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WRAT tower testimony to continue at June
10 planning board meeting
John Madden, the project’s planner, is expected to testify
By Haley Behre

LAKE COMO — Greater Media’s WRAT tower testimony is coming to a close as the company only has one expert
witness that still has to be heard.

Greater Media is the parent company of WRAT radio and is the applicant before the planning board seeking to
build a new, 533-foot tower to replace the current, approximately 300-foot tower at the the same location,
1731 Main St.

This improvement needs to be made in order to keep the company competitive and increase its reach and
reliability of disseminating information, said Milford Smith, vice president of engineering for Greater Media,
when the application was last heard in January.

Over the course of the past several months, board members have heard testimony about the need for the
increased tower height and what that increased height means for radio reception, the construction process, the
cellular components, why there are limited places the tower could move and the history of the site. The
applicant has also provided pictures of similar cellular towers for comparison.

The only testimony still unheard is the planning testimony, which ties all the previous testimony together, and
that is expected to be heard at the June 10 planning board meeting.

John Madden, the project’s planner, began providing planning and zoning testimony in
support of the variances needed for the application at the last meeting, but that
testimony was cut short because it remained unclear what variances the applicant
was asking for.

Mr. Madden testified at the last meeting that between 1997 and 2009, the WRAT
tower proposal went before the board several times. At those board meetings,
resolutions were produced indicating that the board decided the tower was a
beneficial use or permitted use.

Then, in 2009, there was a resolution stating that it was not a permitted use, but was
inherently beneficial, he said, noting this was inconsistent with previous determinations.

Greater Media was also able to find a letter from Birdsall Services Group, the borough’s engineering firm, from
1968 indicating that there was some sort of self-supporting tower at 1717 F St. during that time, said Robert
Shea, the applicant’s attorney, noting the document reflects the fact the former tower was located on a lot
that was at or near where the present tower is located. Main Street was formerly F Street.

Mr. Shea and Mr. Madden then went over correspondence between Greater Media and the borough, in which
zoning officer Mark Fessler sent several letters in 2012 to Greater Media, detailing his findings and proposed
changes to the application.

According to Mr. Shea, in Mr. Fessler’s letter dated June 2012, he changed his opinion from the whole site being
a permitted use to the building being a permitted use but the radio tower not being a permitted use, but an
inherently beneficial one, which reflected the 2009 resolution. Mr. Fessler also told the applicant in the letter
that he was unsure whether the tower is considered a principal structure or accessory one, he said. Mr. Fessler
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said in the letter that the determination should be made by the board, Mr. Shea said.

Mr. Shea said the applicant never received the June 2012 letter until three weeks ago.

Mayor Mike Ryan, who sits on the planning board but recused himself from this application, said he is not sure
what happened with the letter, and he was not sure what letter the applicant was referencing. He added that
the best person to speak to would be Viveca Graham, planning board secretary.

Ms. Graham said she does not know what happened to the letter, but she wishes she knew.

Determining whether the WRAT tower is an accessory or secondary principal structure is necessary because it
would determine what sort of height variance is needed. If it is deemed an accessory structure, the applicant
would need a bulk variance, and if it is a secondary principal structure, a use variance would be needed.

The height limit for an accessory structure exceeding 100 feet in area is 16 feet and for a principal structure it
is 35 feet, Mr. Shea said.

In Mr. Madden’s opinion, the radio tower is an accessory use and accessory structure because it is “not used as
a business in and of itself.”

“If you took away the radio station, this use would have no meaning in terms of a radio station,” he said.

Either way, the applicant will be going before the board seeking a height variance, it just has not been
determined whether it will be a bulk or a use variance.

No determination has been made, yet.

When a determination is made, the applicant will make its case as to why the variance should be granted.

The testimony is expected to continue at their June 10 meeting. The meeting begins at 7 p.m. in borough hall,
1740 Main St.
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