale 9. No other adjustments were necessary for 
these two paired sales. Sale 10 is within the sphere of influence and the cell tower could be seen 
from its location. 

Sale 11 to 12 
Sales 11 and 12 are considered very similar. Both sales updated their flooring in 2016. No 
adjustments are necessary for these paired sales. Sale 12 is within the sphere of influence and the cell 
tower could be seen from its location. 

Sale 13 to 14 
Sales 13 and 14 are highly similar properties with similar sale conditions. The kitchen of Sale 13 was 
updated in 2015. Sale 14 has a superior location which is adjacent to open space, within a cul-de-sac. 
A small net upward adjustment is applied to Sale 13. Sale 14 is within the sphere of influence and the 
cell tower could be seen from its location. 

Conclusion  
There is no consistent pattern of impact on the home sales values located within the cell tower 
sphere of influence (0.25-mile radius). Three pairings indicated a higher value for the sales within this 
area while three pairings indicated a lower value. The remaining pairing displayed no difference in 
pricing. This was concluded after adjusting for the primary differences between the paired sales, 
which had been chosen due to age and size as this sub-area is made up of similarly aged structures 
with various degrees of upgrades. 
 

Realtor Two

1 no

Realtor Questionnaire Conclusions - Sub-Area E
Realtor One Realtor Three

Do home buyers ask about cell service or check their phones for service signal? no no
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Market Study Conclusions 
Summary Table of Conclusions 
 

Median Mean Conclusion for Sales
Sub-Areas Change* Change* within 0.25 mile radius

A -2.46% to 4.45% 0.78% 1.23% No measurable difference
B -5.27% to 3.62% 1.10% 1.75% No measurable difference
C -13.98% to 12.90% 0.48% 1.05% No measurable difference
D -8.64% to 13.97% -0.49% 0.65% No measurable difference
E -17.05% to 13.87% 1.20% -0.41% No measurable difference

** No measurable difference has been defined as a less than 1% difference. Nominal differences have been defined as 
1-3% differences.  Measurable differences have been defined as 3-5% differences. Positive outcomes are considered to 
have no measurable difference.

Range*

* The conclusions range, median, and mean represent value differences for sale locations within the sphere of 
influence (inside 0.25 miles) as compared to sale locations in the 0.50 to 1.0 mile radius or outside the sphere of 
influence.

Market Statistics
MARKET STUDY CONCLUSIONS

 
 

OVERALL PHOENIX MARKET CONCLUSION
 

There is primarily no measurable difference in the values of those homes located within the cell tower 
sphere of influence (within 0.25 miles of a cell tower site) and those in the 0.50- to 1.0-mile radius with 
one sub-area indicating a 1% nominal decrease. Out of 37 paired sales in five sub-areas, 20 pairings 
indicated higher values for those sales within the 0.25 mile sphere of influence, while 17 pairings indicated 
lower values.  
 
The data indicates that there is no impact on the value for properties within the 0.25-mile sphere of 
influence. 
 

Sub-Area A Sub-Area B Sub-Area C Sub-Area D Sub-Area E
1 Do home buyers ask about cell service or check their phones for service signal? 2 of 3 yes all no all no 2 of 3 no all no

Each sub-area interviewed 3 realtors as to the question and the conclusion reflects the answers from these realtors

Realtor Questionnaire Conclusions 
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General Assumptions and Limiting Conditions 
This market study is subject to the following assumptions and limiting conditions: 
 
1. The legal description – if furnished to us – is assumed to be correct. 
 
2. No responsibility is assumed for legal matters, questions of survey or title, soil or subsoil 

conditions, engineering, availability or capacity of utilities, or other similar technical matters. 
The market study does not constitute a survey of any property. All existing liens and 
encumbrances have been disregarded and the property is assumed free and clear, under 
responsible ownership and competent management unless otherwise noted. 

 
3. Unless otherwise noted, the market study will assume the property as though free of 

contamination. Valbridge Property Advisors will conduct no hazardous materials or 
contamination inspection of any kind. It is recommended that the client hire an expert if the 
presence of hazardous materials or contamination poses any concern. 

 
4. The stamps and/or consideration placed on deeds used to indicate sales are in correct 

relationship to the actual dollar amount of the transaction. 
 
5. Unless otherwise noted, it is assumed there are no encroachments, zoning violations or 

restrictions existing in the properties involved. 
 
6. The analyst is not required to give testimony or attendance in court by reason of this market 

study, unless previous arrangements have been made. 
 
7. Unless expressly specified in the engagement letter, the fee for this market study does not 

include the attendance or giving of testimony by preparer at any court, regulatory, or other 
proceedings, or any conferences or other work in preparation for such proceeding. If any 
partner or employee of Valbridge Property Advisors is asked or required to appear and/or 
testify at any deposition, trial, or other proceeding about the preparation, conclusions or any 
other aspect of this assignment, client shall compensate such partner or employee for the 
time spent by the partner or employee in appearing and/or testifying and in preparing to 
testify according to the employee’s/partner’s  then current hourly rate plus reimbursement of 
expenses.  

 
8. The data in the report for land and/or improvements,  are constituent parts of the 

conclusions reported and neither is (or are) to be used in making a summation report of a 
combination of conclusions created by another prepared market study.  Either is invalidated 
if so used. 

 
9. The effective dates of conclusions to which the opinions expressed in this report apply are 

set forth in this report. We assume no responsibility for economic or physical factors 
occurring at some point at a later date, which may affect the opinions stated herein. The 
forecasts, projections, or operating estimates contained herein are based on current market 
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conditions and anticipated short-term supply and demand factors and are subject to change 
with future conditions.  
 

10. The sketches, maps, plats and exhibits in this report are included to assist the reader in 
visualizing the property. The analyst has made no survey of the property and assumed no 
responsibility in connection with such matters. 

 
11. The information, estimates and opinions, which were obtained from sources outside of this 

office, are considered reliable. However, no liability for them can be assumed by the analyst. 
 
12. Third party possession of this report, or a copy thereof, does not carry with it the right of 

publication. Neither all, nor any part of the content of the report, or copy thereof (including 
any conclusions, the identity of the preparer’s, professional designations, reference to any 
professional organization or the firm with which the preparer’s are connected), shall be 
disseminated to the public through advertising, public relations, news, sales, or other media 
without prior written consent and approval.  

 
13. No claim is intended to be expressed for matters of expertise that would require specialized 

investigation or knowledge beyond that ordinarily employed by real estate consultants. We 
claim no expertise in areas such as, but not limited to, legal, survey, structural, environmental, 
pest control, mechanical, etc.  

 
14. This market study has been prepared for purpose of evaluating the market effect of a cell 

tower site, and it is not an appraisal or valuation of a specific property.  This market study 
should not be used or relied on by any party in decision-making, consideration or 
investigation with regard to a specific property or transaction, such as a purchase, sale or 
loan. 
 

15. This market study shall be used only for the function outlined herein, unless expressly 
authorized by Valbridge Property Advisors. 

 
16. Unless otherwise noted in the body of this report, this market study assumes that the 

properties within do not fall within the areas where mandatory flood insurance is effective. 
Unless otherwise noted, we have not completed nor have we contracted to have completed 
an investigation to identify and/or quantify the presence of non-tidal wetland conditions on 
the properties used herein. Because the analyst is not a surveyor, he or she makes no 
guarantees, express or implied, regarding this determination.  
 

17. The flood maps are not site specific. We are not qualified to confirm the location of the 
properties used herein in relation to flood hazard areas based on the FEMA Flood Insurance 
Rate Maps or other surveying techniques. It is recommended that the client obtain a 
confirmation of the subject property’s flood zone classification from a licensed surveyor. 
 

18. It is assumed that there are no hidden or unapparent conditions of the properties subsoil or 
structures, which would render them more or less valuable. No responsibility is assumed for 
such conditions or for engineering which may be required to discover them.  

 

Page 136 of 295



 PHOENIX, ARIZONA MARKET STUDY  
GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS & LIMITING CONDITIONS 

 
 

© 2018 VALBRIDGE PROPERTY ADVISORS | Phoenix   Page 57 

19. Our inspection included an observation of the land and improvements in which the various 
telecommunication towers were located as well as the properties used in the analysis.  It was 
not possible to observe conditions beneath the soil or hidden structural components within 
the improvements. We inspected the tower sites and buildings from the exterior streets or 
adjacent sites.  Thus, only 3rd party reported damage (if any) by termites, dry rot, wet rot, or 
other infestations was given as a matter of information, and no guarantee of the amount or 
degree of damage (if any) is implied. Condition of heating, cooling, ventilation, electrical and 
plumbing equipment was considered to be operational unless reported otherwise.  Should 
the client have concerns in these areas, it is the client’s responsibility to order the appropriate 
inspections. The appraiser does not have the skill or expertise to make such inspections and 
assumes no responsibility for these items. 

 
20. This market study does not guarantee compliance with building code and life safety code 

requirements of the local jurisdiction. It is assumed that all required licenses, consents, 
certificates of occupancy or other legislative or administrative authority from any local, state 
or national governmental or private entity or organization have been or can be obtained or 
renewed for any use on which the conclusions contained in this report are based unless 
specifically stated to the contrary. 

 
21. We have relied upon building sizes provided by the local MLS systems and/or county 

assessor offices.  We follow typical industry methods for analyzing this data; however, we 
recognize that some factors may limit our ability to obtain accurate sizes and conditions 
including, but not limited to, property access on the day of inspection, basements, 
fenced/gated areas, grade elevations, greenery/shrubbery, uneven surfaces, multiple story 
structures, obtuse or acute wall angles, immobile obstructions, etc. Professional building area 
measurements of the quality, level of detail, or accuracy of professional measurement 
services are beyond the scope of this appraisal assignment. 
 

22. We have attempted to reconcile sources of data discovered or provided, including multiple 
listing sale data. Ultimately, the measurements that are deemed by us to be the most 
accurate and/or reliable are used within this report.  We reserve the right to use an 
alternative source of building size and amend the analysis, narrative and conclusions (at 
additional cost) should this alternative measurement source reflect or reveal substantial 
differences with the measurements used within the report. 
 

23. In the absence of being provided with a detailed sale surveys, we have used assessment 
department data (typically used on MLS records) to ascertain the physical acreage of the 
properties analyzed. Should a survey prove this information to be inaccurate, we reserve the 
right to amend this market study (at additional cost) if substantial differences are discovered.  

 
24. Unless otherwise stated in this report, the conclusions are predicated on the assumption that 

the properties are free of contamination, environmental impairment or hazardous materials. 
Unless otherwise stated, the existence of hazardous material was not observed by the analyst 
and the analyst has no knowledge of the existence of such materials on or in the properties 
utilized herein. The analyst, however, is not qualified to detect such substances. The presence 
of substances such as asbestos, urea-formaldehyde foam insulation, or other potentially 
hazardous materials may affect the value of the properties used herein. No responsibility is 
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assumed for any such conditions, or for any expertise or engineering knowledge required for 
discovery. The client is urged to retain an expert in this field, if desired. 

 
25. The Americans with Disabilities Act (“ADA”) became effective January 26, 1992. We have not 

made a specific compliance survey of the properties to determine if they are in conformity 
with the various requirements of the ADA. It is possible that a compliance survey of the 
properties, together with an analysis of the requirements of the ADA, could reveal that the 
properties are not in compliance with one or more of the requirements of the Act. If so, this 
could have a negative effect on the conclusions.  Since we have no direct evidence relating to 
this issue, we did not consider possible noncompliance with the requirements of ADA in 
developing our conclusions. 

 
26. This market study applies to the land and building improvements only for each comparable 

used. The value of trade fixtures, furnishings, and other equipment, or subsurface rights 
(minerals, gas, and oil) were not considered in this market study unless specifically stated to 
the contrary.  

 
27. No changes in any federal, state or local laws, regulations or codes (including, without 

limitation, the Internal Revenue Code) are anticipated, unless specifically stated to the 
contrary.  
 

28. Data contained in the report is jointly owned by the client and the appraiser. File data 
gathered in the course of this assignment (except data furnished by the Client) shall remain 
the property of the appraiser. The appraiser will not violate the confidential nature of the 
consultant-client relationship by improperly disclosing any confidential information furnished 
to the consultant. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the consultant is authorized by the client 
to disclose all or any portion of the market study and related market study data to 
appropriate representatives of the Appraisal Institute if such disclosure is required to enable 
the consultant to comply with the Bylaws and Regulations of such Institute now or hereafter 
in effect. 

 
29. In the event that any party other than the named client of Valbridge Property Advisors for 

this report, makes a claim for damages against Valbridge Property Advisors or any of its 
employees, members, officers, directors, parents or affiliates in connection with or in any way 
relating to this assignment, the maximum damages recoverable by such claimant shall be the 
amount received by Valbridge Property Advisors as payment for this assignment. 
 

30. Valbridge Property Advisors shall have no obligation, liability, or accountability to any third 
party. Any party who is not the “client” or intended user identified on the face of the report 
or in the engagement letter is not entitled to rely upon the contents of the report without 
the express written consent of Valbridge Property Advisors. “Client” shall not include 
partners, affiliates, or relatives of the party named in the engagement letter. Client shall hold 
Valbridge Property Advisors and its employees harmless in the event of any lawsuit brought 
by any third party, lender, partner, or part-owner in any form of ownership or any other party 
as a result of this assignment. The client also agrees that in case of lawsuit arising from or in 
any way involving these consulting services, client will hold Valbridge Property Advisors 

Page 138 of 295



 PHOENIX, ARIZONA MARKET STUDY  
GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS & LIMITING CONDITIONS 

 
 

© 2018 VALBRIDGE PROPERTY ADVISORS | Phoenix   Page 59 

harmless from and against any liability, loss, cost, or expense incurred or suffered by 
Valbridge Property Advisors in such action, regardless of its outcome. 

 
31. The Valbridge Property Advisors office responsible for the preparation of this report is 

independently owned and operated.  Neither Valbridge Property Advisors, Inc., nor any of its 
affiliates has been engaged to provide this report.  Valbridge Property Advisors, Inc. does not 
provide valuation services, and has taken no part in the preparation of this report. 
 

32. If any claim is filed against any of Valbridge Property Advisors, Inc., a Florida Corporation, its 
affiliates, officers or employees, or the firm providing this report, in connection with, or in any 
way arising out of, or relating to, this report, or the engagement of the firm providing this 
report, then (1) under no circumstances shall such claimant be entitled to consequential, 
special or other damages, except only for direct compensatory damages, and (2) the 
maximum amount of such compensatory damages recoverable by such claimant shall be the 
amount actually received by the firm engaged to provide this report. 
 

33. This report and any associated work files may be subject to evaluation by Valbridge Property 
Advisors, Inc., or its affiliates, for quality control purposes. 
 

34. The Valbridge Property Advisors offices responsible for the preparation of the reports are 
independently owned and operated.  Valbridge Property Advisors has been engaged to 
provide the reports through the independently owned and operated franchises. 
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Certification 
I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief: 
 

1. The statements of fact contained in this report are true. 
 

2. The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported 
assumptions and limiting conditions and are my personal, impartial, and unbiased 
professional analyses, opinions, and conclusions. 

 
3. I have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report and 

no personal interest with respect to the parties involved. 
 

4. I have no bias with respect to the properties analyzed in this report or to the parties involved 
with this assignment. 

 
5. My engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting 

predetermined results. 
 

6. My engagement in this assignment and my compensation are not contingent upon the 
reporting of a predetermined conclusion or direction in conclusions that favors the cause of 
the client, the amount of the value opinion, the attainment of a stipulated result, approval of 
a loan, or the occurrence of a subsequent event.  

 
7. My analyses, opinions and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared, in 

conformity with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice of the Appraisal 
Institute in regards to Definitions, Ethics, and Competency.  

 
8. Carolyn Van Hazel personally inspected the sub-market areas.  

 
9. Except as provided hereafter, no one provided significant real property assistance in the 

preparation of the report.  
 

10. The reported analyses, opinions and conclusions were developed, and this report has been 
prepared, in conformity with the requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics and 
Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice. 
 

11. The undersigned hereby acknowledge that they have the appropriate education and 
experience to complete the assignment in a competent manner. The reader is referred to the 
consultant’s’ Statement of Qualifications. 

 
12. The use of this report is subject to the requirements of the Appraisal Institute relating to 

review by its duly authorized representatives. 
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13. As of the date of this report, I, Carolyn Van Hazel, MAI, has completed the continuing 

education program of the Appraisal Institute. 
 

14. The conclusions in the report are not based in whole or in part upon the race, color, or 
national origin of the prospective owners or occupants of the property sub-markets. 
 

15. All conclusions and opinions concerning the real estate that are set forth in the report were 
prepared by the Consultants whose signature(s) appears on the report, unless indicated as 
“Reviewer”. 
 

16. No change of any item in the report shall be made by anyone other than the Consultant(s), 
and the Consultant(s) shall have no responsibility for any such unauthorized change. 
 

17. Carolyn Van Hazel has provided no previous services, as an appraiser or in any other 
capacity, regarding the subject properties analyzed within the three years prior to this 
assignment. 

 

 
Carolyn Van Hazel, MAI 
Certified General Real Estate Appraiser 
State of Arizona, Certificate No. 31591 
Expires December 31, 2019 
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Addenda 
MLS Sheets for Sales used in Paired Sales Analysis 
 Sub-Area A 
 Sub-Area B 
 Sub-Area C 
 Sub-Area D 
 Sub-Area E 
Qualifications 

 Carolyn Van Hazel, MAI- Managing Director 
Information on Valbridge Property Advisors 
Office Locations 
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MLS Sheets for Paired Sale Analysis – Sub-Area A 
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