




















































































October 7, 2016 

 

 

Dear Members of Knoxville Knox County Metropolitan Planning Commission, 

 

I am writing in response to Item 53. Verizon Wireless on the agenda this Thursday, October 13, 2016. The location 

of the proposed cell tower should not be permitted for several reasons, some of which are included in the Use on 

Review Report under Conformity of the Proposal to Adopted Plans. The main reason is more common sense.  

 

First, the applicant states “there are no existing structures in the area that can be used for antennae placement to 

obtain the required coverage.” The new tower is not needed for coverage in the area, because there is already 

coverage. The tower would be for increased capacity. What structures were considered for antennae placement? 

It does mention other towers to the southeast and northeast, but there is no mention of exploring existing 

buildings such as Warner Tabernacle. A better site for the placement of a new cell tower would be at the end of 

Kirkwood Drive. The area is heavily treed and at a higher elevation, so a less tall tower would be required. Also, 

there are no residences or businesses adjacent. With all of the tall trees surrounding it, the new tower would be 

practically hidden from sight.  

 

Why would MPC even consider ruining the Burlington area by placing a new cell tower in the middle of the sight

line, when there is a much more unobtrusive option available? Especially given the fact that a parking variance will 

be required by the Board of Zoning Appeals, because the proposed property already does not conform to parking 

requirements. Why has Verizon Wireless not made an effort to explore more conducive sites? The MPC Report 

states Verizon has, but there is absolutely no documentation to verify that fact. At the most recent Town Hall East 

meeting, the Verizon Wireless representative was unable to name a single other location that was considered. A 

Town Hall East representative took the gentleman from Verizon to some other sites on September 12, 2016. 

 

The proposed site does meet the requirements of a fall zone in regards to residential structures. What about the 

highly patronized businesses which will be well within the fall zone? Hardee’s Restaurant, a day care and flea 

market are within said fall zone. Does MPC only have to be concerned with the possibility of injury for citizens 

when they are at a residence? It would seem MPC would need to also consider the safety of citizens when visiting 

neighboring businesses. 

 

The new cell tower location does not incorporate into the East City Sector Plan or the Magnolia Avenue Corridor 

Plan. The MPC Report states the location of the tower “would jeopardize future redevelopment opportunities of 

this block.” It will jeopardize far more than that block, most likely the entire Burlington neighborhood. Burlington is 

in the process of obtaining historical status. One of the residences on Speedway Circle is on the Fragile Fifteen. 

Why would MPC want to stunt the redevelopment of Burlington, and East Knoxville, by approving a cell tower in 

the middle of the area? If the City and County are truly interested in East Knoxville, why would MPC approve such 

an eyesore?  

 

It is my hope that the MPC will see fit to do right by East Knoxville and its residents by not approving an obtrusive, 

unattractive cell tower in the middle of our neighborhood.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Desiree Folger 

6000 Holston Drive 

Knoxville, TN 37924 

   

 

 

 







October 7, 2016 
 
 
Metropolitan Planning Commission 
 
Dear Commissioners: 

The people of East Knoxville and Burlington, in particular, desire to make their neighborhood vibrant and 

attractive to new residents and small businesses.  An industrial-looking tower looming above one of the 

neighborhood’s main entryways would, as proposed, be surrounded by a utilitarian wooden fence topped 

with barbed wire.  This is more appropriate for a salvage yard than a family neighborhood. 

We, as citizens, along with Knoxville’s appointed and elected officials, must do our best to mitigate its 

harmful effects on this vital East Knoxville community. 

We ask you to do this by taking steps to soften the area around the tower so that its sterile, industrial 

quality takes on a more residential appearance. This can be done by constructing a brick wall around the 

tower’s base and then mimicking a garden or lawn appearance by an additional 20’ of vegetation around 

the outside of the wall.   

Specific design conditions are: 

1) An 8-foot-tall residentially designed brick wall with no other material (such as barbed wire) on 

top of, or outside of, this wall.   

2) The gate material may be cyclone with barbed wire and shall not face a public right-of-way. 

3) A 20-foot-deep perimeter landscaped bed outside of the brick wall which is irrigated and 

planted with two alternating rows of bushes or trees.  The inside row shall be evergreen plants 

that have a minimum height of 4 feet at time of planting, reach a minimum mature height of 25 

feet, and create an impenetrable screen.  The outside row shall be a minimum height of 3 feet at 

time of planting and produce flowers or berries to create a residential/small business character. 

4) Total signage shall not exceed 16 square feet and may not be illuminated. 

The brick wall around the tower’s base creates an immediate but incomplete screen until the perimeter 

vegetation matures.  The brick wall will continue to block any possible opening in the understory 

screening.  

I know you care about our neighbors, neighborhoods, and businesses.  The future of East Knoxville 

depends on how we address this and other future issues.   

 

During your deliberations please state whether you feel locating a telecommunication tower supports 

our neighborhood character and the reason behind your vote. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Sandra Korbelik, AICP 
5212 Daphne Drive 
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