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CITYffi

S DUNDEE
CITY OF DUNDEE CITY COUNCIL

Staff Report
Appeal of a Planning Commission Order Denying a

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

Request: An appeal by the applicant of the Planning Commission's denial of an 80-foot tall wireless

communications tower (74/ + 6/ of branches) and ground equipment. The tower and equipment will be enclosed

within a 232 square footfenced area in the SE corner of the Dundee Fire Station. In addition to fencing, landscaping

will be provided to screen the equipment from surrounding properties.

Project Information

Applicant and Agent

Property Owner

Location

Site Address

Tax Lot

Zoning

Applicable Criteria

Hearing Date

Tammy Hamilton, Acorn Consulting, Inc. forVerizon Wireless.

City of Dundee

Southeast corner of the Dundee Fire Station site

801 N Hwy 99W

T3S, R3W, Section 25CC/ Tax Lot 800

P (Public)

Dundee Municipal Code Sections 17.402.050/ 17.404.030/17.203.170

August 4,2020

Background

Version Wireless submitted a Site Development Reviewapplication with a concurrent Conditional Use application

to construct the above described wireless communications facility (cell tower). The subject property is in the

Public Zone where the height limit is 45-feet, but through a Conditional Use application, the height can be
increased (Dundee Development Code/ Table 17.202.030, C), thus a Conditional Use application was also

submitted.

The Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing on June 17, 2020 and at the request of a

testifying party it was continued to July 1, 2020. On July 1, after receiving additional written and oral testimony

the Commission passed an oral motion which was set forth in a July 6, 2020 Planning Commission Order denying

the requested Conditional Use application because the applicant did not meet approval criterion 17.404.030, A,

1, regarding building mass/ visibility and aesthetic considerations. Criterion A, 1, states:

A. Use Criteria.

1. The site size, dimensions, location, topography and access are adequate for the needs of the proposed

use, considerinci the proposed buildinci mass, parking, traffic, noise, vibration, exhaust/emissions, light,

glare, erosion, odor, dust, visibility, safety, and aesthetic considerations, (emphasis added)
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When the Conditional Use application was denied, the Site Development Review (SDR) was also denied because

the SDR proposed an 80-foot tall tower and when the 80-foot height was not approved, the SDR could not be

approved. The Planning Commission Order is at Attachment 1.

Location Map

Applicant's Appeal

On July 15, 2020 Acorn Consulting, Inc./ for Verizon Wireless, submitted the City's appeal form with Exhibit A,

Appeal Issues, prepared by Michael Connors, Hathaway Larson, LLP, Portland (see Attachment 2).

This staff report does not paraphrase the 2-page Exhibit A because City staff does not want to inadvertently miss-

state or miss-characterize the appellant's statements. Staff encourages the City Council to read the applicant's

2-page Exhibit A, to the City's appeal form at Attachment 1.

Contingency Options for the City Council

Where the City Council affirms the Planning Commission Order (at Attachment 1 as noted above), and where the

City Council does not add, change or remove the reasons set forth in the Planning Commission Order, the Order

provides the findings and conclusions for denying the Conditional Use and Site Development Review applications.

A City Council Order will be prepared by staff for the Mayor to sign in the days after the City Council hearing.

Where the City Council affirms the Planning Commission Order, but adds, changes or removes language set forth

in the Planning Commission Order, the City Council Order prepared by staff for the Mayor to sign in the days

after the City Council hearing will include the added, changed or removed language.
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Where the City Council does not affirm the Planning Commission Order and approves the Conditional Use and

Site Development Review applications, the City Council Order prepared by staff, or prepared by the applicant at

the City's request, for the Mayor to sign in the days after the City Council hearing, will provide the findings and -

conclusions to support the approvals. Such language was in the draft Planning Commission Order included in the

June 17, 2020, staff report to the Planning Commission. The heading below on this page, Staff Recommendation,

includes findings and conclusions in support of approvals for the CU and SDR applications.

Comments Received:

Comments received from the City Departments and agencies were incorporated into the Planning Commission

Order. The agency comments 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 Hannah, 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 followed-up and submitted the completed FAA Form to ODA.

Frontier and Portland General Electric: No comment.

Citizen Comments: Written and oral public comments were received during the Planning Commission hearing

process. The written comments are in Attachment 3. Written comments for the City Council hearing received by

the city, but not in time to be included in this report, will be forwarded to the Council as they are received.

A notice of the August A, 2020 City Council public hearing was mailed to all the parties who submitted oral or

written testimony during the Planning Commission hearing process.

Staff Recommendation

The CU criterion, 17.404.030, A/ 1, referring to building mass, visibility and aesthetic considerations, is a subjective

criterion where differing conclusions are possible. Staff recommends the Conditional Use (CU) and Site Development

Review (SDR) applications be approved because staffs conclusion is the approval criteria are met.

Where the City Council concludes the CU and SDR applications should be approved, the following is from the June 17,

2020 staff report to the Planning Commission and finds the approval criteria have been met for the CD and SDR.

Additional language has been added at locations identified as "Additional language."

Note: The Dundee Municipal Code criteria are written in /ta//cfont and the findings are written in regular font.

Items related to conditions of approval are underlined. The Development Code criteria are listed with the findings

immediately following for each criterion.
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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 (3/18/20, 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 3/18/20 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 comer of

the site place the facility away from 99W and other roads to the east.

The applicant's 3/18/20 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 3/18/20 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.

The applicant's materials address building mass, visibility and aesthetics. 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
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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-locatjon 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 appearance of the structure's mass. Antennas will be mounted on short arms and the structure will

be 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.

Additional language follows.

Above, in the heading "Applicant's Appeal" (p. 2) it says, 'This staff report does not paraphrase the 2-page

Exhibit A because City staff does not want to inadvertently miss-state or miss-characterize the appellant's

statements. Rather, City Councilor's are encouraged to read Exhibit A." The following does not paraphrase, but

identifies additional materials provided by the appellant.

The applicant's 7/15/20 Exhibit A - Appeal Issues/ 2-pages, addresses the building mass, visibility and aesthetics

issues (see Attachment 1).

The applicant's 7/15/20 Exhibit A - Appeal Issues/ 2-pages, addresses the 1996 Federal Telecommunications Act

"...prohibits a city from adopting decisions that "prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting' wireless

communication facilities within the city." (see Attachment 1).

The applicant's 7/27/20 letter to the City Council follows-up on the 7/15/20 appeal (Exhibit A, Appeal Issues)

and reiterates the applicant was not afforded the opportunity to present alternative design options at the

Planning Commission hearing (p. 1, Section B, Tower Design Options)(see Attachment 1). The 7/27/20 letter,

Section B, proposes an alternative to the original monopine design stating:

"The first option is a slimmer version of the monopine design. Verizon originally proposed the fuller

monopine design option since some people believe it looks more like a realistic tree, but the Planning

Commission cited the bulk of the tower as one of the reasons for the denial under DMC 17.404.030, A, 1.

In response, Verizon is proposing a slimmer monopine option that is less bulky than the original

monopine proposal. We included photosims to show how this particular design of monopine would look

ini the surrounding area/'

The 7/27/20 letter. Section B, proposes a second alternative to the original monopine design stating:

"The second option is a monopole option. Although the monopole option is not a stealth option, it is

significantly less bulky than any of the monopine options. Given the number of utility poles in the

immediate area, this design option may blend in better with the surrounding environment as well.

Verizon included architecture drawings for the monopole design in the event the City Council chooses

this option."

The 7/27/20 letter, Section B, goes on to state, in part:

"These [ the original monopine design and the two options above ] are the best design options available

for this site as other design options (lattice tower, etc.) will have greater visual impacts. Given that

wireless communication facilities are allowed as a special use in the Public ("P") zone and the conditional

use criteria require that the impacts be reasonably mitigated or minimized, not avoi9ded or eliminated,
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Version believes that the City Council is required to choose the best of the available options. Denying the

Application on the grounds that no design option can satisfy DMC 17.404.030(A)(1) for this site would be
inconsistent with the City code and violate the Federal Telecommunications Act/'

Additional justification is provided in the applicant's 7/15/20 Appeal Issues (2-pages), the 7/27/20 letter to the
City Council and Acorn's 7/27/20 letter to the City of Dundee.

Regarding the Dundee Development Code (DDC), staff believes if the original intent of the Public Zone was to
limit cell towers to 45-feet in height, the DDC would have been written to not allow the 45-foot height limit to

be exceeded through the conditional use process, but the DDC specifically allows the 45-foot height limit to be

exceeded through the conditional use process.

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 (3/18/20 Narrative, p. 24) and the June 16, 2020 noise study address the

negative visual and noise impacts.

Regarding the visual impacts, the following repeats some of the finding from above regarding 17.404.030/ A, 1.

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 1, p. ^, along the inside of the south fence line. Additional 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.
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Additional language follows.

The above proposed condition of approval related to the noise barrier is now not needed because the updated

June 16, 2020 noise study includes plans showing how the noise barrier will be affixed to the chain link fence.

Therefore, where the City Council approves the CU and SDR applications, the above condition of approval is not

included in the conditions of approval at the end of this staff report.

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.

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;

5. Limiting or setting standards for the location, type, design, and/or intensity of outdoor lighting;
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10. Requiring berms, screening or landscaping and the establishment of standards for their installation

andmaintenance;

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 conformancewith

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 rev!ew 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 stats 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

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 D MC 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;
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Finding: The proposed wireless facility complies with the applicable development standards in the Public Zone

(P) as follows:

17.202.030 D!mensional Standards (for the Pzone)

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, NonconformingSituations;

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.

4. The proposal complies with all of the site design and development standardsof 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

dedsion(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
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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 fenceshall 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 Cand 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) ofthissection.

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.

Finding: The proposed structure and ground equipment will be enclosed by a 6- foot tail 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 sen/ice 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.
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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 A, 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)L "Existing alternative structures" [Table 1, p. 8,1) c)L "Rooftop Installations"

[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

Page 11| 20

11



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

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 tail (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 ofafreestanding

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
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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-l, 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 areajncluding the proposed fencing and landscaping.

Additional language follows.

As noted at the top of p.1, above, the above proposed condition of approval related to the noise barrier is now

not needed because the updated June 16, 2020 noise study includes plans showing how the noise barrier will be

affixed to the chain link fence. Therefore, where the City Council approves the CU and SDR applications, the

above condition of approval is not included in the conditions of approval at the end of this staff report.

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.

Additional language follows.

The additional electronic file dated 7/27/20 submitted by Acorn, Consulting, Inc., showing 14-pages of plans

and elevations, includes Sheet SV-2, showing the distance from the tower to the property line on the east side

of Maple Street where the residential zoning begins is 328.7 feet, which exceeds the 300-foot requirement.
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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.

2. In the Czone, a minimum of 15 percent of the gross lot area shall be landscaped.

3. In a commercial zone pedestrian courtyards, plazas, wa I kways, 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 !n 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)(l) 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.
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B. Methods of Screening. Screening shall be accomplished by the use ofsight-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.

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 ofdedduous 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. Bermform 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 withthe

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.
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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. This meets the requirements of buffer alternative

Numbers.

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 DM C17.301.040.

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-halfinch 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.

/. 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,
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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 thepubUc.

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, payers 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-l 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 priprto 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
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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 dunng and after construction.

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

QLLB I ity facility. Provide section, details and grades for the interface between the existing concrete curb/slab and

proposed Jmproyements^Consider reconfiguration of the outlet mpes to eliminate one of the bends and

cleanouts bv replacing pipe from existing ditch inlet. Coordinate the final design withthe City Engineer and Fire

Chief. Add rip-rap outlet protection and re-grade the existing drainage channel to accommodatejiie 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 rdpcate as needed. There are existing

communications utilities extending to the Fire Station from the northwesterlv 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 below.

Page 18| 20

18



Based on the findings, above, 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 providethe following information for review and approval priorto construction of

improvements:

1. 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 priorto the issuance of building permits.

2. 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.

3.

• 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.

o Existing improvements. All landscaping or other improvements disturbed by the work shall be restored

to original condition or better.
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During construction contact Portland & Western Railroad if equipment is being operated within 50 feet of the

railroad tracks. Contact information: Dennis Hannah/ Permit Specialist, dhannahs@gwrr.com, (505) 508-7940.

City Council Action

At the August 4, 2020 hearing, the City Council's options are:

1. Consider the staff report and public testimony.

2. Deliberate and:

a. Pass an oral motion affirming the Planning Commission Order and state the reasons therefore,

and staff will prepare a City Council Order for the Mayor to sign in the days after the City Council

hearing consistent with the motion, or

b. Pass an oral motion not affirming the Planning Commission Order and approving the Conditional

Use and Site Development Review applications, and staff will prepare a City Council Order for the

Mayor to sign in the days after the City Council hearing consistent with the motion.

3. Continue the hearing to a date/time certain.

Attachments

1. Planning Commission Order of denial dated July 6, 2020.

2. Applicant's materials:

a. 2020-07-15 Appeal form and its Exhibit A, 2-page appeal statement.

b. 2020-07-27 Letter, M. Connors, Hathaway Larson, LLP, to the City Council, 3-pages.

c. 2020-07-27 Letter, Tammy Hamilton, Acorn Consulting, Slimmer Option with pictures/ 3-pages.

d. 2020-07-27 Photosims, 6 pages.

e. 2020-07-27 Site and Elevation plans, 14 pages.

f. 2020-06-29 Letter, M. Connors, Hathaway Larson/ LLP, to Planning Commission/14 pages.

3. Written comments received from the public during the Planning Commission and City Council process.
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DUNDEE PLANNING COMMISSION ORDER
RLE NO. CU 20-06, SDK 20-07

AN ORDER DENYING A CONDtTIONAL USE AND A SITE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW FOR A
WIRELESS COMMUNITCATIONS FAC1LIT/ ATTHE 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 fTax Lot SOD on Assessors Map 3325CC) in the
SE comer 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 mimicthe 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 footfenced area with a 5-foot landscape area to the west, south
and east, in the SE comer of the Dundee Fire Station.

3. The Dundee Planning Commission held an electronic public hearing to consider the proposal on
June 17,2020 continued it to July 1,2020.

4. At the June 17, 2020 and July 1,2020 electronic public hearings the Planning Commission
received public written testimony and heard public testimony.

5. At the June 17, 2020 and July 1,2020 public hearings, the Planning Commission heard a
summary of the staff reports, 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 do not meet the applicable Development Code
criteria for approval.

The Dundee Planning Commission orders the following:

The Conditional Use and Site Development Review applications to construct a wireless communications
facility are hereby denied. This Order Is based on the June 17, 2020 and July 1,2020 staff reports,
findings shown in Exhibit <IKf, the application materials and public testimony. Exhibit "A" Is attached and
by this reference incorporated herein.

ADOPTED BY THE DUNDEE PLANNING COMMISSION THIS 1st DAY OF JULY, 2020:

AYE: 6 NAY: 0 ABSTAIN:! ABSENT: 0

SIGNED: ^U^t^^ T^^W&U^L ^j^.^^2^
ShannonHowIand, Planning Commission Chair ^ ^ Date

ATTEST: ^ X-^ -^i IA^A^ . _"7/^> /^OS 0
Robert DaykJn, City A^min^trator / / Date
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EXHIBIT A

DEVELOPMENT CODB CMTERIA & FINDINGS
[CU 20-06/SDR 20-07, Verizon Cell Tower,
Conditional Use and Site Development Review]

Note: The Dundee Municipal Code criteria are written in /to//cfont and the findings are written in
regular font. The Development Code criteria are 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 HI procedure, the planning commission shall approve, approve with
conditions or deny an application^ fncluding requests to enlarge or after a conditional use,

based on findings of fact with respect to al! 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/emlssfons, light, glare, erosion, odor, dust, vls!blHty, safety, and

aesthetic considerations.

Finding: The applicant's response (Narrative, p. 24) addresses size, dimensions, 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 a 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
backfllled on the outer side.

The monopine is proposed in the 5E corner of the Dundee Fire Station site. The Fire Station is,
generally, centrally located in the City and about equidistant from the north and south city limits along
Highway 99W. The applicant's analysis of the need for improved cell phone coverage and capacity
show the site is adequate to improve the coverage and capacity, The applicant's materials Indicate the
mass.pfthe cabinets is small and even though the monopine is tail, Its diameter is not great and,

overall the mass Is not large. The facility requires no parking and will generate about 2 trips per month
for maintenance. The June 19, 2020 noise report indicates the City's nlghttlme noise standard would be
exceeded and a noise barrier is proposed on the south fence enclosing the cabinets which brings the
cabinets into compliance with the nighttime noise standard.
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The proposed monoplne and Its use will not create vibration, exhaust/emlssions, light, glare, erosion,
odor, dust Safety of the tower is not an issue because it will be constructed to meet the Oregon
building code standards for monopole cell tower facilities.

The applicant addresses the building mass, visibility and aesthetic considerations by proposing a
tower with a pine tree appearance with a total height ofSO-feet and an antenna height at 74-

feet. The upper 6-feet will allow for branches that would present a tree top appearance. The 80-

foot height Is lower than the height proposed 2-years ago, A slotted chain link fence Is proposed
around the tower's base and cabinets. A 5-foot wide landscaped area is proposed on the west,

south and east sides of the fence around the tower's base and cabinets. 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 trtps per
month. No parking ts required for the use. A 12 foot wide access easement is provided through

the fire station parking lot to the facility.

The applicant's Narrative, p. 24, indicates the location Is necessary because the area's wireless

service needs to be improved and a new facility will allow seamless coverage for users In town

and along Highway 99W. The site is very near the center ofVerizon's search area to fill the

coverage and capacity gaps. The applicant's Narrative, pp. 4 - 12, addresses site selection and

design in terms of Improving coverage and capacity,

The applicant's Narrative, p. 24, Indicates the facility wltl 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.

Written testimony by Mike Osborne, email June 30,2020, states "...most people traveling through
Dundee will recognize it as a tree" and provided Information supporting his statement.

The opponent's written and oral testimony indicates even with the monopine style people who see the

monopine will know It is a cell tower and they will believe the monopine Is not aesthetlcally pleasing.
The tree branches will not adequately mask the underlying cell tower. Additionally^ the opponents
written and oral testimony indicates the tail slendershape of the tower will be the only tall slender
shaped structure along Highway 99W In the city limits and will present the appearance of a "sore
thumb," which, even with tree branches, will not be aesthetically pleasing. The opponents indicate
where a monoplne is in an area of natural trees, It could be aesthetic, but the proposed monopine
would be by Itself and, therefore, would not be aesthetic.

The opponents indicate the location behind the Dundee Fire Station, in the southeast corner of the site,
away from public streets is inadequate to screen the tower because only the lower portion would be
screened from Highway 99W by the Fire Station, The Fire Station would not screen the towerfrom the
properties directly to the north, east and south.

The Planning Commission finds the site's size, dimensions, location, topography and access are
adequate forthe needs of the monopine considering parking, traffic/ noise, vjbration,

exhaust/emisslons, light, glare, erosion, odor, dust and safety.

The Planning Commission finds the site is not adequate for the monopine's needs considering building

mass, visibility and aesthetic considerations. Criterion 17.404.030, A, 1, Is not met.
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2. The negative Impacts of the proposed use, if any, on adjacent properties and on

the pubHc 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 mimicthe 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 one other 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 in the applicant's materials 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 ofdedduous and evergreen trees, shrubs and groundcover will be

outside the fence.

The proposed equipment includes support cabinets. The cabinets will run 24 hours a day. The

closest property to the facility's location in the SE corner of the property Is the land abutting 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 2-page acoustlcal report by SSA Acoustlcs dated June 16,
2020 and a second 5-page acoustical report by SSA Acoustics dated June 19,2020. The reports

show 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 June 19 report, Figure 2, p. 4, along the Inside of the
south fence line. The applicant is not conditioned to provide plans for review and approval that
show how the noise barrier can be accommodated within the project area because the June 19

report shows how it would be affixed to the fence.

The prior proposal in 2018 included an emergency generator and the 2017 acoustlcal report
Included sound mitigation for the generator, The 2020 application does not Include a generator

and, therefore/ sound mitigation for a generator is not needed, nor is It required. Criterion

17.404.030, A, 2Js met.

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. Criterion
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17.404.030, A, 3, is met.

4. A conditional use permit shall not allow a use that is prohibited or not expressly allowecf

under DMCDMsfon 17.200; nor shall a conditional use permit grant a variance without a
variance application being reviewed with the conditional use application.

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 P Zone's 45-foot height limit The
conditional use permit is for the overall height ofSO-feet. The applicant has applied for
conditional use approval. A variance is not being requested or required. Criterion 17.404.030, A^

4, is met.

B, Conditions of Approval. Jhe city may impose conditfons that are found necessary to ensure

that the use Is compatible with other uses in the v/c/n/fy, and that any negative impact of the
proposed use on the surrounding uses and public facilities is minimized. These conditions

Include, butare not ffmitedl to/ one or more of the following:

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

Z Requiring site or architectural design features which minimize envlronfnental

impacts such as noise, vibration^ eKhaust/emlssfons, light^ ghtre, erosion^ odor and/or

dust,

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

4. Umittng the building or structure height size, !otcoverage, and/or location on theslte;

5. Designating the size, number, location and/or design ofvehlcfe 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. Requ!r!ng landscaping, screening, drainage, water quality facilities, and/or

Improvement of parking and foadlng areas;

ff. Umftlng the number size, location, height and/or fighting of signs;

5. Limfting or setting standards for the locatfoHf 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 thes!ze, 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 sensftive Jands;

13. Requiring Improvements to water, sanitary sewer, or storm drainage systems, in
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conformancewith city standards; and

14. The planning commission may require renewal of conditional usa 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 wfth conditions of approval; such

periodic review may occur through an administrative or quasl-judlcial 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 outside the fence is proposed on the eastern, western, and southern

sides of the fence enclosure.

The applicants June 19,2020 acoustical report notes a noise barrier is needed to satisfy the

Dundee noise requirements and a noise barrier is proposed which results in the facility meeting

the noise requirements.

The Planning Commission's decision is to deny the Conditional Use to allow the height to be

greater than 45-feet, and because the Conditional Use is denied^ the Site Development Review is

also denied, and therefore, no conditions of approval are included in the decision.

C Conditional Use Permft 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.

Findings 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 foHowfng criteria. The dty decfsfon-makhg body may, in approving the
applicatfon^ Impose reasonable conditions of approval consistent with the appHcable criteria.

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

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

Z The application complies with ail of the applicable provisions of the underlying
zone and overlay zone(s), including but not limited to: bullcHng and yard setbacks, lot
area and dimensions/ density and floor area, lot coverage, building height building

orientation, architecture, and other applicable standards;
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Finding: The proposed wireless facility complies with the applicable development standards in
the Public Zone (P) as follows:

17.202.030 Dlmenslonaf Standards {for the Pzone)
A. Lot Size: 5,000 square feet

B. Setback Requirements: 20 front; none for side or rear yard

C Maximum Bulldfng Height: 45 feet; telecommunicatfons structures in excess of
45 feet In height are allowed with a 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. Criterion 17.402.050,2, is met.

3. The proposal includes requfred upgrades^ if any ^ to existing development that does

not comply with the applicable land use district standards, pursuant to Chapter 17.104
DMC, NonconformingSltuatfons;

Findings The site is developed with the Dundee Fire Station, approved tn 2013 (SDR 13-01). There are
no nonconforming situations to upgrade. Criterion 17.402,050,3, Is met.

4. The proposal complies with all of the site design and development
standards of this code, as appficable;

Finding: The Planning Commission finds, above, the proposal does not comply with Conditional
Use criterion 17.404,030, A, 1, regarding building mass, visibility and aesthetic considerations,

therefore, the proposal does not comply "...with all applicable site design and development

standards of this code...."

The Planning Commission finds Criterion 17.402.050, 4, is not met,

5. The proposal meets a)( existing conditions of approval for the sfte or use, as required
by prior fand 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 buHding 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. Criterion 17.402.050,5, is met
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Additiona! 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^ splke$, electric or any other
hazardous or dangerous materials; this Includes link fencing with barbed ends at the
top of sides; except that fences topped with barbed wire are allowed m 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 lawfuHy existing prior to
annexation to the city, may remain.

3. Every fenceshafl be maintained In a condition of reasonable repair and sha)f not be
allowed to become and remain In a condMon ofdisrepmr including noticeable teon/nff,
missing sections, broken supports, non-unfform height, and uncontrolled growth of
vegetation.

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

5. !n 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 done, black fused and bonded vinyl coated chain link fencing
may be used, subject to subsection (B) of this section.

b. (n the CBD zone^ black fused and bonded vinyl coated chain link fencing may be
used If screened from view from the street by a sSght-obscurlng hedge of equal
height, subject to subsection (B) ofthissectlon.

7. In the U zone, fences taller than sfx feet in height shall not be chain link. Fences over

six feet in height shall be screened by a sight obscuring hedge.

Finding: The proposed structure and ground equipment will be enclosed by a 6- foot tail 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,
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17.203 -Special Use Standwds

17.203.170 Wireless Communication Facilities

B. Review Procedure. !n addition to the applicable appllcathn requirements for site
development review, ail of the following informatfon shal! be submitted:

1. An evaluation ofthefeasfbHlty ofco-location of the subject facility as an alternatfve
to the requested permit. The feaslblffty study must Include:

a. The location and ownership of the existing telecommunication structures within the
cell service area and not to exceed two m!les.
b. Written verification and other documentation revealing the avaiJabHity and/or
cooperation shown by other providers to gain access to existing sltes/fadlltles to meet
the needs of the applicant.

c. TTic tower type and height of potential collection faciiitfes.

d. Anticipated capacity of the wireless communication facWty, 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 46 LTE coverage In
the City ofDundee" (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 ofHess 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 applicants Narrative, Figure 5, p, 11, shows the coverage in the Dundee area with the

proposed Monopine. The Dundee area 15 shown in green, good service. The Narrative indicates

the proposed Monoplne would meet Verlzon'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 tower Is

outside of the search area and already being utilized by Verlzon" [Table 1, p. 8/1)/ a)]. The
Narrative also considered "upgrade to existing towers" pable 1, p. 8,1) b)], WBx1sting

alternative structures" pable 1, p. 8,1) c)L "Rooftop Installations" rTable 1, P. 8,1) d)], and

"Utility Structures (l.e,, power poles/ high tension power lines, etc.}" pable 1, p. 8,2)]. No
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other existing, non-wireless structures have the height or structural capacity needed to serve

the area. Existing buildings in the area are not tail 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 WRF Usage and

Facility Justification/ OR1 Dundee" prepared byVerizon 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 ctty will not improve
coverage or capacity offload of existing sites."

The applicant's materials include information related to, and address, 1, a-e. Criterion

17.203.170, B, 1, Is met.

2. Alternatives for locating or rehcatmg 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.

The applicant's materials include Information related to, and address alternatives for locating or

relocating support structures within 250 feet of the proposed location. Criterion 17.203.170, B,
2, is met.

3, Analysis of the visual impacts of the proposed facility on residential dwellings
wlth!n 250 feet of the proposed site, and an assessment of potential mitigation
measures/ inclucHng relocation.

Findings 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 would be 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
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commercial and industrial zoned properties, and behind the Dundee Fire Station near the
railroad tracks and away from most publicstreets.

The applicant's materials Include Information related to, and analyze 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^ Criterion 17,203.170, B, 3/ is

met.

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-!ocatSon is not feasible on existing structures, !ncfuc)!ng other wireless communfcation

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 tail 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 they are in the 99W public right-of-way. For these reasons, co-locatlon Is not feasible.

Criterion 17.203.170, C, 1, 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 exceedfng 35 feet in height ff
feasible.

Finding! The proposed monopote is 80 feet tail (74 feet to the tip of the antennas) and will be designed
for one additional antenna facility. Criterion 17.203.170, C, 2, is met.

3. Based on the visual analysis and mitigating measures^ the location and design of a

freestandlng wireless communication facility shall be condMonect to minimke visual
Impacts from residential areas through the use of setbacks, building heights^ buik^ 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 monopine 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. Criterion 17.203.170, C, 3, is met.
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4. The design minimizes identified adverse fmpacts 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 davitarm antenna mountSngs. 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 d8A 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 1,
p. 4, along the inside of the south fence line, but the application sheets such as L-l, Landscaping,

A-2, Enlarged Site Plan and A-2.1, Equipment Plan do not show the sound barrier. Criterion

17.203.170, C,4Js met.

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

Finding: The proposed wireless facility is 80-feet tall. The nearest restdentially 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. Criterion 17.203.170/ C, 5/ is met.

17.302 Landscaping and Screening

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

1, In the CBDf U, and P zones^ a minimum of 10 percent of the gross lot area shall be

{andscapeci.

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, waikways, fountains^ benches^
sculptures, or decks may be included within the requ!red landscaping percentage !f
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 fn 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 lotarea^ the full amount of
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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 1096 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 Screen fng. Screening shall be used to eHminate or reduce the visual

impacts of the uses in subsections {A)(l) through (7) of this section:

1. Commercial and industrial uses when abuttlng residential uses;

2. Industrial uses when abutting commercial uses;

3. Sen/ice areas andfacflities, fncludfng garbage and waste dfsposaf containers^
recycling bins, and loading areas;

4. Outdoor storage areas;

5. At" and above-grade electrlcaf and mechanical equipment, such as transformers, heat

pumps/ and afr condMoners;

6. Rooftop mechanicd 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. Screenfng shaffbe accomplished by the use of slght-obscurlng
plant materials (generally evergreens), earth berms, wafls, fences, building parapets,
building placement, or other design techniques, as appropriate to the site given its
v!si'bfl!tyfrom adjacent uses and rights-of-way.

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 declduous trees, shrubs/ and

ground coverto screen the ground equipment from adjacent properties and rights-of-way.

0. Required Buffers. Buffering shall be used to mitigate adverse visual Impacts, dust, noise or
pollution^ and to provide for compatibility between dissimilar adjoining uses,
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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
dissimilarfrom 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:

o, 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 wW grow to form a continuous hedge at

least five feet !n 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 lOfeet^ developed in accordance
with the following standards:

of. Bermform 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 sfde {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 withthe following standards:

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

b. Lawn, low growSng 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.

Findings 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 declduous trees, shrubs, and
ground cover to screen the ground equipment from adjacent properties and rlghts-of-way. This
meets the requirements of buffer alternative Number 3.
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17.302.080 Landscape Installation and Maintenance

Ail 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^ weedSng^ pruning, mowing, and
replacement as applicable^ in a substantiaily 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 !n hefghtshaH be located
within any required clear vision area as defined in DMC 17.301.040.

B. Pedestrian Areas. Landscape plant materials shall be kept dear 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 vehfcufar traffic areas.

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

D. Nursery Standards. Required landscape plant matenai shafl 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 vehlcular or
pedestrian traffic.

E. Plant Selection. Plant materials shaff be suited to the conditions under which they will be
growing. As an example, plants to be grown in exposed, wmdy areas where permanent irrigation
/s 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. Declduous Trees. Dedduous trees, where required to provide shade (e.g./ over parking lots or
walkways), shall be fully branched and have a minimum callper 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 caUper, at time

ofpiantlng.

G. Evergreen Trees. Evergreen trees shall be a minimum of six feet In height fully branched^ at time of
planing.

H. Shrubs. Shrubs shall be supplied fn minimum one-gallon containers or efght-lnch burlap baHs

with a minimum spread of 12 to 15 Inches,

/. 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 fora more effective covering. Ground cover
plants shall be supplied In a minimum four-lnch size contafner or equh/alent If planted 18 inches
on center; and nonfiving material used for ground cover shall be limited to compost, bark chips,

and other city-approved pervious materfals.
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date of installation, the applicant is conditioned to provide a copy of the guarantee prior to the
issuance of building permits.

37.305 Public Improvements and Utilities

17.305.050 Storm dra!nage

C. General Rectuirement 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 pubSJc and/or private property. The developer shall pay all costs
assocfated with designing and constructing thefaclHtles necessary to meet this requirement.

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

L The methods to be used to mfnimize the amount ofrunoff^ siltation, and pollution
created from the development both during and after construction.

2. Plans for the construction of storm sewers, open drainage channels^ and other faculties
that depict line skes^ profiles, construction spedffcatfons^ and other such mformathn as
!s necessary for the dty to review the adequacy of the storm drainage pfans.

3. Design calculations shall be submitted for all drainage facilities. These drainage
calculations shall be included on the site plan drawings and shaff 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 criterfa outlined In the
public works design standards for the city.

Finding: The proposed Improvements will add less than 2000 square feet of impervlous surface
to the site (232 square feet) which will not require additional water quality or detention
Improvements. The proposed improvements will impart two on-site storm pipes in the

southeast comer 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 deanouts 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.

Because the Planning Commission decision fs to deny the Conditional Use and, therefore, deny
the Site Development Review, a condition of approval is not adopted requiring the applicant 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 reconnectlon of
a second pipe extending along the railroad tracks. Re-grade the new Impervlous to drain to the
existing, adjoining Impervlous 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

17|18
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outlet pipes to eliminate one of the bends and cleanouts by replacing pipe from existing ditch
inlet. Coordinate the flnal 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 shaH be planned, designed,

constructed and maintained fn compliance with the city of Dundee public works design
standards.

Finding: Because the Planning Commission decision Is to deny the Conditional Use and,

therefore, deny the Site Development Review, a condition of approval is not adopted requiring

the applicant to 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 communications facility does not meet the Conditional Use approval

criterion 17.404.030, A, 1, regarding building mass, visibility and aesthetic considerations, and

because the Planning Commission decision Is to deny the Conditional Use, the Site Development
Review is also denied.

Page 18| 18
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TYPE III - APPEAL APPLICATION
•"Regulated by Section 17.401,040(E) of the Dundee Municipal Code

1) Applicant Information:
Tammy Hamilton/ACOM Consulting Inc.

Name of Applicant; for Verizon Wireless Phone Number: 206-499-4878

5200 SW Meadows Rd. Ste 150, Lake Oswego, OR 97035
iress: ' " '

Email Address: tammy.hamilton@acomconsultinginc.com

Co-Applicant; Phone Number:

Planning Commission Order denying a conditional use and site development review for a wireless communications facility at Dundee Fire Station

Identify Decision Being Appealed: at eoi N Highway 99W. Tax Lot 332500. oosoo

File Number: CU 20-06; SDR 20-07 Date of Decision .lnjy fi^n?0

2) Description:

Please state the specific issues being raised on appeal:

See Exhibit A - Appeal Issues

Were the issues stated above raised in writing or by giving oral testimony during the public hearing process?
The appeal issues were raised both in writing and oral testimony during the public hearing process.

I hereby certify that all information, justification, and supplemental information submitted are in all respects true and correct to

the best of my knowledge.

Applicant; ^ •\J
"ate: ^| \U | 510

Co-Applicant / Owner: Date

Page 1 of 1
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EXHIBIT A - APPEAL ISSUES

The Planning Commission denied Verizon Wireless (VAW) LLC's ("Verizon") Conditional Use

and Site Design Review applications for a wireless communications facility consisting of a
monopine stealth tower with antennas and related equipment (the "Application") on a single
ground. The Planning Commission concluded that Verizon failed to comply with Dundee
Municipal Code ("DMC") 17.404.030(A)(1) on the grounds that "the site is not adequate for the
monopine's needs considering building mass, visibility and aesthetic considerations." Planning
Commission Order, Exhibit A, p. 3. The Planning Commission concluded that the Application
complied with all of the remaining approval criteria. The Planning Commission erred in
determining that the Application does not comply with DMC 17.404.030(A)(1) for several
reasons.

The Planning Commission's decision is inconsistent with DMC 17.202.020 and Table
17.202.020. The Planning Commission's rationale for denying the monopine on the grounds that
it is the "only tail slender shaped structure along Highway 99W in the city limits" and would be
too visible would apply to any wireless communication tower. All wireless communication
towers are tall slender shaped structures and the proposed monopme is the minimum height
necessary to achieve its objectives. Therefore, the Planning Commission's decision would
preclude any tower at this site. Table 17.202.020 identifies "Wireless Communication Facilities"
as "Public and Institutional Uses" and wireless communication facilities are allowed as a special
use in the Public ("P") zone. Most of the zones require a conditional use approval (regardless of
height). The Planning Commission's determination that a tall slender shaped wireless
communication tower cannot satisfy the building mass, visibility and aesthetic considerations
would preclude a tower at this site in violation ofDMC 17.202.020 and Table 17.202.020.

The Planning Commission erred in interpreting DMC 17.404.030(A)(1). DMC
17.404.030(A)(1) focuses on the adequacy of the subject property to accommodate the needs of
the proposed use, not the surrounding area. DMC 17.404.030(A)(1) provides: "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). The Planning Commission based its decision on the aesthetic considerations of the
surrounding area, not the adequacy of the subject property or needs of the proposed use.

The Planning Commission failed to consider that Verizon mitigated the visual impacts to the
greatest extent reasonably possible or explain what Venzon could have done to comply. The
conditional use criteria require that the impacts be reasonably mitigated or minimized, not
avoided or eliminated. DMC 17.404.030(A) & (B). Verizon satisfied and exceeded the approval
criteria and did everything reasonably possible to minimize the impacts. Verizon limited the
tower to the minimum height necessary to achieve its objectives, proposed a stealth design to

1 The Planning Commission did not address some approval criteria or noted that they could not
determine compliance, but all of these determinations were contingent upon or based on the
Planning Commission's conclusion that the Application does not comply with DMC

17.404.030(A)(1).
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minimize visual impacts, located the tower behind the Fire Station and doubled the amount of
required landscaping to provide an additional visual buffer. The Planning Commission and
opponents failed to explain what else Verizon could have done to make the tower comply with
the building mass, visibility and aesthetic considerations. Since Verizon did everything
reasonably possible to minimize the impacts, the City cannot deny the Application without any
explanation as to what Verizon can do to satisfy these criteria. The Planning Commission's
decision effectively amounts to a prohibition of any wireless communication tower on this site.

The Planning Commission failed to provide Verizon an opportunity to address its concerns about
the monopine design. Verizon's previous 2018 application proposed a monopole design, which
the Planning Commission and opponents rejected. In response to these public comments and at
the request of the City, Verizon proposed a monopine stealth design to mitigate the visual and
aesthetic impacts even greater. The Planning Commission did not ask any questions or raise any
issues about the monopine design, or inquire about other design options during the public
hearing. Instead, the Planning Commission waited until its deliberations to raise this issue when
it was too late for Verizon to respond. Given that the City code does not require a specific
design and the aesthetic criteria is subjective, Verizon cannot guess what design the Planning
Commission believes would be acceptable unless the Planning Commission provides some
feedback or explanation. For the appeal, Verizon will provide design options and allow the City
Council to determine which of the designs is the most aesthetically pleasing.

The Planning Commission's decision violates the violate the Federal Telecommunications Act
because it has the effect of prohibiting wireless communication towers on aesthetic grounds.
The Federal Telecommunications Act expressly prohibits a city from adopting decisions that
"prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting" wireless communication facilities within the city. 47

U.S.C. § 253(a); 47 U.S.C. § 332(c)(7)(B)(i)(II). The Planning Commission's decision to deny a
wireless communication tower that is allowed in the zone, satisfies all of the remaining approval
criteria and mitigates the visual impacts to the greatest extent reasonably possible based purely
on aesthetic grounds has the effect of prohibiting wireless communication facilities in violation
of the Federal Telecommunications Act.
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^
HATHAWAY LARSON

Koback • Connors • Heth

July 27, 2020

VIA EMAIL (Melody.0sbome@dundeecity.org & JJacks@mwvcog.org)

City Council
c/o Jim Jacks, Planner
City of Dundee
PO Box 220
620 SW Fifth Street
Dundee, OR 97115

Re: Verizon Wireless - Wireless Communications Facility
Application No. CU 20-06/SDR 20-07
Property: 801 N Highway 99W
Appeal of Planning Commission Decision

Dear Mayor Russ & Councilors:

This firm represents Verizon Wireless ("Verizon") with respect to the above-referenced appeal of
the Planning Commission's decision (the "Appeal") on Verizon's Conditional Use and Site
Design Review applications for a wireless communications facility consisting of a monopine
stealth tower with antennas and related equipment (the "Application"). We are submitting this
letter and the attached documents in support of the Appeal.

A. RF Justification for 74-foot antenna tip height versus 45-foot height.

We attached a document from Verizon's RF engineer explaining why it is necessary for the
proposed tower to have a minimum antenna tip height of 74 feet and why a 45-foot tower would
be insufficient to satisfy the coverage and capacity objectives for this site. Although wireless
communication towers are exempt from the maximum height limits under Dundee Municipal Code
("DMC") 17.202.040(B), some opponents argued that Verizon should be required to reduce the
height of the tower to 45 feet to avoid the need for a conditional use approval under DMC
17.202.030(C)(m). Verizon believes this is unnecessary because 17.202.040(B) allows for a taller
tower and the Application satisfies the conditional use criteria, including DMC

17.404.030(A)(1), for the reasons provided in the Appeal. Nonetheless, Verizon is submitting
this additional information from Verizon's RF engineer to explain why a 45-foot tower will not
satisfy the coverage and capacity objectives for this site.

E. Michael Connors

1331 NWLovejoy Street, Suite 950
Portland, OR 97209

mike(?7)hathawavlarson.com

(503) 3 03-3 111 direct
(503) 303-3101 main
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July 27, 2020

B. Tower design options.

We also attached several documents addressing design options. As noted in fhe Appeal, the
Planning Commission failed to provide Verizon an opportunity to address its concerns about the
monopine design. The Planning Commission did not ask any questions or raise any issues about
the monopine design or inquire about other design options during the public hearing. Given that
the City code does not require a specific design and the aesthetic criteria are subjective, Verizon
is proposing additional design options for the City Council to consider for the Appeal. The City
Council can choose which of these design options it prefers.

We attached a letter from Tammy Hamilton at ACOM Consulting, Inc., dated July 27, 2020,
which explains the design options Verizon is proposing for the City Council's consideration.
Ms. Hamilton also included photosims for the new design options and architectural drawings for
the monopole option.

The first option is a slimmer version of the monopine design. Verizon originally proposed the
fuller monopine design option since some people believe it looks more like a realistic tree, but
the Planning Commission cited the bulk of the tower as one of the reasons for the denial under
DMC 17.404.030(A)(1). In response, Verizon is proposing a slimmer monopine option that is
less bulky than the original monopine proposal. We included photosims to show how this
particular design ofmonopine would look in the surrounding area.

The second option is a monopole option. Although the monopole option is not a stealth option, it
is significantly less bulky than any of the monopine options. Given the number of utility poles in
the immediate area, this design option may blend in better with the surrounding environment as
well. Verizon included architecture drawings for the monopole design in the event the City
Council chooses this option.

Verizon provided multiple design options to allow the City Council to decide which option is
best suited for this site. These are the best design options available for this site as other design
options (lattice tower, etc.) will have greater visual impacts. Given that wireless communication
facilities are allowed as a special use in the Public ("P") zone and the conditional use criteria
requu-e that the impacts be reasonably mitigated or minimized, not avoided or eliminated, Verizon
believes that the City Council is required to choose the best of the available options. Denying the
Application on the grounds that no design option can satisfy DMC 17.404.030(A)(1) for this site
would be inconsistent with the City code and violate the Federal Telecommunications Act.

C. Photographs of existing monopine towers.

During the Planning Commission deliberations for the Application, some commissioners stated
that they wished Verizon had provided photographs of existing monopine towers so they could
see how they looked. Verizon did not submit such photographs because they were not required
by the City code and Verizon was not aware that some of the commissioners wanted to see such
photographs until after the record was closed.

In order to address this issue, Verizon is submitting photographs of existing monopine towers
located in Oregon which are attached to Ms. Hamilton's letter. The first photograph is a
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monopine tower located in nearby Newberg, Oregon. The second photograph is a monopine
tower located in Bend, Oregon

We appreciate your consideration of this letter and look forward to addressing these issues
further at the August 4, 2020 appeal hearing.

Very truly yours,

HATHAWAY LARSON LLP

/s/
E. Michael Connors

Enclosures
EMC/ph
ec: Verizon Wireless

ACOM Consulting
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CONSULTING, INC

July 27, 2020

City of Dundee
621 SW 5th Street

Dundee, OR 97115

RE: Verizon Wireless Communication Facility Site / OR1 Dundee

Site Address: 801 N Hwy 99, Dundee, OR 97115

File Number: CU 20-06; SDR 20-07

\

The applicant is requesting an appeal of the Planning Commission's decision to deny a Conditional Use

Peermit (CUP) and a Site Development Review (SDR) for the proposed 80-foot monopine stealth

wireless telecommunications facility to be located at 801 N Hwy 99, Dundee, OR.

As part of the appeal/ the applicant would like to submit alternatives to the proposed monopine.

Alternatives as follow:

1. Slimmer Monopine- Here/ the proposal remains exactly the same with location, height,

equipment, etc. except the monopine will have shorter branches and look less full. Since "bulk"

was raised as a reason for the denial, the slimmer monopine will look less bulky. Drawings will

remain the same/ however/ the applicant has submitted new photosims to show the slimmer

monopine.

2. Monopole- As an alternative to the monopine, the applicant is proposing a monopole. Here/ the

proposal remains the same for location, height/ equipment but instead of a monopine/ a

monopole tower is proposed. If the City prefers the monopole/ the applicant is submitting

drawings and photosims relating to the monopole.

In addition, the applicant is submitting two photos of actual monopines. One is located in Newberg and

the other is located in Bend, Oregon for reference.

^eimm<^^¥<zmttaf,

Real Estate Specialist

TammY.hamilton@acomconsultinginc.com

ACOM Consulting Inc. forVerizon Wireless

PO Box 697, Philomath/ Oregon 97370
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Acorn
C 0 N S U

Tower location

® Photosim #1 (Looking South West)

Photosim #2 (Looking South East)
• Photosim #3 (Looking East)

• Photosim #4 (Looking North East)
• Photosim #5 (Looking West)

OR1 Dundee

801 N Hwy 99W
Dundee, OR 97115
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¥5® OR1 Dundee ^olfcs®; ^t 1^0 [Hfe^ i}<l^?
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CONSULTING.INC

^venzon
This document is conceptual and
informational only. Visual impacts will be
affected by location and visibility of observer

Proposed Antenna tip height: 74.0'
Proposed Monopine height: 74.0'

Project Description:
Add new 74.0' Monopine, antennas and equipment to new
VZW site
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^verizon
This document is conceptual and
informational only. Visual impacts will be
affected by location and visibility of observer

Proposed Antenna tip height: 74.0'
Proposed Monopine height: 74.0f

Project Description:
Add new 74.0' Monopine, antennas and equipment to new

VZW site
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CONS U LTI NG, INC

^verizon
This document is conceptual and
informational only. Visual impacts will be
affected by location and visibility of observer

Proposed Antenna tip height: 74.0'
Proposed Monopine height: 74.0'

Project Description:
Add new 74.0' Monopine, antennas and equipment to new
VZW site
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^verizon
This document is conceptual and
informational only. Visual impacts will be
affected by location and visibility of observer

Proposed Antenna tip height: 74.0/
Proposed Monopine height: 74.0'

Project Description:
Add new 74.0' Monopine, antennas and equipment to new

VZW site
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Proposed Antenna tip height: 74.0'
Proposed Monopine height: 74.0'

Project Description:
Add new 74.0' Monopine, antennas and equipment to new
VZW site

This document is conceptual and
informational only. Visual impacts will be
affected by location and visibility of observer
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[DRIVINGDIRECTIONS
FROM VERIZON WIRELESS OFFICE - PORTLAND. OR:

DEPART NE 122ND BLVD TOWARD NE INVERNESS DR; TURN LEFT ONTO NE AIRPORT WAY: TAKE RAMP RIGHT FOR 1-205 SOUTH TOWARD PORTLAND / SALEM;
CONTINUE TO [-5S INTERCHANGE. MERGE ONTO 1-5S. TAKE EXIT 2S4 FOR OR-9SW TOWARD TIGARD/NEWBERG. MERGE ONTO OR-99W S/SW BARBUR
BLVD/PACIRC HWY N. CONTINUE TO FOLLOW OR-99W S/PACIFIC HWY W. SITE WILL BE ON THE LEFT BEHIND FIRE STATION.

I CODE COMPLIANCE

ALL WORK AND MATERIALS SHALL BE PERFORMED AND INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CURRENT CONDITIONS OF THE FOLLOWING CODES AS
ADOPTED BY THE LOCAL GOVERNING AUTHORITIES. NOTHING IN THESE PLANS IS TO BE CONSTRUED TO PERMIT WORK NOT CONFORMING TO THESE CODES:

OREGON STATE AND LOCAL BUILDING CODES WITH THE FOLLOWING REFERENCE CODE:
2012 IBC, STANDARDS AND AMENDMENTS -2014 OSSC
2D12 IMC, STANDARDS AND AMENDMENTS - 2014 OMSC
2012 IFC. STANDARDS AND AMENDMENTS - 2014 OFC
2015 UPC, STANDARDS AND AMENDMENTS -2017 OPSC
2017 NEC, STANDARDS AND AMENDMENTS . 2017 OESC

venzon^

I PROJECT CONTACT LIST

PROPERTY OWNER:
ROB DAYKIN
CITl- OF DUNDEE
PHONE: (503) 538-3822 EXT 103
ROB.DAYKIN@DUNDEECITY.ORG

IMPLEMENTATION CONTACT:
STEVE BODINE
VERIZON WIRELESS (VAW) LLC
(d/b/a VEREON WIRELESS]
5430 NE122ND AVENUE
PORTIAND. OR 97230
PHONE: (SD3) 544-9695
stephen.bodtne1@verizionwireless.com

SITE ACQUISITION:
SARAH BLANCHARD
ACOM CONSULTING. ING
5200 SW MEADOWS RD. SUITE 150
LAKE OSWEGO. OR 97035
PHONE: (503)310-5538
sarah.blanchard@acomconsuttinglnc.com

ENGINEER OF RECORD;
RAYMOND H. JACOBSON
5200 SW MEADOWS RD. SUITE 150
LAKE OSWESO. OR 97035

VERIZON WIRELESS [VAW) LLC
(d/b/a VERIZON WIRELESS)
5430 NE 122ND AVENUE
PORTLAND. OR 97230

A&E CONSULTANT:
RICK MATTESON
ACOM CONSULTING, INC
5200 SW MEADOWS RD
SUITE 150
LAKE OSWEGO, OR 9703S
PHONE: (425) 209-6723

iltjnginc.co]

ZOWIVG / PERMIFTING:
RBD STEWART
ACOM CONSULTING, ING
5200 SW MEADOWS RD, SUITE 150
LAKE OSWEGO, OR 97035
PHONE: (503)720-6526

I PROJECT INFORMATION

CODE INFORMATION:

JURISDICTION: Cin- OF DUNDEE
ZONING CLASSIFICATION: PUBLIC (FIRE STATION)
CONSTRUCTION TYPE: II-B
OCCUPANCY: UTILITC
PROPOSED BUILDING USE: TELECOM

S/TE LOCATION (NAVD88):
GROUND ELEVATION:
STRUCTURE HEIGHT:

201.0'AMSL
70.0' (TOP OF MONOPOLE)
74.0' (TOP OFANTENNAS)

GEODETIC COORDINATES (NADB3):
LATITUDE: 4S.27M4r (45-16'35.21 • N)
LONGITUDE: -123.0111B6' (123" DO'40.27" W)

LEASE AREA SIZE:
507 S.F.

PARCEL_SIZE:
1.48 ACRES

P/1RCEL NUMBER:

R33Z5CC00800

[DRAWING INDEX

COVER SHEET

GENERAL NOTES AND SYMBOLS

TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEY

PROPOSED GRADING PLAN

WALL CROSS SECTION

PROPOSED UTILITY PLAN

PROPOSED LANDSCAPE PLAN

PROPOSED LANDSCAPE PLAN

PROPOSED OVERALL SITE PLAN

PROPOSED ENLARGED SITE PLAN

PROPOSED EQUIPMENT PLAN

PROPOSED SOUTHEAST EXTERIOR ELEVATION

PROPOSED SOUTHWEST EXTERIOR ELEVATION

|SCOPEOFWO/?K

VEREON WIRELESS PROPOSES TO INSTALL NEW PANEL
ANTENNAS. NEW MW. NEW OVP'S. HYBRID CABLES AND
RRU'S ON A NEW 70' MONOPOLE. THE PROPOSED
EQUIPMENT SHALL BE LOCATED ADJACEOT TO THE POLE
INSIDE A 13'X39' FENCED LEASE AREA. LEASE AREA
INCLUDES A 5'-0" LANDSCAPE BUFFER.

DO NOT SCALE DRAWINGS. CONTRACTOR MUST
VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS AND ADVISE CONSULTANTS
OF ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS. NO VARIATIONS OR
MODIFICATIONS TO WORK SHOWN SHALL BE
IMPLEMENTED VWTHOUT PRIOR WRPTEN APPROVAL
ALL PREVIOUS ISSUES OF THIS DRAWING ARE
SUPERSEDED BY THE LATEST REVISION. ALL
DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS REMAIN THE
PROPERTC OFACOM CONSULTING.

PRELIMINARY DRAWINGS
NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

tTE [DRAWN) REVIS101

verizon

A6om
CONSULTING. INC

OR1
DUNDEE

801 N HWY 99W
DUNDEE, OR 97115

COVER SHEET

T-1
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GENERAL NOTES
1. WORK SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL APPLICABLE CODES. ORDINANCES, AND REGULATIONS. ALL

NECESSARY LICENSES. CERTIFICATES, ETC., REQUIRED BY AUTHORITf HAVING
JURISDICTION SHALL BE PROCURED AND PAID FOR BYTHE CONTRACTOR.

2. ACOM HAS NOT CONDUCTED, NOR DOES IT INTEND TO CONDUCT ANY INVESTIGATION AS TO
THE PRESENCE OF HAZARDOUS MATERIAL. INCLUDING. BUT NOT UNITED TO. ASBESTOS
WITHIN THE CONRNES OF THIS PROJECT. ACOM DOES NOT ACCEPT ResPONSlBILITC FOR
THE [NDEMNIFICATON. THE REMOVAL. OR ANY EFFECTS FROM THE PRESENCE OF THESE
MATERIALS. IF EVIDENCE OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS IS FOUND, WORK IS TO BE
SUSPENDED AND THE OWNER NOTIFIED. THE CONTRACTOR IS NOT TO PROCEED WITH
FURTHER WORK UNTIL INSTRUCTED BY THE OWNER IN WRITING.

3. ALL MATERIAL FURNISHED UNDER THIS CONTRACT SHALL BE PROPOSED. UNLESS
OTHERWISE NOTED. ALL WORK SHALL BE GUARANTEED ASAINST DEFECTS IN MATERIALS
AND WORKMANSHIP. THE COWRACTOR SHALL REPAIR OR REPLACE AT HIS EXPENSE ALL
WORK THAT MAY DEVELOP DEFECTS IN MATERIALS OR WORKMANSHIP WITHIN SAID PERIOD
OF TIME OR FOR ONE YEAR AFTER THE FINAL ACCEPTANCE OF THE ENTIRE PROJECT,
WHICHEVER IS SREATER.

4. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR AND EACH SUBCONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR
VERIFYING ALL EXISTING CONDITIONS AND UTILITIES AT THE JOB SITE BEFORE WORK IS
STARTED. NO CLAIMS FOR EXTRA COMPENSATION FOR WORK WHICH COULD HAVE BEEN
FORESEEN BY AN INSPECTION, WHETHER SHOWN ON THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS OR NOT,
WILL BE ACCEPTED OR PAID.

5. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR AND EACH SUBCONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR
VERIFTING DIMENSIONS AND CONDITIONS AT THE JOB SITE WHICH COULD AFFECT THE
WORK UNDER THIS CONTRACT. ALL MANUFACTURERS RECOMMENDED SPECIFICATIONS,
EXCEPT THOSE SPECIFICATIONS HEREIN. WHERE MOST STRINGENT SHALL BE COMPLIED
WITH.

7. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY THAT NO CONFLICTS EXIST BETWEEN THE LOCATIONS OF
ANY AND ALL MECHANICAL. ELECTRICAL, PLUMBING. OR STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS. AND THAT
ALL REQUIRED CLEARANCES FOR INSTALLATION AND MAINTENANCE ARE MET. NOTIFY THE
CONSULTANT OF ANY CONFLICTS. THE CONSULTANT HAS THE RIGHT TO MAKE MINOR
MODIFICATIONS IN THE DESIGN OF THE CONTRACT WITHOUT THE CONTRACTOR GETTING
ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION.

8. DO NOT SCALE THE DRAWINGS. DIMENSIONS ARE EFTHER TO THE FACE OF FINISHED
ELEMENTS OR TO THE CENTER LINE OF ELEMENTS. UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. CRITICAL
DIMENSIONS SHALL BE VERIFIED AND NOTIFf THE CONSULTANT OF ANY DISCREPANCIES.

9. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR DAILY CLEAN UP OF ALL TRADES AND
REMOVE ALL DEBRIS FROM THE CONSTRUCTION SITE. ATTHE COMPLETION OFTHE
PROJECT. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL THOROUGHLY CLEAN THE BUILDING, SITE, AND ANY
OTHER SURROUNDING AREAS TO A BETTER THAN EXISTING CONDITION.

10. THE CONTTOCTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR ADEQUATELY BRACING AND PROTECTING ALL
WORK DURING CONSTRUCTION AGAINST DAMAGE, BREAKAGE. COLLAPSE, ETC. ACCORDINS
TO APPLICABLE CODES, STANDARDS, AND GOOD CONSTRUCTION PFiACTICES.

11. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MEET ALL OSHA REQUIREMENTS FOR ALL INSTALLATIONS.

12. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FORAU. DAMAGES TO THE EXISTING
CONSTRUCTION AND REPAIR ALL DAMASES TO BETTER THAN PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION.
THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE ARCHITECT OF ANY DAMAGE TO THE BUILDING SFTE
OR ANY ADJACENT STRUCTURES AROUND THE PROJECT. THE CONSULTANT SHALL BE SOLE
AND FINAL JUDGE AS TO THE QUALrTf OF THE REPAIRED CONSTRUCTION. ANY ADDITIONAL
MODIFICATIONS WHICH MUST BE MADE SHALL BE MADE AT THE CONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE.

13. WHERE ONE DETAIL IS SHOWN FOR ONE CONDITION, IT SHALL APPLY FOR ALL UK6 OR
SIMILAR CONDITIONS. EVEN THOUGH NOT SPECIFICALLY MARKED ON THE DRAWINGS OR
REFERRED TO IN THE SPECIFICATIONS, UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

14. WHERE PROPOSED PAVING. CONCRETE SIDEWALKS OR PATHS MEET EXISTING
CONSTRUCTION. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MATCH THE EXISTING PITCH. GRADE. AND
ELEVATION SO THE ENTIRE STRUCTURE SHALL HAVE A SMOOTH TRANSITION.

IS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MODIFY THE EXISTING FLOORS. WALL. CEIUNG. OR OTHER
CONSTRUCTION AS REQUIRED TO GAIN ACCESS TOAREAS FORALL MECHANICAL,
PLUMBING, ELECTRICAL. OR STRUCTURAL MODIFICATIONS. WHERE THE EXISTING
CONSTRUCTION DOORS. PARTITIONS. CE1UNG. ETC.. ARE TO BE REMOVED. MODIFIED. OR
REARRANGED OR WHERE THE EXPOSED OR HIDDEN MECHANICAL, ELECTRICAL, SYSTEMS
ARE ADDED OR MOOIFIED. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL REPAIR. PATCH AND MATCH
ALL EXISTING CONSTRUCTION AND FINISHES OF ALL FLOORS WALLS AND CSUNGS. WHERE
CONCRETE MASONRY CONSTRUCTION IS MODIFIED. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL TOOTH IN ALL
PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION TO MATCH THE EXISTING BOND. WHERE CONCRETE
CONSTRUCTION IS MODIFIED, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY THE EXACT DETAILS TO BE
USED FOR CONSTRUCTION. ALL WORK SHALL BE COVERED UNDER THE GENERAL
CONTRACT.

16. VERIFY ALL EXISTING DIMENSIONS PRIOR TO PERFORMING WORK.

17. VERIFY LOCATION OF ALL BURIED UTILITIES PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVATION.

18. IN RAWLAND CONDITIONS. TOWER FOUNDATION STRUCTURAL STEEL TO BE GROUNDED
PRIOR TO CONCRETE POUR. TOWER FOUNDATION STRUCTURAL STEEL TO BE CONNECTED
TO PERMANENT GROUND ROD PRIOR TO TOWER ERECTION. TOWER GROUND MUST BE
MAINTAINED AT ALL TIMES.

19. THE SENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR APPLYING FOR COMMERCIAL
POWER IMMEDIATELY UPON AWARD OF CONTRACT. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR IS
REQUIRED TO KEEP ALL DOCUMENTATION RECEIVED FROM THE POWER COMPANY.
ACKNOWLEDGING APPLICATION FOR POWER. WRITTEN AND VERBAL DISCUSSIONS WITH THE
POWER COMPANY. ETC.

21. IF THE POWER COMPANY IS UNABLE TO PROVIDE THE POWER CONNECTION BY OWNER'S
REQUIRED DATE, THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDEAND MAINTAIN ATEMPORARY
GENERATOR UNTIL THE POWER COMPANY CONNECTION IS COMPLETED. COSTS ASSOCIATED
WITH THE TEMPORARY GENERATOR TO BE APPROVED BY THE OWNER.

22. IF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR FAILS TO TAKE NECESSARY MEASURES AS DESCRIBED IN
NOTES 19,20 AND 21 ABOVE. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE A TEMPORARY
GENERATORAT NO COST TO THE OWNER.

23. PLANS PART OF THIS SET ARE COMPLEMENTARY. INFORMATION IS NOT LIMITED TO ONE
PLAN. DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS ARE INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE AND SHALL REMAIN
THE PROPERTf OF THE ARCHITECT, WHETHER THE PROJECT FOR WHICH THEY ARE MADE IS
EXECUTED OR NOT. THEY ARE NOTTO BE USED BY THE OWNER ON OTHER PROJECTS OR
EXTENSION TO THIS PROJECT EXCEPT BY AGREEMENT IN WRITING AND WITH APPROPRIATE
COMPENSATION TO THE ARCHrTECT. THESE PLANS WERE PREPARED TO BE SUBMITTED TO
GOVERNMENTAL BUILDING AUTHORITIES FOR REVIEW FOR COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE
CODES AND IT IS THE SOLE RESPONSIBILITl' OF THE OWNER AND/OR CONTRACTOR TO BUILO
ACCORDING TO APPLICABLE BUILDING CODES.

24. IF CONTRACTOR OR SUB.CONTRACTOR FIND IT NECESSARY TO DEVIATE FROM ORIGINAL
APPROVED PLANS, THEN IT IS THE CONTRACTOR'S AND THE SUB-CONTRACTOR'S
RESPONSIBILITY TO PROVIDE THE ARCHFTECT WITH 4 COPIES OF THE PROPOSED CHANGES
FOR HIS APPROVAL BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK. IN ADDITION THE CONTRACTOR
AND SUB-CONTRACTORS SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR PROCURING ALL NECESSARY
APPROVALS FROM THE BUILDING AUTHORITIES FOR THE PROPOSED CHANGES BEFORE
PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK. THE CONTRACTOR AND SUB-CONTRACTORS SHALL BE
RESPONSIBLE FOR PROCURING ALL NECESSARY INSPECTIONS AND APPROVALS FROM
BUILDING AUTHORITIES DURING THE EXECUTION OF THE WORK.

25. IN EVERY EVENT, THESE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS AND SPECIFICATIONS SHALL BE
INTERPRETED TO BE A MINIMUM ACCEPTABLE MEANS OF CONSTRUCTION BUT THIS SHALL
NOT RELIEVE THE CONTRACTOR. SUB-CONTRACTOR, AND/OR SUPPLIEWMANUFACTURER
FROM PROVIDING A COMPLETE AND CORRECT JOB WHEN ADDITIONAL ITEMS ARE REQUIRED
TO THE MINIMUM SPECIFICATION. IF ANY ITEMS NEED TO EXCEED THESE MINIMUM
SPECIRCAT10NSTO PROVIDE A COMPLeTE, ADEQUATE AND SAFEWORKING CONDITION,
THEN IT SHALL BE THE DEEMED AND UNDERSTOOD TO BE INCLUDED IN THE DRAWINGS. FOR
EXAMPLE. IF AN ITEM AND/OR PIECE OF EQUIPMENT REQUIRES A LARGER WIRE SIZE (I.E.
ELECTRICAL WIRE), STRONGER OR LARGER PIPING, INCREASED QUANTIPr (I.E STRUCTUFiAL
ELEMENTS), REDUCED SPACINS, AND/OR INCREASED LENGTH 11.E. BOLT LENGTHS, BAR
LENGTHS) THEN IT SHALL BE DEEMED AND UNDERSTOOD TO BE INCLUDED IN THE
BID/PROPOSAL. THESE DOCUMENTS ARE MEANT AS A GUIDE AND ALL ITEMS REASONABLY
INFERRED SHALL BE DEEMED TO BE INCLUDED.

26. THESE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS AND SPECIFICATIONS SHALL NOT BE CONSTRUED TO
CREATEA CONTRACTUAL RELATIONSHIP OFANY KIND BETWEEN THE ARCHITECT AND THE
CONTRACTOR.

LEGEND

(E) EXISTING
(P) PROPOSED

BUILDINGWALL/OETAIL SECTION:

• DETAIL NUMBER

LARGE SCALE DETAIL:

r—->

L___j
DETAIL NUMBER

REFERENCE:

L DETAIL NUMBER

•REFERENCED
DRAWING

ELEVATION REFERENCE:

•DETAIL NUMBER

LINE/ANTENNA NOTES
1. ALL THREADED STRUCTURAL FASTENERS FOR ANTENNA SUPPORT ASSEMBLES SHALL

CONFORM TO ASTM A307 OR ASTM A36. ALL STRUCTURAL FASTENERS FOR STRUCTURAL STEEL
FRAMING SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM A32S. FASTENERS SHALL BE 5/B" MIN. DIA. BEAR1NS TYPE
CONNECTIONS WITH THREADS EXCLUDED FROM THE PLANE. ALL EXPOSED FASTENERS, NUTS.
AND WASHERS SHALL BE GALVANIZED OTHERWISE NOTED. CONCRETE EXPANSION ANCHORS
SHALL BE HILTI KWIK BOLTS UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED. ALL ANCHORS INTO CONCRETE SHALL
BE STAINLESS STEEL

2. NORTH ARROW SHOWN ON PLANS REFERS TO TRUE NORTH. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY
MAGNETIC NORTH AND NOTIFY CONSULTANT OF ANY DISCREPANCY BEFORE STARTING
CONSTRUCTION.

7. FOR ALL EXTERNAL GROUND CONNECTIONS, CLAMPS AND CADWELDS, APPLY A UBERAL
PROTECTIVE COATING OR AN ANTI-OXIDE COMPOUND SUCH AS -NO-OXIDEA" BY DEARBORN
CHEMICAL COMPANY.

PROJECT INFORMATION

2. VERIZON WIRELESS CERTIFIES THAT THIS TELEPHONE EQUIPMENT FACIUTf WILL BE SERVICED ONLY
BY V6RIZON WIRELESS EMPLOYEE SERVICE PERSONNEL FOR REPAIR PURPOSES ONLY. THIS FACILITY
IS UNOCCUPIED AND NOT DESIGNED FOR HUMAN OCCUPANCY THUS IT IS NOT OPEN TO THE PUBLIC.

3. THIS FACILITY WILL CONSUME NO UNRECOVERABLE ENERGY.

4. NO POTABLE WATER SUPPLY IS TO BE PROVIDED AT THIS LOCATION.

5. NO WASTE WATER WILL BE GENERATED AT THIS LOCATION.

6. NO SOUD WASTE WILL BE GENERATED AT THIS LOCATION.

IMPORTANT NOTICE
THE EXISTING CONDITIONS REPRESENTED HEREIN ARE BASED ON VISUAL OBSERVATIONS AND
INFORMATION PROVIDED BY OTHERS. ACOM CONSULTING CANNOT GUARANTEE THE CORRECTNESS NOR
COMPLETENESS OF THE EXISTING CONDmONS SHOWN AND ASSUMES NO RESPONSIBILTpr THEREOF.
CONTRACTOR AND HIS SUB.CONTRACTORS SHALL VISIT THE SITE AND VERIFY ALL EXISTING CONDITIONS
AS REQUIRED FOR PROPER EXECUTION OF PROJECT. REPORT ANY CONFLICTS OR DISCREPANCIES TO THE
CONSULTANT PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

PRELIMINARY DRAWINGS
NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION
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PROJECT BTfATWKS ESUajSHED FHON CFS DEHVEB CRmCUEOTC HBCHTS
BY APPUCATION CF N.C.S. 'CEaD I2A' NOOELED SEPARATIONS TO ELUPSOC
HBGHTS nmmwBi BI ICH. HUE MNEIIAHC (BTK) CFS BAU
PROCE5SED/CORRECTB3 OH TOE OREGON DEPARTUEMT OF TRANSPORTATION
(O.O.O.T.) UUIS. NEKBBK. AU. UVAHCNS SHOWI HEBEOH WE IN FEET
AND REFEREMCED TO M.A.V.O.Bfi.

LOCATIONS ARE OEHNrTC. IT IS THE RESPOHSBIUTT OF THE CONTW
WO OETO.CFER TO CONTACT PUBLIC UTIUTT LOCATiNC SERVICES AND /
omen wwwa MEKOES ID LOCATE *u. UTUTIK PBOR TO
CONSTRUCHON. BEWOW. Ra.OCAllGN AND/ OB REPUCEMEBT IS 1HE
BES'OHaaUTT OF WE COtnRACTOR.

1HIS FBO.ECT APPOTO TO BE IN FLOOO ZCNE X. NO BASE HOOO E1CTATION
DETBailHBl. ACCCROING TO FEDEBAL aEBCENCT UMAGEXENT AGBICT
FLOCO INSURANCE BATE U?, PWEL 218 T 875, NAP WJMBER
«I07iai2I90, D*1B) UABCH Z. 2010
BASIS OF BEARING
BEARNCS SHOW HEBEON UK BASED UPON U.S. STATE PLWIE N.M.U
caoaoinATE SYSTEM OREGON STATE PUWE COOROSNATE NORTH ZOME,
OEIBMKED 8T VSH. HUE KNENA-nC (B.TA) O'S DATA
PROCESSEB/COBnECTEB ON THE OBECON DEFMnllBfT OF TRABSFORTAHOII
(ao.a.T.] c.dR.s. NEmonx.

SURVEYOR'S NOTES
WE DEscnpnon OF pncranT BouKo»Rr SHOW HEKEON, REPBESENT
THAT INFOmUHON FHIMDED *NO kEASUBEUEmS FOIMD DURNG TME
cajnsE CF WE suRwr. THE pun'os OF mis ajmo' is TO EsrAausn
CR OOCTMNE LEASE «RE*(S) It »SSOa*1CT EASmBO(S). TtlE BOUKDARY
SHOMt HEREOH IS PLOTTED FROM WCORO iNFORUA'nON PROMDED BY
RECORD/ItUE AND OOES NOT COHSTTIUTE A BOUMDAfiY SURVEY OF THE
pnapERn.

'OCTtW OF PARCEL I CF PmiHON PUT NO. 18S5-55. LC
3 SOUTH. RWKE 3 »EST, OF THE MLUMEnE UEBDKH, IN THE OTt OF DUNDEE, YW1HU.
DESCBBB AS FOUnB;

THE mlCTSECHDN OF THE SOUTHIE5TOI.Y BOfr OF «»Y IKE OF SE am SIHEET 1I1H •IHE NORmiESim.Y BCHT OF W»Y UNE OF fflE S.P. RAILROAD HCHT
Of WAY. SAID PaOT BBKC THE TOUE PaHT OF BEamiNC OF TOE TOACT CF Una HBiEm OESCnBED; THENCE SOU1H XTlfS' »EST. ALONC SNO SJ".
RAlUiOAO RIGHT OF WAY, A DISTANCE OF )0e-53 FEET TO A POUT; THENCE NORTH SS'it'ZF 1€ST. PARALLEL WTH SAiD SOUTHWESTBa.y fBCKT OF' WAY UNE
OF S»B SE sin SHEET, * nsnncE OF 207.25 FEET TO A FONT OK THE SOUmEMIEn.V BCHT CF WAr UHE OF KWVKI aW, THINCE KCffIH 30-!B'.a"
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OF 13.00 FBT; mmCE SOUTH SE-U'BZ- EAST. * DISTWICE OT 39.00 fST; THENCE SOUIH 3H3'5»' «EST. A BISTANCE OF 13.00 FEETTO WE mNT OF

RECORDED INFORMATION
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NORTH X-XST EAST, ALONG SAID SOUmOBIEBLY BICMT OF W»Y UKE, A OISTANCE OF WSS FEET TO A
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ITCUS 1, 2ANO 3 ARE HOT A SURVEY UATTBR.

riEUS 4 AND a ZONE CHANCE FOR VACATED 8TH 5IREET tAOOFTOI 8TH SIHST VAUTION WD ZONE CHWICE)

i-IQfS B AND 7 ARE BLANKET IN MATURE - WTHtNG TO PLOT

THE SURWYORS ORNICN IS m*T NO HECOHOB) MFaMCTCN IIQIS PHOVDEB BT SHS REPORT AFFECT TOE
PRCFOSm NBBESS FAQUn' PRSIISES SNIim HEiCON.

nsnncE CF 171.14 FEET 1£SS TO THE EASTEHLr BCUT CF HAY OF UGHWAT 93 AND BBNC THE PaNT OF TOUINUS.

NC NATURAL CROUNO
EP EDGE OF PAWNC

EDGE OF GRAVH.
CONC CONCRETE
BUG BUILDING

{3 PO»ER POLE
0- CTJY ANCHOR

•^ FOSTION OF

UMITS OF LESSOR'S
PROPERTT
MjaNING PROPERTrl

^ CONCRETE

\
GRAPHIC SCALE

--r^^--^si^?jL^^~-ri3i--^z^^^

roc^\\\\\\\\\\\^\\\\^^^^^

SEVBR
"CLEAN OUT

S56'4G'02'E_ X I '' I I :

"^—i .rjj^xj^j--^
POSITION Of CEOOEDIC ^< ^

Ill

ORIGINAL ISSUE DATE::

irFLANS PREPARED BY:

verizon^
5430 NE 12ZND AVE.
PORTIAND, OR 37230

PROJECT INFORMATION::

OR1DUNDEE
759 N. HWY. 9SW

DUNOEE. OR 97115
YAMHILL COUNTY

08/04/2016

6/24/20

8/04/16

8/23/16

1/26/17

6/12/17

7/26/17

1/11/18

|n/ia/i9i

REV. LEASE AREAIRC

REV. LEASE AREA |sR

h/1'/19|REV. LEASE AREA

TFTLE UPDATE | CK|

CONSULTING INC.

^CONSULTANT?

F=UCENSER: =

^

59



verizon^
5430 NE 122ND AVE.
PORTLAND, OR 97230

^PROJECT INR3RMATON::

i=PLANS PREPARED BY:

OR1DUNDEE
759 N. HWY. 9SW

DUNDEE, OR 971 IS
YAMHIU. COUNTY

ORIGINAL ISSUE OATK:

08/04/2016

6/24/20] UPDATE

8/04/16

8/23/16

1/26/17

6/12/17

7/26/17

1/11/18

REV. LEASE AREA IRQ

REV. LEASE AREA ISR

1/11/19|REV. LEASE AREA

1/18/19] TFTLE UPDATE | CK|

((•));

CONSULTING INC.

PCONSULTANT;=

;=SHEET Tm.E:=

^

SITE SURVEY

SV-2

60



VZW SLAB TO BE FLUSH WITH-\ /

•'•i-'f'. ;V4.0%:^ ?;'%•• ^"'^..^r-l ^''•W^

fT'T'rTTBTTnnnrin'nrTrTTnnirj-mmnnit

GRAPHIC SCALE
1 2 cushin;

-A

verizonlt/1

^
CONSU LTI N<3 INC.

OR4
DUNDEE

GRADING
PLAN

C-1

61



(2) NREBAR CONTINUOUS NOTES:
1. CONCRETE SHALL BE MINIMUM 3.000 PSI STRENGTH IN 28 DAYS.
2. CMU BLOCKS SHALL BE GRADE -N" ASTU C90.S3.
3. REBAR SHALL BE ASTM A-615 GRADE 40 OR GRADE 60

©WALL SECTION A-A

PROTECT EXISTING
STORM PIPE, PLACE BASE
OF WALL FOOTING AT SAME f /i'
(/(9S7.21 -• "fl_

cu-shin!
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REVISION 1 /\

verizon1</1

M
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VZW GO TO INSTALL'
TRAFFIC RATED
FIBER HH

REOUTENEWSTORMUNE
AROUND THE NEW
COMPOUND AND
CONNECT EXISTING
STORM LINE WITH NEW
USING WYE

•INSTALL NEW
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IE=19B90± /

<,T /
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GENEBU. NOTES:
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V(OW TEST RESULTS AND
IONS.

3, JNBftNDY SQL. BLEND IN IMPORTCD TOPSOtl
AMENDMENTS;
AGEDMWUREI

1 ORGW1C COMPOST AND
[THE SOIL mBQRA-TCW

iO RECOMMENDATIONS.

INSTAU.GROUNDCOVER PUNTS IN STBMGI-
UPRiGHT:

DECORATIVE.
PLAN FOR;

SCARlFYTGPFl
SMOOTH. COMF

iBARKWULCHL SEE
1C DSTH (MiN, Z)

(WN. DEPTH 4-)
)F SU8GRAD6 TO EU Ml MATE

' SURFACE AND ALLOW

GROUNDCOVER PLANTING

CONIFEROUS TREE PLANTING DECIDUOUS TREE PLANTING
L^y

W®F170nwireless

OR1
DUNDEE

759 N. HWV 39W
DUNDEE OR 97115

LANDSCAPE
DETAILS

|03/Z9/17

L-2

65



/ /
:RIAL IMAGES, PHOTOS AND FIELD VERIHED DATA.

ADJACEN_TPARCEL

EXISTING PARENT PARCEL
PROPERTY LINE (TYP)

/

ADJACENT PARCEL

</%'-y-/"/ ..'.••' 'w?^

V/¥/^/
>ff'/^/ / /w//' /y /'
^tS-/ / i

// 74

ADJACENT PARCEL
ZONINS: LI (LIGHT INDUSTRIAL)
JURISDICTION: Cirr OF DUNDEE

EXISTING ADJACENT PARCEL
PROPERTY LINE (TYP)

r~""i.
EXISTING BUILDING (TCP)

/ /
\^ ^A

ADJACENT PARCEL
ZONING: CBD (CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT)
JURISDICTION: CITY OF DUNDEE

ADJACENT PARCEL
ZONING: U (LIGHT INDUSTRIAL)
JURISDICTION: CITY OF DUNDEE

\

PROPOSED OVERALL SITE PLAN I 1

PRELIMINARY DRAWINGS
NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

verizon

n
CONSULTING. INC

OR1
DUNDEE

801 N HWY 99W
DUNDEE, OR 97115

PROPOSED
OVERALL
SITE PLAN

A-1

66



/ ;- •./. .< / .

.'•-/.^ .-^.-7..

-•:'y..\ Y/^ , /
./' -i " y. ' • <' y

/v/:-.;/". '•/
/ '/^:'^: ./:'^'/

EXISTING CONCRETE AREA
(FIRE DEPARTMENT VEHICLE

TURNAROUND AREA)

/ // / / / / / ///^ / /// / //
/ y ///' / /.

/ '' / / / /

PROPOSED ENLARGED SITE PLAN | 1

PRELIMINARY DRAWINGS
NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

verizorr/

"M

CONSULTINC. INC

OR1
DUNDEE

801 N HWY 99W
DUNDEE, OR 97115

PROPOSED
ENLARGED
SITE PLAN

A-2

67



EXISTING 6- STORM WATER
PIPE (EXTEND PIPE TO NEW 8-

STORM WATER PIPE)

PREUMINARY DRAWINGS
NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

PROPOSED VZW 12-WIDE
ACCESS ROUTE/EASEMENT

PROPOSED TO'-O
MONOPOLE
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•>• FENCE W/ SITE OBSCURING StATS""^SA

'OOA •'.. :;-...••;*''•'•..•; ;..-J. •7; •'',"'• -• -.^
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PROPOSED VZWOVP

PROPOSED VZW RADIO 4449 W/
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^
HATHAWAY LARSON

Koback . Connors . Heth

June 29, 2020

VIA EMAIL (Melody.0sbome@dundeecity.org & JJacks@mwvcog.org)

Planning Commission
City of Dundee
PO Box 220
620 SW Fifth Street
Dundee, OR 97115

Re: Verizon Wireless - Wireless Communications Facility
Application No. CU 20-06/SDR 20-07

Property: 801 N Highway 99W

Dear Chair Howland & Commissioners:

As you know, this firm represents Verizon Wireless (VAW) LLC ("Verizon") with respect to the
above-referenced Conditional Use and Site Design Review applications for a wireless
communications facility consisting of a monopine stealth tower with antennas and related
equipment (the "Application"). We are submitting this letter to provide additional information

and responses to issues raised by the public at the June 17, 2020 Planning Commission hearing.

1. Height of the IVIonopine Tower.

Several people argued that the Application should be denied because the height of the monopine
tower exceeds the maximum height of 45 feet allowed in the Public ("P") zone and Verizon is not

entitled to a variance. This argument is flawed for multiple reasons.

As Verizon explained in the Application and at the June 17 hearing, the tower is the minimum

height necessary to achieve Verizon's coverage and capacity objectives for this site. Staff Report,
dated June 17, 2020, p.50 & 66. The minimum antenna tip height necessary to achieve Verizon's
coverage and capacity objectives is 74 feet. The monopine tower includes an additional 6 feet to
provide a crown on the top of the tower to make it look like a more realistic tree. This height is
significantly lower than the 95-foot height tower Verizon originally proposed in 2017/2018 and was
reduced to the minimum height necessary in response to community concerns.

The tower is also significantly shorter than a typical Verizon wireless communications tower for
this area. The other three existing Verizon towers in this area (Newberg, Dayton and Lafayette)
range in height from 154 to 170 feet.

E. Michael Connors

1331 NW Lovejoy Street, Suite 950
Portland, OR 97209

mike^hathawaylarson.com

(503)303-3111 direct
(503) 303-3101 main
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Page 2
June 29, 2020

The tower does not exceed the maximum height in the P zone nor does it require a variance.
Wireless commumcation towers are exempt from the maximum height limits. Dundee Municipal
Code ("DMC") 17.202.040(B) provides: "Projections such as chimneys, spires, domes, elevator

shaft housing, towers, aerials, flagpoles, and other similar objects not used for human occupancy are
not subject to the building height limitations of the underlying zone." (Emphasis added). The tower
is clearly a "tower" that is "not used for human occupancy," and therefore is not subject to the
height limitation in the P zone. Wireless communication towers that exceed 45 feet require
conditional use approval under DMC 17.202.030(C)(m), but conditional use approval is very
different from a variance.

Nor is the City granting an exception or favor to Verizon by allowing it to exceed 45 feet.
Verizon is relying on the general exception in DMC 17.202.040(B). This same general exception
is available to all property owners. None of the other types of projections subject to this height
exception require a conditional use approval. Therefore, Verizon's tower is subject to more
requirements than similar projections that are allowed to exceed the maximum height in the base
zone.

2. Proximity to the Central Business District.

Several people argued that the Application should be denied because the wireless communication.
facility is too close to the Central Business District ("CBD") and Verizon is supposedly using a
loophole by proposing the Dundee Fire Station property. There are multiple flaws with this

argument.

Verizon did not zone the Dundee Fire Station property or any of the surrounding properties.
Verizon identified the property as a candidate because it was within Verizon's search ring, the
City's P zoning allows wireless communication towers as a special use and the City Council was
willing to lease this property for the facility.

Wireless communication towers are allowed as a conditional use in the CBD zone. DMC Table
17.202.020. Therefore, there is nothing improper about proposing a wireless communication
facility on a property that is adjacent to CBD zoned properties. It is also worth noting that there are
Light Industnal ("LI") zoned properties to the east.

To the extent the DMC attempts to protect certain zones from proximity to wireless communication
towers, it does so for residential zoned properties and dwellings, not CBD zoned properties or
commercial uses.1 The DMC does not contain any similar restrictions or protections for CBD

zoned property.

[ DM.C 17.203.170(B)(3) requires an applicant to provide an "[a]nalysis of the visual impacts of the
proposed facility on residential dwellings within 250 feet of the proposed site * * *." (Emphasis added).
DM:C 17.203.170(C)(3) requires an applicant to "minimize visual impacts from residential areas."

(Emphasis added). DMC 17.203.170(C)(5) requires wireless communication "[s]tmctures greater than 35
feet in height shall be at least 300 feet from any residentially (R) zoned property." (Emphasis added).
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3. Colocation on existing tower(s) or alternative sites.

Several people argued that Verizon should collocate on the existing AT&T tower located 1.3 miles
away. As I noted at the June 17 hearing, it would be significantly faster, cheaper and easier for
Verizon to collocate on an existing tower than site a new tower. Unfortunately, the existing AT&T
tower is too far from the search ring and will .not accomplish the coverage and capacity objectives
for this site. Verizon's RF engineer analyzed the existing AT&T tower and showed why it will not
satisfy either the coverage or capacity objectives for this site. Staff Report, dated June 17,2020,
p.65. No contrary evidence has been submitted. Verizon is entitled to a considerable amount of
discretion in defining the coverage and/or capacity objectives for the facility and determining
how to address those coverage and/or capacity objectives. Sprint PCS c. Washington County, 42

Or LUBA 512 (2002), aff'd in part and modified in part, 186 Or App 470 (2003).

Additionally, Evan Karp claimed that Verizon failed to consider collocating on an existing tower
that is 0.53 miles from the proposed site but that tower does not exist. Mr. Karp does not identify
where this alleged tower is located, but he may be referring to a misstatement from an earlier
application for a tower on this site. In the previous application process, the City staff clarified that
there is no such tower: "The closet facility was noted .53 miles away near the intersection ofSE
10th Street and Hwy 99W; however there is no known facility in this location. Staff also visited the
site and did not observe any facility." Staff Report, July 18, 2018, p.7. There is no existing tower
within 0.53 miles of the site.

Some people argued that Verizon should locate the wireless communications tower on an
alternative site outside of town. There is no basis for requiring Verizon to find an alternative site.

Wireless communication towers are allowed as a special use in the P zone. None of the applicable
approval criteria require Verizon to consider or give preference to a different location or zone. The
wireless communication facility satisfies all of the approval criteria. The alternative sites noted by
these parties are well outside the search ring and therefore cannot satisfy the coverage and capacity
objectives. Moving the tower to another location will simply bring out a different set of neighbors
whom are closer to the alternative location.

4. Wireless communication towers are allowed in the P zone.

Susan Baird argued that the wireless communication facility is not allowed in the P zone because it
is inconsistent with the P zone purpose statement set forth in DMC 17.203.010(1). Mr. Baird claims
that wireless communications towers are not allowed in the P zone because they are unreasonably

disruptive and alter other areas of the community. This argument is flawed for two reasons.

Ms. Baird's position is inconsistent with the express language ofDMC 17.202.020 and Table
17.202.020. Table 17.202.020 identifies "Wireless Communication Facilities" as "Public and
Institutional Uses." (Emphasis added). Wireless communication facilities are listed as a special use
in the P zone. Most of the zones require a conditional use approval (regardless of height). The only
other zones that allow them without a conditional use are the LI and Exclusive Farm Use ("EFU")

zones. Table 17.202.020.

DMC 17.203.010(1) is a purpose statement, not an approval criterion. Purpose statements are not
applied as approval criteria unless there is specific language stating that they are intended to be

73



Page 4
June 29, 2020

mandatory approval criterion. Jones v. City of Grants Pass, 64 Or LUBA 103, 110 (2011); SEIU

v. City of Happy Valley, 58 Or LUBA 261, 271-72, affd, 228 Or App 367, 208 P3d 1057, rev
den, 347 Or 42 (2009). Neither DMC 17.203.010 nor subsection (I) state that the purpose

statements are intended to be approval criteria.

5. Impact on property values.

Several people argued that the Application should be denied because the wireless communication
facility will reduce property values in the surrounding area and the City as a whole. There are
several problems with this argument.

The impacts on property values is not relevant under the City's approval criteria. A local
government cannot consider a wireless communication facility's impact on property values
unless there is a specific requirement in the City code to do so. Hill v. City of Portland, 66 Or
LUBA 250, 258-59 (2012). The DMC does not require or allow impacts on property values to
be considered.

Even if the impact on property values could be considered, no specific evidence supporting the
claim that the wireless communication facility will negatively impact property values has been
provided. A wireless communications tower cannot be denied on the grounds that it will
negatively impact property values unless there is evidence demonstrating that the tower will have
a negative impact on the property values in that specific instance. Johnson v. City of Eugene, 42
Or LUBA 353, 366-67 (2002). Generalized claims of impacts on property values are
insufficient. Id. None of the parties submitted specific evidence demonstrating a negative
impact on property values and relied instead on personal opinions, anecdotal evidence and

, newspaper articles.

Finally, this argument would make it impossible to site any wireless communication facilities
because it is based on the presence of a wireless communications tower in general, not this
specific proposal. If the Planning Commission accepted this argument, all wireless
communication towers would run afoul of this argument and could never be approved even
though it is allowed as a special use or conditional use in almost every zone.

6. Noise Study.

At the June 17 hearing, I misspoke about one issue related to SSA Acoustics' revised Noise Study,
dated June 16,2020 (the "June 16 Noise Study"), which Verizon submitted to the City prior to the
June 17 hearing. The June 16 Noise Study re-evaluated the noise impact of the wireless
communication facility given the removal of the emergency generator and concluded that the
facility complies with the applicable noise standards. Since the June 16 Noise Study did not
identify the need for a noise barrier, unlike the original noise study dated October 17,2017,1
assumed a noise harder was not required and therefore requested that the City remove condition of
approval no. 1 because a noise barrier is not necessary.

After the June 17 hearing, Verizon's noise consultant SSA Acoustics clarified that a noise harder
would still be required. Verizon requested that SSA Acoustics provide a new report that clarifies
this issue. We attached the updated Noise Study from SSA Acoustics, dated June 19,2020 (the
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"June 19 Noise Study"), for the Planning Commission's consideration. The June 19 Noise Study
was perfonned consistent with the noise standards set forth in Oregon Admmistrative Rules 340-
035-0035(3)(b) and DMC Chapter 8.28. June 19 Noise Study, p.l. The June 19 Noise Stady
demonstrates that the facility complies with the applicable noise standards with a noise barrier as the
noise levels will be 53 dBA at the nearest receiving property. June 19 Noise Study, p.5. The June
19 Noise Study also demonstrates that the noise barrier can be accommodated within the project
area, including the proposed fencing and landscaping. June 19 Noise Study, p.4.

7. Distance to residential properties.

Mr. Karp raised an issue regarding Verizon's compliance with DMC 17.203.170(C)(5), which
requires that "Structures greater than 35 feet in height shall be at least 300 feet from any
residentially (R) zoned property." Mr. Karp argued that Verizon failed to provide adequate
evidence that the monopme tower is more than 300 feet from residential property in the form of a
survey and the measurement must include City right-of-way adjacent to the residential properties.

Mr. Karp is wrong in both respects.

Verizon provided substantial evidence in the Application that the monopine tower is more than 300
feet from the closest residentially zoned property. Staff Report, dated June 17, 2020, p.84. The
City staff independently confirmed Verizon's evidence: "The applicant has provided a plan showing
this but staff also used GIS maps and Yamhill County assessor's maps to verify the distance." Staff
Report, dated June 17, 2020, p. 12. Although Verizon was not required to obtain a survey to confirm
this distance, Verizon did so after the June 17 hearing to put this issue to rest. We attached a site
survey, dated June 24, 2020, which demonstrates that the monopine tower is more than 328 from

the nearest residentially zoned property based on a new survey conducted on June 24,2020.

DMC 17.203.170(C)(5) does not require the measurement to include City right-of-way adjacent to
the residential properties. DMC 17.203.170(C)(5) applies to "residentially (R) zoned property," not
public rights-of-way. DMC 17.201.020 distinguishes between "Rights-of-way" and "parcel, lots
and tracts." DMC 17.201.020(A) & (B). Nor would it make sense to include City right-of-way
because DMC 17.203.170(C)(5) is intended to mmimize the impacts of towers on residential

property owners, not the City right-of-way.

8. Aesthetic considerations.

Ms. Baird argued thatVerizon failed to satisfy the "aesthetic considerations" element ofDMC
17.404.030(A)(1) "on the basis of its unattractive and unpleasant aesthetics." Ms. Baird does not
explain what Verizon would be required to do to make the tower more aesthetically pleasing in
order to satisfy this standard. Instead, Ms. Baird argued that wireless communication towers are
inherently unattractive and unpleasant and therefore they should be prohibited like other uses the
City has prohibited. There are several problems with this assertion.

DMC 17.404.030(A)(1) focuses on the adequacy of the subject property to accommodate the needs
of the proposed use, not the surrounding area. DMC 17.404.030(A)(1) provides: "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, exhausVemissions, light,
glare, erosion, odor, dust, visibility, safety, and aesthetic considerations." (Emphasis added). Ms.
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Baird's argument is based on the aesthetic considerations of the surrounding area, not the adequacy

of the subject property or needs of the proposed use.

The City code specifically allows wireless communication towers as a special use or conditional use
in every zone except for fhe Parks and Open Space Zone ("PO") zone. DMC Table 17.202.020. If
wireless communication towers are allowed in almost every zone, the City cannot prohibit them on
the grounds that they are not aesthetically pleasing.

Ms. Baird's suggestion that the City should prohibit all wireless communication towers on aesthetic
grounds would violate the Federal Telecommunications Act. The Federal Telecommunications Act
expressly prohibits a city from adopting decisions that "prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting"

wireless communication facilities within the city. 47 U.S.C. § 253(a); 47 U.S.C. §

332(c)(7)(B)(i)(H).

The conditional use criteria require that the impacts be reasonably mitigated or minimized, not
avoided or eliminated. DMC 17.404.030(A)(2) & (B).2 Verizon satisfied and exceeded the
approval criteria applicable to wireless communication towers and did everything reasonably
possible to minimize the impacts. Verizon was not required to limit the tower to the minimum
height necessary to achieve its objectives, but Verizon agreed to do so. Verizon was not require to
use a stealth design to minimize visual impacts, but it agreed to do so. Verizon was not require to
locate it behind the Fire Station to provide an additional visual buffer, but it agreed to do so.
Verizon was not require to double the amount of required landscaping to provide an additional
visual buffer, but it agreed to do so. Verizon did everything reasonably possible to minimize the
impacts and that is sufficient to satisfy DMC 17.404.030(A)(1).

9. Emissions.

Several people raised concerns about the health and safety impacts of the RF emissions from the
wireless communications facility. The Planning Commission is legally prohibited from considering
RF emissions, but the community need not be concerned about this issue because the wireless
communications facility will emit a fraction of the legally allowed RF emissions.

The Federal Telecommunications Act prohibits local governments from adopting any decision
based even partially on the health effects of RP emissions. 47U.S.C. §332(c)(7)(B)(iv). Any
decision based on RF emissions, even if other legitimate reasons were listed as well, violates
Section 332(c)(7)(B)(iv). T-MobileNe. LLCv. Inc. Vill. of E. Hills, 779 F.Supp.2d 256,265
(RD.~N.~Y.2Qliy,Firstenbergv. City of Santa Fe, 782F.Supp.2d 1262,1271 (D.N.M. 2011); T-
Mobile Ne. LLC v. Town ofRamapo, 701 F.Supp.2d 446,460 (S.D.N.Y. 2009). Therefore, the
Planning Commission cannot and should not base its decision on RF emissions.

2 DMC 17.404.030(A)(2) provides: "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." (Emphasis added). DMC 17.404.030(B) provides: "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." (Emphasis added).
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Additionally, the wireless communications facility will emit a fraction of the allowed RF emissions.
As part of the Application, Verizon submitted a RF emissions study. Staff Report, p.67-70. The RF
emissions stidy concluded that the wireless communications facility will emit less than 4% of the
FCC outdoor RF emissions limit and less than 1% of the FCC indoor RF emissions limit. Staff

Report, p. 69.

Conclusion

For the reasons set forth in the Application, the Staff Report, our letters and the testimony at the

June 17 public hearing, we respectfully request that the Planning Commission approve the
Application. We appreciate your consideration of this letter and look forward to addressing

these issues farther at the July 1, 2020 hearing.

Very truly yours,

HATHAWAY LARSON LLP

/s/
E. Michael Connors

Enclosures
EMC/ph
ec: Verizon Wireless

ACOM Consulting

77



aawEToa noes NOT OUWINTCE IHAT *u. UHUIES *«£ SHOWI on man
UCATONS WE DEHNnE. IT IS THE RESPnanUn- OF THE CCN7BACTOR
AND DEVEUPES TO CONTACT FUBUC UHUTf UXMm SERVICES «Nn fHY
omen WVOUED AGENCIES TO UKME »u. UTUHES pnon TO
cmsTOuaioa. BUOVAL. BOOCAHON AND/ oa REPUCEUEIIT is THE
BESFONSHUn OF THE COKIRACTOn.

LESSOR3 LEGAL DESCRIPTION fPARCEL R33Z5CC008QO'l
LOTS 10 AND 11, BLOCK 23. TOW OF DUNDEE, YAUHU COUNTY. OREGOH.

RECORDED INFORMATION
BEFEBENCE IS UAOE TO BE RECORO TIHE BEPCRT OliOER lt71BIMS3BS7. ISSUED BY
OF OBECON, DA1ED AUGUST 16, 2016. AU. EASEMENTS CONTA1NB1
WECIffiC WE lUUEDInE »BEA SUBROUNDINC THE 1£*S£ HAVE BEEN PLOTIED.

Kcaaa HILE REPORT

PROJECT BEWTIOHS ESTABUSHEB FROU 0-5 DEBIVB) OBTHOUETOC HBWTS
BY WUCATCT CF n.C.5. •GEnD 12*' UCOB.EB SEFAHATtMS TO EUJfSOC
HEIGHTS DCTERMINED BY REAL TIME KiHDtATK; (RTK) CPS DATA

ivxa waaws. RATE uw. PANEL aa OF »75. uw NUUBER
(flmCOZlSD, DATEB UffiCH 2. 2010.
BASIS OF BEARING
BEARMGS SHOW HEREON ABE BASS UPON US. STHE PUNE N.MI.B3
caoTOINATE S1STEN OBECON STATE PUNE COCBOINATE IIHRIH ZONE.
DEIEBMWED BV BEAL -nkE niEMAHC (8.TA) CFS DCTA
PROCESSED/CORBEEIB) 01 THE CnECTI OCPARIUENT OF TRAnSPOBmiON
tao.iT.) c.os.s. NETmrat.

SURVEYOR'S NOTES
THE DESCfaPTOM CF PBCPERFf BOUIUABr SHOHN UEBEON, REPBE5ENT
•HUT mroauATON PRCMDED AND NEASUBEUBITS FOUNO OUBNC mE

OR OEHMNE LOSE ABEA(S) & ASSOaATBl E*SOJSn(S). WE BOUNIMRY

ITEMS 1, 2 ANB 3 ABE NOT * SURVET HATCH.

ITEU 4: ZONE CHANCE FOR VACATED SIH STREET (AOOPTED BTH STREET VACATION AND ZWE. CTANGE)

WE SURVEYORS OPtMlOH IS THAT W RECOffflED 1NFDRUATIOH ITEMS PROVIDES BT SAiD REPORT AFFECT THE
PROPOSHI WEI£SS F*aun PBEMSES SHOW HEREIIN.

CF LOT 5, BLOCK Z<. OF THE TOWISTE OF OUKOEE AND DUNDEE
HED tH THE SQUTHKEST GW-CKJAR1ER OF ^CTOH 25, TOWStiP

3 SOUTH, RANGE 3 VEST. tF WE WLUMOTE MGFaOiAN. W TH£ OTr Of DUHOEE. YAMHU- COUHTY, OREGOf). SAID TRACT OF LANO BWG UORE SPEaFKAU.T
1E5CMBED AS FOUHS:

BECamiNC AT * I ft INCH man PIPE FUND AT THE uosr EASTOIU- cmnER OF s»n LDT i. BLOCK 24 a- SNO TO»NSTC OF DUNOEE. suo pnxT BBNC AT
WE IN1B1SECHON OF IME SOUm«ESIEK.T RCHT OF WAY UNE OF SE am SffiST Vm THE NORTH«ESIERLY BICHT OF WM- UNE OF THE SJ>. RAIU10AD HCHT

*OtNT BBW THE TRUE POtKT OF BEGINNINC OF THE TRACT OF LAND HEREIH DESCRGED: THENCE SOUtH 30-2B'39" WEST. ALCHC SA!D SJ'.
RAUJiOAD RIGHT OF WAY. A DISTANCE OF 106JS3 FEET TO A POIMT; THENCE NORTH 53"3t*2r WEST, PARAUJEL WIH SAID SOUTHWESTERLy RtGHT OF WAY UNE
OF sm s am smra * USUKCE OF mz.zs FEET TO A PBNT OH THE soumEAsiEH.r BICHT OF i»»r UNE OF UCHWAT SSK THBIC KORTH araa'ar
EAST, ALONC SWD SOjmEASTEBU' BCHT OF W»r UNE. A DISTWCE OF 106^3 FEETTD * PaNT ON SAID SOUm»ESTEK.r BCHT OF WAY (F SUB SE aiH
SHiECT; THENCE SOUW Sa-il'il- EAST, HSHIS SAID SCUm«ESIERl'r BiafT OF »AT UNE, t DISTANCE OF 206.85 FEET TO WE TRUE POINT OF BEaNMNG CF

ITEUS I AMD 2 ARE MOTA SUHVEY MATTER.

nSI 3: ZONE CUANGE FOR VWATEH mH STOEET (WWTSS SW SneCT VAU-nON ANO ZONE CHWCE]

ITCU 4: DEED PRIOR TO CURREKr ntOFERTr DESCRiFnON. (DOES N07 WFECT THE PROJECT AREA)

ram IIEUS pRcniDEn BY suo REPCRT *FrecT WE

U. OF THE

25. TOWEm- 3 SOUTH. BWCE 3 HEST,

LESS(iB5_LESAL.D£5CRIPTION fPARCEL R3325CC03gOOl
k HWCT OF UU1D, BBNC ML OF L013 1. 2, 3 ADD t. AND A PORTION OF LOT 3,
TOWS1E OF DUNDEE ANO DUfBEE CBU*8D HOUES HO. 1, ANO A PORTION

199S-S5. LOCATSD W THE SOUTHIffiST OHE-OUAffTER OF SECTIE
OF THE IUAMETIE NEHDtAN. IN 1HE arr OF DUCEE, WUHIU. COUNTIf. BRECON. SUO 1T!»CT OF UHn BBKC
UOBE S'EOFICAU.Y DESCBSED AS FOUBUS

THE TRACT OF UNO HEBBN MORE PART1CULARL1 Foaaws:

CUUENam; AT HC SOUTHEAST CTHHER CF THE faOC DE5CHBEB PROFBm'. THENCE NOI!TH 3313'5a-
DISTANCE OF 13] FECT TO TNE PUKT OF BECaMNC; -mENCE KGR1H 5E-W02' BEST, * DISTMCE CF 39.C

13.00 FEET; WENE 50U1H 56WD2' EAST, A OISTWCE OF M.OO FEET; THENCE SOUm 3n3'5a- IEST. A OISTAKCE OF I
EBKNIKC.

CONTAININ5 507 SO. FT.

FEET TO THE FONT OF

UE OF SE SW SIBEET IITH WE NORmfESIBU' HGHT OF VK{ UHE OF TNE
SAID POTT BEING TIE TOUE FdmT OF aEOKKmC CF THE TRACT OF UNO
VStSS' «E5T, AUNG SAID SP. UUUHUD BCHT OF K*T. A DISTANCE OF KM.a

soum«EsiBa.r ncnr OF WAY UNE OF
DISTANCE OF 207.2S FEET TO A POIHT OH THE SOUTHEAS1ERLY RIGHT OF WAY UH£ OF HIGHWAY 93W; THEKCE
NORTH 30'3B'33" EAST, ALONG SAID SOUTHEASTERLY RtGHT OF WAY UNE, A OtSTAHCE OF 106^3 FEET TO A
POINT ON SAID SOUmHESTERtY HGHT OF WAY OF SHB SE. SIH SHEET, mENCE SOUTH 59-31'ir EAST, HSWS

L RAfmOAD RIGHT OF WAY.
TKEHCE SOUTH
POINT; WENCE

10 SE HH SIBEEr,

5 FSX-m 1HE TOE FONT OF BEnt

DESCRBED AS Foao»S
THE arr OF DUNDEE.

OF LOT 5, BLOCK 2<, OF 1HE TOWS1E CF DUNDEE WO DUNDEE
HS-55. UKUEC B THE SOUTHIEST nC-QUAmSi OF SECHON 25, T3WaiP

:ounn, (RECON, SAB TRACT OF uno BBNG MORE spEanau.r

BEBKNING AT A 1/2 INCH BON PIPE FOUHO AT 1HE NOST EASICTLr URNEB OF S1D LOT 1. BUKK TOMtSlTE OF DUNDEE. SAID POIKT BBHG AT
1HE IKIERSECTON'CF TOE SOUTHHESIEH.r nCUT HF WAY UNE OF SE Bm SHEET U1H THE NCmH»ESICTLY RIGHT Of WAY UKE OF THE Sf.

WAY, SAID PUNT BaKG VS WUE PaNT CF BEaNNim: CF mE TRACT OF LMIB UBiBN DESmBBl; TNEHCE SOUm XTStSS' 1SST, AUN1:
BAIUUAB HCHT Of WAY. k DISTANCE GF I06.M Fm- TO A FOtlT: 1HENCE NCRIH 59'31'Zl" »EST. PWHia. WIH S*10 SOUmtESIEH-r BCHT
OF SAB SE SW SmECT. * DISTANCE OF 207.25 FEET TO * FONT ON WE StUTOEASIEBU' BCHr OF WAT UHE OF na»Ar SBH THaiCE HWTH

BUT CBECCN, DATCB SEFIBIBER 21 2013. AU. EASEHENT5 CONTiUNED «1HN S<ID RECOm TIUE SSPOm AfTECTNC
<C THE LUa HAVE BEffl FLDTIED.

THE: TRACT OF W DESCHBED. BBNC A I2.BO FOOT WE STOi CF UIC, tXHC 6.00 FEET ON EACH SDE OF WE FOUOWNC DESOIIBED CENIOTJKE:

A SURVEY" MATTER.

1 5: ZONE CHANGE FOS VACATB) 8TH SHSET (ABGFIEI) »m STBECT VACCTON «ND ZONE CHWKE3

CCNMaaNG AT THE SOUIHEA5T C08KEB OF THE ABOtE DESCnBEO FRCFEOTT. THEHCE NCRIH m3'5«' EAST AUNG THE SOUIHEASTEBLr UNE IHBEOF, *
BSTAUCE OF Ul FEET; TUENCE l£AWC SUD UNE NOfnH SS-WW ISST, A USTWCE OF 31.00 FEET; THENCE NU1IH CTIa'Sa- EAST. * DISTANCE OF U.DO
FEET: THEKCE SOUTH 5SW02" EAST, * D15T»NIE OF U.OO FIET TO WE FONT OF BECUmNC; THENCE NCBm 3«12'09- EAST, * USTOICE IF H.X FEET;
THENCE KORW M-U'SS- EAST, A BSTANCE OF nUS FEET: •mfflIE NORTH 2R2'55- «ESr, < DISTANCE OF 15.63 FEET: 1HEHCE NCBW 563!'2S" UEOT, A
nsnncE OF 171.14 FEET MIKE nt irss TIITNE EASTERU' ncur OF W»T OF HIGHWM aa AND BEBG THE FUNT CF IIRIIINUS.

ami FT.

POSITION
LATITUDE

JDE 123- 00'
ELEVATION - 201.0' (NAVOSB)

CEOOET1C COORDINATE
IB' 35.21- (45.2764<7) NORTH (NABB3)

!• (-tZ3.01tlB5) »EST (NM1B3)

TOP OF BUILDING
ACCESS DBIVEWAT
NATURM- GROUND

mGE OF PAVING
EDGE OF GRAVEL
CONCRETE
BUUINC
POWER POLE
CUY ANOiQFt
POSITION OF
CEODETIC COORDINA-
SPOT El£VATON

UKTS

UNE
NING PROPERTTl

1£*SEWEA
STREET CENTERUNE
TOEE/SLASH UNE

UT1UTT
RAILROAD TBACKS

CURB UNE

/ \ &BAFHIC SCALE

:^\\\\\\\\\\\^\\\^^^^^

7m^~^-T"^~=

^ORIGINAL ISSUE DATE:

i=PLANS PREPARED BY:

venzonv
5430 NE 122ND AVE.
PORTLAND, OR 97230

PROJECT INFORMATION::

OR1 DUNDEE
759 N. HWY. 9SW

DUNDEE. OR S7115
YAMHILL COUNTC

08/04/2016

6/24/20

8/04/16

8/23/16

1/26/17

6/12/17

7/26/17

1/11/18

iii/i8/i9|

REV. LEASE AREAIRC

REV. LEASE AREA |sR

11,11/19| REV. LUSE AREA

TTTLE UPDATE

CONSULTING INC.

CONSULTANT?

SR I DG
;=UCENSER: ==

REGISTERED.
PROFESS ONAL

^fno sftyetcn

^^^^-

78



^PROJECT INFORMATION::

verizon7
5430 NE 122ND AVE.
PORTLAND, OR 97230

OR1DUNDEE
759N.HWY.SSW

DUNDEE, OR 97115
YAMHIU. COUNTT

^ORIGINAL ISSUE DATE:==

08/04/2016

CONSULTANT?

6/24/20) UPDATE

8/04/16

8/23/16

1/26/17

6/12/17

7/26/17

1/11/1S

REV. LEASE AREA

REV. LEASE AREA

1/I1/19|REV. LEASE AREA

1/18/19) Tm-E UPDATE

'LANS PREPARED BY:

((•^

CONSULTING INC.

SR [ DC |

^v^^-

SITE SURVEY

SHEET NUMBERS:

SV-2

79



SSA acoustics
Stewart - Burl • Nelsen • Esselslrom

June 19, 2020

Melinda Allhands
Acorn 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.
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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

Charters CUBE BB48E2XV1 61dBA@5ft
65 dBA @ 5 ftCharles CUBE SS4B228D<1

Total dBA (All cabinets connbined)

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

UiHifiSBKMIIitiiiBiictoi'i
1

2

3

Sound Pressure Level at 5 ft (dBA), Lp1
Distance Factor (DF)
Inverse-Square Law (Free Field): DF = 20*log (d1/d2)
New Equipment Sound Pressure Level at Receiver, Lpr
(Add lines 1 and 2)

68
-8

(12ft)

60

As shown in Table 2, the sound pressure level from the proposed equipment is predicted to be
60 dBA at the nearest receiving property, which exceeds 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 minimum 5'-0" above grade.

• Construct the noise barrier with a solid material that has a surface mass of at least 2.5
Ibs/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 5'-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.

TOP

EQUIP.
SIDE

(1) LAYER 3/4" PLYWOOD OR
(1) LAYER OF 16 GAUGE SHEET
METAL OR A CONTINUOUS MATERIAL
W/ A MASS OF 2,5 LB/SF OR
GREATER

BARRIER MATERIAL SHALL BE
CONTINUOUS. ALL GAPS OR JOINTS
SHALL BE SEALED W/ ACOUSTICAL
CAULKING

EXTERIOR GRADE SOUND ABSORBING
MATERIAL, APPLIED TO SIDE OF
BARRIER FACING EQUIPMENT

FRAMING PER STRUCTURAL
REQUIREMENTS
MAXIMUM OF 1" GAP
ALLOWED FOR DRAINAGE

NOTE: MATERIALS SUCH AS SIDING
CAN BE ADDED TO THE OUTSIDE OF
T±IE_BARRIER FOR AESTHETIC
PURPOSES, BUT MAY NOT SUBSTITUTE
FOR REQUIRED BARRIER MATERIALS
SUCH AS PLYWOOD OR SHEET METAL.

NOISE BARRIER DETAIL

Figure 1: Noise Barrier Detail
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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
-Hinij

1
2

3

4

||RHIji<;atigr|j|acfor%|^^^
Sound Pressure Level at 5 ft (dBA), Lp1
Noise reduction - noise barrier
Distance Factor (DF)
Inverse-Square Law (Free Field): DF = 20*Iog (d1/d2)
New Equipment Sound Pressure Level at Receiver, Lpr
(Add lines 1 through 3)

68
J-f

-8

(12ft)

53

As shown in Table 3, the sound pressure level from the proposed equipment with the proposed
mitigation is predicted to be 53 dBA at the nearest receiving property, which is within the 55
dBA nighttime code limit.

Please contact us if you have any questions or require further information.

^SS^s%^IN^S
Sincerely,
SSA Acoustk;s, LLP

Alan Burt, P.E.
PARTNER

RENEWAL DATE: 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 SSAAcoustics, LLP
reserves the riaht to review the information, reassess any new potential concerns and modify our opinions accordinalv.
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