
CITY OF DUNDEE 
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 

P.O. Box 220 
620 SW 5th Street 

Dundee, Oregon 97115 
 

MEETING WILL BE TELECONFERENCED 
 

Join Zoom Meeting https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81205656192 
  

Or listen by calling: 1-301-715-8592 
 

 Meeting ID: 812 0565 6192 
 

  

MEETING DATE: June 17, 2020 
Meeting Time: 7:00pm  

 
 
I. Call Meeting to Order.  
 
II. Introduction of New Planning Commissioner – James Kay 

 
III. Public Comment 

 
IV. Approval of Minutes 

- February 19, 2020 
 

V. Public Hearing(s) 
- CU/SDR 20-06, Acom Communications (for Verizon Wireless) 

 
VI. Issues from Planning Commissioners 

 
VII. Adjournment 
 
 
If you wish to testify at the meeting, please contact Melody Osborne, Administrative 
Assistant by email at Melody.Osborne@dundeecity.org with your “screen name” or 
phone number so that we are able to identify you. 

If testifying, PLEASE NOTE THE FOLLOWING: 

· Testimony will be limited to three minutes, followed by any questions of you that the 
Commissioners may have. 

· Comments must be directed toward the applicable decision criteria in the Dundee 
Development Code:  CUP -Section 17.404.030; SDR – Section 17.402.050; and 
Wireless Communication Facilities 17.203.170(C) 

· Microphones will be muted upon entering the hearing, unmuted for testimony, and 
then muted again until the end. 

 



QUASI-JUDICIAL LAND USE 
PUBLIC HEARING PROCEDURE 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER BY PRESIDING OFFICER  

Open the public hearing, announce the purpose, and discuss testimony procedures, including order 
of testimony, time limits, and requirements to fill out form to testify. 

2. CALL FOR ABSTENTIONS, BIAS, EX-PARTE CONTACT, CONFLICTS OF INTEREST AND OBJECTIONS 
TO JURISDICTION  

3. READ QUASI-JUDICIAL ANNOUNCEMENTS 

4. STAFF PRESENTS REPORT 
Council/Commission may ask questions for clarification. 

5.   APPLICANT PRESENTATION 

The Applicant will be given suitable time to present their proposal, generally 15 to 20 minutes.   

6. PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
A. Presiding officer announces time limits for public testimony (typically 3 minutes per person 

unless otherwise specified) 

B. Public testimony protocol 

1. Presiding officer invites persons testifying to come forward to speak into the microphone. 
2. Presiding officer informs persons testifying to state their names and address at beginning of 

testimony. 
3. Order of public testimony 

a. Proponent(s) 
b. Opponent(s) 
c. Undecided(s) 

C. Any exhibits which are presented to the Council/Commission will be retained for the record. 

7. APPLICANT REBUTTAL OF TESTIMONY PRESENTED 
8. CLOSING LEGAL ANNOUNCEMENTS 
9. FINAL COMMENTS FROM STAFF AND RECOMMENDATION  
10. CLOSE OF PUBLIC HEARING - COUNCIL/COMMISSION DELIBERATES, INCLUDING DISCUSSION OF 

CRITERIA WITH FINDINGS OF FACT 
11. ACTION 

Action by Planning Commission Action by City Council 
A. Order (if final) –or– Recommendation to 
Council 

A. Order or Ordinance 

B. VOTE – Voice vote is permitted. B. VOTE – Voice vote is permitted. 
C. MAJORITY OF A QUORUM – Vote of majority 
of quorum required for passage 

C. MAJORITY OF A QUORUM – Vote of 
majority of quorum required for passage 
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CITY OF DUNDEE 
 
Meeting: Planning Commission Meeting  
 
Location: City Council Meeting Chambers 
 620 S.W. 5th Street 
 Dundee, Oregon 97115 
 
Date: February 19, 2020 
 
Time: 7:00 p.m. 
 

 
I. Meeting called to order. 

 
Commissioner Hinoveanu called the meeting to order. Commissioners present, which consisted of 
quorum, were Maria Hinoveanu, David Hinson, Doug Pugsley, Eugene Gilden, and Ed Carlisle. City 
Administrator Rob Daykin, City Engineer Greg Reid, and Interim City Planner Jim Jacks were also present. 
Commissioner Howland was absent due to illness. 
 
Members of the audience included Suzanne Palanuk, Erin Briggs, Kim Riccitelli, Hayden Wooton, Linda 
Delong, Aaron Delong, Alec Schmidt, Randy Scott, Jeff and Lisa Peck, Christopher Harper, Linda and 
Richard Herbert, Geoff Hill, and Dan and Sandy Friedman. 
 

II. Election of Chair and Vice-Chairman for 2019  
 
Commissioner Howland was nominated to serve another term as Chairman. Motion was seconded. 
Motion carries to re-elect Commissioner Howland as Chairman. 
 
Commissioner Hinoveanu was nominated as Vice-Chairman. Motion was seconded. Motion carries 
unanimously to elect Commissioner Hinoveanu as Vice-Chairman. 
 

III.  Public Comment 
 
There was no public comment. 
 

VI. Approval of Minutes from Previous Meeting(s) 
 
Secretary Osborne noted that a typo on Commissioner Ormonde’s last name, on the final page of the 
minutes, had been corrected. It was moved and seconded to approve the September 18, 2019 minutes. 
Motion carries, unanimously. 
 

V. Public Hearing 
City of Dundee, S19-15/CA19-19/V19-17 – Olivia Beach Construction (Sitton Subdivision)  
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1.  Declarations of Ex-Parte, Bias, or Conflict of Interest 
 

Vice-Chairman Hinoveanu opened the hearing and read the statements into record. She then 
questioned the Commissioners about ex-parte, bias, or conflict of interest. There were no 
declarations. Vice-Chairman Hinoveanu then questioned if there were any objections to jurisdiction. 
There were none. 
 
Vice-Chairman Hinoveanu asked for the record if the Commissioners had driven by the property. The 
Commissioners responded affirmatively. 

 
2. Staff Report 

 
Interim Planner Jim Jacks introduced himself to the Commission. He then directed the Commission 
to reports and documents included in the packet and gave some direction on establishing a final 
order. Planner Jacks proceeded to narrate a summary of the staff report.  
 
Commissioner Gilden asked a question about minimum lot area and size of lot, stating that he 
calculated the area and square footage and felt that none of the lots met the minimum lot sizes. 
Planner Jacks stated that the question should be asked of the applicant as it was incumbent on the 
applicant to show proof of compliance with the requirements.  
 
Planner Jacks passed out an addendum staff report, explaining that he had overlooked a late 
submittal that had been requested by the previous planner and the engineer. The addendum staff 
report corrected some of the dimensions and findings that were on the submittal. After noting these 
corrections, he continued with the staff report and findings. 
 
There was a request to explain the difference between an adjustment and a variance. Planner Jacks 
explained that an adjustment was for a change in code of 20% or less; a variance was meant for 
anything over. 
 
Planner Jacks concluded by noting the points in the letter submitted by the Schmidt’s. 
 
Commissioner Pugsley asked if there was anything submitted or noted having to do with absolute 
elevation differences between properties. Planner Jacks noted that there was an elevation sheet 
included for the subject property, but not the elevations of the adjoining properties. He stated that 
if viewed in person it was visible that the subject property was higher. Commissioner Pugsley asked 
if there was anything in the development code that addressed differences in elevation or offered 
limitations. Planner Jacks responded there were none that he was unaware of any. 
 
Commissioner Hinson asked a process question about when and of whom questions could be asked. 
This was answered by CA Daykin and Planner Jacks. 
 
Commissioner Carlisle asked, regarding the fire turn around and the requirement of the developer 
to install “no parking signs”, whether this was the only enforcement action that the City had. City 
Engineer Reid responded that Chief Stock will call the police department for enforcement. 
 
Commissioner Gilden asked how the applicant would go about obtaining easements. Planner Jacks 
responded that the applicants would need to talk to the neighbor and explain the situation, he also 
stated that the Commission could ask the applicant about the circumstances of how they plan to 
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obtain the easement. There was clarification about whether the process was then only between the 
property owners and the City was not involved in obtaining that easement. 
 
Commissioner Gilden asked about HOAs and who collected and held them. Planner Jacks answered 
that the City could require one to be formed and have bylaws created, which would be approved by 
the City Attorney. He further stated that while the city could require one as a way to make things 
work, it is up to the owners to form it and keep it going. Engineer Reid also responded that the 
maintenance agreement would be on the plat, so that if the HOA did not perform repairs or 
maintenance as needed the city would be able to complete them and charge the homeowners for 
the work. Commissioner Hinson asked if this also included the sidewalk. Engineer Reid responded 
affirmatively. 
 
There were some additional clarification questions regarding the fire and utility access easement. 
Once completed, Vice-Chairman Hinoveanu opened the public hearing. 
 

3. Public Testimony - Proponents 
 
Vice-Chairman Hinoveanu asked for the applicant to introduce themselves and present their 
proposal. 
 
Hayden Wooten, with Reece and Associates, spoke and thanked Planner Jacks. He stated that they 
were willing to work with the adjacent neighbors to mitigate any privacy concerns or impacts of the 
development with fencing or landscaping. He stated that they worked to meet the city’s standards 
and even though there were requests for code adjustments and variances they still meet the 
minimum lot sizes. He concluded by stating that they had no issues with the conditions of approval 
and would accept them if the request was approved. 
 
Commissioner Carlisle asked how the applicant proposed to deal with the conditions of tax lot 901. 
Mr. Wooten responded that they were going to move a little north to create the 30-foot needed. 
Commissioner Pugsley asked if the 30-foot easement would require the owner of 901 to need to 
request variances or code adj. Mr. Wooten responded that he could not respond to the future 
development of the adjacent lot. Planner Jacks responded and stated that there was not room for 
the adjacent lot to be able to develop. The developer and adjacent landowner would need to work 
together to provide access to the rear of the lot. Vice-Chairman Hinoveanu asked if the proposal 
would allow 901 to develop in the future. Planner Jacks responded that, with the conditions of 
approval, they felt that yes, they could. 
 
Commissioner Gilden asked about the minimum lot sizes and how they were computed if not by 
width and depth. Mr. Wooten responded that CAD had been used to calculate the lot sizes. He was 
unable to speak to how the program worked. Engineer Reid also responded that lot width and depth 
would only really work for a rectangular lot, but because the lots were irregular shape, they were 
calculated using a CAD program. It was questioned whether staff was comfortable with the CAD 
numbers. Engineer Reid stated that the numbers would be verified prior to final plat recordation, 
but he did not see anything that jumped out as being incorrect. 
 
Clarified that there was no parking on the street. Affirmed. Question about post office boxes. Mr. 
Wooten responded that they had not coordinated with the post office yet, but that would be done 
as one of the first things after approval. Engineer Reid noted that it would be a community mailbox, 
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likely placed on 3rd Street, but placement would ultimately be decided by the post office. It was 
noted that Waste Management would also be able to access the private street. 
 
Vice-Chairman Hinoveanu asked about whether there was a slope that was more than 11% over 
more than 60% of the property. Planner Jacks responded that slope calculations were not submitted 
with the application, however eyeballing the property did not appear that it was over 11%. 
Commissioner Pugsley noted that the developer could grade to make it less than 11%. Planner Jacks 
concurred. It was questioned of the applicant whether the slope numbers had been calculated yet. 
Mr. Wooten responded that they had not checked the slope, however if they were above 11% they 
would grade to correct.  
 
No further applicant testimony; no additional proponents. 

 
4. Public Testimony – Opponents 
 

Aaron Delong stated his address and noted that the south end of his property abutted proposed lot 
one. He stated that his lot slope was severe, and he was worried that privacy was a concern because 
his property was much lower; or, alternatively that he would be staring at a giant retaining wall 
when he looked outside. He noted that there was a lot to be taken into consideration with the 
proposal given the number of adjustments and variances. He also stated that one of his biggest 
concerns was that of fire. He did not think there was adequate space for fire equipment as the 
houses proposed appeared to be very close together. He noted worry that the sun would be 
eliminated from the rear of his property. Mr. Delong also talked about his long-standing ties to the 
community, and his belief that this type of infill did not fit the “feel” of Dundee. He concluded by 
stating hope that Planning Commission did not approve the configuration as-is. 
 
Alec Schmidt gave his address for the record and stated that he had submitted the letter that was a 
part of the commission’s packet. He said that he mainly wanted to talk about the variance 
requirements. He noted a case from LUBA 99-056 Robinson vs. City of Silverton. He stated that the 
City of Silverton has the same requirements for the passage of a variance that Dundee does, and 
that LUBA found that if lots were removed or reconfigured then a variance would not be needed, 
and he believed that the variance was not needed in this case because elimination of a lot would 
eliminate the need. Mr. Schmidt stated that he felt that the lot was best suited for 2-5 lots. Also, he 
did not believe it was viable to have “no parking”. Further, he stated that he had a 6-foot fence and 
if someone went 15-feet on to the subject property then they would be even with the top of the 
fence. So, the house being built behind him would mean that he was staring into their windows 
from his yard. He argued the applicants comment regarding tax lot 901 being “developed” because 
there was a house on it, since the property they were hoping to develop also had a house on it. He 
concluded with the statement that with the slope the trees needed would have to be 15 to 20 feet 
which would shade all the adjoining property, which would destroy the enjoyment and use of their 
property. 
 
Jeff Hall gave his address. He stated that the people that had spoken before him had stated many of 
his concerns, but he wanted to echo a few of the same issues. First, he did not believe that the no 
parking signs would deter people from parking on the road, since the closest place to park on the 
street was approximately a five-minute walk away. There was a question by one of the 
Commissioners about the parking lot at the park on 3rd that was closer. Mr. Hall responded that he 
did not believe that was a viable option as there were no sidewalks or streetlights to/from the 
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parking lot. He also spoke to the 22-foot depth of one of the homes and did not believe it would fit 
with the current aesthetic of the neighborhood. 
 
Randy Scott gave his address. He stated that he lived next to the home on tax lot 901. He also stated 
that the speakers prior to him had stated a lot of his concerns, but he wanted to also add his voice 
to the concern with parking and public safety. 
 
A speaker, who did not give his name for the record, talked about what parking was like at the park 
during events. He commented that most people parked on the grass and that there was a likely 
expectation that anyone needing to park in that location would do the same, which would destroy 
the grass. 
 
Jeff Peck gave his address. He stated that he had the same concerns. He wanted to bring up the idea 
of reducing the number of lots so that the code adjustments and variances would not be necessary. 
He talked about height of buildings and he was concerned about them. He also stated that tax lot 
901 had tried to do a partition and that they had asked for a variance which was denied by the city 
and he hoped that the city would review those records.  
 
Commissioner Pugsley asked Mr. Wooten if they had looked at having fewer lots. Mr. Wooten 
responded that they had looked at many different configurations and due to the infill and limitation 
of the existing lot lines they needed to have the turnaround. It always came down to the inability to 
work around the turnaround. Even if they tried different configurations of the street (hammerhead, 
going wider, etc.) they kept coming up with the same frontage or depth issues. The goal was to 
come up with lots that could meet most of the requirements and not overstress the land. 
Commissioner Pugsley asked if limiting the number of lots would allow for a public street. Mr. 
Wooten replied that the application would look much different. 
 
Vice-Chairman Hinoveanu asked if there was a way to reconfigure lot 1 to negate the need for the 
variance. Planner Jacks responded that in his opinion, he believed so. Vice-Chairman Hinoveanu 
asked if Mr. Wooten could address the negotiations with the current property owner. Mr. Wooten 
responded that the current property owner had set their lot lines first and were willing to work with 
them to configure the rest of it. He stated that they did not have room to negotiate or flexibility and 
they were limited to the area they were given. There was clarification from Commissioner Carlisle 
that when they played with the lot configurations, they stayed within the boundary they were given. 
Mr. Wooten affirmed that they played with the layouts they could and did not overstep the land 
they were given. 
 
Erin Briggs with Olivia Beach Construction spoke and stated that they had played with different 
layouts and had chosen the smaller scale. Originally, they had looked at the idea of putting 14 
duplexes on the property but that was not the style of development they constructed. He stated 
that they are traditional home builders, many of the homes they built were in the 1500-2200 square 
foot range, but that on the coast they have built down to 400sqft. The bottom line is that the 
development needs to be able to pencil out to be able to do it and eight lots was the result. 
 
Commissioner Pugsley asked Engineer Reid if he had talked to Chief Stock regarding any concerns 
regarding the 35’ entrance and rolling sidewalks. Engineer Reid responded that the standard fire 
access was 20’, but because they had a fire hydrant, they needed a 26’ wide drive surface. The 
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requirement for the mountable sidewalk was so that it would allow the fire truck to park next to the 
hydrant while allowing additional vehicles to drive by.  
 
Planner Jacks stated that, with affect to the properties to the north, the applicant had not indicated 
the adjacent property was also zoned R-3 with a 5000sqft lot size minimum. He then suggested 
some ways to mitigate the impacts to the adjacent properties on Oliver Court. 
 
Some discussion between the citizens, applicant, commission, and planner took place regarding the 
proposed square footage of the new houses, possible landscape easements, possibly doubling the 
rear setback requirement to help alleviate the concern about the loss of sun. Additionally, building 
height was discussed as well.  

 
Lisa Peck gave her address for the record and asked if the intent of the homes was to be vacation 
rentals or permanent single-family homes. Mr. Briggs responded that they were meant to be homes. 
 
Linda Delong gave her address for the record. She stated that there was a home on Oliver Court that 
did not have a house on it, and she wondered why they could not make the cul-de-sac abut 2701 
and eliminate lot 8.    
 
Mr. Wooten stated that they understood all the comments that had come forward tonight. He 
reiterated that the lots all met the minimum lot sizes and they feel confident that what they are 
proposing was in the feel and aesthetic of the R-3 zone.  
 
There was some discussion regarding parking spaces and rear-loaded garages. Commissioner Hinson 
asked if there would be something in the HOA about having no vacation rentals. Mr. Briggs 
responded that they had not planned the CC&Rs yet, but they were not building with the idea of 
them being vacation rentals.  
 
Commissioner Hinson asked if they could address how the variance was not self-imposed. Mr. 
Wooten responded that when they were doing in-fill development there were a number of 
limitations, such as existing lot lines and setbacks of existing buildings and they had done their best 
to work around them to provide adequate access. Alec Schmidt stated that profitability was not a 
special or unique circumstance inherent to the lot, so they could use less lots and not need a 
variance. 
 
Mr. Wooten responded that he had gone through how they felt they were restricted and that he 
was comfortable with his testimony. 
 
It was questioned if there were any exhibits to submit for the record. Planner Jacks replied that the 
only thing he had was the addendum staff report. There was a question about the fire district and 
their concerns. He read the fire code into record ORS 368.039 “Road standards adopted by local 
government supersede standards in fire codes” (1)When the governing body of a county or city 
adopts specifications and standards, including standards for width, for roads and streets under the 
jurisdiction of the governing body, such specifications and standards shall supersede and prevail 
over any specifications and standards for roads and streets that are set forth in a uniform fire code 
adopted by the State Fire Marshal, a municipal fire department or a county firefighting agency.” 
(Exhibit B – Email) 
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CA Daykin asked if the applicant felt that they had had adequate time to rebut. Applicant responded 
affirmatively. 
 
Planner Jacks talked and reminded the Commission of the decisions they needed to make, and that 
they were able to impose conditions of approval if they wished.  
 
Vice-Chairman Hinoveanu closed the public hearing. 
 

5. Deliberation 
 

Vice-Chairman Hinoveanu stated that what bothered her was the idea of setting a precedent of a 
40% variance. Planner Jacks noted that the variance would be 35% and not 40%. Commissioner 
Gilden stated that he felt that was a big number to him. The other thing that gave him some disquiet 
was about the question of it being self-imposed. That there had been a good faith effort to look at 
other configurations, but he was dissatisfied with the answer regarding why there needed to be 8 
lots and why there could not be adjustments made. 
 
Commissioner Carlisle stated that he agreed that the big variance is concerning. Regarding privacy in 
the backyard, he noted that most of Dundee was on a hill, so someone was always going to be uphill 
from someone. He believed that the variance was self-imposed, and he did not feel as though the 
configurations had been adequately explored. 
 
Vice-Chairman Hinoveanu dissented and felt that it had been adequately explained and that it was 
about money. She felt like the variance was self-imposed and restated that she was concerned with 
the idea of setting a precedent.  
 
Commissioner Pugsley stated that he was in favor of infill and density because Oregon cannot have 
protected farmland and increasing population and not address it with infill. He was not concerned 
with design and trusted the applicant on what they were suggesting with design. However, he felt 
that criteria 2 and 5 were adequately addressed. Further, he thought that the 901 issue was 
something that had not been dealt with and that they should spend some additional time on it.  
 
Vice-Chairman Hinoveanu stated agreement with Commissioner Pugsley. She did not believe the 
owner of tax lot 901 was present. However, she believed that there was a way to redesign the 
subdivision to allow 901 to develop. CA Daykin stated that the issue of 901 could be handled with a 
condition of approval. 
 
Commissioner Hinson stated that he also agreed with the concern of the variance not being self-
imposed. If there were fewer lots, they would not be having the discussion. He also stated a concern 
with parking. 
  
Planner Jacks recommended an order for how the Commission might motion on the application. 
 
It was moved to deny the variance for lot 8 because 2, if not 3, of the criteria were not met. Motion 
was seconded and passed unanimously. 
 
There was some discussion regarding the code adjustments and why they may still be necessary 
even if lot 8 was eliminated. 
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It was moved to approve the code adjustments for depth on lots 6 and 7, and frontage on lots 5, 6, 
and 7. The motion was seconded and passed unanimously.  
 
There was a discussion about whether some additional conditions of approval should be added to 
mitigate neighborhood concerns, and what those should be.  

 
It was moved to add conditions of approval increasing the rear setback on lots 2 and 3 to 30-feet; 
90% site obscuring fencing on all the rear property lines of all lots, except lot 1. The motion was 
seconded and passed unanimously. 
 
The Commission went through the conditions of approval. Planner Jacks noted that the page 
number references would be removed from the final order. CA Daykin questioned whether the 
condition regarding streetlights and power should be amended to specify that it is the responsibility 
of the HOA.  
 
It was moved to approve the Sitton View Subdivision with amended conditions of approval as noted 
– conditions 4 and 5 have been removed; condition 16 has been amended to include streetlighting 
and payment responsibility of the HOA ; and, condition 24 has been added addressing setbacks to 
rear backyards and fencing. The motion was seconded and passed unanimously. 

 
VI. Planning Issues from Commission Members. 

 
CA Daykin notified that Char had resigned from the Commission. He stated that there were no 
Commissioners   from the east side and asked that if the Commissioners knew someone that might be a 
good candidate to encourage them to apply. 
 

VII.    Adjournment 
 

The meeting was adjourned.  
 
 
 
 ____________________________________________ 
 Shannon Howland, Chairman 
 
 
 ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 ___________________________________________ 
 Melody Osborne, Planning Secretary 
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  CITY OF DUNDEE 
Staff Report 

Type III Conditional Use Permit and Site Development Review 
File No. CU 20-06/SDR 20-07 – Verizon Cell Tower 

Request: An 80-foot wireless communications tower (74’ + 6’ of branches) and ground equipment. The tower 
and equipment will be enclosed within a 232 square foot fenced area in the SE corner of the Dundee Fire Station. 
In addition to the fencing, landscaping will be provided to screen the equipment from surrounding properties. 

 

Project Information 
Applicant and Agent Verizon Wireless. Tammy Hamilton, ACOM Consulting, Inc. 
Property Owner City of Dundee 
Location Southeast corner of the Dundee Fire Station site 
Site Address 801 N Hwy 99W 
Tax Lot T3S, R3W, Section 25CC, Tax Lot 800 
Zoning P (Public) 
Applicable Criteria Dundee Municipal Code Sections 17.402.050, 17.404.030, 17.203.170 
Hearing Date June 17, 2020 

Location Map 
 

1/88
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Comments Received: 
Public comments were received, but not in time to include them in this report. They will be forwarded to the 
Commissioners as they are received. Public notice of the project was posted on the site, published in The Newberg 
Graphic, and mailed to property owners within 100 feet of the project location.  

 
Department comments have been incorporated into the staff report. Agency comments received include the 
following: 

 
ODOT: Reviewed, “…no comments on the cell tower proposal.  The existing access was permitted in 2014 (Permit 
#03A55832) and the permit is still valid with the addition of a cell tower.”   
  
ODOT Rail Division: Reviewed, no conflict. During construction contact Portland & Western Railroad if equipment is 
being operated within 50 feet of the railroad tracks. Contact information: Dennis Hannahs, Permit Specialist, 
dhannahs@gwrr.com, (505) 508-7940. 
 
Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA): “The ODA has determined that a FAA FORM 7460-1 will need to be completed 
by the applicant for the proposed construction. The completed FAA FORM 7460-1 must be submitted to the ODA prior 
to final approval of building permits or land use decisions. I have attached a FAA FORM 7460-1 for reference.” The 
applicant has followed-up and completed FAA Form 7460-1 and submitted it to ODA. 

 

Frontier: No comment. 
 

Portland General Electric: No comment. 
 
Discussion 
 
The request is to construct a new 80-foot high stealth wireless communications structure designed to mimic the 
appearance of a pine tree (Monopine). A 74-foot antenna tip height will allow for 6-feet of branches above the 
antennas to mimic the shape of a natural tree.  
 
The lease area is 13-feet by 39-feet (507 square feet) in the SE corner of the Dundee Fire Station site. Access to 
the Monopine will use the existing driveway on Highway 99W and will be via a 12-foot wide access easement on 
the existing parking lot drive aisles on the north and east sides of the fire station parking lot. The Monopine and 
ground equipment will be within an 8-foot by 29-foot (232 square feet) area which will be enclosed by a 6-foot 
high chain link fence with vinyl slats. A 12-foot wide rolling access gate will be on the north side for access to the 
equipment cabinets and the Monopine.  
 
Due to the terrain which slopes down to the south, a concrete masonry unit (CMU) wall will be constructed on 
the west, south and east sides which will be filled to the level of the paved access on the north side. The outer 
side of the wall will be backfilled.  A 5-foot wide landscaped area is proposed outside the fence on the western, 
southern, and east sides to provide a buffer of mixed deciduous and evergreen trees with ground cover plants 
to minimize visual impact. 
   
To minimize the proliferation of towers in the area, the Monopine is designed to accommodate two carriers, 
Verizon Wireless and one additional carrier with similar loading. 
 
The new Monopine is proposed because co-location on an existing facility is not possible and there are no tall 
structures in the area that can provide the coverage needed. The facility will be unmanned, but monthly 
maintenance will be needed.  

 

2/88
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Staff Recommendation 
At the June 17, 2020 hearing, staff recommends the Planning Commission: 

1. Consider the staff report and public testimony. 
2. Deliberate and make findings. Proposed findings are shown in Exhibit A of the Planning 

Commission Order. 
3. Pass a motion adopting the Planning Commission Order. 

 
Attachments 
1. Planning Commission Order with: 

Exhibit A: Findings 
Exhibit B: Conditions of Approval 

 
2. Application Materials, including a Site Plan and Aerial View. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

3/88
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DUNDEE PLANNING COMMISSION ORDER  

FILE NO. CU 20-06, SDR 20-07 
 

ANORDER APPROVING A CONDITIONAL USE AND A SITE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW FOR A 
WIRELESS COMMUNITCATIONS FACILITY AT THE DUNDEE FIRE STATION AT 801 N 

HIGHWAY 99W, TAX LOT 3325CC, 00800. 
 

RECITALS: 
1. Tammy Hamilton of ACOM Consulting, Inc., for Verizon Wireless (applicant) submitted Conditional Use and Site 

Development Review applications to construct a wireless communications facility at 801 N Highway 99W (Tax 
Lot 800 on Assessor’s Map 3325CC) in the SE corner of the Dundee Fire Station property. The property is zoned 
Public (P).  

 
2. The request is to construct a new 80-foot high stealth wireless communications structure designed to mimic the 

appearance of a pine tree (Monopine). A 74-foot antenna tip height will allow for 6-feet of branches above the 
antennas to mimic the shape of a natural tree. The tower and equipment will cover a 507 square foot area. The 
structure and equipment cabinets will be enclosed within a 232 square foot fenced area with a 5-foot landscape 
area to the west, south and east, in the SE corner of the Dundee Fire Station.  

 
3. The Dundee Planning Commission held a public hearing to consider the proposal on June 17, 2020.  

 
4. At the June 17, 2020 public hearing the Planning Commission heard public testimony.   

  
5. At the June 17, 2020 public hearing, the Planning Commission heard a summary of the staff report, considered 

the applicant’s testimony and the public testimony, closed the public hearing and deliberated.  The Planning 
Commission finds the proposed Conditional Use and Site Development Review meet the applicable 
Development Code criteria for approval with conditions of approval.  

 
The Dundee Planning Commission orders the following: 
 
The Conditional Use and Site Development Review applications to construct a wireless communications facility are 
hereby approved, subject to conditions of approval in Exhibit “B”. This Order is based on the June 17, 2020 staff report, 
findings shown in Exhibit “A”, conditions of approval shown in Exhibit “B”, and public testimony. Exhibits “A” and “B” 
are hereby attached and by this reference incorporated herein.  
 
ADOPTED BY THE DUNDEE PLANNING COMMISSION THIS 17th DAY OF JUNE, 2020: 
 
AYE: 5   NAY: 0   ABSTAIN: 0   ABSENT: 0 
 
 
SIGNED:              
  Shannon Howland, Planning Commission Chair Date 
 
 
ATTEST:               Robert Daykin, City Administrator   Date 
 
 
  

Attachment 1

4/88



 

P a g e  5 | 19 
 

EXHIBIT A 
DEVELOPMENT CODE CRITERIA & FINDINGS 

[CU 20-06/SDR 20-07, Verizon Cell Tower Conditional Use] 
 

Note: The Dundee Municipal Code criteria are written in italic font and the findings are written in regular font. 
Items related to conditions of approval are underlined. The Development Code criteria will be presented first 
followed by the findings of fact. 

 
1. Applicable Dundee Municipal Code Criteria – Conditional Use & Site Development Review 

 
17.404 – Conditional Use Permits 
17.404.030 Criteria, Standards, and Conditions of Approval 
By means of a Type III procedure, the planning commission shall approve, approve with conditions or deny an 
application, including requests to enlarge or alter a conditional use, based on findings of fact with respect to all 
of the criteria and standards in subsections (A) through (C) of this section. 

A. Use Criteria. 

1. The site size, dimensions, location, topography and access are adequate for the needs of the proposed 
use, considering the proposed building mass, parking, traffic, noise, vibration, exhaust/emissions, light, 
glare, erosion, odor, dust, visibility, safety, and aesthetic considerations. 

Finding: The applicant’s response (Narrative, p. 24) addresses size, location, topography and access. The 
wireless structure and related ground equipment are proposed on the 1.48-acre (64,468 square feet) Dundee 
Fire Station site. The proposed enclosure for the structure and related equipment is 232 square feet (8-feet x 
29-feet). The total lease area with the 5-foot landscape buffer is 507 square feet (13-feet x 39-feet) which is 0.7 
percent of the site area. From the north side of the 507 square foot lease area the site slopes down to the 
south and it is proposed to be brought up to the same level as the north side using a retaining wall which will 
be filled in and  backfilled on the outer side. 

The railroad tracks abut the subject property on the east. The site is in the Public (P) Zone, but the area is commercial 
zoning (CBD Zone) between 99W and the tracks, and industrial zoning (LI Zone) on the east side of the tracks. 
 
The facility will be behind the Dundee Fire Station, in the southeast corner of the site, away from public streets. 
Screening (fencing and landscaping) for the ground equipment is proposed to mitigate visual and noise impacts. 
All of the proposed improvements will fit within the fenced and leased areas. 

The facility will not be manned, therefore, access will be necessary only for one to two trips per month. No 
parking is required for the use. A 12 foot wide access easement is provided through the fire station parking lot 
to the facility. The site size, dimensions, location, topography and access are adequate for the needs of the 
proposal. The site size, dimensions and topography are adequate for the proposed use. 

The applicant’s Narrative, p. 24, indicates the location is necessary because the area has poor wireless service 
and a new facility will allow seamless coverage for users in town and along Highway 99W. The site is very near 
the center of Verizon’s search area to fill the coverage and capacity gaps. The location in the back corner of the 
site place the facility away from 99W and other roads to the east.  
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The applicant’s Narrative, pp. 4 - 12, address site selection and design in terms of improving coverage and 
capacity. The site’s location is adequate for the proposed use. 

The applicant’s Narrative, p. 24, indicates the facility will use the existing access from 99W into the Fire 
Department parking lot with a 12-foot wide easement running to the facility. The facility will be monitored 
remotely and will be visited 1 or 2 times per month for maintenance. The access is adequate for the proposed 
use.  

2. The negative impacts of the proposed use, if any, on adjacent properties and on the public can be 
mitigated through application of other code standards, or other reasonable conditions of approval. 

Finding: The applicant’s response (Narrative, p. 24) addresses the visual and noise impacts. The applicant has 
proposed an 80-foot high stealth Monopine to mimic the appearance of a pine tree. A 74-foot antenna tip 
height will allow for 6-feet of branches above the antennas to mimic the shape of a natural tree. The applicant 
states 74-feet is the minimum height to meet coverage needs. The height allows for co-location of another 
provider, which will minimize the number of future facilities needed in the area. Photo simulations from several 
vantage points in the area have been provided showing how the proposed structure will look in relation to 
existing trees, structures, and utility poles. A stealth design is proposed, which limits the structure’s mass. 
Antennas will be mounted on short arms and the structure is proposed behind the fire station to minimize the 
view from Hwy 99W. The base and ground equipment will be surrounded by a 6-foot chain link fence with slats 
and a 5-foot wide landscape buffer with a mix of deciduous and evergreen trees, shrubs and groundcover. 
 
The proposed equipment includes support cabinets. The cabinets will run 24 hours a day. The closest property 
to the facility site is the abutting land to the south which is zoned Central Business District (CDB). It is vacant, 
except for an older unoccupied concrete industrial building.  
 
The Dundee Municipal Code limits noise to 60 dBA during daytime hours and 55 dBA at night. The applicant’s 
materials included a 5-page acoustical report by SSA Acoustics dated October 4, 2017. The report shows a noise 
barrier is required to satisfy the Dundee noise requirements for the equipment at night. A detail of the barrier is 
shown in the report, Figure 2, p. 4, along the inside of the south fence line. The applicant is conditioned to 
provide plans for review and approval that show how the noise barrier can be accommodated within the project 
area including the proposed fencing and landscaping.  
 
The prior proposal in 2018 included an emergency generator and the acoustical report include sound mitigation 
for the generator. The 2020 application does not include a generator and, therefore, the sound mitigation for 
the generator is not now needed, nor is it required. 

 

3. All required public facilities, including water, sanitary sewer, and streets, have adequate capacity or 
are to be improved to serve the proposal, consistent with city standards. 

Finding: The applicant’s response (Narrative, p. 25) addresses the public facilities. The proposed facility is 
unmanned and only requires electrical and telephone services. There are adequate electrical and telephone 
services available. Water and sewer are not needed. Highway 99W is adequate to accommodate the 1-2 
maintenance trips to the facility each month.  

4. A conditional use permit shall not allow a use that is prohibited or not expressly allowed under DMC 
Division 17.200; nor shall a conditional use permit grant a variance without a variance application being 
reviewed with the conditional use application. 

6/88



 

P a g e  7 | 19 
 

Finding: The applicant’s response (Narrative, p. 25) addresses the public facilities. Wireless communication 
facilities are permitted as a special use within the P (Public) zone. A conditional use permit is required only for 
facilities exceeding the 45-foot height limit. The conditional use permit is for the overall height of 80-feet. The 
applicant has applied for conditional use approval. A variance is not being requested or required. 

B. Conditions of Approval. The city may impose conditions that are found necessary to ensure that the use is 
compatible with other uses in the vicinity, and that any negative impact of the proposed use on the surrounding 
uses and public facilities is minimized. These conditions include, but are not limited to, one or more of the 
following: 

1. Limiting the hours, days, place and/or manner of operation; 

2. Requiring site or architectural design features which minimize environmental impacts such as noise, 
vibration, exhaust/emissions, light, glare, erosion, odor and/or dust; 

3. Requiring larger setback areas, lot area, and/or lot depth or width; 

4. Limiting the building or structure height, size, lot coverage, and/or location on the site; 

5. Designating the size, number, location and/or design of vehicle access points or parking and loading 
areas; 

6. Requiring street right-of-way to be dedicated and street improvements made, or the installation of 
pathways or sidewalks, as applicable; 

7. Requiring landscaping, screening, drainage, water quality facilities, and/or improvement of parking 
and loading areas; 

8. Limiting the number, size, location, height and/or lighting of signs; 

9. Limiting or setting standards for the location, type, design, and/or intensity of outdoor lighting; 

10. Requiring berms, screening or landscaping and the establishment of standards for their installation 
and maintenance; 
11. Requiring and designating the size, height, location and/or materials for fences; 

12. Requiring the protection and preservation of existing trees, soils, vegetation, watercourses, habitat 
areas, drainage areas, historic resources, cultural resources, and/or sensitive lands; 

13. Requiring improvements to water, sanitary sewer, or storm drainage systems, in conformance with 
city standards; and 

14. The planning commission may require renewal of conditional use permits annually or in accordance 
with another timetable as approved pursuant to this chapter. Where applicable, the timetable shall 
provide for periodic review and renewal, or expiration, of the conditional use permit to ensure 
compliance with conditions of approval; such periodic review may occur through an administrative or 
quasi-judicial land use review process. 

Finding: The applicant’s response (Narrative, p. 25) acknowledges the City’s authority to assign conditions of 
approval. To minimize visual impacts, the applicant has proposed a Monopine design with branches on the 
upper 6-feet and with short antenna mounting arms to reduce the mass of the structure. To screen ground 
equipment, a 6-foot chain link fence with slats and a 5-foot wide landscape area is proposed on the eastern, 
western, and southern sides of the fence enclosure. The applicant’s acoustical report notes that if an emergency 
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generator were proposed such as with the prior application, a noise barrier would be needed to satisfy the 
Dundee noise requirements, but a generator is not proposed in this application, therefore, a noise barrier for a 
generator is not needed. After hearing public testimony and considering the proposal, conditions of approval 
may be imposed by the Dundee Planning Commission to minimize negative impacts from the proposed use. 

C. Conditional Use Permit Supplemental Requirements. The requirements for compliance with permit conditions 
and permit expiration are the same as for site development review under DMC 17.402.070. 

Finding: The applicant’s response (Narrative, p. 26) acknowledges the requirements are the same as for site 
development review. The requirements for compliance with permit conditions and permit expiration shall be 
the same as for site development review under DMC 17.402.070. 

17.402 – Site Development Review 
17.402.050 Approval criteria. 
A. Approval Criteria. An application for a Type II site development review shall be approved if the proposal meets 
all of the following criteria. The city decision-making body may, in approving the application, impose reasonable 
conditions of approval, consistent with the applicable criteria. 

1. The application is complete, in accordance with DMC 17.402.040; 

Finding: The application was substantially complete for review. This criterion is met. 

2. The application complies with all of the applicable provisions of the underlying zone and overlay 
zone(s), including but not limited to: building and yard setbacks, lot area and dimensions, density and 
floor area, lot coverage, building height, building orientation, architecture, and other applicable 
standards; 

Finding: The proposed wireless facility complies with the applicable development standards in the Public Zone 
(P) as follows: 

17.202.030 Dimensional Standards (for the P zone) 
A. Lot Size: 5,000 square feet 
B. Setback Requirements: 20 front; none for side or rear yard 
C. Maximum Building Height: 45 feet; telecommunications structures in excess of 45 feet in height 

allowed with conditional use permit 
D. Minimum Lot Dimensions (Feet): None 
E. Maximum Lot Coverage (% of Lot): None 

Finding: The property is located in the P (Public) Zone, which has the following requirements: 5,000 square foot 
minimum lot size; 20 foot front setback; 45 foot height limit (greater with conditional use permit); and no lot 
width, depth, frontage, or coverage standards. The parcel is approximately 64,468 square feet, which meets the 
lot size standard. The proposed monopole is 74 feet tall with branches extending to 80-feet, and the applicant 
has requested a conditional use permit to exceed the 45 feet height limit. The facility will be set back more than 
20 feet from the front property line, meeting the standard. This criterion is met. 

3. The proposal includes required upgrades, if any, to existing development that does not comply with 
the applicable land use district standards, pursuant to Chapter 17.104 DMC, Nonconforming Situations; 

Finding: The site is developed with the Dundee Fire Station, approved in 2013 (SDR 13-01). There are no 
nonconforming situations to upgrade. This criterion is met. 
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4. The proposal complies with all of the site design and development standards of this code, as 
applicable; 

Finding: The proposal complies with, or can be conditioned to comply with, all applicable site design and 
development standards as outlined in this report under “Additional Standards”. This criterion is met or met as 
conditioned. 

5. The proposal meets all existing conditions of approval for the site or use, as required by prior land use 
decision(s), as applicable. Note: compliance with other city codes and requirements, though not 
applicable land use criteria, may be required prior to issuance of building permits. 

Finding: All existing conditions of approval for the site are related to the Dundee Fire Station approval (SDR 13- 
01), and they have been satisfied. This criterion is met. 

 

Additional Standards 

17.202 – Zoning Regulations 
17.202.050 Fence Standards 
A. General Standards. 

1. Fences and walls shall not be constructed of nor contain any material that could cause bodily harm, 
such as barbed wire, broken glass, spikes, electric or any other hazardous or dangerous materials; this 
includes link fencing with barbed ends at the top or sides; except that fences topped with barbed wire 
are allowed in agricultural and public zones. 

 
2. Electric fences and barbed wire fences in agricultural zones intended to contain or restrict cattle, 
sheep, horses or other livestock, and lawfully existing prior to annexation to the city, may remain. 

 
3. Every fence shall be maintained in a condition of reasonable repair and shall not be allowed to become 
and remain in a condition of disrepair including noticeable leaning, missing sections, broken supports, 
non-uniform height, and uncontrolled growth of vegetation. 

 
4. Fences shall comply with requirements of the clear vision area for streets and driveways. 

 
5. In no instance shall a fence extend beyond the property line. 

 
6. In the C and CBD zones, chain link fencing may not be used between a public street and a maximum 
setback line, with the following exceptions: 
 

 a. In the C zone, black fused and bonded vinyl coated chain link fencing may be used, 
subject to subsection (B) of this section. 

 
  b. In the CBD zone, black fused and bonded vinyl coated chain link fencing may be used if 

screened from view from the street by a sight-obscuring hedge of equal height, subject to 
subsection (B) of this section. 

 
7. In the LI zone, fences taller than six feet in height shall not be chain link. Fences over six feet in height 
shall be screened by a sight obscuring hedge. 
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Finding: The proposed structure and ground equipment will be enclosed by a 6- foot tall chain link fence with 
slats. The fence will not include dangerous materials, be electric, be within the clear vision area, or extend 
beyond the property line. The requirements for fences in the C, CBD, and LI zones do not apply because the site 
is in the Public Zone. 

 
17.203 – Special Use Standards 
17.203.170 Wireless Communication Facilities 

 
B. Review Procedure. In addition to the applicable application requirements for site development review, all of 
the following information shall be submitted: 

 
1. An evaluation of the feasibility of co-location of the subject facility as an alternative to the requested 
permit. The feasibility study must include: 

a. The location and ownership of the existing telecommunication structures within the cell service area 
and not to exceed two miles. 

 
b. Written verification and other documentation revealing the availability and/or cooperation shown by 
other providers to gain access to existing sites/facilities to meet the needs of the applicant. 

 
c. The tower type and height of potential collection facilities. 

 
d. Anticipated capacity of the wireless communication facility, including number and type of antennas 
that can be accommodated. 

 
e. The specific reasons as to why co-location is or is not feasible. 

 
Finding: The applicant’s Narrative, Section IV, pp. 4 – 12, provide the results of a wireless facility search “…to 
improve a significant capacity deficiency in its 3G and 4G LTE coverage in the City of Dundee” (p. 4). A “search 
ring” was identified in the area needing additional capacity (p. 5). The search results included the location, 
height, and ownership of the registered facilities. The closet facility was noted 1.1 miles away to the 
southwest on SE Fulquartz Landing Road (p. 7)(south of Hess Creek at the intersection of Fulquartz Landing 
Road and the RR tracks). 

 
The applicant’s Narrative, Figure 4, p. 10, shows the coverage area of the closest existing Verizon tower in 
Newberg. The coverage in the Dundee area is shown in green and yellow. Green “…represents a high RF signal 
strength which generally provides good coverage inside vehicles and buildings. Yellow represents moderate RF 
signal strength that generally provides good service inside vehicles and moderate service inside buildings” (p. 
10). The Dundee area is shown in yellow, moderate service (Figure 4).  
 
The applicant’s Narrative, Figure 5, p. 11, shows the coverage in the Dundee area with the proposed Monopine. 
The Dundee area is shown in green, good service. The Narrative indicates the proposed Monopine would meet 
Verizon’s coverage objective for the Dundee area. 

The applicant’s Narrative, Table 1, p. 8, considered co-location on existing telecommunication facilities and 
concluded, “Colocation on existing telecommunication facilities: This towner is outside of the search area and 
already being utilized by Verizon” [Table 1, p. 8, 1), a)]. The Narrative also considered “upgrade to existing 
towers” [Table 1, p. 8, 1) b)], “Existing alternative structures” [Table 1, p. 8, 1) c)], “Rooftop Installations” 
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[Table 1, P. 8, 1) d)], and “Utility Structures (i.e., power poles, high tension power lines, etc.)” [Table 1, p. 8, 
2)]. No other existing, non-wireless structures have the height or structural capacity needed to serve the area. 
Existing buildings in the area are not tall enough (mainly one story) and utility poles ranging from 20 – 60 feet 
cannot provide the coverage without multiple facilities. Where the poles were replaced with taller poles, there 
would be no space for ground equipment because the poles are in the 99W public right-of-way. For these 
reasons, co-location is not feasible. 

In addition to the Narrative, Table 1, p. 8, the applicant’s materials include “RF Usage and Facility Justification, 
OR1 Dundee” prepared by Verizon Wireless, October 15, 2019. It is eight color unnumbered pages. The 
seventh page, “Coverage Comparison With Existing Tower,” (the AT&T tower at the corner of Fulquartz 
Landing Road and the RR tracks), shows how co-locating on the Fulquartz site would affect capacity in the 
Dundee area. It shows the current coverage and the coverage with Verizon co-locating on the AT&T tower 
would be, essentially, the same, and it concludes, “Existing tower located 1.3 miles SE [SW] of Dundee city will 
not improve coverage or capacity offload of existing sites.”   

 
2. Alternatives for locating or relocating support structures within 250 feet of the proposed location. 

 
Finding: The applicant’s Narrative, p. 11, states, “As there are no viable alternative structures or existing 
wireless facilities on which to locate, prohibiting a new facility at this location would prohibit or have the effect 
of prohibiting the provision of wireless communications service in this area because it would materially inhibit 
Verizon’s ability to add needed capacity.” Moving the tower east would put it closer to a residential area. 
Locations north and south would be on the same site or another adjacent site which would have similar impacts 
as the proposed location. Further west would put the tower along Hwy 99W, closer to pedestrian areas. The 
proposed location is away from most of the nearby streets, behind the Fire Station, and within an area zoned for  
commercial and industrial uses. 

 
3. Analysis of the visual impacts of the proposed facility on residential dwellings within 250 feet of the 
proposed site, and an assessment of potential mitigation measures, including relocation. 

 
Finding: The applicant submitted photo simulations from several vantage points to show the visual impacts of 
the proposed facility. Views 1 – 4 are along 99W and View 5 is looking west from 785 SE Locust Street (the NE 
quadrant of Locust and 8th). To minimize visual impacts the proposed facility design includes a monopole with 
evergreen limbs to give the appearance of an evergreen tree (Monopine). Antennas mounted on short davit 
arms and the ground equipment would be surrounded by fencing with privacy slats and landscaping (trees, 
shrubs and groundcover). To be less noticeable, the applicant is proposing the facility on a site abutted by 
commercial and industrial zoned properties, and behind the Dundee Fire Station near the railroad tracks and 
away from most public streets. 

 
C. Approval Criteria. In addition to any other applicable requirements, the decision to approve or deny the 
placement of a wireless communication tower shall be based on all of the following: 

 
1. Co-location is not feasible on existing structures, including other wireless communication facilities. 

 
Finding: The applicant provided documentation of other wireless facilities within the area. There is an existing 
AT&T wireless facility 1.3 miles away, but it does not provide the coverage needed for the Dundee area. The 
applicant also considered alternative structures, buildings and utility poles. No existing, non-wireless structures 
have the height or structural capacity needed to serve the area. Existing buildings in the area are not tall enough 
(mainly one story) and utility poles ranging from 20 – 60 feet cannot provide the coverage without multiple 
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facilities. Where the poles were replaced with taller poles, there would be no space for ground equipment 
because they are in the 99W public right-of-way. For these reasons, co-location is not feasible. This criterion is 
met. 

2. The wireless facility shall be located and designed to preserve the ability for co-location of at least one 
additional user on all structures exceeding 35 feet in height, if feasible. 

Finding: The proposed monopole is 80 feet tall (74 feet to the tip of the antennas) and will be designed for one  
additional antenna facility. This criterion is met. 

 
3. Based on the visual analysis and mitigating measures, the location and design of a freestanding 
wireless communication facility shall be conditioned to minimize visual impacts from residential areas 
through the use of setbacks, building heights, bulk, color, landscaping and similar visual considerations. 

Finding: Photo simulations of the proposed facility were provided by the applicant. Views are provided from 
several locations, including the residential area to the east of the site. To minimize visual impacts a monopole 
design with short davit arm antenna mountings is proposed. A 6-foot high chain link fence with privacy slats and 
landscaping is proposed to screen ground equipment from view. The location of the proposed facility behind the 
Fire Station, near the RR tracks and away from most public streets also partially screens the facility. The 
simulation shows the facility in comparison to existing buildings, trees, and utility poles. The design minimizes 
the visual impacts from residential areas. This criterion is met. 

 
4. The design minimizes identified adverse impacts of the proposed use to the extent feasible. 

Finding: The adverse impacts from the proposed facility include visual and noise impacts. To minimize visual 
impacts the applicant completed a visual impact study within the surrounding area. Photo simulations from 
several locations were provided showing the facility in relation to existing buildings, structures, and landscaping. 
To minimize the visual impact the applicant proposed a monopole design with short davit arm antenna 
mountings. A 6-foot high chain link fence with privacy slats and 5 feet of landscaping are proposed to screen 
ground equipment from view. The proposed location is behind the Fire Station, near the railroad tracks, and 
away from most public streets. 

The Dundee Municipal Code limits noise to 60 dBA during daytime hours and 55 dBA at night (DMC 8.28.040). 
The applicant’s materials included a 5-page acoustical report by SSA Acoustics dated October 4, 2017. The 
report shows a noise barrier is required to satisfy the Dundee noise requirements for the equipment at night. A 
detail of the barrier is shown in the report, Figure 2, p. 4, along the inside of the south fence line, but the 
application sheets such as L-1, Landscaping, A-2, Enlarged Site Plan and A-2.1, Equipment Plan do not show the 
sound barrier. The applicant is conditioned to provide plans for review and approval that show how the noise 
barrier can be accommodated within the project area including the proposed fencing and landscaping.  

 

5. Structures greater than 35 feet in height shall be at least 300 feet from any residentially (R) zoned property. 
 

Finding: The proposed wireless facility is 80-feet tall. The nearest residentially zoned property is over 300 feet 
to the east measured from the property line. The applicant has provided a plan showing this but staff also used 
GIS maps and Yamhill County assessor’s maps to verify the distance. This criterion is met. 

 
17.302 Landscaping and Screening 

 
17.302.50.A Minimum Landscape Area in C, CBD, LI and P Zones. 

 
1. In the CBD, LI, and P zones, a minimum of 10 percent of the gross lot area shall be landscaped. 
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2. In the C zone, a minimum of 15 percent of the gross lot area shall be landscaped. 

 
3. In a commercial zone pedestrian courtyards, plazas, walkways, fountains, benches, sculptures, or 
decks may be included within the required landscaping percentage if they are designed in conjunction 
with planting of street trees and potted plants and, upon design review, these features are found 
consistent with the purpose and intent set forth in this code. 
 
4. Landscaping required under other sections of this code, including, but not limited to, parking lot 
landscaping pursuant to DMC 17.302.060 and landscaping within front setback areas pursuant to 
DMC 17.202.060(C), may be included in and counted towards the required landscaping percentage. If 
landscaping required under other sections of this code exceeds 10 percent of the gross lot area, the full 
amount of landscaping required under other sections shall still be required. 

 
5. The required landscape area for all zones must be visible from the public right-of-way. 

 
Finding: The subject site is located within the P (Public) zone. According to the staff report for the Dundee Fire 
Station (SDR 13-01) approximately 14,546 square feet of the 1.48 acre site is landscaped. The 8-foot by 29-foot 
fenced enclosure will reduce the landscaping by 232 square feet. The landscape plan shows that approximately 
20% of the site will still be landscaped, which exceeds the minimum 10% required in the P Zone. Screening for 
the ground equipment is required. The applicant has proposed a 6-foot high chain link fence with privacy slats 
and a 5-foot wide landscape area outside the fence for that purpose. Existing and proposed landscaping is 
visible from the public right-of-way. 

 
17.302.060 Screening and Buffering 

 
A. Required Screening. Screening shall be used to eliminate or reduce the visual impacts of the uses in 
subsections (A)(1) through (7) of this section: 

 
1. Commercial and industrial uses when abutting residential uses; 

 
2. Industrial uses when abutting commercial uses; 

 
3. Service areas and facilities, including garbage and waste disposal containers, recycling bins, and 
loading areas; 

 
4. Outdoor storage areas; 

 
5. At- and above-grade electrical and mechanical equipment, such as transformers, heat pumps, and air 
conditioners; 

 
6. Rooftop mechanical equipment; 

 
7. Any other area or use as required by this code. 

 
Finding: The proposed wireless facility includes ancillary ground equipment, therefore, screening is required. 

 
B. Methods of Screening. Screening shall be accomplished by the use of sight-obscuring plant materials 
(generally evergreens), earth berms, walls, fences, building parapets, building placement, or other design 
techniques, as appropriate to the site given its visibility from adjacent uses and rights-of-way. 
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Finding: The applicant has proposed a 6-foot high chain link fence with privacy slats and a 5-foot wide area 
outside the fence with a mix of evergreen and deciduous trees, shrubs, and ground cover to screen the ground 
equipment from adjacent properties and rights-of-way. 

 
D. Required Buffers. Buffering shall be used to mitigate adverse visual impacts, dust, noise or pollution, and to 
provide for compatibility between dissimilar adjoining uses. 

 
Finding: The proposal is for a wireless telecommunications facility. The applicant proposes to mitigate the visual 
impacts and noise. Dust or pollution are not expected from the facility. Wireless communication facilities are 
classified as public and institutional uses, which are not dissimilar from the adjoining commercial uses. 

 
E. Methods of Buffering. Where buffering is determined to be necessary, one of the following buffering 
alternatives shall be employed: 

 
1. Planting Area. Width not less than 15 feet, planted with the following materials: 

 
a. At least one row of deciduous or evergreen trees staggered and spaced not more than 15 feet apart; 
and 

 
b. At least one row of evergreen shrubs which will grow to form a continuous hedge at least five feet in 
height within one year of planting; and 

 
c. Lawn, low-growing evergreen shrubs or evergreen ground cover covering the balance of the area. 

 
2. Berm plus Planting Area. Width not less than 10 feet, developed in accordance with the following 
standards: 

 
a. Berm form shall not slope more than 40 percent (2.5H:1V) on the side away from the area screened 
from view (the slope for the other side (screened area) may vary); and 

 
b. A dense evergreen hedge shall be located so as to most effectively buffer the proposed use; and 

 
c. Combined total height of the berm plus the hedge shall be at least five feet within one year of planting. 

 
3. Wall plus Planting Area. Width must not be less than five feet developed in accordance with the 
following standards: 

 
a. A masonry wall or fence not less than five feet in height; and 

 
b. Lawn, low growing evergreen shrubs, and evergreen ground cover covering the balance of the area. 

 
4. Other methods that produce an adequate buffer considering the nature of the impacts to be 
mitigated, as approved by the review authority. 

 
Finding: The applicant has proposed a 6-foot high chain link fence with privacy slats and a 5-foot wide area 
outside the fence with a mix of evergreen and deciduous trees, shrubs, and ground cover to screen the ground 
equipment from adjacent properties and rights-of-way. This meets the requirements of buffer alternative 
Number 3. 
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17.302.080 Landscape Installation and Maintenance 
 

All landscaping required by this code shall be continually maintained pursuant to this section. Appropriate 
methods of care and maintenance of landscaped plant material shall be provided by the owner of the property, 
including necessary watering, weeding, pruning, mowing, and replacement, as applicable, in a substantially 
similar manner as was approved by the city or as otherwise required by applicable city regulations. The following 
standards apply to all landscaping required by this code: 

 
A. Clear Vision. No sight-obscuring plantings exceeding 24 inches in height shall be located within any required 
clear vision area as defined in DMC 17.301.040. 
 
B. Pedestrian Areas. Landscape plant materials shall be kept clear of walks, pedestrian paths, and seating areas; 
trees shall be pruned to a minimum height of eight feet over pedestrian areas and to a minimum height of 15 
feet over streets and vehicular traffic areas. 

 
C. Utilities. Landscape plant materials shall be selected and maintained so that they do not generally interfere 
with utilities above or below ground. 

 
D. Nursery Standards. Required landscape plant material shall be installed to current nursery industry standards. 
Landscape plant materials shall be properly guyed and staked to current industry standards as necessary. Stakes 
and guy wires shall not interfere with vehicular or pedestrian traffic. 

 
E. Plant Selection. Plant materials shall be suited to the conditions under which they will be growing. As an 
example, plants to be grown in exposed, windy areas where permanent irrigation is not to be provided should be 
sufficiently hardy to thrive under these conditions. Plants should have vigorous root systems and be sound, 
healthy, and free from defects, diseases, and infections. 

 
F. Deciduous Trees. Deciduous trees, where required to provide shade (e.g., over parking lots or walkways), shall 
be fully branched and have a minimum caliper of two inches a minimum height of eight feet at the time of 
planting. Deciduous trees intended to serve as ornamental (nonshade) trees may be smaller, but shall not be less 
than one and one-half inch caliper, at time of planting. 

 
G. Evergreen Trees. Evergreen trees shall be a minimum of six feet in height, fully branched, at time of planting. 

 
H. Shrubs. Shrubs shall be supplied in minimum one-gallon containers or eight-inch burlap balls with a minimum 
spread of 12 to 15 inches. 

 
I. Ground Cover. Ground cover shall consist of not less than 50 percent live plant material. Such plants shall be 
spaced in accordance with current nursery industry standards to achieve covering of the planting area, with rows 
of plants staggered for a more effective covering. Ground cover plants shall be supplied in a minimum four-inch 
size container or equivalent if planted 18 inches on center; and nonliving material used for ground cover shall be 
limited to compost, bark chips, and other city-approved pervious materials. 

 
J. Irrigation. Except in wooded areas, wetlands, flood plains, or along natural drainage channels or stream banks, 
where the city may waive irrigation requirements, all developments are required to provide appropriate methods 
of irrigation for the landscaping. Sites with more than 1,000 square feet of total landscaped area shall be 
irrigated with automatic sprinkler systems to ensure the continued health and attractiveness of the plant 
materials. Hose bibs and manually operated methods of irrigation may be used for landscaped areas totaling less 
than 1,000 square feet. Sprinkler heads shall be located and installed to not cause any hazard to the public. 
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K. Protection of Plants. Landscape plant material shall be protected from damage due to heavy equipment during 
construction. After construction, landscape plant material and irrigation shall be protected from damage due to 
heavy foot traffic or vehicular traffic by protective tree grates, bollards, raised curbs, wheel stops, pavers or other 
suitable methods. 

 
L. Performance Guarantee. Except where the review authority requires installation of landscaping prior to 
issuance of building permits, all landscaping required by this code and approved by the city shall be installed 
prior to issuance of a final occupancy permit unless security equal to 110 percent of the cost of the landscaping is 
filed with the city assuring such installation within six months of occupancy. The applicant will obtain cost 
estimates for landscape materials and installation to the satisfaction of the review authority prior to approval of 
the security. “Security” may consist of a faithful performance bond payable to the city, cash, certified check, time 
certificate of deposit, assignment of a savings account, or other such assurance of completion as approved by the 
city attorney. 
 
M. Maintenance Guarantee. The developer or builder, as applicable, shall guarantee all landscape material for a 
period of one year from the date of installation. A copy of the guarantee shall be furnished to the city by the 
developer. 

 
N. Final Inspection. The city planning official, prior to the city returning any security provided under this chapter, 
shall make the final landscape inspection. Any portions of the plan not installed, not installed properly, or not 
properly maintained shall cause the inspection to be postponed until the project is completed. If the installation 
of the landscaping is not completed properly within six months of such postponement, or within an extension of 
time authorized by the city, the city may use the security to complete the installation. Any portion of the security 
that remains after installation of the landscaping shall be returned to the applicant. [Ord. 521-2013 § 3 (Exh. A)]. 

 
Finding: The proposed landscape plans, L-1 and L-2, demonstrate how the landscape installation and 
maintenance standards are met. Plant materials meet the minimum requirements for spacing, size, and 
installation. The landscaping is not located in an area that will interfere with pedestrian/vehicular traffic or 
impede clear vision. Root barriers are proposed where trees are four feet or less from underground utilities 
and pipes. A watering schedule is provided, and long term water catchment features will be installed to 
provide additional irrigation. Native and drought tolerant plants are proposed to improve performance. The 
landscape plan Note #2 states that plants are under a 1-year warranty but a copy of the warranty was not 
provided. To ensure the landscape material is guaranteed for a period of 1-year from the date of installation, 
the applicant is conditioned to provide a copy of the guarantee prior to the issuance of building permits. 

 

17.305 Public Improvements and Utilities 
 

17.305.050 Storm drainage 
C. General Requirement. All stormwater runoff shall be conveyed to a public storm sewer or natural drainage 
channel having adequate capacity to carry the flow without overflowing or otherwise causing damage to public 
and/or private property. The developer shall pay all costs associated with designing and constructing the 
facilities necessary to meet this requirement. 

 
D. Plan for Storm Drainage and Erosion Control. No construction of any facilities in a development included in 
subsection (B) of this section shall be permitted until an engineer registered in the state of Oregon and approved 
by the city prepares a storm drainage and erosion control plan for the project. This plan shall contain at a 
minimum: 

 
1. The methods to be used to minimize the amount of runoff, siltation, and pollution created from the 
development both during and after construction. 
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2. Plans for the construction of storm sewers, open drainage channels, and other facilities that depict line 
sizes, profiles, construction specifications, and other such information as is necessary for the city to 
review the adequacy of the storm drainage plans. 

 
3. Design calculations shall be submitted for all drainage facilities. These drainage calculations shall be 
included on the site plan drawings and shall be stamped by a licensed professional engineer in the state 
of Oregon. Peak design discharges shall be computed using the rational formula and based upon the 
design criteria outlined in the public works design standards for the city. 

 
Finding: The proposed improvements will add less than 2000 square feet of impervious surface to the site (232 
square feet) which will not require additional water quality or detention improvements. The proposed 
improvements will impact two on-site storm pipes in the southeast corner of the site. The applicant shows one 
of the pipes being relocated outside of the improvement area and connection of the other pipe (parallel to the 
railroad tracks) being reconnected to the relocated pipe. However, the configuration of the relocated pipe 
requires two bends and cleanouts that may increase maintenance for the Fire Station. The new impervious 
area is shown to drain to an area drain that connects to the relocated pipe. 

The applicant is required to reconfigure the existing storm system to accommodate the proposed 
improvements. This includes: relocation of one pipe and outfall as shown on the proposed plan and 
reconnection of a second pipe extending along the railroad tracks. Re-grade the new impervious to drain to the 
existing, adjoining impervious area, provide a curb cut in the existing curb to improve flow to the existing water 
quality facility. Provide section, details and grades for the interface between the existing concrete curb/slab and 
proposed improvements. Consider reconfiguration of the outlet pipes to eliminate one of the bends and 
cleanouts by replacing pipe from existing ditch inlet. Coordinate the final design with the City Engineer and Fire 
Chief. Add rip-rap outlet protection and re-grade the existing drainage channel to accommodate the new 
outfall. 

 

E. Development Standards. Development subject to this section shall be planned, designed, constructed and 
maintained in compliance with the city of Dundee public works design standards. 

 
Finding: The applicant has proposed and is conditioned to reconfigure (re-route existing pipes) the existing 
storm system to accommodate the proposed improvements. The applicant shall field verify existing private and 
public utilities within the work area and coordinate with or relocate as needed. There are existing 
communications utilities extending to the Fire Station from the northwesterly corner of the site along Highway 
99W that may conflict with the proposed utility extensions in this area. 

 
 
Conclusion 
The proposed wireless facility meets the criteria for approval for conditional use permit and site development 
review, with completion of the conditions of approval as stated in Exhibit B. 

17/88



 

P a g e  18 | 19 
 

EXHIBIT B 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

CU 20-06/SDR 20-07 Verizon Cell Tower Conditional Use 
 

Based on the findings in Exhibit A, the proposed development meets the required criteria contained in the Dundee 
Municipal Code and is approved, subject to completion of the conditions of approval: 

The applicant must provide the following information for review and approval prior to construction of 
improvements: 
1. The applicant shall provide plans for review and approval showing how the noise barrier can be 

accommodated within the project area including the proposed fencing and landscaping. 
 

2. To ensure the landscape material is guaranteed for a period of one year from the date of installation, the 
applicant shall provide a copy of the guarantee prior to the issuance of building permits. 
 

3. Utility Improvements: The applicant shall provide engineered plans for the Engineering Department’s 
approval addressing the items listed below. All plans must be in accordance with the Dundee Public Works 
Design Standards. Note that utility lines may not cross property lines except by easement, and the utilities 
for one parcel may not serve development on another parcel. 

· Stormwater: 
The applicant is required to reconfigure the existing storm system to accommodate the proposed 
improvements. This includes: relocation of one pipe and outfall as shown on the proposed plan and 
reconnection of a second pipe extending along the railroad tracks.  Re-grade the new impervious to 
drain to the existing, adjoining impervious area, provide a curb cut in the existing curb to improve flow 
to the existing water quality facility. Provide section, details and grades for the interface between the 
existing concrete curb/slab and proposed improvements. Consider reconfiguration of the outlet pipes to 
eliminate one of the bends and cleanouts by replacing pipe from existing ditch inlet. Coordinate the final 
design with the City Engineer and Fire Chief. Add rip-rap outlet protection and re-grade the existing 
drainage channel to accommodate the new outfall. 

· Property Line & Constructability:  
The improvements shall be set back from the property line to allow for construction or obtain an 
easement from adjoining rail property to accommodate construction. 

The applicant shall complete the following prior to final building inspection: 
1. Install utilities as required by the approved utility plan and obtain the necessary City permits prior to 

construction. 
2. Construct all improvements according to the approved construction plans. 

 
Development Notes 
o Public Works Requirements: This project is subject to compliance with all Dundee Public Works Design 

Standards. The applicant shall field verify existing private and public utilities within the work area and 
coordinate with or relocate as needed. There are existing communications utilities extending to the Fire 
Station from the northwesterly corner of the site along Highway 99W that may conflict with the proposed 
utility extensions in this area. 
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o Existing improvements. All landscaping or other improvements disturbed by the work shall be restored 
to original condition or better. 

 
o During construction contact Portland & Western Railroad if equipment is being  operated within 50 feet of 

the railroad tracks. Contact information: Dennis Hannahs, Permit Specialist, dhannahs@gwrr.com, (505) 
508-7940. 
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October 4, 2017 
 
Chelsea Burgwin 
Acom Consulting 
5200 SW Meadows Road, Suite 150 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 
 
Re: Acoustical Report – Verizon OR1 Dundee 
Site: 759 N Highway 99W, Dundee, OR, 97115 
 
Dear Chelsea, 
 
The following report presents a noise study for the proposed Verizon Wireless 
telecommunications facility 759 N Highway 99W in Dundee, Oregon.  This noise study extends 
from the proposed equipment to the nearest properties.  The purpose of this report is to 
document the existing conditions and the impacts of the acoustical changes due to the 
proposed equipment. This report contains data on the existing and predicted noise 
environments, impact criteria and an evaluation of the predicted sound levels as they relate to 
the criteria. 
 
Ambient Conditions 
Existing ambient sound levels of the site were measured on July 29, 2017 with a Svantek 971 
Type 1 sound level meter.  Measurements were conducted in accordance with Oregon 
Administrative Rules (OAR) 340-35-035 subsection (3)(b).  The average ambient noise level 
was 57 dBA primarily due to noise from local automotive traffic on SW Taylors Ferry Road. 
 
Code Requirements 
 
The site is located within the City of Dundee Zoning jurisdiction on property with a “Public” 
zoning designation.  The nearest receiving property is zoned Central Business District.  For 
the purposes of Dundee Municipal Code 8.28.040 both of these zonings are considered 
Commercial.   
 
The proposed new equipment includes equipment support cabinets and an emergency 
generator.  The equipment support cabinets are expected to run 24 hours a day.  The generator 
will run once a week during daytime hours for maintenance and testing purposes only.   
 
Dundee Municipal Code limits noise to a Commercial property as follows:   
 
Noise is limited to 60 dBA during daytime hours.  During nighttime, defined as the hours 
between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m., maximum sound levels are reduced to 55 dBA.  Since the support 
cabinets are expected to operate 24 hours a day, they must meet the 55 dBA nighttime limit.   
 
The generator must not exceed 60 dBA when running during daytime hours for maintenance 
testing.   
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Predicted Equipment Sound Levels 
24-Hour Operation Equipment 
The following table presents a summary of the equipment and their associated noise levels:   
 

Table 1: Equipment Noise Levels 

Equipment dBA (each) Quantity Combined 
dBA @ 5 ft 

Commscope RBA84 Power/ Battery Cabinet 64 dBA @ 5 ft 1 64 
Charles PM63912 61 dBA @ 5 ft 3 66 
Total dBA (All cabinets combined) 68 

 
Methods established by ARI Standard 275-2010 and ASHRAE were used in predicting 
equipment noise levels to the receiving properties.  Application factors such as location, height, 
and reflective surfaces are accounted for in the calculations.   
 
The equipment will be located at grade surrounded by a 6’-0” chain-link fence with privacy 
slats. The nearest receiving property to the southwest is approximately 12 feet from the 
equipment.  The following table presents the predicted sound level at the nearest receiving 
property:  
 

Table 2: Predicted Noise Levels: Proposed Equipment Cabinets 
Line Application Factor SW 

1 Sound Pressure Level at 5 ft (dBA), Lp1 68 

2 Distance Factor (DF) 
Inverse-Square Law (Free Field): DF = 20*log (d1/d2) 

-8 
(12 ft) 

3 New Equipment Sound Pressure Level at Receiver, Lpr  
(Add lines 1 and 2) 60 

 
As shown in Table 2, the sound level from the proposed equipment is predicted to be 60 dBA 
at the southwest property, which does not meet the 55 dBA nighttime code limit.  In order for 
the equipment to meet code, the following noise mitigation measures must be implemented.   
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Noise Mitigation 
Noise levels will need to be reduced by 5 dB for the cabinets to meet the code limit at the 
southwest receiving property. To provide the noise reduction, a noise barrier will need to be 
installed between the equipment and the receiving property as follows: 
 
Noise Barrier 

• Install a noise barrier along the southwest side of the equipment as indicated by the 
bold red line in Figure 2.   

 
• The top of the noise barrier shall be 6’-0” above grade.   

 
• Construct the noise barrier with a solid material that has a surface mass of at least 2.5 

lbs/sq ft.  The following are common barrier materials that meet this requirement: 
 

o 3/4-inch exterior grade plywood 
o 16-gauge sheet metal 
o HardiPanel Vertical Siding or HardiBacker 1/2-inch 

 
• Install sound absorbing material inside of the barrier with a minimum NRC rating of 0.80.  

The material should be installed between 1’-0” and 6’-0” above grade.  Recommended 
products for this application include minimum 1” thick F-Sorb.  
 

• A detail of the barrier construction is presented in the following figure.   
 

 
 

Figure 1: Noise Barrier Detail 
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Figure 2: Noise Barrier - Plan 
 
 
Predicted Noise Levels - with Mitigation 
The following tables present the predicted noise levels with the noise mitigation implemented.   
 

Table 3: Predicted Noise Levels: Proposed Equipment Cabinets 
Line Application Factor SW 

1 Sound Pressure Level at 5 ft (dBA), Lp1 68 
2 Noise reduction – noise barrier -12 

3 Distance Factor (DF) 
Inverse-Square Law (Free Field): DF = 20*log (d1/d2) 

-8 
(12 ft) 

4 New Equipment Sound Pressure Level at Receiver, Lpr  
(Add lines 1 through 3) 48 

 
As shown in Table 3, the sound level from the proposed equipment cabinets will meet the 55 
dBA nighttime code at the nearest receiving property.   
 
 
  

NOISE BARRIER 
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Emergency Equipment 
The proposed equipment includes one Generac SDC20 20 KW generator with a Level 2 sound 
enclosure and has a sound level of 65 dBA at 23 feet.  The nearest receiving property to the 
southwest is approximately 12 feet from the generator.  The following are the predicted sound 
levels at the receiving property.  Noise reduction from the proposed noise barrier is included 
in the calculation:   
 

Table 4: Predicted Noise Levels: Proposed Emergency Generator 
Line Application Factor SW 

1 Equipment Sound Pressure Level at 23 ft. (dBA), Lp1 65 
2 Noise reduction – noise barrier -12 

3 Distance Factor (DF) 
Inverse-Square Law (Free Field): DF = 20log (d1/d2) 

+6 
(12 ft) 

4 New Equipment Sound Pressure Level at Receiver, Lpr 59 
 
As shown in Table 4, the sound pressure level from the generator will meet the 60 dBA code 
limit at the nearest receiving properties during test cycle operation.   
 
 
Please contact us if you have any questions or require further information.   
 
Sincerely, 
SSA Acoustics, LLP 
  
 
 
 
Alan Burt, P.E. 
PARTNER 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 

12/31/17 

This report has been prepared for the titled project or named part thereof and should not be used in whole or part and relied upon 
for any other project without the written authorization of SSA Acoustics, LLP.  SSA Acoustics, LLP accepts no responsibility or 
liability for the consequences of this document if it is used for a purpose other than that for which it was commissioned.  Persons 
wishing to use or rely upon this report for other purposes must seek written authority to do so from the owner of this report and/or 
SSA Acoustics, LLP and agree to indemnify SSA Acoustics, LLP for any and all resulting loss or damage.  SSA Acoustics, LLP 
accepts no responsibility or liability for this document to any other party other than the person by whom it was commissioned.  The 
findings and opinions expressed are relevant to the dates of the works and should not be relied upon to represent conditions at 
substantially later dates.  Opinions included therein are based on information gathered during the study and from our experience.  
If additional information becomes available which may affect our comments, conclusions or recommendations SSA Acoustics, LLP 
reserves the right to review the information, reassess any new potential concerns and modify our opinions accordingly. 
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Melody Osborne

From: Laura Oviatt <laura@lauraoviatt.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 4:57 PM
To: Melody Osborne; Rob Daykin
Cc: Dixie Hancock
Subject: Opposition to the cell tower

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Please add my name to the list opposing the installation of the cell tower in downtown Dundee.   As a local real 
estate agent that sells a fair amount of real estate in Dundee, I see the value in keeping downtown Dundee hip and 
quant.  The city has worked so hard to make it what it is today and adding a cell tower would negatively impact the 
strides that have been made.  Placing the tower by the Dundee bypass seems like it would be a more logical place. 
  
Best regards, 
  
(home address:  1319 Oak Knoll Ct Newberg, OR) 
  
Laura Oviatt, LLC 
Principal Real Estate Broker 
BHHS Northwest Real Estate 
503-550-6034  
2501 Portland Rd 
Newberg, OR 97132 
laura@lauraoviatt.com 
www.lauraoviatt.com 
“Referrals from clients and friends are the foundation of my business” 
  
Berkshire Hathaway HomeServices Northwest Real Estate and Berkshire Hathaway HomeServices Real Estate Professionals will never 
request that you send funds or nonpublic personal information, such as credit card or debit card numbers or bank account and/or 

routing numbers, by email. If you receive an email message requesting you wire funds, do not respond and immediately notify 
fraud@bhhsnw.com or call 503-783-6835. 
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Melody Osborne

From: Dennis Cooke <blueboy655@icloud.com>
Sent: Friday, June 12, 2020 6:50 PM
To: Melody Osborne
Subject: Re: Cell tower, 

Yes it was to read Proposed. 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
> On Jun 12, 2020, at 6:48 PM, Dennis Cooke <blueboy655@icloud.com> wrote: 
>  
> Yes it was p 
>  
> Sent from my iPhone 
>  
>> On Jun 12, 2020, at 5:48 PM, Melody Osborne <Melody.Osborne@dundeecity.org> wrote: 
>>  
>> Dennis, 
>>  
>> I am confirming receipt of your objection. Can you please verify that the last word of your testimony is correct? Or, 
did it mean to say "proposed" and auto-correct changed it? 
>>  
>> Melody 
>>  
>> -----Original Message----- 
>> From: Dennis Cooke <blueboy655@icloud.com>  
>> Sent: Friday, June 12, 2020 2:59 PM 
>> To: Melody Osborne <Melody.Osborne@dundeecity.org> 
>> Subject: Cell tower,  
>>  
>> I want to let the city of Dundee know that I am against the placement of the cell tower in the location that has been 
proposed. 
>>  
>> Sent from my iPhone 
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Melody Osborne

From: Brigitte Hoss <franziskahausdundee@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 12, 2020 4:29 PM
To: Rob Daykin; Melody Osborne
Subject: Proposed Dundee Cell Tower
Attachments: Cell Tower Position Statement.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Rob and Melody, 
 
Please see our attached Cell Tower input letter. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Brigitte & Clark Hoss 
 
 
 
Franziska Haus Bed and Breakfast 
FranziskaHausDundee@gmail.com 
503.887.0879 
10305 NE Fox Farm Road 
Dundee, Oregon 97115 
 



June 11, 2020

Dear Dundee City Administrators,

This letter is in response to the proposed downtown city of Dundee cell tower. We are very 
much against the installation of this tower as are already many others in our community.

The success, livability, vibrancy, positive economic growth and beauty of the City of Dundee and 
its surrounding areas has come from the incredible efforts of its citizens, businesses and 
community leaders.  Our successes have been recognized locally as well as throughout the 
world. Efforts have been tremendous and are extremely heart felt by our cherished community.  
An 80 foot cell tower would do irreparable serious harm to Dundee, its surrounding areas, 
inhabitants. 

The issues:

1) Significant aesthetic damage would occur, undermining Dundee’s quaint downtown.  Unlike 
other cell tower locations in larger cities where greater density/ larger city scale better obscures 
tower presence, the scope of this structure relative to a small downtown like Dundee would be 
extraordinarily  oppressive.  Such a structure would, without a doubt, significantly mar the 
character of the entire town given its huge scale in proportion Dundee’s small structures and 
spaces. We believe that this would seriously undermine the community’s hard earned efforts to 
renovate/ regenerate their town. Just when we are getting close to realizing the repaving, and 
sidewalk renovations making Dundee a quaint walking town, a huge cell tower would destroy 
this progress. The small business community exists in large part to tourism. This structure would 
hurt those businesses as well as the faithful residences that have supported their city’s positive 
evolution.  Imagine sitting in most any backyard or at any business and seeing such an 
oppressive sight that would tower high into the sky above EVERYTHING.  

2) Cell tower emissions are quite likely a significant health concern also.  It is the belief of many 
that cell towers are more appropriately placed at a greater distance from neighborhoods such as 
in more rural locations.   This is of particular concern with regard to Dundee proposed tower’s 
proximity to nearby Dundee Elementary School.   The following are a very small sample of the 
volume of research that has found an association of serious health consequences with cell 
tower proximity:

https://mdsafetech.org/2019/03/25/cell-tower-to-be-removed-after-4th-ripon-student-diagnosed-
with-cancer/

https://www.npr.org/sections/ed/2017/07/14/535403513/cell-towers-at-schools-godsend-or-god-
awful

http://www.nacst.org/schools---cell-towers.html

https://www.emrpolicy.org/science/research/docs/navarro_ebm_2003.pdf

https://www.emrpolicy.org/science/research/fact_sheet.htm

https://www.npr.org/sections/ed/2017/07/14/535403513/cell-towers-at-schools-godsend-or-god-awful
http://www.nacst.org/schools---cell-towers.html
https://www.emrpolicy.org/science/research/docs/navarro_ebm_2003.pdf
https://www.emrpolicy.org/science/research/fact_sheet.htm


https://www.researchgate.net/publication/
241473738_The_Influence_of_Being_Physically_Near_to_a_Cell_Phone_Transmission_Mast_
on_the_Incidence_of_Cancer

https://mdsafetech.org/cell-tower-health-effects/

https://www.globalindoorhealthnetwork.com/cell-towers

https://www.nrcresearchpress.com/doi/10.1139/A10-018#.XuKu4p5KjVo

Any financial gains of a cell tower placement in Dundee 
would be quickly undone by its serious negative impact to 
our community and surrounding areas.  We are adamantly 
opposed to the placement of a cell tower in Dundee. 

Respectfully,

Brigitte & Clark Hoss
10305 NE Fox Farm Rd. 
Dundee, OR  97115

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/241473738_The_Influence_of_Being_Physically_Near_to_a_Cell_Phone_Transmission_Mast_on_the_Incidence_of_Cancer
https://www.globalindoorhealthnetwork.com/cell-towers
https://www.nrcresearchpress.com/doi/10.1139/A10-018#.XuKu4p5KjVo
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Melody Osborne

From: Joe Poznanski <joepozn@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 13, 2020 6:46 PM
To: Melody Osborne
Subject: No Cell Tower

To whom it may concern, 
 
Please do not put up that eyesore cell tower in our beautiful city. 
 
The Poznanski family objects to placing the cell tower in downtown Dundee. 
 
Get Outlook for Android 



Additional 
Written 
Public 

Testimony 
06.16.2020 
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Melody Osborne

From: alandchar1@comcast.net
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2020 12:01 PM
To: Melody Osborne
Subject: Fwd:
Attachments: Letter to Council Regarding Cell Tower.docx

Hi Melody, I'm having a little trouble with this computer so would appreciate it if you could let me know you got this.   
 
Thanks, Char Ormonde  

---------- Original Message ----------  
From: Albert.Ormonde@lamresearch.com  
To: alandchar1@comcast.net  
Date: 06/15/2020 11:49 AM  
Subject:  
 
 

Letter to council 

 

 

Al Ormonde 
Senior Buyer 3 | Global Supply Chain 
Desk Number (503) 885-6105 |  

Lam Research Corporation 
18655 SW 108th Ave. Bldg. K, Tualatin OR 97062 USA | www.lamresearch.com 

 
 
 

 

CONFIDENTIAL - Limited Access and Use                  

 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files, or previous e-mail messages attached to it, 
contains confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of any of the information contained in or 
attached to this message is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this transmission in error, please immediately notify the 
sender and destroy the original transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them to disk. Thank you. 

 



 

 

Dear City Council and Planning Commission, 

 

 

As a resident of Dundee who came here almost 50 years ago, I would like you to know I fiercely oppose 
a cell tower in the downtown core of our city.  I opposed it the last time the application was before you 
and sited a number of studies that indicated some health problems could arise from the placement of a 
tower close schools, businesses and homes.  I also do not understand why we would want to scar our 
little downtown community with a cell tower when recently put so much went into beautifying all along 
highway 99W.   The revenue it would provide is not enough to ruin the beauty of our quaint little town. 

 

There are numerous other locations for a tower in the area.  Behind Day Wines is a location exactly like 
the fire department up against the railroad tracks, but not near as visible. I believe the city has other 
properties where a tower could be placed.  I would appreciate your cooperation is suggesting another 
location. 

 

Thank you, 

Char Ormonde 
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Melody Osborne

From: Melody Osborne
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2020 1:53 PM
To: Melody Osborne
Subject: FW: Cell Tower letter for Planning Commissioners

From: Saj Jivanjee <saj@jcaoregon.com>  
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2020 1:13 PM 
To: Rob Daykin <Rob.Daykin@dundeecity.org> 
Subject: Cell Tower letter for Planning Commisioners 
 
Rob, 
Please see attached. I would like to be apart of the records for cell Tower hearing. 
Saj 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: <scanner@partinhill.com> 
Date: Mon, Jun 15, 2020 at 1:00 PM 
Subject: Send data from MFP11763963 06/15/2020 13:04 
To: Saj Jivanjee <saj@jcaoregon.com> 
 
 
Scanned from MFP11763963 
Date:06/15/2020 13:04 
Pages:1 
Resolution:200x200 DPI 
---------------------------------------- 
 
 
 
--  
Saj Jivanjee 

Jivanjee Group of Companies 

M.Arch, AIA, M.U.P, NCARB 
Architecture  |  Real Estate Development  |  Multi-Family Housing  |  Winery  |  Vineyard 
phone: 503.970.0326 
saj@jcaoregon.com 
saj@archervineyard.com 
 
Partin & Hill Architects, LLC 
209 Lincoln Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 
503.640.1216 
fax: 503.640.8552 
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Melody Osborne

From: Susan Baird <susan@bairdlawoffices.com>
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2020 3:13 PM
To: Melody Osborne
Subject: Comments re Verizon Cell Tower
Attachments: Microsoft Word - Dundee City Council Letter re Cell Tower v2.docx.pdf

Hi Melody, 
 
Please include my attached letter in opposition to the proposed Verizon cell tower. 
 
Thank you, 
Susan 
 
 

Susan Baird 
Attorney at Law 
 
Baird Law Office, LLC 
971-832-9044 
P.O. Box 373 
Dundee, OR 97115 
susan@bairdlawoffices.com 
www.bairdlawoffices.com 
 
This e-mail message may contain information that is privileged and/or confidential.  If you are not the intended recipient of this e-mail, 
you may not copy or distribute it.  If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify me by telephone at 971-832-9044 and destroy 
this e-mail.  Thank you. 
 
IRS CIRCULAR 230 NOTICE:  Baird Law Office, LLC hereby advises you that no tax advice contained in this communication has been 
written or intended by it for the use by any taxpayer in evading or avoiding tax penalties that may be imposed pursuant to U.S. law.  No 
tax advice contained in this communication has been written or intended by the sender for the purpose of promoting, marketing, or 
recommending a partnership or other entity, investment plan or other arrangement; each taxpayer is instructed to seek, from an 
independent tax advisor, advice concerning the taxpayer's particular circumstances. 
 



    
   	
	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	
	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 Baird Law Office, LLC 
    P.O. Box 373, Dundee, OR  97115 

    susan@bairdlawoffices.com 
971-832-9044	

	

 - 1 -	

	
June	15,	2020	
	
Re:	 Type	III	Conditional	Use	permit	and	Site	Development	Review	
	 File	No.	CU	20-06/SDR	20-07	–	Verizon	Cell	Tower	(the	“Application”)	
	
Dear	Dundee	Planning	Commissioners:	
	
I	have	reviewed	the	Application	in	light	of	the	Dundee	Municipal	Code	(“Code”)	and,	
as	a	business	owner	and	long-time	resident	of	Dundee,	I	believe	the	proposed	use	
should	be	denied	for	the	following	reasons	(detailed	below):	
	

1. Executive	Summary	
	
A. The	proposed	project’s	location	does	not	meet	the	requirements	of	Code	

Section	17.404	because:	
	

1. the	project’s	noise	violates	Dundee	noise	standards;	
	

2. noise	impacts	to	the	Dundee	Fire	Station	have	not	been	studied;	
	

3. the	project’s	electromagnetic	emissions	(in	addition	to	causing	
documented	harm	to	plants,	animals,	and	humans)	could	create	
untold	liability	for	the	City;	and		

	
4. the	project’s	aesthetics	are	not	in	keeping	with	the	strict	design	

aesthetics	Dundee	requires	of	new	projects	near	Highway	99W.	
	
B. The	Application	does	not	meet	the	requirements	of	Code	Section	

17.203.170	because	(i)	there	is	an	existing	AT&T	wireless	facility	only	1.3	
miles	from	the	proposed	project	site	and	Applicant	hasn’t	provided	
documentation	showing	why	this	site	isn’t	sufficient	and	(ii)	even	without	
the	proposed	tower,	Applicant’s	own	report	shows	they	already	have	
“good”	to	“moderate”	coverage	in	Dundee,	so	an	additional	tower	is	not	a	
necessity.	
	

C. The	existing	conditions	of	approval	are	not	sufficient	to	mitigate	the	
negative	impacts	of	the	proposed	use.	The	City	should	consider	
(i)	limiting	tower	height	to	mitigate	aesthetic	impacts,	(ii)	prohibiting	
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emission	of	5G	signals,	and	(iii)	requiring	annual	renewals	of	Applicant’s	
permit	so	the	City	and	citizens	are	able	to	continue	to	evaluate	the	
negative	impacts	of	the	tower.		

	
2. The	Proposed	Project’s	Location	Does	Not	Meet	the	Requirements	of	

Code	Section	17.404	
	
The	Application	proposes	an	80-foot	communications	tower	and	ground	equipment	
in	the	SE	corner	of	the	Dundee	Fire	Station.	Code	Section	17.404	requires	the	“site	
size,	dimensions,	location,	topography	and	access	are	adequate	for	the	needs	of	the	
proposed	use,	considering	the	proposed	building	mass,	parking,	traffic,	noise,	
vibration,	exhaust/emissions,	light,	glare,	erosion,	odor,	dust,	visibility,	safety,	and	
aesthetic	considerations.”	(emphasis	added)	
	

a. Noise	
	

The	proposed	use	includes	electrical	cabinets	running	24	hours	a	day,	creating	noise	
in	violation	of	the	Dundee	Municipal	Code.	The	Code	limits	noise	to	55	dBA	at	night.	
The	applicant’s	own	acoustical	report	acknowledges	the	proposed	use	would	
violate	the	Dundee	nighttime	noise	requirements	and	that	a	sound	barrier	
would	be	required	to	satisfy	Dundee	noise	requirements	for	the	equipment	at	night.		
	
Although	one	page	of	Applicant’s	report	includes	a	sound	barrier,	application	sheets	
L-1,	Landscaping,	A-2,	Enlarged	Site	Plan	and	A-2.1,	Equipment	Plan	do	not	show	the	
sound	barrier.	Given	that	both	noise	and	aesthetic	impacts	of	the	proposed	project	
are	significant,	the	Planning	Commission	should	have	the	benefit	of	complete,	
detailed	plans	before	approving	the	project.	Putting	these	significant	aspects	off	
under	a	condition	of	approval	is	not	sufficient.	Accordingly,	the	application	should	
be	denied	as	it	is	currently	being	presented.		
	
More	importantly,	the	Application	should	be	denied	because	the	acoustical	report	
fails	to	consider	noise	impacts	to	the	people	who	would	be	most	affected	by	it	–	our	
local	firefighters.	The	proposed	80-foot	tower	and	noise	generating	cabinets	would	
be	located	on	the	Fire	Station	property,	yet	no	one	has	considered	how	the	noise	
would	affect	the	Fire	Station.	
	
The	Fire	Station	is	manned	24	hours	a	day.	Our	local	fire	fighters	work,	eat,	and	
sleep	there	–	in	other	words,	they	are	even	present	at	the	Fire	Station	at	night	when	
the	proposed	project’s	noise	is	in	violation	of	Dundee	noise	standards,	yet	the	
Applicant’s	acoustical	report	fails	to	consider	noise	impacts	to	them.	Instead,	the	
acoustical	report	states	the	nearest	“receiving	property”	is	zoned	CBD	and	it	
discusses	noise	impacts	to	that	property.	Given	that	our	local	firefighters	occupy	the	
Dundee	Fire	Station	day	and	night	and	given	that	they	will	experience	the	greatest	
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impact	of	the	proposed	project’s	noise,	the	application	should	be	denied	until	noise	
impacts	to	the	Dundee	Fire	Station	have	been	thoroughly	tested	and	analyzed.		
	
Finally,	the	Planning	Commissioners	are	expected	to	rely	on	the	Applicant’s	
acoustical	report	for	information	about	potential	noise	impacts,	yet	the	report	itself	
has	inaccuracies.	For	example,	the	acoustical	report	claims	to	have	studied	ambient	
sound	levels	at	the	proposed	site	(which	is	off	Highway	99W),	yet	page	1	of	the	
report	refers	to	ambient	sound	levels	off	SW	Taylors	Ferry	Road:	“Existing	ambient	
sound	levels	of	the	site	were	measured	on	July	29,	2017	….	The	average	ambient	
noise	level	was	57	dBA	primarily	due	to	noise	from	local	automotive	traffic	on	SW	
Taylors	Ferry	Road.”	The	report	itself	seems	untrustworthy.		
	

b. Emissions		
	

In	addition	to	noise,	Code	Section	17.404	requires	the	location	be	appropriate	
considering	the	proposed	emissions.	Cell	towers	emit	high	levels	of	electromagnetic	
radiation,	yet	apparently	the	FCC	prohibits	local	jurisdictions	from	considering	the	
“environmental	effects”	of	such	emissions.	So,	as	much	as	it	pains	me	to	omit	a	
discussion	of	the	numerous,	documented	scientific	studies	proving	that	cell	towers	
kill	trees,	animals,	and	bees	(upon	which	our	local	vineyards	rely),	as	well	as	cause	
significant	harm	to	human	health	(especially	children	–	and	our	local	elementary	
school	is	only	1,000	feet	from	the	proposed	site),	apparently	a	your	decision	cannot	
be	based	on	these	cell	tower	emissions.i		
	
However,	Oregonians	are	already	awakening	to	the	detrimental	effects	of	
electromagnetic	emissions.	Oregon	Senate	Bill	283,	effective	August	9,	2019,	
requires	the	Oregon	Health	Authority	(“OHA”)	to	review	independently	funded	
scientific	studies	of	health	effects	of	exposure	to	microwave	radiation,	particularly	
exposure	that	results	from	use	of	wireless	network	technologies	in	schools.	If	the	
OHA	is	concerned	about	WiFi	in	schools,	how	much	more	should	we	be	concerned	
about	the	electromagnetic	emissions	of	an	80-foot	cell	tower	just	over	1,000	feet	
from	our	elementary	school?		
	
More	importantly,	the	Commission	should	consider	whether	approval	of	this	project	
would	expose	the	City	to	liability.	If	the	City	were	to	authorize	an	80-foot	cell	tower	
and	it	is	later	determined,	in	court,	that	the	cell	tower	is	the	cause	of	bee	death	(and	
consequential	agricultural	decline),	tree	damage,	and	untold	health	issues	(including	
negative	effects	to	nearby	elementary	school	children),	could	the	City	be	liable	for	
its	approval?	Does	the	City’s	potential	lease	agreement	with	Verizon	include	
provisions	to	defend	and	indemnify	the	City	from	all	liability	potentially	associated	
with	the	cell	tower?	Is	the	money	the	City	stands	to	gain	from	the	cell	tower	lease	
even	remotely	worth	the	potential	damage	the	cell	tower’s	emissions	could	cause?		
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c. Aesthetic	Considerations.	
	
Your	decision	can	(and	should)	be	based,	pursuant	to	Code	Section	17.404,	on	the	
proposed	tower’s	negative	impacts	on	the	aesthetics	of	downtown	Dundee.	Let’s	be	
honest,	the	proposed	tower	would	be	an	eye	sore.	Many	of	us	have	seen	similar	
“monopines”	in	Newberg	and	surrounding	areas.	Not	only	do	those	fake	“trees”	fail	
to	blend	into	the	surrounding	scenery	or	fool	anyone	into	believing	that	they	are	
anything	but	monstrous	cell	towers,	but	this	project’s	proposed	location	is	
especially	inappropriate	for	its	damaging	aesthetic.			
	
Thanks	to	the	hard	work	of	the	Dundee	Tourism	Committee,	local	businesses	like	
Red	Hills	Market	and	the	Market	Lofts,	the	Dundee	Bistro,	and	many	of	our	local	
wineries,	Dundee	is	quickly	becoming	a	beautiful	tourist	destination	with	a	quaint	
small-town	feel.	New	buildings	and	businesses	near	Highway	99W,	especially	those	
in	Dundee’s	adjacent	central	business	district,	are	held	to	extremely	high	aesthetic	
standards	to	maintain	the	quaint	look	and	feel	for	which	Dundee	is	coming	to	be	
known.	For	years	Dundee	has	prohibited	Drive-thru	businesses	and	other	such	
“modern	conveniences”	to	maintain	our	idyllic	small-town	aesthetic.	Why	then,	
would	an	80-foot	cell	tower	in	the	heart	of	Dundee,	easily	visible	from	Highway	99W	
be	considered	aesthetically	acceptable?	I	urge	you,	Commissioners,	to	find	that	it	
would	not	and	to	deny	the	application	on	the	basis	of	its	unattractive	and	
unpleasant	aesthetics,	especially	given	its	visible	location	in	the	heart	of	Dundee.		
	

3. The	Application	Does	Not	Meet	the	Requirements	of	Dundee	Municipal	
Code	Section	17.203.170.		

	
Dundee	Code	Section	17.203.170	contains	special	use	standards	for	wireless	
communication	facilities.	It	requires	an	evaluation,	inter	alia,	of	“the	feasibility	of	co-
location	of	the	subject	facility	as	an	alternative	to	the	requested	permit”	including	
“b.	Written	verification	and	other	documentation	revealing	the	availability	and/or	
cooperation	of	shown	by	other	providers	to	gain	access	to	existing	sites/facilities	to	
meet	the	needs	of	the	applicant.”	(emphasis	added)	
	
There	is	an	existing	AT&T	wireless	facility	only	1.3	miles	away.	Yet	the	Application	
fails	to	provide	the	requisite	“written	verification”	as	to	why	co-locating	on	the	
AT&T	tower	just	1.3	miles	away	is	insufficient.	Applicant	merely	draws	a	circle	on	a	
map	(with	the	proposed	location	conveniently	in	the	center	of	that	ideal	circle).	
Applicant	fails	to	show	what	their	coverage	would	look	like	if	they	were	to	co-locate	
on	the	AT&T	tower	or	how	such	co-location	would	be	insufficient	to	improve	their	
coverage.		
	
In	other	words,	it	is	not	be	sufficient	for	the	Applicant	to	simply	say:	“we	want	our	
tower	here,	but	this	other	tower	is	1.3	miles	away,	so	that’s	not	what	we	want.”	This	
does	not	satisfy	the	Code	requirements.	Thus,	by	failing	to	provide	the	requisite	
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analysis	and	“written	verification”	regarding	co-location	alternatives,	the	
Application	fails	to	comply	with	Dundee	Municipal	Code	Section	17.203.170.	
	
Finally,	the	proposed	location	simply	isn’t	necessary.	Applicant’s	own	report	shows	
that	even	without	the	proposed	tower,	the	City	of	Dundee	is	represented	on	Figure	4	
in	yellow	and	green.	According	to	the	Applicant:	“The	Green	represents	a	high	RF	
signal	strength	which	generally	provides	good	coverage	inside	vehicles	and	
buildings.	Yellow	represents	moderate	RF	signal	strength	that	generally	provides	
good	service	inside	vehicles	and	moderate	service	inside	buildings.”	(Page	10	of	
Applicant’s	narrative)	Thus,	by	Applicant’s	own	report,	Verizon	already	has	good	to	
moderate	coverage	in	Dundee	and	a	new	tower	is	not	a	necessity.	
	

4. Conditions	of	Approval	
	
For	the	reasons	cited	above,	the	Application	fails	to	meet	the	requirements	of	the	
Dundee	Municipal	Code	and	should	be	denied.	However,	even	if	the	Application	
were	approved	with	conditions	of	approval,	the	existing	conditions	of	approval	are	
insufficient	to	mitigate	the	negative	impacts	of	the	proposed	use.	Dundee	Code	
Section	17.404.030.B.	states:	“The	city	may	impose	conditions	that	are	found	
necessary	to	ensure	that	the	use	is	compatible	with	other	uses	in	the	vicinity,	and	
that	any	negative	impact	of	the	proposed	use	on	the	surrounding	uses	and	public	
facilities	is	minimized.”	
	
It	is	specifically	within	the	City’s	authority,	pursuant	to	Code	Section	17.404.030.B.4.	
to	limit	the	“structure	height.”	Given	the	fact	that	Dundee	is	an	attractive	small-town	
with	stringent	aesthetic	requirements	for	new	projects	in	the	adjacent	central	
business	district,	the	City	should	greatly	reduce	the	height	of	the	proposed	tower	to	
lessen	the	negative	aesthetic	impacts.		
	
Applicant	states	they	desire	to	improve	the	capacity	their	3G	and	4G	LTE	service.	
Given	that	the	application	is	limited	to	these	services	and	given	that	little	to	no	
safety	studies	have	been	performed	on	5G	service,	the	City	should	also	condition	
approval	on	the	condition	that	the	proposed	tower	not	be	used	for	5G	service	or	
signals.		
	
Finally,	even	if	the	Commission	is	pressured	into	approving	the	noisy,	aesthetically	
unpleasant,	electromagnetic	emitting	80-foot	tower,	at	the	very	least	the	City	could	
invoke	its	authority	under	Code	Section	17.404.030.B.14.	to	“require	renewal	of	
conditional	use	permits	annually”	in	order	to	give	the	good	citizens	of	Dundee	
additional	opportunities	to	decide	whether	we	want	this	monstrosity	in	our	lovely	
town.			
	
Thank	you,	Commissioners,	for	considering	these	objections	to	the	proposed	
project.	
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	 	 	 	 	 	 Sincerely,	
	 	 	 	 	 	 Susan Baird 
	 	 	 	 	 	 Susan	Baird	
	
My	residence	is	located	at	998	SW	Tomahawk	Pl.,	Dundee,	OR	97115.	
	
	

	
i See scientific articles at www.childrenshealthdefense.org 
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Melody Osborne

From: Noel Johnson <noeljohnson07@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2020 9:24 PM
To: Melody Osborne
Subject: Cell Tower Opinion for the Planning Commissioners

June 15, 2020 
 
Re: Type III Conditional Use permit and Site Development Review 
 File No. CU 20-06/SDR 20-07 – Verizon Cell Tower (the “Application”) 
 
Dear Dundee Planning Commissioners: 
 
I am a resident of Dundee and also one of the owners of The Market Lofts – a lovely place for visitors to stay overnight 
above Red Hills Market. An 80-foot cell tower would be very bad for business. I am asking that you please DENY the 
proposed Application on the following grounds: 
 

1. The project’s noise violates Dundee nighttime noise standards; this would be extremely damaging to our vacation 
rental business to have 24 hour noise. 

 
2. The project’s aesthetics are not in keeping with the strict design aesthetics Dundee requires of new projects near 

Highway 99W. An 80-foot cell tower, even “disguised’ as a tree, is unattractive and unappealing. We want to 
maintain the beautiful, quaint nature of our small town. The unsightly appearance will be off-putting to the 
tourists who frequent all the downtown Dundee businesses and damaging to our local economy.  

 
3. The applicant has failed to show why they can’t use the AT&T facility just 1.3 away. 

 
4. The applicant doesn’t need a new tower as they already have, according to their won report, “moderate” to “good” 

service in Dundee. 
 

Even if you decide to approve this monstrosity, the existing conditions of approval are not sufficient to mitigate the 
negative impacts of the proposed use. Please consider (i) limiting tower height to mitigate aesthetic impacts, (ii) 
prohibiting emission of 5G signals, and (iii) requiring annual renewals of Applicant’s permit so the City and citizens are 
able to continue to evaluate the negative impacts of the tower.  
     
Sincerely, 
 
    Signature: Noel Johnson        
    Printed Name: Noel Johnson      
    Date:  June 15th, 2020       
    Address: 962 SW Tomahawk PL, Dundee, OR 97115    
 
 
 
 
 
Noel Johnson 
noeljohnson07@gmail.com 
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Melody Osborne

From: Jamie Davis <jamieldavis423@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2020 9:51 PM
To: Melody Osborne
Subject: Cell tower

Hello Melody, 
 
I would like to voice my opposition to the cell tower that is being proposed in downtown Dundee. I am concerned about 
my property value decreasing in these uncertain times as well as the negative look to the tower. Our community and 
elected officials have been working so hard to beautify our town and make it more desirable to businesses and tourists 
and this would take away from those efforts. Please send me a confirmation email.  
Thank you, 
 
Jamie Davis 
175 Hemlock St. 
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Melody Osborne

From: Brooke Rapet <brookerapet@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2020 10:39 PM
To: Melody Osborne
Subject: Public Comments Dundee City Council
Attachments: Public Comments Dundee City Council Letter re Cell Tower v2.docx

 



 
Submitted via e-mail to: Melody.Osborne@dundeecity.org  June 15, 2020  Re: Type III Conditional Use permit and Site Development Review  File No. CU 20-06/SDR 20-07 – Verizon Cell Tower (the “Application”)  Dear Dundee Planning Commissioners:  Please DENY the proposed Application on the following grounds:  1. The project’s noise violates Dundee nighttime noise standards;  2. Noise impacts to the Dundee Fire Station have not been studied;  3. The potential financial benefit to the City from a cell tower leases does not compensate for the untold liability the City may face for approving a cell tower just 1,000 feet from an elementary school;  4. The project’s aesthetics are not in keeping with the strict design aesthetics Dundee requires of new projects near Highway 99W. An 80-foot cell tower, even “disguised’ as a tree, is unattractive and unappealing. We want to maintain the beautiful, quaint nature of our small town;  5. The applicant has failed to show why they can’t use the AT&T facility just 1.3 away; and  6. The applicant doesn’t need a new tower as they already have, according to their own report, “moderate” to “good” service in Dundee.  Even if you decide to approve this monstrosity, the existing conditions of approval are not sufficient to mitigate the negative impacts of the proposed use. Please consider (i) limiting tower height to mitigate aesthetic impacts, (ii) prohibiting emission of 5G signals, and (iii) requiring annual renewals of Applicant’s permit so the City and citizens are able to continue to evaluate the negative impacts of the tower.       Sincerely,      Signature:             Printed Name:           Date:             Address:         Dundee, OR 97115    
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Melody Osborne

From: Sheila Young <sheilarbyoung@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 7:23 AM
To: Melody Osborne
Subject: Cell tower

This is a bad idea for this beautiful town.We moved here less than a year ago and this will  reduce home values and 
attractiveness of the city. It is also a safety concern. I've had cancer and this is way to close for all us to have in our 
backyards. This would be an eyesore and safety concern for all residents. PLEASE dont allow this in our community. My 
family is very against this plan.  
 
Sheila Young and family  
 

To help 
protect your 
privacy, 
Micro so ft 
Office 
prevented  

Virus-free. www.avg.com  
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Melody Osborne

From: Michelle Kropf <michelle@redhillsmarket.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 8:32 AM
To: Melody Osborne
Subject: Cell Tower Letter for City Council
Attachments: Red Hills Market Comments Dundee City Council Letter re Cell Tower v2-1.pdf

Hi there, 
Please share this letter in relation to the cell tower with the city council. 
Thank you, 
--  

 Michelle L. Kropf 
red hills market, kitchen & catering 
buyer & proprietor 
503.550.8194 
redhillskitchen.com 
redhillsmarket.com 
 

 



Submitted via e-mail to: Melody.Osborne@dundeecity.org 

Re: Type III Conditional Use permit and Site Development Review  
 File No. CU 20-06/SDR 20-07 – Verizon Cell Tower (the “Application”) 

Dear Dundee Planning Commissioners: 

As a resident of Dundee, an owner of Red Hills Market, and a part-owner of the Market Lofts, I am 
asking that you please DENY the proposed Application. The proposed tower would detract from 
tourism, hurt our local businesses, and should be denied on the following grounds: 

1. The project’s noise violates Dundee nighttime noise standards; 

2. Noise impacts to the Dundee Fire Station have not been studied; 

3. The potential financial benefit to the City from a cell tower leases does not compensate for 
the untold liability the City may face for approving a cell tower just 1,000 feet from an 
elementary school; 

4. The project’s aesthetics are not in keeping with the strict design aesthetics Dundee requires of 
new projects near Highway 99W. An 80-foot cell tower, even “disguised’ as a tree, is 
unattractive and unappealing. We want to maintain the beautiful, quaint nature of our small 
town. When Red Hills Market was going through the approval process with the City of 
Dundee, we had to jump through numerous hoops to meet all the specific aesthetic 
requirements for businesses in downtown Dundee. Although the proposed 80-foot tower 
would technically be zoned Public and not subject to those same standards, it would 
nonetheless detract greatly from the beautiful downtown that we have all worked so hard to 
achieve; 

5. The applicant has failed to show why they can’t use the AT&T facility just 1.3 away; and 

6. The applicant doesn’t need a new tower as they already have, according to their won report, 
“moderate” to “good” service in Dundee. 

Even if you decide to approve this monstrosity, the existing conditions of approval are not sufficient 
to mitigate the negative impacts of the proposed use. Please consider (i) limiting tower height to 
mitigate aesthetic impacts, (ii) prohibiting emission of 5G signals, and (iii) requiring annual renewals 
of Applicant’s permit so the City and citizens are able to continue to evaluate the negative impacts of 
the tower.  
    Sincerely, 

    Michelle & Jody Kropf  
    6/16/20  
    155 SW 7th  
    Dundee, OR 97115   
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June 16, 2020 
 
Melinda Allhands 
Acom Consulting 
5200 SW Meadows Road, Suite 150 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 
 
Re: Acoustical Report – Verizon OR1 Dundee 
Site: 801 N Highway 99W, Dundee, OR, 97115 
 
Dear Melinda, 
 
The following report presents a noise study for the proposed Verizon Wireless 
telecommunications facility 801 N Highway 99W in Dundee, Oregon.  This noise study extends 
from the proposed equipment to the nearest properties.  The purpose of this report is to 
document the existing conditions and the impacts of the acoustical changes due to the 
proposed equipment.  This report contains data on the existing and predicted noise 
environments, impact criteria and an evaluation of the predicted sound levels as they relate to 
the criteria. 
 
Ambient Conditions 
 
Existing ambient sound levels of the site were measured on June 13, 2020 with a Svantek 971 
Type 1 sound level meter.  Measurements were conducted in accordance with Oregon 
Administrative Rules (OAR) 340-35-035 subsection (3)(b).  The average ambient noise level 
was 50 dBA primarily due to noise from local automotive traffic on Hwy 99W. 
 
Code Requirements 
 
The site is located within the City of Dundee Zoning jurisdiction on property with a “Public” 
zoning designation.  The nearest receiving property is zoned Central Business District.  For 
the purposes of Dundee Municipal Code 8.28.040 both of these zonings are considered 
Commercial.   
 
The proposed new equipment includes equipment support cabinets which are expected to run 
24 hours a day.   
 
Dundee Municipal Code limits noise to a Commercial property as follows:   
 
Noise is limited to 60 dBA during daytime hours.  During nighttime, defined as the hours 
between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m., maximum sound levels are reduced to 55 dBA.  Since the support 
cabinets are expected to operate 24 hours a day, they must meet the 55 dBA nighttime limit.   
 
  



Verizon  Page 2 

OR1 Dundee 

Predicted Equipment Sound Levels 
24-Hour Operation Equipment 
The following table presents a summary of the equipment and their associated noise levels:   
 

Table 1: Equipment Noise Levels 

Equipment dBA (each) Quantity Combined 
dBA @ 5 ft 

Charlers CUBE BB48E2XV1 61 dBA @ 5 ft 2 64 
Charles CUBE SS4B228LX1 65 dBA @ 5 ft 1 65 
Total dBA (All cabinets combined) 68 

 
Methods established by ARI Standard 275-2010 and ASHRAE were used in predicting 
equipment noise levels to the receiving properties.  Application factors such as location, height, 
and reflective surfaces are accounted for in the calculations.   
 
The equipment will be located at grade surrounded by a 6’-0” chain-link fence with privacy slats 
and a 6’-0” tall sound barrier on the southwest portion of the fence.  The nearest receiving 
property to the southwest is approximately 12 feet from the equipment.  The following table 
presents the predicted sound level at the nearest receiving property:  
 

Table 2: Predicted Noise Levels: Proposed Equipment Cabinets 
Line Application Factor SW 

1 Sound Pressure Level at 5 ft (dBA), Lp1 68 
2 Noise reduction – noise barrier -7 

3 Distance Factor (DF) 
Inverse-Square Law (Free Field): DF = 20*log (d1/d2) 

-8 
(12 ft) 

4 New Equipment Sound Pressure Level at Receiver, Lpr  
(Add lines 1 through 3) 53 

 
As shown in Table 2, the sound pressure level from the proposed equipment is predicted to be 
53 dBA at the nearest receiving property, which meets the 55 dBA nighttime code limit.  Noise 
levels at other receiving properties, which are further away, will be lower and within code limits.   
 
Please contact us if you have any questions or require further information.   
 
Sincerely, 
SSA Acoustics, LLP 
  
 
 
 
Alan Burt, P.E. 
PARTNER 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12/31/21 

This report has been prepared for the titled project or named part thereof and should not be used in whole or part and relied upon 
for any other project without the written authorization of SSA Acoustics, LLP.  SSA Acoustics, LLP accepts no responsibility or 
liability for the consequences of this document if it is used for a purpose other than that for which it was commissioned.  Persons 
wishing to use or rely upon this report for other purposes must seek written authority to do so from the owner of this report and/or 
SSA Acoustics, LLP and agree to indemnify SSA Acoustics, LLP for any and all resulting loss or damage.  SSA Acoustics, LLP 
accepts no responsibility or liability for this document to any other party other than the person by whom it was commissioned.  The 
findings and opinions expressed are relevant to the dates of the works and should not be relied upon to represent conditions at 
substantially later dates.  Opinions included therein are based on information gathered during the study and from our experience.  
If additional information becomes available which may affect our comments, conclusions or recommendations SSA Acoustics, LLP 
reserves the right to review the information, reassess any new potential concerns and modify our opinions accordingly. 
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Melody Osborne

From: Bethany Caruso <bgracecaruso@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 12:14 PM
To: Melody Osborne
Subject: Cell Tower Opposition

Greetings, I am writing in regards to the proposed cell tower to be installed in our lovely community. My husband and I 
are the owners of 179 SW 9th Street, and we are vehemently opposed to the addition of the cell tower in our town. 
Please include this communication as part of the record being reviewed.  
 
 
Regards,  
 
Bethany & Michael Caruso  
(503)487-7737 
 
 



1

Melody Osborne

From: Jody Kropf <jody@redhillsmarket.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:39 AM
To: Susan Baird; Melody Osborne
Subject: Cell Tower Opposition

To Whom it may concern,  
 
I would like to add an additional thought in opposition of the proposed cell tower in 
Dundee.  Recently Newberg erected an unsightly tower directly in the view from my 
kitchen 
and deck.  This monstrosity is another example of a complete lack of care for the 
esthetics of our beautiful community.  Additionally, these new towers have extremely 
bright 
LED style, white strobe lights.  These lights are extremely annoying and disruptive for 
anyone enjoying the evening outside.  The speed, frequency and intensity of these lights 
are  
complete light pollution.  In contrast, traditional warning lights on towers and bridges 
flash a slow, warm red light.  My tree, sunrise and star view was replaced with  
shiny metal and intense strobe light.  This is what would happen to the fine folks of 
Dundee if this tower was approved.   
 
Thanks for considering my point of view and thank you in advance for your help in 
keeping Dundee a beautiful small town.   

 
Jody P. Kropf 
red hills market, kitchen & catering 
chef/owner 
503.550.8193 
redhillskitchen.com 
redhillsmarket.com 
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Melody Osborne

From: Waller, Jeri L <Jeri.Waller@providence.org>
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:38 AM
To: Melody Osborne
Subject: Dundee Planning Commissioners
Attachments: [Untitled].pdf

Hello, 
 
Attached you will find my signed objection letter for the installation of a 5G tower in Dundee.  
 
Thank you, 
Jeri Waller  
503-858-0185 
 

 
This message is intended for the sole use of the addressee, and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under 
applicable law. If you are not the addressee you are hereby notified that you may not use, copy, disclose, or distribute to anyone the message or any information 
contained in the message. If you have received this message in error, please immediately advise the sender by reply email and delete this message. 
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Melody Osborne

From: Jessica Marshall <marshall3289@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 3:27 PM
To: Rob Daykin; Melody Osborne
Subject: Proposed Cell Tower

Hello Mr. Daykin, 
 
This letter is being sent to you in opposition of the proposed cell phone tower. 
 
My husband and I bought our home in Dundee in 2006.  At the time, we believed that this home would be a pit stop, a 
temporary place for us to live while I got my teaching degree from George Fox.  Here we are, 2020, and we are still in 
our temporary home, but it's not temporary anymore and we are now a family of four.  This little city has become our 
home.  We love it here, we want to stay here and raise our little family here, in Dundee. 
 
It has recently been brought to my attention that the city of Dundee is considering leasing out land near the fire 
department so that a cell tower can be put in, that the city stands to earn a considerable amount of much need money 
from this lease, and that residents will benefit from better cell service and the added resources that will/can be made 
available with the monies collected through the lease.  These all sound like wonderful benefits of this venture, but what 
at what cost? 
 
In the 14 years that we have lived in Dundee we have seen tremendous growth and revitalization.  The work that has 
gone into the beautification and aesthetics of this city would be diminished by an ugly tower sitting in the middle of 
town, even if it is one of the "tree" towers.  How will this affect local businesses?  That area is surrounded by tasting 
rooms and restaurants and homes and open greenspaces and parks.  I do not feel that the revenue generated would be 
worth the loss of all the hard work and time put into making Dundee the quaint, hip little city it has become over the 
past several years. 
 
Yamhill county and especially the Newberg/Dundee area have enjoyed rapid home value increases after a devastating 
real estate market crash in 2008.  It took us years to come back from that, but we are finally there.  What will this tower 
do to property values?  According to Environmental Health Trust, "over 90% of home buyers and renters are less 
interested in properties near cell towers and would pay less for a property in close vicinity to cellular antennas. 
Documentation of a price drop up to 20% is found in multiple surveys and published 
articles..."  Realtor Magazine furthers this claim in their article "Cell Towers, Antennas Problematic for Buyers." 
where they posit that "...of the 1,000 survey respondents, 79 percent said that under no circumstances would 
they ever purchase or rent a property within a few blocks of a cell tower or antennas."  There is so much 
information available that shows this cell tower will have a negative affect on people's home values, on my 
home value. 
 
While I understand the appeal and draw for the city to install this tower and reap the financial benefit of lease, 
the cost to its residents is too high.  I am against installing this cellular antenna at this location.  Surely there 
has to be a better use for that land and a better place for this tower. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jessica Marshall   

 
You are  
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Melody Osborne

From: Michael Sitter <msitter@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 4:50 PM
To: Melody Osborne
Subject: Type III Conditional Use permit and Site Development Review - File No. CU 

20-06/SDR20-07 – Verizon Cell Tower (the “Application”)

 June 15, 2020   Re:       Type III Conditional Use permit and Site Development Review             File No. CU 20-06/SDR 20-07 – Verizon Cell Tower (the “Application”)   Dear Dundee Planning Commissioners:   Please DENY the proposed Application on the following grounds:   1.     The project’s noise violates Dundee nighttime noise standards;   2.     Noise impacts to the Dundee Fire Station have not been studied;   3.     The potential financial benefit to the City from a cell tower leases does not compensate for the untold liability the City may face for approving a cell tower just 1,000 feet from an elementary school;   4.     The project’s aesthetics are not in keeping with the strict design aesthetics Dundee requires of new projects near Highway 99W. An 80-foot cell tower, even “disguised’ as a tree, is unattractive and unappealing. We want to maintain the beautiful, quaint nature of our small town;   5.     The applicant has failed to show why they can’t use the AT&T facility just 1.3 away; and   6.     The applicant doesn’t need a new tower as they already have, according to their own report, “moderate” to “good” service in Dundee.   Even if you decide to approve this monstrosity, the existing conditions of approval are not sufficient to mitigate the negative impacts of the proposed use. Please consider (i) limiting tower height to mitigate aesthetic impacts, (ii) prohibiting emission of 5G signals, and (iii) requiring annual renewals of Applicant’s permit so the City and citizens are able to continue to evaluate the negative impacts of the tower.    Sincerely,   Signature:       Mike Sitter                                                                      Printed Name:           Mike Sitter                                                Date:                                   June 16, 2020                                         Address: 101 NW Brier Ave, Dundee, OR 97115                        --  
Michael Sitter, RT (T) President 
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Professional Dosimetry Services 
www.pdsseattle.com 
  
Regional Sales Manager 
IsoAid, LLC 
www.isoaid.com 
(206) 369-3443 (p) 
(206) 260-2434 (f) 
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Melody Osborne

From: Jennifer Sitter <jensitter@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 4:41 PM
To: Melody Osborne
Subject: Type III - Conditional Use permit and Site Development Review - File No. CU 

20-06/SDR20-07 – V

Submitted via e-mail to: Melody.Osborne@dundeecity.org   Re:       Type III Conditional Use permit and Site Development Review             File No. CU 20-06/SDR 20-07 – Verizon Cell Tower (the “Application”)   Dear Dundee Planning Commissioners:   As a resident of Dundee, a part-owner of the Market Lofts, and a current member of the Dundee Tourism Committee, I am asking that you please DENY the proposed Application. The proposed tower would detract from tourism, hurt our local businesses, and should be denied on the following grounds:   1.     The project’s noise violates Dundee nighttime noise standards;   2.     Noise impacts to the Dundee Fire Station have not been studied;   3.     The potential financial benefit to the City from a cell tower leases does not compensate for the untold liability the City may face for approving a cell tower just 1,000 feet from an elementary school;   4.     The project’s aesthetics are not in keeping with the strict design aesthetics Dundee requires of new projects near Highway 99W. An 80-foot cell tower, even “disguised’ as a tree, is unattractive and unappealing. We want to maintain the beautiful, quaint nature of our small town;   5.     The applicant has failed to show why they can’t use the AT&T facility just 1.3 away; and   6.     The applicant doesn’t need a new tower as they already have, according to their won report, “moderate” to “good” service in Dundee.   Even if you decide to approve this monstrosity, the existing conditions of approval are not sufficient to mitigate the negative impacts of the proposed use. Please consider (i) limiting tower height to mitigate aesthetic impacts, (ii) prohibiting emission of 5G signals, and (iii) requiring annual renewals of Applicant’s permit so the City and citizens are able to continue to evaluate the negative impacts of the tower.  Sincerely, Signature:                   Jennifer Sitter                                            Printed Name:           Jennifer Sitter                                    Date:                           June 16, 2020                                    Address: 101 NW Brier Ave, Dundee, OR 97115                           
 
--  
www.pulp-circumstance.com 
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Melody Osborne

From: Stephanie Thouvenel <2vtessie@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 8:06 AM
To: Melody Osborne
Subject: Strongly oppose a cell tower at the fire station

To those it may concern: 
 
As a resident of Dundee, I strongly oppose a cell tower in downtown Dundee.  
There are MANY reasons why we should be concerned about a ridiculously ugly fake tower being installed in the middle 
of town, but I will be brief. 
 
The fake tree tower on Illinois street is a joke in Newberg. We choose NOT to buy a home in that area because of it.  
Dundee is only just now beginning to live up to it's potential as a cute little town. A huge fake tree that doesn't even look 
like a tree, will lower our property values and make those in the surrounding area have a harder time selling their 
homes.  
 
We are surrounded by cell phone towers, including AT&T towers! Why do we one right down town to become an 
eyesore? If we want to have a cute downtown that attracts tourists (and we do!) please do not approve this! 
 
Stephanie Thouvenel 
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Melody Osborne

From: dgmckinney <dgmckinney@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 6:09 PM
To: Melody Osborne
Subject: Cell tower in Dundee

I am opposed to the cell tower being placed in Dundee.   
It has been proven that these cell towers expose undue risk to the population. 
 
Donna McKinney 
731 Se Logan Ln 
Dundee, Oregon 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Melody Osborne

From: Joseph Thouvenel <joseph2v@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 8:11 PM
To: Melody Osborne
Subject: No Cell Tower in Dundee

To Whom It May Concern, 
 
I am writing to express my opposition to the construction of a cell tower on the Dundee Fire Station property.  
 
As a Dundee resident who believes in the amazing potential of this community to become a premeir destination for both 
visitors and residents alike, I believe a cell tower would be an eyesore for every person passing through town not to 
mention people who call this lovely community home. It would negatively impact property values and create possible 
environmental hazards. 
 
I feel these cell towers have become a detriment to Newberg which is now littered with them throughout town. Even 
ones that are designed to look like trees come across as tacky and out of place. Please do not emulate this in our town. 
 
If part of the rationale for building a cell tower is to increase city revenue then I will gladly volunteer my time and skills 
to work with you to think of other ways to generate income for our community.  
 
Again, I strongly oppose the building of a cell tower in Dundee. 
 
Joe Thouvenel 
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Melody Osborne

From: Heidi Hege <heidimaebird@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 10:43 PM
To: Melody Osborne
Subject: Cell Tower in Dundee

Hello Melody, 
My husband and I moved to Dundee almost 5 years ago from Portland to get away from the city and raise our kids in a 
more wholesome and rural setting. We love Dundee and the community we have found here. 
I heard that the Dundee Planning Commission is considering an application for an 80 foot cell tower in Dundee. I have 
huge concerns for this kind of thing in our city and ask that you deny this application and do not bring this cell tower into 
our lovely little town!! I know of many many citizens in Dundee that do not want a tower like this in our town. I haven't 
looked into all the city regulations but I know the noise could be a factor. These towers are harmful to the environment 
both to animals, bees and humans. It would be a huge mistake to allow this in our town.  
Thank you for hearing me. 
 
Heidi Hege 
18700 Riverwood Rd, Dundee, OR 97115 
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Melody Osborne

From: Dixie Hancock <dhancock@bhhsnw.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 7:56 PM
To: Melody Osborne
Subject: FW: Opposition to the cell tower

Melody, 
Please add the comments below to my opposition. “ Please add my name to the list opposing the installation of the cell 
town in downtown Dundee.    It would seem there are less intrusive sites in Dundee such as near the bypass.   The City 
has made such great strides to improve the image of downtown Dundee it seems a contradiction to approve this tower 
in the heart of town.”  
 
After further thoughts on this,  I would also offer the possibility of the tower being situated up by the water tower near 
the cemetery, nestled close to the large fir trees so to fit into the landscape and be less obtrusive.  
 
Thank you, 
Dixie Hancock 
 
From: Matt Frey <stopdundeecelltower@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 3:24 PM 
To: Dixie Hancock <dhancock@bhhsnw.com> 
Subject: Re: Opposition to the cell tower 
 
Hi Dixie, 
 
Thanks for your support!  I will add you to the opposed list. 
 
If you could email the city your comments that would be great.  It is important to get your opinion on the public record 
for the upcoming meeting. 
 
You can also attend the zoom planning commission meeting to get your opinion heard. 
 
If you have any other questions, just let me know. 
 
Take care, 
Matt Frey 
 
 
On Thu, 2020-06-11 at 13:48 +0000, Dixie Hancock wrote: 

Please add my name to the list opposing the installation of the cell town in downtown Dundee.    It would seem there 
are less intrusive sites in Dundee such as near the bypass.   The City has made such great strides to improve the image 
of downtown Dundee it seems a contradiction to approve this tower in the heart of town. 
 
Dixie Hancock 
225 SW Walnut Ave 
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Berkshire Hathaway HomeServices Northwest Real Estate and Berkshire Hathaway HomeServices Real Estate Professionals will 
never request you send funds or nonpublic personal information, such as credit card or debit card numbers or bank account and/or 
routing numbers, by email.  If you receive an email message requesting you wire funds, do not respond and immediately 
notify fraud@bhhsnw.com or call 503-783-6835. 
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Melody Osborne

From: clifheim@gmail.com
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 10:51 AM
To: Melody Osborne
Subject: Re: Cell tower

Dundee City council, 
 
My family and I have grave concerns for the possibility of a cell tower being placed so close to our home, homes around 
us and more so right behind our community fire station. With continued exposer to RF/ MW radiation post the tower 
being installed, the risk to benefit weighs on the side of what is really best for our community and our first responders. 
There have been multiple fire stations around the country and internationally that have closed post tower installation 
from evidence of health issues that arose. There is no evidence that shows there is no risk to living in close proximity 
(1000’ to 1500’) to a cell tower. Multiple studies have shown that though in most cases there has not been enough 
radiation to heat body tissue there are increased numbers of multiple health issues (increased growth of cancer brain 
cells, childhood leukemia, headaches, change in sleep patterns, decreased memory, decreased attention and slower 
reaching time in school age children). The direct exposure to our first responders on a continual bases can not be 
allowed. Being in the same building for upwards of 24 hours at a time, with the close proximity puts our first responders 
at even a higher risk of health problems. Firefighters already have a much higher likelihood of contracting cancer over 
most occupation. They should not have to be exposed to possibly more risk while being ready to respond to the next 
emergency in our community.  
 
No matter the dollar amount, we can not see how the health risks could be pushed aside. As citizens of this community 
we should not have to worry about the possibility of continued health problems just to gain some greater cell coverage. I 
have attached supporting articles and studies.   
 
Thank you, 
 
Clifton Heim 
519 SE 7th St. 
 
https://www.iaff.org/cell-tower-radiation/ 
 
https://www.google.com/amp/s/mdsafetech.org/2019/09/28/firefighters-fighting-fires-and-now-cell-towers/amp/ 
 
https://www.electrosmogprevention.org/cell-phone-safety-campaign/federal-cell-tower-roll-out-you-can-take-action/ 
 
https://www.smart-safe.com/blogs/news/watch-firefighters-report-neurological-damage-after-cell-tower-installation-
near-their-station 
 
 

On Jun 9, 2020, at 10:01 AM, Melody Osborne <Melody.Osborne@dundeecity.org> wrote: 

Clif, 
 
Yes. If you want to put something in writing you may do that. Just email it to me. If I receive it by 5pm 
tomorrow it will go in the packet to the Commissioners; anything received after that day/time will be 
forwarded to the Commission as available. 
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Melody Osborne

From: Robert Dunham <robertwdunhamii@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 4:39 PM
To: Melody Osborne
Subject: Verizon cell tower

Hello Commissioners!  
 
I’m a resident of Dundee, and I do not want this tower in our beautiful town. It’s not going to benefit any of us directly, 
I’m against with all my heart, because those tower would take the soul from this wonderful place we call home.  
 
Be blessed and thanks for thinking of what truly matters.  
 
Robert Dunham  
620 se Logan lane  
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Melody Osborne

From: Evan Karp <evan@domaineserene.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 4:26 PM
To: Melody Osborne
Cc: Ryan Harris; Rob Daykin; Saj Jivanjee; Keeley O'Brien; Matthew Frey, L.Ac.
Subject: Cell Tower Objection Testimony - Ryan Harris
Attachments: Cell Tower Objection WCLP RH.pdf

Hi Melody, 
 
Please see the attached testimony being submitted on behalf of Ryan Harris. 
 
Regards, 
Evan 
 
Evan Karp 
Chief Financial Officer 
Domaine Serene Vineyards & Winery / Château de la Crée 
t. 971.545.2240 
www.domaineserene.com 
 
 

 
 
 



Dundee Planning Commission City of Dundee 
620 SW 5th Street Dundee, OR 97115 
 
June 17, 2020 
 
Dear Members of the Planning Commission, 
 
My name is Ryan Harris and I am a founding member of Wine Country Legacy Partners, LLC. 
Our Company owns multiple Central Business District tax lots directly across from the Dundee 
Fire Department as well as a single tax lot adjacent to the Dundee Fire Department. 
 
Our goal at Wine Country Legacy Partners is to develop wine country properties to build long-
term value for ourselves and for the community. We aim to do this in Dundee with appropriate 
and sustainable investments that enrich the local community and quality of life of residents while 
enhancing residential and commercial property values in the area. 
 
We are attracted to Dundee for many reasons, including the high potential we see for it and by 
the vision of the Mayor, City Council and Planning Commission to beautify the town while 
encouraging high-end development. We believe that the aesthetic improvements and resultant 
increasing land values will attract new investment into the community that will build the tax base 
and ultimately benefit the community in the form of increased resources for schools, 
infrastructure and public services. We believe strongly that Dundee can benefit from this 
"Virtuous Cycle" of investment well into the future. 
 
Concurrently we believe that the proposed cell tower proposed to be located in downtown 
Dundee would be a major step back from the positive progress that the city has made and 
aspires to make in the near future. Why would the City go to such efforts and expense to 
masterplan and beautify the City and take such a major step back by building an eyesore in the 
center of town? I have to wonder why the Planning Commission would impose a 3-story limit on 
buildings and then approve a 10-story cell tower that would be far less attractive than a well-
designed building. 
 
Aside from the health concerns associated with cell towers that are being actively debated 
across the globe, we are convinced as businesspeople that this move would drastically and 
negatively impact our property values. It would certainly change our opinion about the direction 
of Dundee and therefore impacts our desire to invest in the future development of Dundee. We 
were shocked to learn that the City could be willing to sell out the aesthetic future of the town for 
a meager amount  of  revenue that would be more than offset by the lost tax revenue associated 
with the declining values due to the tower. 
 
We are surprised to see the City of Dundee taking advantage of the zoning exception that it 
received for the Fire Department to now extend into non-related, revenue producing activities.   
We firmly believe this kind of self-dealing is immoral and possibly illegal. 
 
We are also disappointed with the attempt by Verizon / ACOM to seek approval for a variance 
during a global pandemic.  Due to COVID-19, as well as the afore mentioned testimony, more 
time is clearly needed to properly research this issue. In accordance with 197.763 (6){b), we 
would like to request that we leave the record open for additional written evidence, arguments or 
testimony from concerned neighbors and businesses, as well as our legal counsel and business 
advisors. 
 



 
 
We feel strongly about this matter and are prepared to appeal this matter to the Oregon Land 
Use Board of Appeals and beyond to the Oregon State Supreme Court, if necessary. We hope 
that the City of Dundee will vigorously pursue other options, so they do not unnecessarily scar 
the town forever and deplete resources from the citizens that could better spent on urban 
development and the betterment of the community. 
 
We would also like to point out that this is the fourth attempt by Verizon to receive approval to 
construct an 80-foot tower.  We are squandering taxpayer resources on this matter and should 
remain focused on more important matters. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 

 
 
 
Ryan Harris Founding Member 
Wine Country Legacy Partners, LLC 
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Melody Osborne

From: Evan Karp <evan@domaineserene.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 4:36 PM
To: Melody Osborne
Cc: Ryan Harris; Rob Daykin; Keeley O'Brien; Saj Jivanjee; Matthew Frey, L.Ac.
Subject: Cell Tower Objection Testimony - Evan Karp
Attachments: Cell Tower Objection WCLP EK.pdf

Hi Melody, 
 
Please see the attached testimony in opposition to the Mayor’s Cell Tower. 
 
Regards, 
Evan 
 
Evan Karp 
Chief Financial Officer 
Domaine Serene Vineyards & Winery / Château de la Crée 
t. 971.545.2240 
www.domaineserene.com 
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