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CITY OF DUNDEE

Meeting:

Location:

Date:

Time:

Planning Commission Meeting

Meeting was held virtually via Zoom

City Council Meeting Chambers
620 S.W. 5th Street

Dundee, Oregon 97115

July 1, 2020

7:00 p.m.

I. Meeting called to order.

Chairman Howland called the meeting to order. Commissioners present/ which consisted of quorum,

were Shannon Howland/ Maria Hinoveanu/ David Hinson/ Doug;Pugsley/ Eugene Gilden, James Kay, and

Ed Carlisle. Interim City Planner Jim Jacks was also present. Attorney Tim Ramis joined later.

Members of the audience included Mike Connors and Tammy Hamilton, representing the applicant;

Susan Baird, Camille Kern, Rebecca Minifie/ and Evan Karp of Wine Country Legacy Partners were also in

attendance.

II. Public Comment

There was no public comment.

VI. Approval of Minutes from Previous Meeting(s)

It was moved and seconded to approve the June 17, 2020 minutes. Motion carries, unanimously.

V. Public Hearing
CU/SDR 20-06 - Acorn Communications (on behalf of Verizon Wireless) continued from 6-17-20

Chairman Howland read the statements in to record and read the list of persons having requested to

testify during the public hearing.

1. Declarations of Ex-Parte, Bias, or Conflict of Interest

Chairman Howland questioned the Commissioners about ex-parte/ bias, or conflict of interest.

Commissioner Carlisle reminded the Commission that he had declared a conflict of interest

previously and would continue to abstain from the hearing.

There were no objections to jurisdiction.
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2. Staff Report

Interim Planner Jim Jacks introduced himself, read the legal statements into record, and then

provided a summary of the July 1, 2020 staff report with the Commissioners and audience.

There were no questions of the Commission to staff.

3. Public Testimony-Applicant

Chairman Howland asked the applicant if he had any new information to stibmit, or if he would be

comfortable saving his comments for proponent rebuttal.

Mike Connors stated that they had submitted a letter dated Jun,e 29 with attachments that

responded to some of the comments made prior to and during the June 17 hearing. He confirmed

with the Chairman that they would be able to save most comments to rebuttal, but that there was

some new information to highlight. Mr. Connors noted ch updated noise study that was submitted.

He stated that the previous report included some ambiguous language that they had wanted

clarified; also/ he noted a noise barrier would be part ofthe.idesign and they wanted that included in

the report. He stated that the new noise study tlemonstrated that, with the elimination of the

generator and the addition of the noise barrier/ the noise level would comply with daytime and

nighttime standards. The second piece of information had to do with the distance from residentially

zoned property. He stated that they had a surveyor come out and,out of an abundance of caution/

he measured the distance from the tower to the closest residentially zoned property and it was 328-

feet. , s

Chairman Howland clarified that the information Mr. Connors had just mentioned were noted in the

June 29 rebuttal letter. Mr. Connors affirmed.

There were no additional requests of proponents to testify.

4. Public Testimony - Opponents

Chairm&rpHowland opened the floor to opponent testimony.

Susan Baird asked the Commissioners to deny the application based on the following reasons—1)
fl

aesthetics considerations/ 2) the proposal violates the purpose statement of the public zone, 3) the

noise would violate the daytime and nighttime requirements, 4) citizen involvement, and the large

outcry of the public requesting the denial.

Camille Kern stated that she had just moved to Dundee and chose Dundee due to health

considerations having to do with cell towers. They had purposely chosen a home that would be at

least a mile from any cell tower. She was also worried about property values and aesthetic

considerations as well, however, her main concern had to do with health and safety of the people

living and working nearby. She concluded by noting various studies on wireless radiation and

possible health impacts.

Rebecca Minifie testified next. She thanked the Commissioners for their diligence in reading all the

material, and stated objection to Verizon having sent an attorney to represent them. She stated a
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belief that he was sent to dictate and intimidate the Commission into a belief of what Dundee's

Development Code meant and requested that the Commission look past the "bullying" tactics of

Verizon. Ms. Minifie noted that the Commission also needed to consider the testimony of the

citizens and business owners who were against the tower.

Saj Jivanjee had requested to testify, however he did not appear to have logged in to the meeting.

After many requests to have him identify himself, the Chairman moved on to the next person.

Evan Karp with Wine Country Legacy Partners spoke and thanked the Commission for continuing the

hearing so that additional people could comment. He stated that he concurred with Ms. Baird's

comments regarding taking aesthetic considerations into account. He reminded the Commission

that they were "fully empowered" to deny based on aesthetic considerations. Next/ he noted

agreement with Mr. Jivanjee's concerns of seismic risk and setbacks. He felt the applicant had not

proven that the tower would withstand a seismic event; and they think setbacks should be increased

given the height of the tower. Mr. Karp stated that he believed there was a conflict of interest

regarding the city reviewing the application; disappointment with the city foil owing the minimum
legal standards for notice; shock at the city failing to notice Verizon that their application was

incomplete; and/ that the lease between Verizon and the City was signed prior to Verizon submitting

their application. He closed by stating that they strongly opposed the cell tower.
fi

5. Proponent Rebuttal

Mike Connors responded to the testimony heard that evening. He seated that the Dundee

Development code defines a wireless communications facility/tower as a public use, and the public

zone is predominately intended for public and institutional uses. The code also allows the tower as a

special use. Most of the other zones require a conditional use regardless of the height/ here it is only

required because of its height. He stated that the purpose statement is meant as a goal, and

respectfully disagreecLterfi was anything in the purpose statement that would make it approval

criteria.

Mr. Connors,,atso talked about property values/ and reiterated reasons given by case law that this

could not be used as a criterion. Regarding the noise study, the study is very clear that they comply

with the daytime and nighttime criteria (53 decibels). With respect to aesthetics/ the code does not

statettiat it n.eeds to meet any specific aesthetic/ the code states that measures need to be taken to

mitigate and/or minimize impact. He believed that/ due to the failure of anyone to offer any reasons

that they fail to meet the aejthetics/ the code dictated that they satisfy the criteria. He noted that
th.@ cell tower was not the only utility use that would have aesthetic impact. Based on the definition

being used, the argument could be made that none of the utility poles would comply. There were

already utility uses there that had impacts/ and while the tower would have an impact, they would

be minimized by the mitigation they are taking. He believed that Verizon had gone above and

beyond to minimize the impact.

He addressed emissions and noted once again that Federal Law prohibited this as criteria. He noted

that they would have to comply with building codes to ensure that the structure would have

integrity to withstand a seismic event. Mr. Connors addressed Mr. Karp's statement regarding

conflict of interest and the City having entered into a lease with Verizon. He stated that cities

throughout the state and country have development on property they own and frequently enter

into leases and go through similar processes. There is code that dictates the process, and no "behind
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the scenes" shenanigans are taking place simply because a city is following code to process an

application.

Regarding the statewide goal concerning citizen input, he noted that when people are opposed to

something they show up, however people who are for an application tend to not be vocal.

He responded to the comment about him trying to intimidate the Commission into a belief and

stated that the hoped the Commission did not feel that way. He was involved because applications

like this often trigger legal issues and it was helpful to have him involved. He also noted that he

wasn't trying to push the commission into a belief, and that city staff agreed that the application

met the criteria and had offered reasons for that.

He concluded by stating that they hoped the Commission would evaluate the code and criteria and

approve the proposal. -;;

Chairman Howland asked whether the Commission had any clarifying questions. Commissioner

Hinson asked if there would be a light on the tower. Both Mr. Connors and Ms. Hamilton responded

no. Commissioner Hinson asked if there would be mTcrowaves on the antenna. Mr. Connors stated
tf

that there would be some microwave antennas, but that th^re would not be 5G. This would only be

3G and 4G. Commissioner Hinson asked ifVerizon had consielered any other sites in town. Mr,

Connors responded that they had reviewed the AT&T tower and that it had not met the criteria.

There were other properties in the search ring, but they were all in the CBD zone. Commissioner

Hinson asked about Mr. Jivanjee contacting Verizon to offer his property. Mr. Connors responded

that they had looked at the property, but it was both outside the search ring and much closer to

residential property. !

Chairman Howland moved on to closing legal statements. Planner Jacks reminded the Commission

that they needed to basellheir decision on the criteria, and then talked a bit about process once a

decision had been made. He concluded by stating that the staff recommendation was to approve

the conditional use and site design request. He stated that the staff report included criteria for the

approval, however if the Planning;;gommission chose to deny the application they would need to
-—"i^

provide statements so that the findings could be changed to explain why the criteria was not met.

Chairman Howland asked if the Commissioners had any clarifying questions of staff. Commissioner

Hinoveanu asked a question atibut process/ which Planner Jacks answered. Chairman Howland then

^ closed the public hearing.

6. Deliberation

Chairman Howland began deliberation by stating that she agreed to certain aspects that were

brought up in testimony and the application—that they were unable to deliberate emissions, health,

or property value. However, she wanted to open up discussion regarding aesthetics and whether

this criteria had been met.

Commissioner Pugsley stated that he felt they did not meet the aesthetic criteria. For the proposed

location, he felt that the mitigation efforts did not work. Chairman Howland stated that she had not

seen a monopine in person/ so she was not sure whether it was met, however the photos submitted

as part of the application made it difficult to see what the monopine would truly look like. Further/
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she felt that it was not up to the Commission to figure out how to make the tower work or not work,

but the aesthetics did seem to be a concern.

Commissioner Gilden stated that he agreed with Commissioner Pugsley/ and that though aesthetics

were largely a subjective point of view, he felt that the extraordinary weight of public testimony fell
on the side of the tower being un-aesthetic.

Commissioner Kay also stated agreement with the view that the tower did not meet the aesthetic

criteria, and that the tower would not beautify the downtown. He felt that, even though the tower

was needed, the proposed location was not the best location for Dundee. Commissioner Pugsley

responded that he was not using the necessity for coverage as one of his criteria for denial/ but he

found it interesting that there was no citizen or business owner testimbny stating that the tower

was necessary. Commissioner Kay replied that he did consulting, and in his job function he was

aware of a drop in calls and conference calls. Additionally, with.COVID-19 more people are at home

using cell service, so he could see the need; however, he did not think it needed to be in the middle

of downtown. Chairman Howland did state that she believed there was written testimony both

stating a need and stating that there wasn't a need. Planner Jacks also noted a letter that was

received claiming a need. Commissioner Gilden stated that, since there was no address on the

letter/ he didn't know if the tower would help that person tiecause they didn't know whether the

person lived in the zone that would be improved. Commissioner Pugsley reiterated that he did not

plan to use coverage as part of his reasoning and apologized for sidetracking the Commission.

Commissioner Hinoveanu also stated that she did not believe the aesthetic issue had been

mitigated. There was brief discussion regarding Mr. Connor's statement about the city going

through the process of developing the fire station and what the meaning of the statement had been.

Commissioner Hinson stated that taking in account the position of the tower and the bulk of the

monopine the tower wo'uIU stand out.

Chairman Howland brought up the criteria for placing a wireless tower for discussion during

deliberationfand read the criteria-into record. She felt that the application had addressed most of

the criteria, but that she felt "visual analysis and impact" had not been sufficiently addressed.

Commissioner Pugsley agreed, and stated that he believed they had failed in their mitigation for that
particular site.

Planner Jacks stated that it appeared the Commission was leading toward a motion to deny and that

for a proper finding the "why" needed to be addressed. The Commission needed to explain why the

applicant's proposal did not meet the aesthetics issue. Commissioner Gilden stated that this was a

very difficult thing to do and did not believe that the Commission needed to give explanation since
the criteria was subjective. Just as Mr. Connors had stated that "he believed Verizon met", the

Planning Commission "believed" differently. Additionally, he felt the mass of the tower was grossly

out of scale with regard to everything around it. There was much testimony about the mitigation

done for the part of the tower on the ground that no one would be able to see, but that there

wasn't anything done for the part people would. Planner Jacks asked, if the tree portion was the

issue, what about the tree was not aesthetic. Commissioner Gilden replied that whether the tower

would look like a tree was in the eye of the beholder and that there was no guarantee that Verizon

would try to make it look like a tree. Commissioner Pugsley stated that yes/ Verizon is trying to make

it look like a tree and while it may work in an area with other trees this was an area where no other
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trees were nearby. He also believed that the overwhelming testimony from the public that this did

not meet the aesthetic criteria could be used as a reason too. Commissioner Hinoveanu agreed with

Commissioner Pugsle/s statement/ that the monopine did not match the surrounding area.

Chairman Howland stated that she did not believe it was the Planning Commission's duty to find a

solution, however she wondered if the Commissioners would want to consider adding on conditions

of approval that might allow the tower to meet the criteria. Planner Jacks asked the Commission to

expand on the aesthetics issue by separating location, as it seemed location was being substituted

for aesthetics. In other words, if the tower were in a different location would it meet the aesthetics

criteria. Commissioner Gilden responded that this was difficult to do since there was no way to see

what the hypothetical surroundings looked like. He also believed that if conditions were put on the

proposal, they may be preventing Verizon from Grafting a solution.

It was moved to deny the application based on criteria 17.404.030 - the location of the bulk does not

mitigate sufficiently to meet the aesthetic consideration. Seconded.

Chairman Howland asked if the motion should be amerfded to include criteria 17.203.170(c).3.

Commissioner Pugsley said he would be happy to add it but did not feel it was necessary.

Motion carries unanimously with Commissioner Carlisle abstaining.

Chairman Howland asked Attorney Ramis to weigh in on anything the Commission may have missed.

Attorney Ramis responded that he believed the had done everything needed.

VI. Planning Issues from Commission Members.

Chairman Gilden wondered if it would be appropriate to examine the process by which leases on public

property are entered into and consider not simply entering them if significant Planning Commission

review is going to be needed. He questioned whether the plan may be vetted by the Commission first.

Attorney Ramis responded that it was necessary to receive the property owner's approval before

entering an application for the use. There was not a process by which you could feel out whether it

might work ahead of time, This means there are two legally separate processes that needed to happen.

Planner Jacks also noted that if there was a process that took place prior to the lease and the

Commissiompronounces an opinion an opponent could claim bias later due to the ex-parte contact prior

to the formal application.

€
Commissioner Hinoveanu questioned an aesthetic requirement that may have been removed

approximately 12 years prior and wondered if it shouldn't be revisited. Commissioner Pugsley

responded that she may be referring to the Victorian Overlay zone and erred on the side of belief that

the code should not drive any particular aesthetic. Attorney Ramis also noted that state law had

changed a lot over the past decade and that cities were no longer allowed to apply discretionary

aesthetic judgements. There was some continued discussion regarding the history of the Victorian

Overly and its repeal. Chairman Howland suggested that the Commission look through the code and

thought a work session to look at design standards as a group would be a good idea. There was a

consensus that it would be a good idea to review. Commissioner Hinoveanu also suggested that it may

be good to review some of the items missing from the code, such as property value considerations.

Commissioner Hinson also stated that he would like to review private streets as well. Chairman Howland

noted that the Planning Commission had been dealing with some housekeeping issues with the code

and believed the private street was part of that work. Attorney Ramis suggested that the Commission
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look at the evolution of design in downtown Portland, as they have a design advisory process. Chairman

Hinoveanu requested that the Commission look at property impacts and asked the attorney if this would

be possible. Attorney Ramis stated that he believed there was information that could be procured.

VII. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned.

Shannon Howland/ Chairman

ATTEST:

Melody Osborne/ Planning Secretary
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CITY<9^
(®) DUNDEE

m
CITY OF DUNDEE

Staff Report - Continued Hearing
Type III Conditional Use Permit and Site Development Review

File No. CU 20-06/SDR 20-07 - Verizon Cell Tower

Request: An 80-foot wireless communications tower (74/ + 6/ of branches) and ground equipment. The tower

and equipment will be enclosed within a 232 square foot fenced area in the SE comer of the Dundee Fire Station.

In addition to the fencing/ landscaping will be provided to screen the equipment from surrounding properties.

Project Information

Applicant and Agent

Property Owner

Continued Hearing Date

Verizon Wireless. Tammy Hamilton/ ACOM Consulting/ Inc.

City of Dundee

July 1, 2020

Location Map

Page 1 |2
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Background:

On June 17, 2020 the Planning Commission opened a public hearing for the above noted cases and received testimony.

The Commission continued the hearing to July 1, 2020 and limited the testimony on July 1 to receive only new

information.

Comments Received Since June 17:

AftertheJune 17 hearing four additional written comments have been received and they are attached to this staff

report. As of 5 p.m./ June 23, emailed comments have been received from Alexis Howes/ Jaclyn Force/ Kara

Johnson and Saj Jivanjee. Regarding Mr. Jivanjee's email comment/ it is anticipated he will provide the article

mentioned in the email/ and as soon as it is provided, it will be forwarded to the Commission.

Discussion

The Planning Commission is tasked with making a decision based on whetherthe approval criteria have been

met. Some of the criteria are subjective which necessitates the Commission exercise discretion when

determining if each criterion has been met.

The Commission is also tasked with making a decision in accordance with Federal laws/ primarily the 1996

Telecommunications Act, and applicable Federal Communications Commission Orders as noted in the

applicant's narrative/ Section V, p. 12. The Act prohibits local jurisdictions from making decisions that

"prohibit[s] or [has] the effect of prohibiting the provision of personal wireless services." An FCC Order prohibits

decisions that "materially limits or inhibits the ability of any competitor or potential competitor to compete in a

fair and balanced legal and regulatory environment." The Act also prevents local jurisdictions from considering

the environmental and health effects of radio frequency emissions.

Staff Recommendation

At the July I/ 2020 continued hearing/ staff recommends the Planning Commission:

1. Consistent with the Commission's June 17 motion, accept only new testimony from parties.

2. ConsidertheJune 17 and July 1 testimony, and the June 17 and July 1 staff reports.

3. Deliberate and make findings. Proposed findings are shown in Exhibit A of the Planning

Commission Order in the June 17 packet.

4. Pass a motion adopting the Planning Commission Order.

ATTACHMENTS: Emails from Alexis Howes, Jaclyn Force/ Kara Johnson and Saj Jivanjee.
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Melody Osborne

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

alexis Howes <alexis_howes@icloud.com>

Wednesday, June 17, 2020 4:55 PM
Melody Osborne
Cell tower

Follow up
Flagged

We'd (My family and I) would really love for this tower to not be put in! We know it will effect our health and well
being! Thankyou for listening to our cries! God bless Dundee
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Melody Osborne

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Jaclyn Force <jaclyn.force@gmail.com>

Wednesday, June 17, 2020 6:25 PM
Melody Osborne
Cell Tower

Follow up
Flagged

Hi Melody,
lama Dundee resident and do not want to see a cell tower built in our town.

Thank you,

Jaclyn Fared

Sent from myiPhone
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Melody Osborne

From: KaraJohnson <kara.j.johnson@gmaii.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2020 2:23 PM
To: Melody Osborne
Subject: Dundee cell tower

To whom it may concern/

lama Dundee resident with four young children and I oppose the placement of a cell tower near the fire station. It is

too close to the school and the center of town and would absolutely cheapen the aesthetics of the city for anyone

driving through.

Thank you for considering/

KaraJohnson

Sent from my iPhone
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Melody Osborne

From: SajJivanjee <sajtj@icioud.com>

Sent: Saturday, June 20, 2020 9:21 AM
To: Melody Osborne

Subject: The Hidden Health Effects of Cell Towers - It Takes Time

Melody,

Please include this article for planning commissioners review.

http://it-takes-time.com/2015/09/22/health-effects-of-cell-towers/

Saj
Sent from my iPhone
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CITY OF DUNDEE

Meeting:

Location:

Date:

Time:

Commission Meeting

Meeting was held virtually via Zoom

City Council Meeting Chambers
620 S.W. 5th Street

Dundee/Oregon 97115

June 17,2020

7:00 p.m.

I. Meeting called to order.

Chairman Howland called the meeting to order. Commissioners present, which consisted of quorum/

were Shannon Howland, Maria Hinoveanu/ David Hinson/ Doug Pugsley/ Eugene Gilden, James Kay/ and

Ed Carlisle. City Administrator Rob Daykin/ City Attorney Tim Ramis, and Interim City Planner Jim Jacks

were also present.

Members of the audience included Mike Connors and Tammy Hamilton, representing the applicant;

Evan Karp and Ryan Harris of Wine Country Legacy Partners/ KeeleyO'Brien/ Susan Baird, Rebecca

Minifie/ Matt Frey, Saj Jivanjee/ Holly AItimus, and Frank Gregory.

II. Introduction of New Commissioner James Kay

Commissioner Kay introduced himself and stated why he had chosen to join the Planning Commission.

III. Public Comment

Saj Jivanjee spoke and stated that his biggest issue was that most cities have urban design guidelines

that are verylspecific about protecting other development so that any investors would have certainty

about the future vision that all have "bought into". He asked that the Commissioners get down to the

fine grain of urban design and have guidelines that everyone has bought into/ because without them

there will be a lot of conflict on subjective matter. He also felt there were a lot of generalities in the

City's current development code.

VI. Approval of Minutes from Previous Meeting(s)

It was moved and seconded to approve the February 19, 2020 minutes. Motion carries/ unanimously.

V. Public Hearing
CU/SDR 20-06 - Acorn Communications (on behalf of Verizon Wireless)

Chairman Howland read the statements in to record and read the list of persons having requested to

testify during the public hearing.
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1. Declarations of Ex-Parte, Bias, or Conflict of Interest

Chairman Howland questioned the Commissioners about ex-parte, bias, or conflict of interest.

Commissioner Carlisle declared a conflict of interest, stating that his engineering firm provided

services for the cell tower; therefore, he stated he was not going to participate in the questioning,

deliberation, or voting.

Chairman Howland declared professional relationships with Ryan Harris and KeeleyO'Brien but

stated that it would not cause a bias. She also declared ex-parte contact with a citizen who emailed

her to express support of the proposal.

Commission Pugsley noted that he was a City Councilor when the discussions and contract

negotiations with Verizon took place regarding placement of the cell tower on the fire department

property; however, he stated that this prior knowledge would not affect his objectivity. His

deliberations/ actions/ and decisions would be based only on the application at hand, testimony on

record, and criteria in the development code. Commissioner Pugsley then declared ex-parte contact

in that he had driven by the subject property and also stated.jthat he had driven b'y the monopine cell

tower on College Street in Newberg to gain a real-life perspective.

Commissioner Hinson declared ex-parte contact in that he had also driven past the subject property/

driven past the monopine in Newberg/ and had also driven to McMin'nville to survey various towers.

Commissioner Gilden and Commissioner Hinoveanu declared ex-parte contact in that they were

familiar with the subject property.

Chairman Howland then.questioned if there were any objections to jurisdiction. SajJivanjee stated

that he objected to ttie Planning Commission and City Council deciding on the application since the
subject property was owned by the City. He feltttiat this was a conflict of interest and that the
process was contaminated due to the direct: benefit to the City if the tower was approved.

Chairman Howland asked the City Attorney to comment on the objection to jurisdiction that was

noted. Gify^orney Tim Ramis suggested that each planning commissioner state for the record

whether the city's ownership of the property would make a difference to them with regard to their

ability to make a decision based on the criteria. He felt this would adequately address the issue.

Chairman Howland stated that it did not have an impact on her decision. Commissioner Gilden stated

that the city's ownership would not influence his decision. Commissioner Kay also stated that he did

not believe the city's ownership would influence his ability to make a sound and fair decision.

Commissioner Pugsley stated that the city ownership of the property would influence his

deliberations or ability to make a decision. Commissioner Hinoveanu felt the city's ownership would

not influence her decision. Commissioner Hinson sated that the city ownership of the property would

not affect his ability to make a decision.

There were no further objections to jurisdiction.
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2. Staff Report

Interim Planner Jim Jacks introduced himself, read the legal statements into record, and then

provided a summary of the staff report with the Commissioners and audience.

Commissioner Hinoveanu asked, regarding the distance requirement from residences, whether any

of the empty lots on Maple Street were planned to be residences. Planner Jacks responded that all

of the land was zoned Light Industrial zone and clarified that the distance requirement was specific

to residentially zoned land.

There were no additional questions of the Commission to staff/so the Chairman opened the floor to

the applicant.

3. Public Testimony-Applicant ,

Mike Connors, an attorney with Hathaway Larson Law Firm, representing Verizon, introduced

himself. He noted that the application was for an 80-foot monopine stealth cell tower. He explained

that it was called a stealth tower because it was designed to mimic a tree. The actual height of the

antenna tower was 74-feet, but they needed an additional 6-feet so that there could be a natural

crown to the tree. He commented on the previous applications that Verizon had brought forward,

but withdrew/ and stated that the design for the monopine tower was in response to those previous

meetings and comments received. Mr. Connors explained that the antenna height was the 74-feet

because that was what they needed to achieve the objectives necessary. He went on to state that

another thing different from previous applications for the tower was that the generator had been

removed, so the noise barrier was no longer necessary. Therefore, they were hoping the condition

for the noise barrier could be removed.

Mr. Connors then gave-some background to the Commission on why the site was chosen. He stated

that it was both a coverage and capacity facility, The target area was downtown Dundee and

Highway 99W; th'e coverage was currently fair to moderate, but the issue with moderate was

inadequate for in-building use. Regarding capacity, there were three towers in adjoining cities/ but

they were dealing with capacity issues that were causing dropped calls and slow response. The

proposed tower at the fire station was strategically placed to help serve as a relay tower between all

points'to help increase capacity. He noted that there was an AT&T tower not located not too far

away, but it was inadequate to achieve the goals and pointed the Commission to documents in their

packet showing the issues yvith that location.

Mr. Connors stated that the reason for the conditional use is because the 45-foot building height

would be exceeded. Then, he directed the Commission's attention to section 17.202.040(8) of the

development co9e it states that certain kind of structures are not subject to the building height

restrictions and one of those items is a tower/ so he did not believe that the 45-foot height

limitation applied. However, he did note that they had applied for the Conditional Use and believed
they met the criteria. They did apply for the minimum height needed, which was a 74-foot antenna.

To put the tower in perspective/ he noted that the surrounding towers ranged in height from 154-

feet to 170-feet. Mr. Connors then reviewed the criteria and their belief that they met it.

Mr. Connors concluded by addressing some of the testimony comments received from the public.

Regarding noise/ they had taken away the generator to reduce the impact. Regarding health

concerns/ he noted the FCC ruling prohibiting jurisdictions from factoring emissions into their
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decisions. Mr. Connors pointed out the inclusion of the emissions report in the packet and noted

that the tower proposed by Verizon would only meet 1% of the FCC/s maximum allowed emission

standards. Regarding the aesthetics, he felt that they had minimized the impacts to the extent

possible. As pertaining to location, they had looked at co-location options, but none of the existing

towers would work. Regarding property values, Oregon State Law requires specific code provisions-

especially with regard to wireless facilities- that would make it an applicable issue. There also

needed to be tangible evidence that property value would be impacted. Neither of those things was

present. Finally, regarding the distance requirement from residential zoned property, they had

verified it was met.

Commissioner Gilden asked Mr. Connors to clarify the improvement in coverage and capacity,

specifically how far the range of coverage was currently and what the expected future coverage

would be. Mr. Connors responded that it would increase coverage for the entire town and directed

attention to the maps in the packet showing existing coverage atid future coverage. Commissioner

Gilden asked what the definition of "poor coverage" would mean to a user. Mr. Connors responded

that it meant there was very unreliable coverage both inside and outside. There was adciitional

conversation regarding percentages of dropped calls, which ended with Mr. Connors stating that the

trigger point for Verizon exploring the option of a new tower was the result of ctjstomer complaints.

Commissioner Hinoveanu asked about the forecasted "near future" and how long a period that may

be. Mr. Connors responded that he believed there were issues now. Commissioner Hinoveanu asked

why a 4G antenna was being proposed as 5G was beginning to be constructed. Mr. Connors

responded that his understanding was that 5G was a slower rollout that was mostly focused and

limited to denser metropolitan areas.

^
No further applicant testimony; no additional proponents.

4. Public Testimony - Opponents

Chairman Howland opened the floor to opponent testimony.

Evan Karp read his statement into record, which was included in the packet as a late edition

received via email June 17 at 4:36pm. Included in the letter was a request to leave the record open.

Ryan Harris spoke next and stated that there was a reason that cell towers were not allowed in the

central business district, which he felt the fire station property effectively was zoned as even though

the official zoning was Public (P). He noted that this was the third time Verizon had come forward
with their application, but that previous attempts were withdrawn. He expressed concern regarding

a potential decrease in property values. He also gave a reminder to the Commission that it was

"their duty to op'pose this kind of thing", as it was the Commission's duty to look out for the long-

term plannmg of the city. He stated a belief that once the tower went up Verizon would be able to

add additional equipment as there was an incentive to do so. Mr. Harris concluded by stating that he

felt the monopine would dominate the city skyline and that the aesthetics of that was enough for

the Commission to deny the application.

Keeley O'Brien asked the Commission to focus on the aesthetic consideration of DMC 17.4.04. He

asked that the Commissioners think of the residents on the hill whose view will be of the monopine,

and of the tourists visiting who may be off-put by the visual impact. He concluded by requesting that

the Commission deny the application.
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Matt Frey spoke, highlighting a few points in his written testimony received via email June 9 at

2:13pm. He stated concern for property values, he also noted that although the adjoining property

was not zoned residential there were several residences close by. Mr. Frey expressed

disappointment that the notice area had not been expanded. He concluded by asking the Planning

Commission to not take the application lightly given its permanence.

Saj Jivanjee asked how far the tower would be from the Fire Department building/ as he was worried

about the possibility of a seismic event and the tower falling on the building. He stated that he did
not mind cell towers but did not feel that one should be placed next to a fire station. He also

questioned the height and setbacks, believing that the setbacks should be increased given the

height of the tower. He requested that the Planning Commission look at the proposal from a life and

safety viewpoint. Mr. Jivanjee stated that he wished to hear from Tualatin Valley Fire Department

about whether the tower would be safe during a seismic event. He concluded by asking what

Dundee was all about—whether the city wanted a huge structure dominating the skyline.

Rebecca Minifie spoke and stated that the applicant's entire search ring was in the Central Business

District zone and that it was evident from the many opponents that the citizens did not want the cell

tower in the middle of downtown. She noted that four former Planning Commissjpners had written

to oppose the cell tower and that over 40 people had written in opposition of the proposal. She felt

that the city would not gain anythingfromthe placement of the cell tower, but that it would lose
the potential for a beautiful central business district/ lose property value, the sense of trust in the

community, and feeling of safety. She expressed concern regarding the proximity of the tower to

her house. She requested that the city change the notification policies for public hearings/ as the

radius of 100-feet was not enough. Due to the drastic nature of the application she felt that every

business owner and citizen deserved to know what was happening. Ms. Minifie concluded by

reading a statement from the city's homepage and asking if the proposal fit the statement; she

asked that the Commissioners deny the request. 4

Chairman Howland noted that the next person scheduled to testify was Wendy Stec, however she

had emailed to state she was unable to attend. Chairman Howland noted Ms. Stec's opposition for

the record. •! !

Holly Altimus spoke and voiced her opposition. She felt her concerns were the same as the persons

before her, and expressed bewilderment that health was not able to be a consideration as she was

also worried about those effects. She hoped that more clarification could be given to emission

standards. She concluded b^ restating that she did not want the tower to be built.

Susan Baird introduced herself and asked the Planning Commission to deny the application mainly

based on the aesthetics. She expressed an exception to the idea that aesthetics is simply an impact

to be mitigated/ and that DMC 17.404.030 states that aesthetics can be used as criteria to make a

decision. She stated that people in the city had been working to beautify the city and that placing a
cell tower seemed counter to that effort. Ms. Baird also noted that the public zone provided for

public and semi-public uses "when such used do not unreasonably disrupt or alter other areas of the

community". She felt that the tower would certainly disrupt the surrounding community and

businesses, especially when one of the tenants of the CBD zone is to "encourage a walkable and

attractive downtown". Accordingly, she felt the towei" should be denied because it failed to meet

the purpose of uses allowed in the public zone. Ms. Baird also expressed concern with the noise that

the tower would generate and how it would affect the personnel working at the fire station. She
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concluded by asking that the Commission listen to the pleas of the citizens that have submitted

comments and deny the proposal.

The hearing was paused for a five-minute break.

5. Proponent Rebuttal

Mike Connors spoke and addressed some of the comments. Regarding the compliance with the 300-

feet requirement/ he stated that the code applies specifically to residentially zoned property and not

right-of-way. Concerning impacts to property values, he restated that in of-der for that to be

applicable to the decision making process it would need to be specifically listed in the code as
criteria, and that it is not in Dundee's code. He addressed a comment about Dundee increasing its

building height limitation and noted that the code already allows for that under the conditional use
process. Mr. Connors reiterated that his interpretation of the development code was that cell

towers were exempt from the height limitation but noted that they had filed for the conditional use

anyway. He also noted that this was not a variance request.

Mr. Connors acknowledged testimony about cell towers not being allowed in th^ CBD zone, but

noted that this was not correct, and that the CBD zone did allow them through a conditional use

process. He recognized the comment about seismic concerns and stated that they would be

required to comply with the structural code and go through the building permit process. Mr.

Connors responded to Ms. Altimus question about emissions guidelines and directed her to the

submittal that was included in the planning packet.

Mr. Connors stated that they had done their best to mitigate the aesthetic impacts by proposing the

stealth design. He felt that Verizon had done all they could to work with the city and the citizens
based on previous hearings, as well as contract negotiations with the city. Finally, he believed that

the city had taken into consideration the fire department employees as they were negotiating the

contract proposal. He concluded by stating that there had been a request to keep the record open

and expressed a desire to submit a closing argument if the Commission chose to do so.

Chairman Howland asked Tammy Hamilton of Acorn Communication if she had anything she wanted

to add. Ms? Hamilton responded that she did not have anything to add.

Chairman Howland acknowledged the request for continuance and asked City Attorney Tim Ramis to

let the Planning Commission know their options. She also requested that he speak to process and

where the Commission should halt the hearing process.

City Attorney Ramis responded that the continuance could take place in writing on an agreed upon

schedule/ with the applicant having the final rebuttal. He stated the second option was to continue
al

the hearing to a date certain. With respect to final comment from the staff, if this would be the last

evening of oral testimony then the staff could give their recommendation. However, if the hearing

would be continued to a date certain then staff could give their recommendation at that time.

Chairman Howland asked the Commissioners to express their preference on the continuance. A

discussion regarding the 120-day rule and expiration date took place. There was a request of the

applicant to extend the deadline. Mr. Connors stated that he could verbally agree to a two-week
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extension, but that anything longer would require consent of the applicant. He stated that he would

get in touch with them and respond with an answer when available.

It was the unanimous consent of the Commissioners to continue to a date certain.

It was moved and seconded to continue the hearing to July 1, 2020 at 7:00pm for the purpose of

allowing new information and additional public testimony. Motion passes, unanimously.

VI. Planning Issues from Commission Members.

CA Daykin reviewed the Commissioners meeting schedule with them and gaine'd acknowledgement that

there would be another meeting on the regularly scheduled meeting date of July 15.

VII. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned.

Shannon Howland, Chairman

ATTEST:

Melody Osborne/ Planning Secretary
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m
CITY OF DUNDEE

Staff Report
Type III Conditional Use Permit and Site Development Review

File No. CU 20-06/SDR 20-07 - Verizon Cell Tower

Request: An 80-foot wireless communications tower (74; + 6' of branches) and ground equipment. The tower

and equipment will be enclosed within a 232 square foot fenced area in the SE comer of the Dundee Fire Station.

In addition to the fencing, landscaping will be provided to screen the equipment from surrounding properties.

Project Information

Applicant and Agent

Property Owner

Location

Site Address

Tax Lot

Zoning

Applicable Criteria

Hearing Date

Verizon Wireless. Tammy Hamilton, ACOM Consulting, Inc.

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

June 17, 2020

Location Map
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Comments Received:

Public comments were received, but not in time to include them in this report. They will be forwarded to the

Commissioners as they are received. Public notice of the project was posted on the site, published in The Newberg

Graphic, and mailed to property owners within 100 feet of the project location.

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

following:

ODOT: Reviewed, "...no comments on the cell tower proposal. The existing access was permitted in 2014(Permit

#03A55832) and the permit is still valid with the addition of a cell tower/'

ODOTRail Division: Reviewed/ no conflict. During construction contact Portland & Western Railroad if equipment is

being operated within 50 feet of the railroad tracks. Contact information: Dennis Hannahs/ Permit Specialist/

dhannahs@gwrr.com/ (505) 508-7940.

Oregon Department of Aviation (PDA): "The ODA has determined that a FAA FORM 7460-1 will need to be completed

by the applicant for the proposed construction. The completed FAA FORM 7460-1 must be submitted to the ODA prior

to final approval of building permits or land use decisions. I have attached a FAA FORM 7460-1 for reference." The

applicant has followed-up and completed FAA Form 7460-1 and submitted it to ODA.

Frontier: No comment.

Portland General Electric: No comment.

Discussion

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

appearance of a pine tree (Monopine). A 74-foot antenna tip height will allow for 6-feet of branches above the

antennas to mimic the shape of a natural tree.

The lease area is 13-feet by 39-feet (507 square feet) in the SE comer of the Dundee Fire Station site. Access to

the Monopine will use the existing driveway on Highway 99W and will be via a 12-foot wide access easement on

the existing parking lot drive aisles on the north and east sides of the fire station parking lot. The Monopine and

ground equipment will be within an 8-foot by 29-foot (232 square feet) area which will be enclosed by a 6-foot

high chain link fence with vinyl slats. A 12-footwide rolling access gate will be on the north side for access to the

equipment cabinets and the Monopine.

Due to the terrain which slopes down to the south/ a concrete masonry unit (CMU) wall will be constructed on

the west/ south and east sides which will be filled to the level of the paved access on the north side. The outer

side of the wall will be backfilled. A 5-foot wide landscaped area is proposed outside the fence on the western/

southern, and east sides to provide a buffer of mixed deciduous and evergreen trees with ground cover plants

to minimize visual impact.

To minimize the proliferation of towers in the area, the Monopine is designed to accommodate two carriers/

Verizon Wireless and one additional carrier with similar loading.

The new Monopine is proposed because co-location on an existing facility is not possible and there are no tail

structures in the area that can provide the coverage needed. The facility will be unmanned, but monthly

maintenance will be needed.
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Staff Recommendation

At the June 17, 2020 hearing, staff recommends the Planning Commission:

1. Consider the staff report and public testimony.

2. Deliberate and make findings. Proposed findings are shown in Exhibit A of the Planning

Commission Order.

3. Pass a motion adopting the Planning Commission Order.

Attachments

1. Planning Commission Order with:

Exhibit A: Findings

Exhibit B: Conditions of Approval

2. Application Materials/ including a Site Plan and Aerial View.
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Attachment 1

DUNDEE PLANNING COMMISSION ORDER
FILE NO. CU 20-06, SDR 20-07

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

HIGHWAY 99W, TAX LOT 3325CC, 00800.

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

Development Review applications to construct a wireless communications facility at 801 N Highway 99W (Tax

Lot 800 on Assessor's Map 3325CC) in the SE corner of the Dundee Fire Station property. The property is zoned

Public (P).

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

appearance of a pine tree (Monopine). A 74-foot antenna tip height will allow for 6-feet of branches above the

antennas to mimic the shape of a natural tree. The tower and equipment will cover a 507 square foot area. The

structure and equipment cabinets will be enclosed within a 232 square foot fenced area with a 5-foot landscape

area to the west/ south and east/ in the SE comer of the Dundee Fire Station.

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

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

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

the applicant's testimony and the public testimony, closed the public hearing and deliberated. The Planning

Commission finds the proposed Conditional Use and Site Development Review meet the applicable

Development Code criteria for approval with conditions of approval.

The Dundee Planning Commission orders the following:

The Conditional Use and Site Development Review applications to construct a wireless communications facility are

hereby approved, subject to conditions of approval in Exhibit "B". This Order is based on the June 17, 2020 staff report/

findings shown in Exhibit "/\", conditions of approval shown in Exhibit "Q", and public testimony. Exhibits "f\" and //B//

are hereby attached and by this reference incorporated herein.

ADOPTED BY THE DUNDEE PLANNING COMMISSION THIS 17th DAY OF JUNE/ 2020:

AYE: 5 NAY: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 0

SIGNED;

ATTEST:

Shannon Howland, Planning Commission Chair Date

Robert Daykin, City Administrator Date
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EXHIBIT A
DEVELOPMENT CODE CRITERIA & FINDINGS

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

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

Items related to conditions of approval are underlined. The Development Code criteria will be presented first

followed by the findings of fact.

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

17.404 - Conditional Use Permits

17.404.030 Criteria, Standards, and Conditions of Approval

By means of a Type III procedure, the planning commission shall approve, approve with conditions or deny an

application, including requests to enlarge or alter a conditional use, based on findings of fact with respect to all

of the criteria and standards in subsections (A) through (C) of this section.

A. Use Criteria.

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

use, considering the proposed building mass, parking, traffic, noise, vibration, exhaust/emissions, light,

glare, erosion, odor, dust, visibility, safety, and aesthetic considerations.

Finding: The applicant's response (Narrative, p. 24) addresses size/ location/ topography and access. The

wireless structure and related ground equipment are proposed on the 1.48-acre (64/468 square feet) Dundee

Fire Station site. The proposed enclosure for the structure and related equipment is 232 square feet (8-feet x

29-feet). The total lease area with the 5-foot landscape buffer is 507 square feet (13-feet x 39-feet) which is 0.7

percent of the site area. From the north side of the 507 square foot lease area the site slopes down to the

south and it is proposed to be brought up to the same level as the north side using a retaining wall which will

be filled in and backfilled on the outer side.

The railroad tracks abut the subject property on the east. The site is in the Public (P) Zone/ but the area is commercial

zoning (CBD Zone) between 99W and the tracks, and industrial zoning (LI Zone) on the east side of the tracks.

The facility will be behind the Dundee Fire Station, in the southeast corner of the site, away from public streets.

Screening (fencing and landscaping) for the ground equipment is proposed to mitigate visual and noise impacts.

All of the proposed improvements will fit within the fenced and leased areas.

The facility will not be manned/ therefore/ access will be necessary only for one to two trips per month. No

parking is required for the use. A 12 foot wide access easement is provided through the fire station parking lot

to the facility. The site size, dimensions/ location, topography and access are adequate for the needs of the

proposal. The site size/ dimensions and topography are adequate for the proposed use.

The applicant's Narrative/ p. 24, indicates the location is necessary because the area has poor wireless service

and a new facility will allow seamless coverage for users in town and along Highway 99W. The site is very near

the center of Verizon's search area to fill the coverage and capacity gaps. The location in the back corner of the

site place the facility away from 99W and other roads to the east.
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The applicant's Narrative, pp. 4 -12, address site selection and design in terms of improving coverage and

capacity. The site's location is adequate for the proposed use.

The applicant's Narrative, p. 24, indicates the facility will use the existing access from 99W into the Fire

Department parking lot with a 12-foot wide easement running to the facility. The facility will be monitored

remotely and will be visited 1 or 2 times per month for maintenance. The access is adequate for the proposed

use.

2. The negative impacts of the proposed use, if any, on adjacent properties and on the public can be

mitigated through application of other code standards, or other reasonable conditions of approval.

Finding: The applicant's response (Narrative/ p. 24) addresses the visual and noise impacts. The applicant has

proposed an 80-foot high stealth Monopine to mimic the appearance of a pine tree. A 74-foot antenna tip

height will allow for 6-feet of branches above the antennas to mimic the shape of a natural tree. The applicant

states 74-feet is the minimum height to meet coverage needs. The height allows for co-location of another

provider, which will minimize the number of future facilities needed in the area. Photo simulations from several

vantage points in the area have been provided showing how the proposed structure will look in relation to

existing trees/ structures/ and utility poles. A stealth design is proposed/ which limits the structure's mass.

Antennas will be mounted on short arms and the structure is proposed behind the fire station to minimize the

view from Hwy 99W. The base and ground equipment will be surrounded by a 6-foot chain link fence with slats

and a 5-foot wide landscape buffer with a mix of deciduous and evergreen trees, shrubs and groundcover.

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

to the facility site is the abutting land to the south which is zoned Central Business District (CDB). It is vacant,

except for an older unoccupied concrete industrial building.

The Dundee Municipal Code limits noise to 60 dBA during daytime hours and 55 dBA at night. The applicant's

materials included a 5-page acoustical report by SSA Acoustics dated October 4, 2017. The report shows a noise

barrier is required to satisfy the Dundee noise requirements forthe equipment at night. A detail of the barrier is

shown in the report, Figure 2/ p. 4/ along the inside of the south fence line. The applicant is conditioned to

provideplansfor review and approval th at s how how the noise barrier can be accommodated within the project

area including the proposed fencing and landscaping.

The prior proposal in 2018 included an emergency generator and the acoustical report include sound mitigation

for the generator. The 2020 application does not include a generator and, therefore, the sound mitigation for

the generator is not now needed/ nor is it required.

3. All required public facilities, including water, sanitary sewer, and streets, have adequate capacity or

are to be improved to serve the proposal, consistent with city standards.

Finding: The applicant's response (Narrative, p. 25) addresses the public facilities. The proposed facility is

unmanned and only requires electrical and telephone services. There are adequate electrical and telephone

services available. Water and sewer are not needed. Highway 99W is adequate to accommodate the 1-2

maintenance trips to the facility each month.

4. A conditional use permit shall not allow a use that is prohibited or not expressly allowed under DMC

Division 17.200; nor shall a conditional use permit grant a variance without a variance application being

reviewed with the conditional use application.
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Finding: The applicant's response (Narrative, p. 25) addresses the public facilities. Wireless communication

facilities are permitted as a special use within the P (Public) zone. A conditional use permit is required only for

facilities exceeding the 45-foot height limit. The conditional use permit is for the overall height of 80-feet. The

applicant has applied for conditional use approval. A variance is not being requested or required.

B. Conditions of Approval. The city may impose conditions that are found necessary to ensure that the use is

compatible with other uses in the vicinity, and that any negative impact of the proposed use on the surrounding

uses and public facilities is minimized. These conditions include, but are not limited to, one or more of the

following:

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

2. Requiring site or architectural design features which minimize environmental impacts such as noise,

vibration, exhaust/emissions, light, glare, erosion, odor and/or dust;

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

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

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

areas;

6. Requiring street right-of-way to be dedicated and street improvements made, or the installation of

pathways or sidewalks, as applicable;

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

and loading areas;

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

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

10. Requiring berms, screening or landscaping and the establishment of standards for their installation

and maintenance;

11. Requiring and designating the size, height, location and/or materials for fences;

12. Requiring the protection and preservation of existing trees, soils, vegetation, watercourses, habitat

areas, drainage areas, historic resources, cultural resources, a nd/or sensitive lands;

13. Requiring improvements to water, sanitary sewer, or storm drainage systems, in conform a nce with

city standards; and

14. The planning commission may require renewal of conditional use permits annually or in accordance

with another timetable as approved pursuant to this chapter. Where applicable, the timetable shall

provide for periodic review and renewal, or expiration, of the conditional use permit to ensure

compliance with conditions of approval; such periodic review may occur through an administrative or

qu as 1 '-judicial land use review process.

Finding: The applicant's response (Narrative, p. 25) acknowledges the City's authority to assign conditions of

approval. To minimize visual impacts, the applicant has proposed a Monopine design with branches on the

upper 6-feet and with short antenna mounting arms to reduce the mass of the structure. To screen ground

equipment/ a 6-foot chain link fence with slats and a 5-foot wide landscape area is proposed on the eastern/

western/ and southern sides of the fence enclosure. The applicant's acoustical report notes that if an emergency
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generator were proposed such as with the prior application, a noise barrier would be needed to satisfy the

Dundee noise requirements, but a generator is not proposed in this application/ therefore, a noise barrier for a

generator is not needed. After hearing public testimony and considering the proposal, conditions of approval

may be imposed by the Dundee Planning Commission to minimize negative impacts from the proposed use.

C. Conditional Use Permit Supplemental Requirements. The requirements for compliance with permit conditions

and permit expiration are the same as for site development review under DMC 17.402.070.

Finding: The applicant's response (Narrative, p. 26) acknowledges the requirements are the same as for site

development review. The requirements for compliance with permit conditions and permit expiration shall be

the same as for site development review under DMC 17.402.070.

17.402 - Site Development Review

17.402.050 Approval criteria.

A. Approval Criteria. An application for a Type II site development review shall be approved if the proposal meets

all of the following criteria. The city decision-making body may, in approving the application, impose reasonable

conditions of approval, consistent with the applicable criteria.

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

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

2. The application complies with all of the applicable provisions of the underlying zone and overlay

zone(s), including but not limited to: building and yard setbacks, lot area and dimensions, density and

floor area, lot coverage, building height, building orientation, architecture, and other applicable

standards;

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

(P) as follows:

17.202.030 Dimensional Standards (for the P zone)

A. Lot Size: 5,000 square feet

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

C. Maximum Building Height: 45 feet; telecommunications structures in excess of 45 feet in height

allowed with conditional use permit

D. Minimum Lot Dimensions (Feet): None

E. Maximum Lot Coverage (% of Lot): None

Finding: The property is located in the P (Public) Zone/ which has the following requirements: 5,000 square foot

minimum lot size; 20 foot front setback; 45 foot height limit (greater with conditional use permit); and no lot

width, depth/ frontage, or coverage standards. The parcel is approximately 64,468 square feet, which meets the

lot size standard. The proposed monopole is 74 feet tail 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.
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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

decision(s), as applicable. Note: compliance with other city codes and requirements, though not

applicable land use criteria, may be required prior to issuance of building permits.

Finding: All existing conditions of approval for the site are related to the Dundee Fire Station approval (SDR 13-

01), and they have been satisfied. This criterion is met.

Additional Standards

17.202 -Zoning Regulations

17.202.050 Fence Standards

A. General Standards.

1. Fences and walls shall not be constructed of nor contain any material that could cause bodily harm,

such as barbed wire, broken glass, spikes, electric or any other hazardous or dangerous materials; this

includes link fencing with barbed ends at the top or sides; except that fences topped with barbed wire

are allowed in agricultural and public zones.

2. Electric fences and barbed wire fences in agricultural zones intended to contain or restrict cattle,

sheep, horses or other livestock, and lawfully existing prior to annexation to the city, may remain.

3. Every fenceshall be maintained in a condition of reasonable repair and shall not be allowed to become

and remain in a condition ofdisrepair including noticeable leaning, missing sections, broken supports,

non-uniform height, and uncontrolled growth of vegetation.

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

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

6. In the C and CBD zones, chain link fencing may not be used between a public street and a maximum

setback line, with the following exceptions:

o. In the Czone, black fused and bonded vinyl coated chain link fencing may be used,

subject to subsection (B) of this section.

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

screened from view from the street by a sight-obscuring hedge of equal height, subject to

subsection (B) of this section.

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

shall be screened by a sight obscuring hedge.
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Finding: The proposed structure and ground equipment will be enclosed by a 6- foot 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 PublicZone.

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 ofco-location of the subject facility as an alternative to the requested

permit. The feasibility study must include:

a. The location and ownership of the existing telecommunication structures within the cell service area

and not to exceed two miles.

b. Written verification and other documentation revealing the availability and/or cooperation shown by

other providers to gain access to existing sites/facilities to meet the needs of the applicant.

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

d. Anticipated capacity of the wireless communication facility, including number and type of antennas

that can be accommodated.

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

Finding: The applicant's Narrative, Section IV, pp. 4-12, provide the results of a wireless facility search "...to

improve a significant capacity deficiency in its 3G and 4G LTE coverage in the City of Dundee" (p. 4). A "search

ring" was identified in the area needing additional capacity (p. 5). The search results included the location/

height, and ownership of the registered facilities. The closet facility was noted 1.1 miles away to the

southwest on SE Fulquartz Landing Road (p. 7)(south of Hess Creek at the intersection of Fulquartz Landing

Road and the RR tracks).

The applicant's Narrative, Figure 4, p. 10, shows the coverage area of the closest existing Verizon tower in

Newberg. The coverage in the Dundee area is shown in green and yellow. Green "...represents a high RF signal

strength which generally provides good coverage inside vehicles and buildings. Yellow represents moderate RF

signal strength that generally provides good service inside vehicles and moderate service inside buildings" (p.

10). The Dundee area is shown in yellow, moderate service (Figure 4).

The applicant's Narrative, Figure 5/ p. 11, shows the coverage in the Dundee area with the proposed Monopine.

The Dundee area is shown in green/ good service. The Narrative indicates the proposed Monopine would meet

Verizon's coverage objective for the Dundee area.

The applicant's Narrative/ Table 1, p. 8, considered co-location on existing telecommunication facilities and

concluded, //Colocation on existing telecommunication facilities: This towner is outside of the search area and

already being utilized by Verizon" [Table 1, p. 8/1), a)]. The Narrative also considered "upgrade to existing

towers" [Table 1, p. 8, 1) b)]/ "Existing alternative structures" [Table I/ p. 8, 1) c)L "Rooftop Installations"
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[Table 1, P. 8,1) d)], and "Utility Structures (i.e., power poles, high tension power lines/ etc.)" [Table 1, p. 8/

2)]. No other existing/ non-wireless structures have the height or structural capacity needed to serve the area.

Existing buildings in the area are not tall enough (mainly one story) and utility poles ranging from 20 - 60 feet

cannot provide the coverage without multiple facilities. Where the poles were replaced with taller poles, there

would be no space for ground equipment because the poles are in the 99W public right-of-way. For these

reasons, co-location is not feasible.

In addition to the Narrative, Table 1, p. 8, the applicant's materials include "RF Usage and Facility Justification,

OR1 Dundee" prepared by Verizon Wireless, October 15, 2019. It is eight color unnumbered pages. The

seventh page/ "Coverage Comparison With Existing Tower," (the AT&T tower at the corner of Fulquartz

Landing Road and the RR tracks), shows how co-locating on the Fulquartz site would affect capacity in the

Dundee area. It shows the current coverage and the coverage with Verizon co-locating on the AT&T tower

would be, essentially, the same/ and it concludes, "Existing tower located 1.3 miles SE [SW] of Dundee city will

not improve coverage or capacity offload of existing sites."

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

Finding: The applicant's Narrative/ p. II/ states, "As there are no viable alternative structures or existing

wireless facilities on which to locate, prohibiting a new facility at this location would prohibit or have the effect

of prohibiting the provision of wireless communications service in this area because it would materially inhibit

Verizon's ability to add needed capacity." Moving the tower east would put it closer to a residential area.

Locations north and south would be on the same site or another adjacent site which would have similar impacts

as the proposed location. Further west would put the tower along Hwy 99W, closer to pedestrian areas. The

proposed location is away from most of the nearby streets, behind the Fire Station, and within an area zoned for

commercial and industrial uses.

3. Analysis of the visual impacts of the proposed facility on residential dwellings within 250 feet of the

proposed site, and an assessment of potential mitigation measures, including relocation.

Finding: The applicant submitted photo simulations from several vantage points to show the visual impacts of

the proposed facility. Views 1 - 4 are along 99W and View 5 is looking west from 785 SE Locust Street (the NE

quadrant of Locust and 8th). To minimize visual impacts the proposed facility design includes a monopole with

evergreen limbs to give the appearance of an evergreen tree (Monopine). Antennas mounted on short davit

arms and the ground equipment would be surrounded by fencing with privacy slats and landscaping (trees,

shrubs and groundcover). To be less noticeable, the applicant is proposing the facility on a site abutted by

commercial and industrial zoned properties/ and behind the Dundee Fire Station near the railroad tracks and

away from most public streets.

C. Approval Criteria. In addition to any other applicable requirements, the decision to approve or deny the

placement of a wireless communication tower shall be based on all of the following:

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

Finding: The applicant provided documentation of other wireless facilities within the area. There is an existing

AT&T wireless facility 1.3 miles away/ but it does not provide the coverage needed for the Dundee area. The

applicant also considered alternative structures/ buildings and utility poles. No existing, non-wireless structures

have the height or structural capacity needed to serve the area. Existing buildings in the area are not tail enough

(mainly one story) and utility poles ranging from 20 - 60 feet cannot provide the coverage without multiple
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facilities. Where the poles were replaced with taller poles/ there would be no space for ground equipment

because they are in the 99W public right-of-way. For these reasons/ co-location is not feasible. This criterion is

met.

2. The wireless facility shall be located and designed to preserve the ability for co-location of at least one

additional user on all structures exceeding 35 feet in height, if feasible.

Finding: The proposed monopole is 80 feet 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

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. i\, 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 apt3rpvalt1]at show HQW^

barrier can be accommodated within the project area including the proposed fencing and landscaping.

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

Finding: The proposed wireless facility is 80-feet tail. The nearest residentially zoned property is over 300 feet

to the east measured from the property line. The applicant has provided a plan showing this but staff also used

GIS maps and Yamhill County assessor's maps to verify the distance. This criterion is met.

17.302 Landscaping and Screening

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

1. In the CBD, U, and P zones, a minimum of 10 percent of the gross lot area shall be landscaped.
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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, walkways, fountains, benches, sculptures, or

c/ecfcs may be included within the required landscaping percentage if they are designed in conjunction

with planting of street trees and potted plants and, upon design review, these features are found

consistent with the purpose and intent set forth in this code.

4. Landscaping required under other sections of this code, including, but not limited to, parking lot

landscaping pursuant to DMC 17.302.060 and landscaping within front setback areas pursuant to

DMC 17.202.060(C), may be included in and counted towards the required landscaping percentage. If

landscaping required under other sections of this code exceeds 10 percent of the gross lot area, the full

amount of landscaping required under other sections shall still be required.

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

Finding: The subject site is located within the P (Public) zone. According to the staff report for the Dundee Fire
Station (SDR 13-01) approximately 14,546 square feet of the 1.48 acre site is landscaped. The 8-foot by 29-foot

fenced enclosure will reduce the landscaping by 232 square feet. The landscape plan shows that approximately

20% of the site will still be landscaped/which exceeds the minimum 10% required in the P Zone. Screening for

the ground equipment is required. The applicant has proposed a 6-foot high chain link fence with privacy slats

and a 5-foot wide landscape area outside the fence for that purpose. Existing and proposed landscaping is

visible from the public right-of-way.

17.302.060 Screening and Buffering

A. Required Screening. Screening shall be used to eliminate or reduce the visual impacts of the uses in

subsections (A)(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.

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 andrights-of-way.

Page 13| 19

301



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 ofdeciduous 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.

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.
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17.302.080 Landscape Installation and Maintenance

All landscaping required by this code shall be continually maintained pursuant to this section. Appropriate

methods of care and maintenance of landscaped plant material shall be provided by the owner of the property,

including necessary watering, weeding, pruning, mowing, and replacement, as applicable, in a substantially

similar manner as was approved by the city or as otherwise required by applicable city regulations. The following

standards apply to all landscaping required by this code:

A. Clear Vision. No sight-obscuring plantings exceeding 24 inches in height shall be located within any required

clear vision area as defined in 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-hal finch ca //'per/ 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,

where the city may waive irrigation requirements, all developments are required to provide appropriate methods

of irrigation for the landscaping. Sites with more than 1,000 square feet of total landscaped area shall be

irrigated with automatic sprinkler systems to ensure the continued health and attractiveness of the plant

materials. Hose bibs and manually operated methods of irrigation may be used for landscaped areas totaling less

than 1,000 square feet. Sprinkler heads shall be located and installed to not cause any hazard to the public.
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K. Protection of Plants. Landscape plant material shall be protected from damage due to heavy equipment during

construction. After construction, landscape plant material and irrigation shall be protected from damage due to

heavy foot traffic or vehicular traffic by protective tree grates, bollards, raised curbs, wheel stops, pavers or other

suitable methods.

L. Performance Guarantee. Except where the review authority requires installation of landscaping prior to

issuance of building permits, all landscaping required by this code and approved by the city shall be installed
prior to issuance of a final occupancy permit unless security equal to 110 percent of the cost of the landscaping is

filed with the city assuring such installation within six months of occupancy. The applicant will obtain cost

estimates for landscape materials and installation to the satisfaction of the review authority prior to approval of

the security. "Security" may consist of a faithful performance bond payable to the city, cash, certified check, time

certificate of deposit, assignment of a savings account, or other such assurance of completion as approved by the

city attorney.

M. Maintenance Guarantee. The developer or builder, as applicable, shall guarantee all landscape material fora

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-vear from the date of installation,

the applicant is conditioned to provide a copy of the guarantee prior to the issuance of building permits.

17.305 Public Improvements and Utilities

17.305.050 Storm drainage

C. General Requirement. All stormwater runoff shall be conveyed to a public storm sewer or natural drainage

channel having adequate capacity to carry the flow without overflowing or otherwise causing damage to public

and/or private property. The developer shall pay all costs associated with designing and constructing the

facilities necessary to meet this requirement.

D. Plan for Storm Drainage and Erosion Control. No construction of any facilities in a development included in

subsection (B) of this section shall be permitted until an engineer registered in the state of Oregon and approved

by the city prepares a storm drainage and erosion control plan for the project. This plan shall contain at a

minimum:

1. The methods to be used to minimize the amount ofrunoff, siltation, and pollution created from the

development both during and after construction.
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2. Plans for the construction of storm sewers, open drainage channels, and other facilities that depict line

sizes, profiles, construction specifications, and other such information as is necessary for the city to

review the adequacy of the storm drainage plans.

3. Design calculations shall be submitted for all drainage facilities. These drainage calculations shall be

included on the site plan drawings and shall be stamped by a licensed professional engineer in the state

of Oregon. Peak design discharges shall be computed using the rational formula and based upon the

design criteria outlined in the public works design standards for the city.

Finding: The proposed improvements will add less than 2000 square feet of impervious surface to the site (232

square feet) which will not require additional water quality or detention improvements. The proposed

improvements will impact two on-site storm pipes in the southeast corner of the site. The applicant shows one

of the pipes being relocated outside of the improvement area and connection of the other pipe (parallel to the

railroad tracks) being reconnectect 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

i mproveme nts. This incl udes: 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, adjoinine impervious area, provide a curb cut in the existine curb to improve flow to the existing water

Quality facility. Provide section, details and grades for the interface between the existing concrete curb/stab and

proposed improvements. Consider reconfiguration of the outlet pipes to eliminate one of the bends and

cleanouts bv reolacinR Dipe from existing ditch inlet. Coordinate the final design with the City Engineer and Fire

Chief. Add rip-rap outlet protection and re-gradeth^ existing drainage^channel tp^ccpmmodate thejiew

outfall.

E. Development Standards. Development subject to this section shall be planned, designed, constructed and

maintained in compliance with the city of Dundee public works design standards.

Finding: The applicant has proposed and is conditioned to reconfigure (re-route existing pipes) the existing

storm system to accommodate the proposed improvements. The applicant shall field verify existing private and

public utilities within the work area and coordinate with or relocate as needed. There are existing

communications utilities extending to the Fire Station from the northwesterly comer pfthe site along Highway

99W that may conflict with the proposed utility extensions in this area,

Conclusion

The proposed wireless facility meets the criteria for approval for conditional use permit and site development

review, with completion of the conditions of approval as stated in Exhibit B.
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EXHIBIT B
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

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

Based on the findings in Exhibit A, the proposed development meets the required criteria contained in the Dundee

Municipal Code and is approved, subject to completion of the conditions of approval:

The applicant must provide the following information for review and approval prior to construction of

improvements:

1. The applicant shall provide plans for review and approval showing how the noise barrier can be

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

2. To ensure the landscape material is guaranteed for a period of one year from the date of installation, the

applicant shall provide a copy of the guarantee priorto the issuance of building permits.

3. Utility Improvements: The applicant shall provide engineered plans for the Engineering Department's

approval addressing the items listed below. All plans must be in accordance with the Dundee Public Works

Design Standards. Note that utility lines may not cross property lines except by easement, and the utilities

for one parcel may not serve development on another parcel.

• Stormwater:

The applicant is required to reconfigure the existing storm system to accommodate the proposed

improvements. This includes: relocation of one pipe and outfall as shown on the proposed plan and

reconnection of a second pipe extending along the railroad tracks. Re-grade the new impervious to

drain to the existing/ adjoining impervious area, provide a curb cut in the existing curb to improve flow

to the existing water quality facility. Provide section/ details and grades for the interface between the

existing concrete curb/slab and proposed improvements. Consider reconfiguration of the outlet pipes to

eliminate one of the bends and cleanouts by replacing pipe from existing ditch inlet. Coordinate the final

design with the City Engineer and Fire Chief. Add rip-rap outlet protection and re-grade the existing

drainage channel to accommodate the new outfall.

• Property Line & Constructability:

The improvements shall be set back from the property line to allow for construction or obtain an

easement from adjoining rail property to accommodate construction.

The applicant shall complete the following ^nor to final building inspection:

1. Install utilities as required by the approved utility plan and obtain the necessary City permits prior to

construction.

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

Development Notes

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

Standards. The applicant shall field verify existing private and public utilities within the work area and

coordinate with or relocate as needed. There are existing communications utilities extending to the Fire

Station from the northwesterly corner of the site along Highway 99W that may conflict with the proposed

utility extensions in this area.
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o Existing improvements. All landscaping or other improvements disturbed by the work shall be restored

to original condition or better.

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

the railroad tracks. Contact information: Dennis Hannahs/ Permit Specialist/ dhannahs@gwrr.com/ (505)

508-7940.
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Attachment 2
Application Materials

DUNDEE
Type II Review

Site Design Review

Fee; $240.00 + $2,500.00 Deposit | File No. <6Q'p- 50 -<

Applicability: A Type II Site Design Review is required for all new commercial, industrial, or multifamily

development; or for commercial, industrial, institutional, or multifamily building addition or remodel that adds

25 percent or more floor area. See Dundee Development Code Chapter 17.402 for more information.

Applicant; Tammy Hamillon/ACOM Consulting Inc. (on behalf of Veriz.on Wireless)

Address: 5200 SW Meadows Rd, Sle 150, Lake Oswego, OR 97035

Email Address: lammy.hamillon@aconnconsulltnginc.com

Phone(s): 206-499-4878

Owner (if different from above): clly of Dundee

Owner Address; po Box 220.620 swsih St., Dundee, OR 97115

Engineer/Surveyor:

Phone:

Engineer/Surveyor Address:

Project Name: OR1 Dundee

Project Location: 801 NHv/y99W, Dundee, OR 97115

Map/TaX Lot No.; R3325CC0080 Zone: Pul)Iic

Comp Plan Designation; Site Size: 507sf D Sq. Ft. a Acre

Project Description and Previous/Current Use: New 80' tail stealth monopine tower within fenced compound with

associated equipment for new wireless communication facility.

Surrounding Uses— Vacant lot, railroad, farms/residences, light inudstrial & Commercial and Hwy 99

North: Parking lol/commerclal South: Vacant lot- abandoned building/commerdal

East: Industrial Uses West: Commercial Uses

*Application must be accompanied by required submittals as noted in Dundee Municipal Code Chapter 17.402.040.

Submit the following information for review (15 copies +1 electronic copy of all materials);
D Public Facilities and Services Impact Study, The impact study shall quantify and assess the effect of the

\^ development on public facilities and services. The city shall advise as to the scope of the study^ which,
at a minimum, shall address the transportation system, including required improvements for vehicles
and pedestrians; the drainage system; the parks system (for multifamily development); water system;
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and sewer system. For each system and type of impact, the study shall propose improvements

necessary to meet city requirements,

D Transportation impact analysis, as may be required by the city or other roadway authority pursuant to
|^\ DMC 17.305.030(S). Traffic impact analysis, when required, shall be prepared in accordance with the

^ road authority's requirements.

Q- Site Analysis Map showing:
o The applicant's entire property and the surrounding property to a distance sufficient to

determine the location of the development in the city, and the relationship between the
proposed development site and adjacent property and development. The property boundaries,
dimensions, and gross area shall be identified;

o Topographic contour lines at two-foot intervals for slopes/ except where the city engineer

determines that larger intervals will be adequate for steeper slopes;
o Identification of slopes greater than 10 percent, with slope categories identified in five percent

increments (e.g. zero percent, greater than five percent to 10 percent, greater than 10 percent

to 15 percent/ greater than 15 percent to 20 percent, and so forth);

o The location and width of all public and private streets, drives, sidewalks, pathways, rights-of-
way, gnd easements on the site and adjoining the site;

o Potential natural hazard areas, including, as applicable, the base flood elevation identified on
FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps or as otherwise determined through site specific survey,
areas subject to high water table/ and areas designated by the city, county, or state as having a
potential for geologic hazards;

o Areas subject to overlay zones;

o Site features, including existing structures, pavement/ large rock outcroppings, areas having

unique views, and drainage ways, canals and ditches;
o The location/ size and species of trees and other vegetation (outside proposed building

envelope) having a caliper (diameter) of six inches or greater at our feet above grade;
o North arrow, scale, names and addresses of all persons listed as owners of the subject property

on the most recently recorded deed;
o Name and address of project designer, engineer, surveyor, and/or planner, if applicable.

Proposed Site Plan showing:
o The proposed development site, Including boundaries., dimensions, and gross area;

o . Features identified on the existing site analysis maps that are proposed to remain on the site;
o Features identified on the existing site map, if any, which are proposed ta be removed or

modified by the development;
o The location and dimensions of all proposed public and private streets, drives, rights-of-way^

and easements;

o The location and dimensions of all existing and proposed structures/ utilities/ pavement and
other improvements on the site. Setback dimensions for all existing and proposed buildings
shall be provided on the site plan;

o The location and dimensions of entrances and exists to the site for vehicular, pedestrian, and
bicycle access;

.0 The location and dimensions of all partdng and vehicle circulation areas (show striping for
parking stalls and wheel stops);

o Pedestrian and bicycle circulation areas, including sidewalks, internal pathways, pedestrian
connections through parking lots pursuant to DMC 17.304.030(F){9), pathway connections to
adjacent properties, and any bicycle lanes or trails;

o Loading and service areas for waste disposal, loading and delivery;
o Outdoor recreation spaces, common areas, plazas/ outdoor seating, street furniture, and
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similar improvements;
o Location, type, and height of outdoor lighting;
6 Location of mail boxes,'if known;

o Name and address of project designer, if applicable;
o Locations of bus stops and other public or private transportation facilities;
o Locations, sizes/ and types of signs,

Architectural Drawings, as applicable, showing
o Building elevations with dimensions;
o Building materials, colors and type;
o Name and contact information of the architect or designer.

D Preliminary Grading Plan. A preliminary grading plan prepared by a registered engineer shall be
required for all projects subject to site design review, including commercial, industrial, or multifamily
developments. The preliminary grading plan shall show the location and extent to which grading will
take place, indicating general changes to contour lines, slope ratios, and all proposed storm water
drainage systems and erosion confrol facilities.

Landscape Plan. Where a landscape plan is required it shall show the following, pursuant to Chapter
17.302 DMC.

o The location and height of existing and proposed fences, buffering or screening materials;
o The location of existing and proposed terraces, retaining walls, decks, patios, shelters, and play

areas;

o The location/ size, and species .of the existing and proposed plant materials (at time of
planting);

o Existing and proposed building and pavement outlines;
o Specifications for soil at time of planting, irrigation if plantings are not drought-tolerant (maybe

automatic or other approved method of Irrigation) and anticipated planting schedule;
o Other information as deemed appropriate by the city planning official, An arborist's report may

be required for sites with mature trees that are to be retained and protected.

[-SGOeed Restrictions. Copies of all existing and proposed restrictions or covenants, including those for
roadway access control,

Written response to how the proposed site development meets the applicable Dundee Development
Code criteria:

o The application complies with all of the applicable pt-ovisions of the underlying zone and
overlay z.one(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. Note; the application must contain written
findinesto Chapter 17.202-Zoning Regulations.

o The proposal includes required upgrades, if any, to existing development that is considered
nonconforming. See Chapter 17.104.

o The proposal complies with all of the site design and development standards of this code, as
applicable. Note: the application must contain written findings to the Development Standards
listed in Chapter 17.300 as^pplicable to the project (access & circulation, landscapinR, exterior
IJRhting, parking & loadinfi, public improvements & utilities, and sisns).

o The proposal meets all existing conditions of approval for the site or use, as required by prior
land use decision(s), as applicable. Note; compliance with other city codes and requirements,
though not applicable land use criteria, may be required prior to issuance of building permits.
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I attest that to the best of my knowledge the Informallon provided herein and attached is accurate; and, certify

that approval of the adjustment does not create a violation of any other code standard or previous land use

approval.

All owners must sign the application or submit letters of consent.

^\\ .̂0

iplicant'Signature Date

Tammy I lcnnlllon/ACOM Consutling Ino./Verizon V^raloss

Prjnt-NamR • . .

'5
^
-"6-0 a^KL

Owner Signature
.^'

^^11±L^0
Date

^o'b^b^i,^ ^ Ci^/ ^m^'L;')-^ r-
Print Name

Process
A Site Design Review is a Type II application, which is an administrative decision and requires public notice to all'

properties within 100 feet of the project site. This application will go through the following process:

1. Applicant submits application form and all required materials for review.

2. City staff will do 9 completeness check and let you know whether more information is needed.

3. City staff will prepare and mail notice to alt property owners within 100 feet of the project site, and will

send the application materials for review and comments to Internal and external departments and

agencies. This is a two-week long comment period.

4. Once all comments are received, city staff will prepare a staff report and decision on the application.
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Type III Review
Conditional Use

Fee: $480.00 -I- $1500.00 deposit | File No. &U Q.O-C^JP

Applicability; A conditional use application is used when certain usesj which, due to the nature of their impacts

on surrounding land uses and public facilities/ require a case-by-case review and analysis. Note: A variance

application may be submitted concurrently with other applications for review on the same project (i.e. partition,

site design review, etc.).

Applicant; Tammy Hamilton/ACOM Consulting Inc. (on behalf of Verizon Wireless)

Address; 5200 SW Meadows Rd, Suite 150, Lake Oswego, OR 97035

Email Address: (ammy.hamillon@acomconsullinglnc.com

Phone(s): 206-499-4878

Owner (if different from above): City of Dundee

Owner Address: PO Box 220, 620 SW 6th St, Dundeee, OR 97115

Email Address:

Phone(s):

Project Name; OR1 Dundee

Project Location: 801 N Hwy 99W. Dundee, OR 97115

Map/Ta)(LotNo,: R3325CC00800 Zone: public

Parcel Size: 1.48 acres Current Use: Fire Station

Surrounding Uses; Vacant land, rail road, farms/resldences, light industrial & commercial and Hwy 99

Project Description; New 80' (all stealth monopine tower within fenced compound with associated equipment for a with new wireless
communication facilily.

Each application must include the following:
C3 Current Title Report (within 6 months)

B Project Statement; Describe the reason for the conditional use application.

D Site Plan(s) showing the following items (may be shown on multiple sheets):
o Existing features (buildings, parking, landscaping, etc.);
o Proposed new site features (buildings, parking, landscaping, etc.);
o Utilities;
o Parking, access, and on-site circulation;

o Site landscaping.

o Signage.
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1<J ArcliitGctiirat (Irawinfis .is necessary to sliow compliance with Code criteria,

L?) Written response to the conditional use permit approval crltoria (DMC 17.404.A)
'1, Tho sito size, dimensions, location, topography and access are adeqitdte for the needs of the

proposed use, considering the proposed building mass, parking, traffic, noise, vibration,

oxhnusl/emisslans/ light, glare, erosion, odor, dnsl, visibility, safety, and aesthetic consiclRmtions;

-). The negative impacts of the proposed use, if any, on cUljoceol properties and on Ihe public can bo

mltigatGcl throuBh npplicntion of other code standarcls, or other reasonable conditions of

approval;

3. Alt required public facitilles, inckiclinfi watur, sanKary SGWGI', and streets, hdve ndequato capacjly

or are to be Improved to serve the proposal, consistent with city standards;

,1, A conditional use permit shall not allow a use that is prohibited or not exprossly allowod under
DMC.17.200; nor shall a conditional use permit grant o variance without a variance application

being reviewed with the conditioncil use nppllcatlon,

Note: In accordance with 17,'404-D, the City may impose conditions that are found necessary to ensure thai the

use is compatible with other uses in the vicinity and that negative impact of the proposed use on the surrounding
uses and public facilities is minimized.

CONFORMANCE TO STANDARDS
The undersigned understands that this application must be complete and accurate; that before the

proposed conditional use will be accepted for consideration by the Dundee Planning Department all aspects of

the project shall substantially conform to the standards/ regulations, and procedures officially adopted by the City
of Dundee/ Oregon.

All owners must sign the application or submit letters of consent, Incomplete or missing Information may

delay the approval process. It is further understood that the applicants(s) having business with the City of Dundee
hereby agree to reimburse the City for costs incurred on their behalf for planning, engineering, and legal services

as they may relate to the request application, or project.

App ?c<intSi{^lature
^lllL^Q__

Date

")-..

Date

Tammy l-lnmlllon

Print Name

_L_^L.k^__
Owner Signature

kuU.A.j^'l Cv.^ MvnVi^hf,-
Print Name

Process

A variance is a Type III application, which involves a public hearing and provides an opportunity for those who
appear to appeal the Plannirig Commission decision to the City Council. The process also requires public notice to

all properties within 100 feet of the project site. This application will go through the following process;

1. Applicant submits application form and all required materials for review.
2. City staff will do a completeness check and let you know whether more information is needed (within 30

(lays of application).
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3. City staff will prepare and mail notice to all property owners within 100 feet of the project site, and will

send the application materials for review and comments to internal and external departments and

'agencies. This is a two-week long comment period.

4, Once all comments are received, city staff will prepare a staff report on the application.

5, Planning Commission will hold a hearing and make a decision on the application.
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Crnf OF DUNDEE

^

..JLLL/&D^-_ 50-01 D

C!':) Address!^<3

_4A3^.

APPLICATION FOR
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT/
T/PE III REVIEW

UNMANNED
TELECOMMUNICATIONS
FACILITY AT

801N.HWY99W

Dundee, OR 974115

Prepared By

ArnrnCON S U LTi NG. !NG

Date

March 16, 2020

Project Name
OR1 Dundee
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ATTACHMENT LIST

01. Land Use Applications
02. Architectural Drawings
03. Photo Simulations
04. NIER Report
05. Title Report
06. RF Usage and Facility Justification
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II. GENERAL INFORMATION

Applicant: Verizon Wireless (VAW), LLC dba, Verizon Wireless
5430 NE 122nd Avenue

Portland, OR 97230

Representative: Acorn Consulting, Inc.

Tammy Hamilton

5200 SW Meadows Rd., Ste 150

Lake Oswego, OR 97035

Property Owner:

Project Information:

Site Address:

Map/Tax Lot:
Parcel Area:

Zone Designation:

Existing Use:

III. PROPOSAL

City of Dundee
620 SW 5th Street
Dundee, OR 97115

801 N. HWY 99W, Dundee, OR 97115
R3325CC00800
1.48 acres

Public (P)
Fire Station

Acorn Consulting, Inc. is applying on behalf of Verizon Wireless (VAW), LLC, d/b/a Verizon Wireless; and the

property owner, the City of Dundee. The site proposed herein is designed to improve the voice and data capacity

for Verizon customers in the City of Dundee and along Highway 99W.

The Applicant proposes to construct an 80-foot tall stealth wireless communications structure designed to mimic

the appearance of a pine tree (Monopine). A 74-foot antenna tip height will allow for 6 feet of branches above

the antennas to mimic the shape of a natural tree. To minimize the proliferation of towers in the area, the

proposed tower is designed to accommodate two carriers, Verizon Wireless and one additional carrierwith similar

loading. Future collocation below Verizon's antennas will be possible at this site depending on a future tenant's

technology and coverage and/or capacity needs.

The lease area, 13' x 39', is sufficient for the tower, equipment area and landscaping buffer. The Monopine and

associated ancillary ground equipment will be within an 8' x 29' equipment area enclosed by a 6-foottall chain

link fence with vinyl slats and a 12-foot tall wide rolling access gate. The perimeter of the fence shall be landscaped

with a 5-foot landscape buffer of mixed deciduous and evergreen trees along with ground cover. Access to the

site will be from the existing driveway and parking lot originating off Highway 99W. Following construction, the

proposed project would generate minimal traffic in the area. The use will require approximately 1 trip per month

for maintenance visits provided by personnel in a single vehicle. The vehicle would enter the property through

the existing driveway a nd park adjacent to the site. The proposed project will have no impact on existing vehicular

access to and from the proposed site, or to pedestrian/ bicycle and transit circulation.
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This facility is a passive use and will produce no odors, glare, vibration or fumes. The applicant has mitigated the

potential visual impact of the facility by proposing the minimum height necessary to meet service objectives,

utilizing a stealth design that is fitting of the surrounding environment and typical of the underlying area.

The ground equipment located inside the proposed equipment shelter will only have minimal intermittent sound

production and will meet the noise requirements of the City's code.

Existing public utilities are sufficient for this use. The site proposed herein is an unmanned facility that requires

only power and telephone services. It does not require sewer or surface water drainage. Exterior lighting for the

equipment will be on a timer and be tilted downward to the equipment

The proposed facility would not create any significant risk to public health a nd safety, flood hazard or emergency

response. The proposed project may improve emergency response because it would improve wireless

communication for citizens making emergency calls.

The site will meet or exceed all Federal Communications Commission (FCC) requirements for non-ionizing

electromagnetic radiation (NIER) emissions and will comply with all standards as required for wireless

telecommunications sites as regulated by Federal/ State and the local jurisdiction.

At the termination of the lease agreement with the property owner/ the facility will be removed within 90 days

and the site restored to its original condition, reasonable wear and tear and casualty excepted.

Finally, the proposed facility has been designed to minimize the number of facilities in the area by encouraging

collocation and allocating space for a total of 2 carriers. TheMonopine has been located and designed to minimize

the visual impact on the immediate surroundings and throughout the community and minimize public

inconvenience and disruption while providing a desirable amenity—reliable wireless sen/ice. Wireless service is

critical today, with many people relying on their wireless devices for everything from information gathering and

financial transactions to primary home phone sen/ice.

IV. SITE SELECTION & DESIGN

Verizon seeks to improve a significant capacity deficiency in its 36 and 4G LTE coverage in the City of Dundee. The

proposed site location was chosen to improve the voice and data coverage and capacity for customers located

along OR Highway 99W.
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Figure 1 - Area of Concern

Verizon constructs wireless communication facilities at carefully selected locations. The need for service in this

geographic area was determined by market demand, coverage and capacity requirements for a specific geographic

area, and the need to provide continuous coverage from one site to another. Once the need for additional

capacity was established, Verizon's radio frequency ("RF") engineers performed a study to determine the

approximate site location and antenna height required to provide the additional wireless capacity. Using a
computer modeling program that accounts for the terrain within the service area and other variables, such as

proposed antenna height, available radio frequencies and wireless equipment characteristics, the engineers

identified a "search ring/' wherein a site could be located to meetVerizon's service objectives. Generally, the RF

engineers take the following objectives into consideration when identifying a search ring:

1. CoveraRG. An antenna site must be located in an area where the radio frequency broadcasts will provide

adequate coverage within any significant gap in coverage. The RF engineer must take into consideration

the coverage objectives for the site as well as the terrain in and around the area to be covered. Since

radio frequency broadcasts travel in a straight line and diminish as they travel further away from the
antennas, it is generally best to place an antenna site near the center of the desired coverage area.

However, in certain cases, the search ring may be located away from the center of the desired coverage

area due to the existing coverage, the surrounding terrain, or other features which might affect the radio

frequency broadcasts like buildings or sources of electrical interference.

2. Capacity. Capacity refers to the technological limitation of a wireless communication facility to provide
communication. Mobile phones and wireless devices transmit to and receive radio frequency signal from

antennas at wireless communication facilities. Antennas are capable of transmitting and receiving a finite

amount of signal - the capacity. When capacity is reached, busy signals on phones result and data

transmission is lost. Monitoring of each wireless facility is continuous, and the data collected analyzed for
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planning to prevent overloading. Projections based on the data allow Verizon to plan, design, permit,

and construct new facilities or modify existing wireless communication facility before reaching capacity.

3. Clutter. Verizon's antennas must "clear the clutter" in the area. The radio frequencies used in Verizon's

systems are adversely affected by trees, buildings, and other natural and man-made obstacles. Radio

frequencies do not penetrate mountains, hills, rocks or metal, and radio frequencies are diminished by

trees, brick and wood walls, and other structures. Therefore, antennas must be. installed above the

"clutter" in order to provide high quality communications services in the desired coverage areas. In

addition, if the local code requires us to accommodate additional carriers on the structure, the structure

must be even higher in order to allow the other carriers' antennas to clear the clutter-as well. - - — -

4. Call Handoff. The antenna site must be located in ari.area where the radjo brpadcasts_frpm this site will
allow seamless call handoffwith adjacent sites. "Call handoff" is a feature of a wireless communications

system which allows an ongoing telephone conversation to continue uninterrupted as the user travels

from the coverage area of one antenna site into the coverage area of an adjacent antenna site. This

requires coverage overlap for a sufficient distance and/or period of time to support the mechanism of the
ha nd off. ~~ -—.- .- ^—==----:-— — - - - :=—-=.=.=- -^-.^--^ „

5. Quality of Service. Users of wireless communications services, want to use their services where they live,

work, commute and play, including when they are indoors. Verizon's coverage objectives include the

ability to provide indoor coverage in areas where there are residences., businesses and indoor recreational

facilities.

6. Radio Frequencies Used by System. The designs of telecommunications systems will vary greatly based

upon the radio frequencies that are used by the carrier. If the carrier uses radio frequencies that are in

the 850 MHz to 950 MHz range, the radio signals will travel further and will penetrate buildings better

than the radio frequencies in the 1900 M Hz band. Thus/ Verizon needs more antennas in a given area to

support technologies that use the 1900 MHz band.

7. Land Use Classifications. Verizon's ability to construct a cell site on any property is affected by Oregon

state law the Dundee Municipal Code.

For this project, a significant deficiency in capacity was determined to exist along Highway 99W.

This determination was a result of a combination of customer complaints and service and preliminary design

analysis. Terrain data within the service area is entered into a modeling program along with a series of variables,

such as proposed antenna height, available radio frequencies and wireless equipment characteristics. Using this

information, Verizon's RF engineers identified an area of optimum location for and height of a new wireless

communication facility antenna to address the significant deficiency in capacity.

When this technical analysis was completed, a search area map and a description of other requirements were

provided to Verizon's site development specialists.
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Figure 2: Search Ring Map

When designing an existing or new area for coverage or capacity Verizon Wireless prioritizes site designs; 1st

priority sites attempt to utilize an existing tower or structure for colocation at the desired antenna height; 2nd

priority sites are utility poles or high tension power lines for colocation at the desired antenna height; and 3rd and
last priority is to propose a new tower or structure and then only provided an existing tower or structure is not

available or not attainable because of space constraints or unreliable structural capacity. In this instance, the real

estate team did several searches in the area and concluded that there are no existing cell towers in the search

ring. The closest existing tower (identified as (l)(a) in the table below) is over 1.1 miles away to the southwest on
SE Fulquartz Landing. As a result, the Applicant is proposing a new facility.

The following sites evaluated below in Table 1 - Priority Site Analysis, represent potential siting opportunities.
The analysis of each site's viability is included under, "Summary/
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Verizon Priority Siting

1) Existing Structures: See,

Figure 3" Existing

Telecommunication

Structures.

a) Colocation on existing

telecommunication facilities:

This tower is outside of the

search area and already

being utilized by Verizon.

b) Upgrade to existing towers.

c) Existing alternative

structures.

(i.e., water tanks, stadium

lighting, etc. with sufficient

height to meet service

objectives)
d) Rooftop Installations.

2)Utility Structures.

(i.e., power poles, high

tension power lines, etc.)

3) New Wireless Facility:

(i.e., new lattice tower,

monopole tower or stealth

structure)

Description

None

None

None

None

Existing wooden utility

poles

Site proposed herein

Summary

There are no existing wireless communications

structures located within the search area. The closest

existing tower is located over 1.1 miles to the

southwest and outside the search area needed to

provide capacity to the Dundee downtown area.

This facility is too far from the search ring center and

unable to meet capacity objectives. See Fig. 3, below.

No existing telecommunication towers within the

search ring.

No existing alternative structure within the search

ring with sufficient height to meet service objectives.

There are no rooftops within the search ring that are

of sufficient height to meet service requirements.

Existing light poles along Highway 99W range in
heights between 20-60 feet. One pole would be

unableto provide the coverage required for the area.

In addition, these poles are structurally insufficient

to support the required 3-sector site with a six (6)

antenna installation and are unable to achieve the

required height to meet coverage/capacity

objectives. Each of those light poles would need to

be increased in height to a minimum of 7S' and

would require adequate adjacent ground space for

equipment cabinets and other ancillary equipment.

No existing opportunities for collocation. New tower

proposed.

Table 1 - Priority Site Analysis
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Figure 3: Existing Telecommunication Structures: Red circle indicates a 1-mile radius; blue Highlighted area depicts search ring. All

existing towers are over 1-mile away.
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Figure 4 - Existing Coverage without the proposed site and area of RF Capacity Issue. Adjacent sites: Newberg, Dayton and Lafayette.

Coverage plots from Ertaz Islam of the Verizon Wireless System Design Network Department, detail the location
of the new structure, current and anticipated coverage. A plot of the existing network coverage without the
proposed site is shown above in Figure 4. The green represents a high RF signal strength which generally provides
good coverage inside vehicles and buildings. Yellow represents moderate RF signal strength that generally
provides good service inside vehicles and moderate service inside buildings. The mauve (purple) areas represent
RF signals that generally provide weak quality of service particularly inside buildings, but fair service in vehicles or
outdoor coverage.

As detailed in the RF Usage and Facility Justification report/ 'Capacity' is the amount of resources a cell site has
available to handle customer demand. Verizon has sophisticated programs that use current usage trends to

forecast future capacity needs. Since it takes an average of one to three (1-3) years to complete a cell site project,

Verizon must start the acquisition process several years in advance to ensure the new cell site is in place before

the existing cell site(s) hit capacity limits.

Location is critical. A good capacity cell site needs to be in the center of the user population which ensures even
traffic distribution around the cell. A typical cell site is configured in a pie shape, with each slice (aka. sector)
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holding 33% of the resources. Optimal performance is achieved when traffic is evenly distributed across the 3
sectors.

^

Clr: RSRP (dBm)
• >=-75

I >=-85

I >=-95

Figure 5 - Anticipated Coverage with the proposed site and area of RF Capacity Issue. Adjacent sites; Newberg, Dayton and Lafayette.

Figure 5 depicts how the proposed site will be integrated into Verizon's network for that area. An antenna tip
height of 74 feet (AGL) on an 80-foot tall Monopine will fulfill the capacity objective for the proposed site and
ensures, RF signal overlaps with adjacent sites to allow continuity of call(s) or //handoff/; A 74-foot (AGL) antenna
tip height is required at the OR1 Dundee site location as shown to offload capacity from the Newberg, Dayton and
Lafayette sites. 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.

Enhanced 911 (E911) Requirements
In addition to providing improved service to Verizon customers, the proposed antenna location is needed to meet

FCC requirements for Enhanced 911 (E911) service. The wireless E911 program is divided into two phases. Phase
I requires wireless carriers, upon request from a local Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP), to report the
telephone number of a wireless 911 caller and the location of the antenna that received the call. Phase II of the

11
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E911 program requires wireless carriers to provide far more precise location information, within 50 to 100 meters

in most cases.

The FCC established a four-year schedule for Phase II. It began on October 1, 2001 with a target completion date

of December 31, 2005. Provision of E911 service in accordance with FCC requirements is a major component of

the demand for additional cell sites. In addition to providing greater signal strength for in-building coverage that

will provide better service to residential customers in the area, the proposed WCF will provide more precise

triangulation for providing E911 service as required by the FCC. This will allow a person who is using E911 because

of an emergency to be found more quickly because their location will be more easily determined as this and other

antenna sites are added to the wireless network.

Verizon engineers have carefully designed this site to maximize quality of service to its customers, which can best

be accomplished at an antenna tip height of 74 feet supported by an 80-foot tail Monopine. This location was

also selected because of its position relative to existing sites, providing favorable site geometry for federally

mandated E911 location accuracy requirements and efficient frequency reuse. Good site geometry is needed to

achieve accurate location of mobile users through triangulation with existing and proposed sites.

V. APPLICABLE LAW

Federal, state and local laws will apply to this application.

Federal Law

Federal law, primarily found in the Telecommunications Act of 1996 ("Telecom Act"), acknowledges a local

jurisdiction's zoning authority over proposed wireless facilities but limits the exercise of that authority in several

important ways.

Local jurisdictions may not materially limit or inhibit. The Telecom Act prohibits a local jurisdiction from taking

any action on a wireless siting permit that /'prohibit[s] or [has] the effect of prohibiting the provision of personal

wireless services/' 47 U.S.C. § 332(c)(7)(B)(i)(ll). According to the Federal Communications Commission (//FCC")

Order adopted in September 2018, a local jurisdiction's action has the effect of prohibiting the provision of

wireless services when it "materially limits or inhibits the ability of any competitor or potential competitor to

compete in a fair and balanced legal and regulatory environment."2 Under the FCC Order, an applicant need not

prove it has a significant gap in coverage; it may demonstrate the need for a new wireless facility in terms of

adding capacity, updating to new technologies, and/or maintaining high quality service.3

Environmental and health effects prohibited from consideration. Also, under the Telecom Act, a jurisdiction is

prohibited from considering the environmental effects of RF emissions (including health effects) of the proposed

site if the site will operate in compliance with federal regulations. 47 U.S.C. § 332(c)(7)(B)(iv). Applicant has

included with this application a NIER report demonstrating that the proposed facility will operate in accordance

Accelerating Wireless and Wireline Broadband Deployment by Removing Barriers to Infrastructure Investment, Declaratory Ruling and Third

Report and Order, WT Docket No. 17-79, WC Docket No. 17-84, FCC 18-133 (rel. Sept. 27,2018); 83 Fed. Reg. 51867 (Oct. 15, 2018) ("FCC
Order").

2 Id. at H 35.

3 Id. at HU 34-42.
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with the Federal Communications Commission's RF emissions regulations. See Attachment 04- NIER

Report. Accordingly, this issue is preempted under federal law and any testimony or documents introduced

relating to the environmental or health effects of the proposed facility should be disregarded in this proceeding.

No discrimination amongst providers. Local jurisdiction also may not discriminate amongst providers of

functionally equivalent sen/ices. 47 U.S.C. § 332(c)(7)(B)(i)(l). A jurisdiction must be able to provide plausible
reasons for disparate treatment of different providers' applications for similarly situated facilities.

Shot Clock. Finally, the Telecom Act requires local jurisdictions to act upon applications for wireless

communications sites within a "reasonable" period of time. 47 U.S.C. § 332(c)(7)(B)(iiThe FCC has issued a "Shot

Clock" rule to establish a deadline for the issuance of land use permits for wireless facilities. 47 C.F.R. § 1.6001,

et seq. According to the Shot Clock rule for "macro" wireless facilities, a reasonable period of time for local

government to act on all relevant applications is 90 days for a collocation, with "collocation"4 defined to include

an attachment to any existing structure regardless of whether it already supports wireless, and 150 days for a new

structure.

The Shot Clock applies to all authorizations required for siting a wireless facility, including the building permit,

and all application notice and administrative appeal periods.

Pursuant to federal law, the reasonable time period for review of this application is 150 days.

State Law

Under Oregon statutes a final land use decision must be issued within 120 days. ORS 227.178(1).

VI. DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL CRITERIA

Applicant's proposal complies with the submittal requirements of the Dundee Municipal Code. These are

addressed in the order laid out below.

Dundee Municipal Code - Title 17: Development Code

• Chapter 17.202 - Zoning Regulations

<> Chapter 17.203 - Special Use Standards

® Chapter 17.302 - Landscaping and Screening

® Chapter 17.305 - Public Improvements and Utilities

® Chapter 17.402 - Site Development Review

® Chapter 17.404 - Conditional Use Permits

Code provisions that are inapplicable to this proposed project have been omitted from the analysis below.

DMC Chapter 17.202 - Zoning Regulations

Section 17^202.020 - Af lowed uses.

447C.F.R.§1.6002(g).
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Table 17.202.020 lists the uses that are allowed by each of the city's base zones. Where a specific use is not

listed, and is not otherwise defined in DMC Division 17.500 as an example of a permitted use, the city may find

the use is allowed or not allowed in the subject zone, pursuant to DMC 17.103.040.

Notwithstanding the provisions below, additional limitations may apply to uses within overlay zones. For

requirements applicable to the city's overlay zones-flood plain overlay, greenway management overlay/ and

commercial Victorian overlay - please refer to Chapter 17.204 DMC.

Property owners are responsible for verifying whether a specific development is allowed on a particular site.

Approval of a Type I checklist or site development review under Chapter 17.402 DMC may be required prior to

commencing a use.

Table 17.202.020; Zoning Use Table

Uses

Wireless Communication Facilities

P: Permitted Use; CU; Conditional Use; S: Special Use Requirements Apply; N: Not Permitted

Residential

R-1

cu+s

R-2

cu+s

R-3

cu+s

Commercial and

Employment

c

cu+s

CBD

cu+s

LI

s

Public and Agriculture

p

s

PO

N

A

cu+s

EFU

s

Special Use

Requirements

DMC 17,203.170, DMC

l7.203.180inEFU.see

imils in OAR 660-33 in

EFU

Response: The proposed use is for a Wireless Communication Facility which is an allowed special use in the

Public and Agriculture zones subject to the special use standards found in DMC 17.203.170. These standards are

addressed herein.

Section 17.202.030 - Lot and development standards by zoning district.

Table 17.202.030 lists the general lot and development standards for each of the city's base zones. Specific

development standards for access, parking, landscaping, and public improvements, among others, are located in

D MC Division 17.300.

Notwithstanding the provisions below, additional standards may apply in specific locations, such as at street

intersections, within overlay zones, adjacent to natural features, and other areas as may be regulated by this code

or subject to state or federal requirements. For requirements applicable to the city's overlay zones -flood plain

overlay, and greenway management overlay - please refer to Chapter 17.204 DMC.

Response: The subject parcel is approximately 64,468 square feet, which meets the minimum lot size

requirement of 5,000 square feet. The facility will be set back more than 20 feet from the front property line,

which meets the minimum setback standards for the Public zoning district. The overall height of the proposed

telecommunications tower is 80 feet tail, exceeding the 45-foot maximum building height limit for the zone,

thus requiring a conditional use permit subject to DMC Chapter 17.404. These standards are addressed herein

this narrative. Any impact to solar access with not be significant. Applicant is proposing a cell tower which

meets the setback requirements in the zone and also the tower itself is very narrow and would have a minimal

shadowing effect on any solar panels which would be placed on adjacent parcels
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Section 17.202.050 - Fence standards.

A. General Standards.

1. Fences and walls shall not be constructed of nor contain any material that could cause bodily harm,

such as barbed wire, broken glass, spikes, electric or any other hazardous or dangerous materials;

this includes link fencing with barbed ends at the top or sides; except that fences topped with

barbed wire are allowed in agricultural and public zones.

2. Electric fences and barbed wire fences in agricultural zones intended to contain or restrict cattle,

sheep, horses or other livestock, and lawfully existing prior to annexation to the city, may remain.
3. Every fence shall be maintained in a condition of reasonable repair and shall not be allowed to

become and remain in a condition of disrepair including noticeable leaning, missing sections,

broken supports, nonuniform height, and uncontrolled growth of vegetation.

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

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

6. In the C and CBD zones, chain link fencing may not be used between a public street and a maxim urn

setback line, with the following exceptions:

a. In the C zone, black fused and bonded vinyl coated chain link fencing may be used,

subject to subsection (B) of this section.

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

screened from view from the street by a sight-obscuring hedge of equal height, subject

to subsection (B) of this section.

c. 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.

Response: Proposal includes a 6-foot tail chain link fence with vinyl slats and does not contain any dangerous

materials. Proposed site is in the P (Public) zone, thus requirements for the C, CBD and LI zones do not apply.

DMC Chapter 17.203 - Special Use Standards

Section 17.203.170- Wireless communication facilities.

A. Purpose. This section establishes application procedures, location requirements, and other standards for

the placement of wireless communication facilities. It applies to all such facilities regardless whether

permitted outright or subject to approval of a conditional use permit.

Site development review approval is required to place a new wireless communication facility. A request for

a modification of an existing wireless tower or base station for the co-location of new transmission

equipment or removal or replacement of existing transmission equipment shall be approved using a Type

/ procedure; provided, that such modification does not substantially change the physical dimensions of

such tower or base station from ^the dimensions approved as part of the original discretionary permit for

the tower or base station. Any other modification requires a site development review approval.

Response: Applicant is requesting approval for the placement of a new wireless communication facility which

requires a site development review per DMC 17.402 and is addressed herein this narrative.
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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 ofco-hcation of the subject facility as an alternative to the requested

permit. The feasibility study must include:

a. The location and ownership of the existing telecommunication structures within the cell service

area and not to exceed two miles.

b. Written verification and other documentation revealing the availability and/or cooperation

shown by other providers to gain access to existing sites/facilities to meet the needs of the

applicant.
c. The tower type and height of potential co-location 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.

Response: See Section IV - Site Selection and Design, Table 1 - Priority Site Analysis and supporting maps.

There are no existing wireless communication facilities to collocate on within the search area. The nearest

existing tower is over 1.3 miles away and is outside the search area. The proposed 80-foot Monopine tower is

designed to accommodate Verizon and one other future carrier and would be available to the fire station for

emergent service uses.

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

Response: See Section IV - Site Selection and Design/ Table 1 - Priority Site Analysis and supporting maps.

There are no nearby structures for Verizon to collocate on that have the necessary height and structural capacity

that Verizon requires to meet their coverage objectives. There are no viable options nearby that would not

require the installation of a new tower. The old fire station was considered, but it was determined by the City

that the current location is preferable.

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.

Response: A visual impact study was completed from the surrounding area and the photo simulations are

included as Attachment 03 - Photo Simulations. Relocation of the facility is not a viable option. See Section IV

Site Selection and Design, Table 1 ~ Priority Site Analysis and supporting maps. There are no viable options

within the search ring that would not require the installation of a new tower. The following are mitigation

measures that help reduce the visual impact of the facility:

*> The site has been redesigned as a stealth Monopine.

a The base of the tower will be surrounded by a 6-foot tail chain link fence with site obscuring

vinyl slats;

«> The fenced area will be surrounded by a 5-foot deep landscape buffer of mixed trees and

ground cover;

» The tower has been set back away from Highway 99W near railroad tracks to make it less

noticeable;

• Siting the facility on a parcel that is abutted by Commercial and Light Industrially zoned

properties;
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*» The entire facility is also partially screened by the fire station and a building on the adjacent

property;

• Lighting will not be required on this tower.

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.

2. The wireless facility shall be located and designed to preserve the ability for co-hcation of at least

one additional user on all structures exceeding 35 feet 'in height, if feasible.

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

wireless communication facility shall be conditioned to minimize visual impacts from residential

areas through the use of setbacks, building heights, bulk, color, landscaping and similar visual

considerations.

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

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

property.

Response: See Section IV - Site Selection and Design, Table 1 - Priority Site Analysis and supporting maps.

There are no nearby structures forVerizon to collocate on that have the necessary height and structural capacity

that Verizon requires to meet their coverage objectives. There are no viable options nearby that would not

require the installation of a new tower. The proposed 80-foot Monopine tower is designed to accommodate

Verizon and one other future carrier and would be available to the fire station for emergent service uses. The

proposed Monopine uses a stealth design and is sited in a location that minimizes visual impacts from

residential areas as discussed above and minimizes adverse impacts to the extent possible. The proposed site

only abuts Commercial and Light Industrial properties, however, as the proposed Monopine tower exceeds 35

feet this criterion applies. The closest residential property is 300 feet to the east as measured from the property

line and over 305 feet +/- as measured from the proposed tower location.

D. Removal. Any obsolete freestanding or attached wireless communication facility shall be removed by the

facility operator within six months of the date it ceases to be operational or if it falls into disrepair.

Response: This language is included in the lease agreement with the property owner. Verizon will agree to this

as a Condition of Approval.

DMC Chapter 17.302 - LandscaDina and Screening

Section 17.302.050 - Minimum landscape area.

The minimum area requirements are as follows:

A. C, CBD, LI, and PZones.

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, walkways, fountains, benches, sculptures, or

decks may be included within the required landscaping percentage if they are designed in
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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(0), may be included in and counted towards the required landscaping percentage.

If landscaping required under other sections of this code exceeds 10 percent of the gross lot area,

the full amount of landscaping required under other sections shall still be required.

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

Response: Proposal is located within the P (Public) zone, which requires a minimum of 10% of the gross lot to

be landscaped. Per the staff report for the Dundee Fire Station, approximately 14,546 square feet of the 1.48-

acre site is landscaped. The proposed facility will not significantly reduce the existing landscaping and will not

materially affect the minimum landscape area for the site. Required landscaping and screening is visible from

the public right-of-way.

Section 17.302.Q6Q -Screening and buffering.

Where required by code, or where placed as a condition of approval, screening and buffering shall meet all of the

following minimum requirements:

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 abuttmg residential uses;

2. Industrial uses when abutting commercial uses;

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

hading 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.

Response: Proposed wireless communication facility includes at-and-above grade electrical equipment and

thus requires screening.

6. Methods of Screening. Screening shall be accomplished by the use of sight-obscuring plant materials

(generally evergreens), earth berms, walls, fences, building parapets, building placement, or other design

techniques, as appropriate to the site given its visibility from adjacent uses and rights-of-way. (See also

DMC 17.202.050 for fence regulations.)

Response: Proposal includes a 6-foot chain link fence with vinyl slats in addition to a 5-foot landscape buffer

that includes evergreen and deciduous trees, shrubs and groundcover that help screen the facility from adjacent

properties and rights-of-way.
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C. Parking Lot Landscaping and Screening Standards. All new parking lots or expansions of existing parking

lots, which for purposes of this section include areas of vehicle maneuvering, parking, and loading, shall

be landscaped and screened as follows:

1. Screening Required. Parking lots shall be screened adjacent to lot lines as follows:

a. Any parking area or drive aisle adjacent to an interior lot line shall be screened by a five-foot

landscaped strip. Where the parking area is located adjacent to an R-l or R-2 zoning district, the

landscaped strip shall also include an opaque fence to block light trespass from headHghts onto

adjacent properties. Where additional screening is required between zones, the screening shall

be incorporated into the required buffer strip, and shall not be an additional requirement.

b. Any parking area adjacent to a front lot line along a public right-of-way shall be screened by a

10-foot landscaped strip.

2. Screen Height. The screen required under subsection (C)(l) of this section shall be designed and

planted to grow to be at least 36 inches'higher than the finished grade of the parking area within

one year of planting; except for required vision clearance areas, the screen height may be achieved

by a combination of earth mounding and plant materials or a combination of a 36-inch wall and

plant materials. Where the parking area to be screened is above the adjacent grade, such screening

shall cover both the parking and the retaining waH or slope, as appficable.

3. Parking Lot Landscaping. Landscaping within or adjacent to a parking lot shall consist of a minim urn

of six percent of the total parking area plus a ratio of one tree per 15 parking spaces, except that

landscaping within or adjacent to a parking lot containing more than 20 parking spaces in the C zone

shall consist of a minimum of 10 percent of the total parking area plus a ratio of one tree per 10

parking spaces. Trees and landscaping shall be installed as follows:

a. The tree species shall be an appropriate large canopied shade tree selected from the street tree

list of DMC 17.302.070 to avoid root damage to pavement and utilities, and damage from

droppings to parked cars and pedestrians.
b. The tree shall be planted in a landscaped area such that the tree hole !s at least three feet from

any curb or paved area.

c. The landscaped area shall be planted with shrubs, grass, or living ground cover to assure 80

percent coverage within two years.

d. That portion of a required landscaped yard, buffer strip or screening strip abutting parking stalls

may be counted toward required parking lot landscaping as long as the tree species, living plant

material coverage, placement and distribution criteria are also met.

e. Landscaping should be evenly distributed throughout the parking area and perimeter.

Response: Not applicable - Proposal does not include a new parking lot.

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.

Response: Proposed wireless communication facility includes a landscape buffer to mitigate adverse visual

impacts. Proposed facility will not create dust or pollution.

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:
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o. At least one row ofdeciduous or evergreen trees staggered and spaced not more than 15 feet

apart; and
b. At least one row of evergreen shrubs which will grow to form a continuous hedge at least five

feet in height within one year of planting; and
c. Lawn, low-growing evergreen shrubs or evergreen ground cover covering the balance of the

area.

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

standards:

a. Berm form shall not slope more than 40 percent (2.5H:1V) on the side away from the area

screened from view (the slope for the other side (screened area) may vary); and

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

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

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

folhwing standards:
o. 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

Response: Proposal includes a 6-foot chain link fence with vinyl slats in addition to a 5-foot landscape buffer

that includes evergreen and deciduous trees, shrubs and groundcover that meets the buffering requirements

of alternative (3).

Section 17.302.080 - Landscape installat'ion and maintenance.

All landscaping required by this code shall be continually maintained pursuant to this section. Appropriate methods

of care and maintenance of landscaped plant material shall be provided by the owner of the property, including

necessary watering, weeding, pruning, mowing, and replacement, as applicable, in a substantially similar manner

as was approved by the city or as otherwise required by applicable city regulations. The following standards apply

to all landscaping required by this code:

A. Clear Vision. No sight-obscuring plantings exceeding 24 inches in height shall be located within any

required clear vision area as defined in DMC 17.301.040.

B. Pedestrian Areas. Landscape plant materials shall be kept clear of walks, pedestrian paths, and seating

areas; trees shall be pruned to a minimum height of eight feet over pedestrian areas and to a minimum

height of 15 feet over streets and vehicu!ar 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
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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-gaUon 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 nonlMng material used

for ground cover shall be limited to compost, bark chips, and other city-approved pervious materials.

J. Irrigation. Except in wooded areas, wetlands, flood plains, or along natural drainage channels or stream

banks, where the city may waive irrigation requirements, all developments are required to provide

appropriate methods of irrigation for the landscaping. Sites with more than 1,000 square feet of total

landscaped area shall be irrigated with automatic sprinkler systems to ensure the continued health and

attractiveness of the plant materials. Hose bibs and manually operated methods of irrigation may be used

for landscaped areas totaling less than 1,000 square feet. Sprinkler heads shall be located and installed to

not cause any hazard to the public.

K. Protection of Plants. Landscape plant material shall be protected from damage due to heavy equipment

during construction. After construction, landscape plant material and irrigation shall be protected from

damage due to heavy foot traffic or vehicular traffic by protective tree grates, bollards, raised curbs, wheel

stops/ pavers or other suitable methods.

L. Performance Guarantee. Except where the review authority requires installation of landscaping prior to

issuance of building permits, all landscaping required by this code and approved by the city shall be
installed prior to issuance of a final occupancy permit unless security equal to 110 percent of the cost of

the landscaping is filed with the city assuring such instalfation 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.
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Response: See Sheets L-l & L-2 of Attachment 02 - Architectural Drawings that show how landscape installation

and maintenance standards are met. Proposed landscaping will not interfere with clear vision or pedestrian

areas and root barriers are proposed where trees are four feet or less from utilities. Proposed landscaping

includes a mix of evergreen and deciduous trees, shrubs and groundcover that include long term water

catchment features. A watering schedule is provided in the landscape plan notes as well as a one-year warranty

for the landscaping.

DMC Chapter 17.305 - Public Improvements and Utilities

Section 17,305.050-Storm drainqQe-

C. General Requirement. All storm water 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 dewloper shall pay all costs associated with designing and

constructing the facilities necessary to meet th!s requirement.

Response: Acknowledged and agreed.

D. Plan for Storm Drainage and Erosion Control. No construction of any facilities in a development included

/n 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 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 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.

Response: Proposal will add less than 2,000 square feet of new impervious surface to the site, which will not

require additional water quality or detention improvements. Applicant has proposed to reconfigure the

existing stormwater system to accommodate the proposed improvements as the proposal will impact two

existing stormwater pipes in the SE comer of the site. This is detailed on Sheet C-3 of Attachment 02 -

Architectural Drawings.

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.

Response: Applicant has proposed to reconfigure the existing stormwater system to accommodate the

proposed improvements and will field verify existing private and public utilities within the work area.

DMC Chapter 17.402 - Site Development Review
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Section 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 DMC17.402.040j

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;

3. The proposal includes required upgrades. If any, to existing development that does not comply with

the applicable land use district standards, pursuant to Chapter 17.104 DMC, Nonconforming

Situations;

4. The proposal complies with all of the s!te design and development standards of this code, as

applicable;
5. The proposal meets all existing conditions of approval for the site or use, as required by prior land

use decis'ion(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

Response: The application package associated with this proposal contains all required information as outlined

in DMC 17.402.040.

As described in Applicant's response to DMC 17.202 - Zoning Regulations, the proposed wireless communication
facility complies with all applicable provisions of the underlying Public (P) zone.

The Applicant is unaware of any non-conforming situations^ as such, no additional upgrades to the existing

development are proposed.

As described herein^, the Applicant's proposal complies with the applicable site design and development

standards of this code.

To Applicant's knowledge^ all existing conditions of approval as related to the Dundee Fire Station approval

have been satisfied.

DMC Chapter 17.404 - Conditional Use Permits

Section 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,
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Response: This site was chosen as it could be designed to conform to the standards of this Chapter; provides

the best location to minimize any potential adverse impacts and be the least intrusive means of filling the

significant coverage/capacity gap for this area. The characteristics of the site are suitable for the proposed use

considering:

® Size: The property is 1.48 acres and the proposed lease area is only 13' x 39' (507 sq. ft.), including

landscape buffer and is less than 1% of the site area. All the proposed improvements will

adequately fit inside the 8' x 29' fenced equipment area.

® Location: The proposed location was chosen as the area has poor wireless service and this

location will allow seamless coverage for users in town and travelling along Highway 99W. The

location of the subject parcel very near the center of the Verizon search area to fulfill the coverage

& capacity gaps in Verizon's service. In addition, the siting of the facility on the parcel was chosen

to minimize potential visual impacts as detailed herein under Applicant's responses to DMC

17.203 Special Use Standards.

® Topography: The site is generally flat with a slight change of grade near the proposed lease area.

The location is well suited for construction of the proposed improvements. Some fill and

excavation will be required for the placement of the retaining wall.

® Access: The site will utilize existing access from Highway 99W through the parking lot of the Fire

Station and will have a 12-foot wide access easement. The site is monitored remotely and will

only require 1-2 visits per month for maintenance provided by a technician in a single vehicle.

The service vehicle will utilize existing fire station parking.

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.

Response; The proposed facility has been designed to minimize the number of facilities in the area by

encouraging collocation, has been located and designed to minimize the visual impact on the immediate

surroundings and throughout the community, and minimizes public inconvenience and disruption while

providing a desirable feature - reliable wireless service.

The Applicant has mitigated the potential visual impacts of the facility by proposing the minimum height

necessary to meet coverage objectives and utilizing a stealth design that resembles a tree (Monopine). This

design minimizes the visual elements typically associated with standard monopole wireless telecommunication

facilities. The project will include an 80-foot tall stealth Monopine tower with an antenna tip height of 74 feet,

which is the minimum height to achieve required signal objectives. The equipment area and tower base of the

will be surrounded by a 5-foot landscape buffer and 6-foot tall chain link security fence with site obscuring slats.

As depicted in Attachment 03 - Photo Simulations, the proposed stealth design shows a negligible visual impact

to the surrounding area.

The proposal does not include the installation of an emergency generator. No excessive vibrations, exhaust,

light, glare, erosion, odors, or dust are anticipated for the project.

As shown above, potential negative impacts have been minimized and this proposal is the least intrusive means

to fill the significant gap in coverage & capacity. The Applicant will comply with reasonable conditions of

approval.
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3. All required pubHc facilities, including water, sanitary sewer, and streets, have adequate capacity or

are to be improved to serve the proposal, consistent with city standards.

Response: Public utilities are sufficient for this use. The site proposed herein is an unmanned facility that

requires only power and telephone services. It does not require water or sewer.

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.

Response: Wireless communication facilities are a special use within the P (Public) zone. A conditional use

permit is required only for facilities exceeding the 45-foot height limit. The Applicant is applying for conditional

use approval for the overall height of 80 feet. A variance is not required for this proposal.

B. Conditions of Approval. The city may impose conditions that are found necessary to ensure that the use is

compatible with other uses in the vicinity, and that any negative impact of the proposed use on the

surrounding uses and public facilities is minimized. These conditions include, but are not limited to, one or

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

2. Requiring site or architectural design features which minimize environmental impacts such as noise,

vibration, exhaust/ 'emissions, light, glare, erosion, odor and/or dust;

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

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

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

areas;

6. Requiring street right-of-way to be dedicated and street improvements made, or the installation of

pathways or sidewalks, as applicable;

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

and loading areas;

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

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

10. Requiring berms, screening or landscaping and the establishment of standards for their installation

and maintenance;

11. Requiring and designating the size, height, location and/or materials for fences;

12. Requiring the protection and preservation of existing trees, soils, vegetation, watercourses, habitat

areas, drainage areas, historic resources, cultural resources, and/or sensitive lands;

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

city standards; and

14. The planning commission may require renewal ofcondit!ona! use permits annually or in accordance

with another timetable as approved pursuant to this chapter. Where applicable, the timetable shall

provide for periodic review and renewal, or expiration^ of the conditional use permit to ensure

compliance with conditions of approval; such periodic review may occur through an administrative

or quasi-judicial land use review process.

Response: Acknowledged and agreed.
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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.

Response: Acknowledged and agreed.

VII. CONCLUSION

As demonstrated within this application, the project proposed herein was designed to meet all requirements of

the Dundee Municipal Code. The facility will improve the cellular and data capacity in the area while limiting the

impact on the surrounding community by locating on a site that is well equipped to support this kind of facility in

a district that is vastly undersen/ed with regards to wireless communication capacity. The Applicant respectfully

requests that the City of Dundee approve this proposal as designed, subject only to standard conditions of

approval.
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[IM BRADiEY IMAGING

PHOTO SIM LOCATION MAP

venzony OR1 DUNDEE
801 N. HWY 99 W, DUNDEE, OR
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venzon^ OR1 DUNDEE
801 N.HWY 99 W, DUNDEE, OR

CURRENT VIEW #1 LOOKING NORTHEAST
ON HIGHWAY 99 W

PROPOSED Visual impact will ba affected by location and wsibflity o( obseiver. TMs document
is for planning and Information purposes only and is conceptual. TWs Is solely the
pholographer's inleipretalion of the proposed development.

TIM BRADLEY IMAGING
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venzon^ OR1 DUNDEE
801 N.HWY 99 W, DUNDEE, OR

CURRENT VIEW #2 LOOKING NORTHEAST
ON HIGHWAY 99 W AT SW 9TH ST.

PROPOSED Visual impact will bs affected by lotation and visibility of obsen/er. This document
is for planning and Information purposes only and is conceptual, This is solely Ihs
photographer's inlerpretfltion of the proposed development.

IIM BRADLEY IMAGING
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verizon OR1DUNDEE
801 N. HWY 99 W, DUNDEE, OR

CURRENT VIEW #3 LOOKING SOUTHEAST
ON HIGHWAY 99 AT SITE

PROPOSED Visual impact will be affected by location and visibility o( observer. TWs document
is for planning and infomialion purposet only and is conceptual. This is solely Ihe
photdjgrapher's interpretation of the proposed development.

IIM BRADLEY IMAGING

345



venzon^ OR1DUNDEE
801 N.HWY 99 W, DUNDEE, OR

CURRENT VIEW #4 LOOKING SOUTH
ON HIGHWAY 99 AT SW 7TH ST.

PROPOSED Visual impact will be affeded by location and viiibility of obsfeiver. TWs document
is for planning and information purposes only and is con&eplual. This Is sotety the
photographer's interpretation of Iha proposed development.

IIM SRADLEY IMAGING

346



verizon OR1 DUNDEE
801 N.HWY 99 W, DUNDEE, OR

CURRENT VIEW #5 LOOKING WEST
FROM 785 SE LOCUST ST.

PROPOSED Visual impact wll ba affected by location and visibility of observer. This document
Is for planning and infoffnalkin purposes only and Is conceptual. This Is solely the
photographer's inlerprctation of the proposed dBvelopment,

IIM BHADLEY IMAGING
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RF Usage and Facility
Justification

OR1 DUNDEE

Prepared by Verizon Wireless Freed Pathanjali

Oct 15,2019
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Introduction:
There are two main drivers that prompt the need for a new cell site. One is
coverage and the other is capacity.

Coverage is the need to expand
wireless service into an area that
either has no service or bad service.

The request for service often comes
from customers or emergency

personnel. Expansion of service could
mean improving the signal levels in a
large apartment complex or new
residential community. It could also
mean providing new service along a
newly built highway.

Capacity is the need for more wireless
resources. Cell sites have a limited amount
of resources to handle voice calls, data
connections, and data volume. When these

limits are reached, user experience quickly
degrades. This could mean customers may
no longer be able to make/receive calls nor
be able to browse the internet. It could also
mean that webpages will be very slow to
download.

venzon^
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Capacity is the amount of resources a cell site has to handle customer demand. We utilize
sophisticated programs that use current usage trends to forecast future capacity needs. Since it
takes an average of (1-3) years to complete a cell site project, we have to start the acquisition
process several years in advance to ensure the new cell site is in place before the existing cell site
hits capacity limits.

Location, Location, Location. A good capacity cell site needs to be in the center of the user
population which ensures even traffic distribution around the cell. A typical cell site is configured
in a pie shape, with each slice (aka. sector) holding 33% of the resources. Optimal performance
is achieved when traffic is evenly distributed across the 3 sectors.

venzon1^
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Coverage Area of Existing Site

<s-

The proposed DUNDEE site is a capacity
site. This site will offload the existing
sites Newberg, Dayton, Lafayette.
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Coverage Area Offloaded by New Site
at 74/ antenna tip height

\

The proposed DUNDEE site is a capacity site.
This site will offload the existing sites
Newberg, Dayton, Lafayette.
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Coverage with DUNDEE Site
at 74' antenna tip height
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Coverage comparison
with existing tower

Current coverage Coverage with existing tower SW 1.3 miles

•W^nRA

Existing tower located 1.3 miles SE of Dundee city will not
wf\w/ improve coverage or capacity offload of existing sites.
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Need Case for: DUNDEE

Summary: The existing sites Newberg, Dayton, Lafayette cannot carry the data traffic that exists in the area it

serves. Also this site will improve coverage & data speed in Dundee city, 70/ tower with an antenna tip height of

74/ is what is required to cover the city off Dundee and provide offload to neighboring sites

Detail below:

- Exact data about sites is proprietary and cannot be disclosed due to competitive reasons.

- The existing cell sites Newberg, Dayton, Lafayette are forecasted to reach capacity in the near future.

- The new cell site DUNDEE will provide additional resources to existing sites. It will take some users off of

existing sites, which will alleviate the capacity constraint.

- This will improve customer experience (faster webpage downloads and fewer drop calls).

- Without the new site DUNDEE, existing sites in area will reach capacity which will negatively impact customer's

ability to make/receive calls and browse the internet.

venzon^
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www.rftha. tcher. corn

Evaluation of Compliance with FCC Guidelines for
Human Exposure to Radiofrequency Radiation

Site Address
759 N. Hwy 99W

Dundee, OR 97115

Site Name:

OR1DUNDEE

Prepared for:

Acorn Consulting Inc.

ven/on

September 29,2019
Prepared By:

Andrew H. Thatcher, MSHP, CHP
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Introduction

This report assesses levels of exposure to radiofrequency (RF) energy from a modified Verizon
Wireless base station, with antennas located on a monopole antenna at 759 N Highway 99W,
Dundee OR 97115. After the proposed antenna modifications, the facility will include a total of 6
antennas mounted in three sectors. The antennas will be mounted at the elevation of 70' above
grade. This report analyzes RF exposures outdoors at ground level from the proposed Verizon
Wireless antennas as well as indoors and on the roof at the fire station.

Executive Summary

The calculations for outdoor ground level locations indicate that the Verizon Wireless antenna RF
emissions are in compliance with the FCC general population limit as the maximum ground level
outdoor exposure from all RF sources is less than <4% of the limit. The maximum indoor

exposure at the fire station is significantly less than 1% of the FCC general population exposure
Imiit.

Site Description

The project consists of modifications to a communications tower that will house the Verizon
Wireless antennas. The Verizon Wireless data consists of three sectors of coverage using 700
MHz, 850 MHz, 1900 MHz and 2100 MHz frequency bands.

Based on a search conducted on www.antennasearch.com, no other significant (i.e. capable of
significantly affectmg compliance determinations of the present installation) RP emitting source
exists within 2,000 of this location.

Outdoor Ground Level Exposure Evaluation

Equation 6 of GET Bulletin 65 is used as the basis for the calculations as it considers a truly
worst case prediction of power density in an outdoor environment in which 100% of incoming
radiation is assumed to reflect off a ground surface, resulting in a doubling of the predicted field
strength and a four fold increase in power density. Indoor calculations would be lower than the
outdoor calculations as complete ground reflection would not be included and a factor of ten
reduction in signal strength due to attenuation through building materials is also considered. The
formula is as follows:

S = [EIRPJ/fTT'D2]

WHERE:
S = Power density (mW/cm2)
EIRP = Effective isotropic radiated power (mW) (varies with angle as per manufacturer's

specifications)
D ^ Hypotenuse distance (cm)

Federal Communications Commission Office of Engineering and Technology. Evaluating Compliance
with FCC Guidelines for Human Exposure to Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields. GET Bulletin 65.
1997.

522 NORTH E ST a TACOMA, WA a 98403
253.617.1449 VOICE - THATCHER.DREW@COMCAST.NET
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Exposure Calculations

Table 1 shows the calculated Maximum Permissible Exposure (MPE) at 6' above ground
assuming all antennas operating at 100% and complete ground reflection. The maximum
cumulative exposure at any location was detemiined to be 0.03 mW/cm2 or 3.06% of the FCC

general public exposure limit. Table 1 also provides the maximum effective radiated power in

each frequency band. All sectors are assumed to have a 0° downtilt resultmg in the same

predicted power density for all sectors. Note that the proposed monopole also has a microwave
dish included m the design. The microwave was not included in the analysis due to the high gain
of a microwave dish resulting in negligible exposure at heights other than in the main beam of the
microwave.

Table 1: Calculated Ground Level Power Density
Site Name:

Carrier Type
Verizon 700 Upper LTE
Verizon 850
Verizon PCS
Verizon AWS

VerizonORI Dundee

Worst Case
ERP (watts)

3757|
1598|
2750)
8336|

Worst
Case
ERP
(dBm)

65.75
62.04
64.39
69.21

Antenna
Height (ft)

70
70
70
70

Total

Maximum
outdoor
exposure
(with
ground
reflection)
(mW/cmz)

0.000
0.000
0.009
0.021
0.030

% of Standard
0.04%
0.05%
0.87%
2.10%
3.06%

General
Population
Exposure
Limit
(mW/cm2)

0.497
0.533
1.000
1.000

Note: "maximum outdoor exposure" is calculated at the point at ground level where the
cumulative exposure from all sources is at a maximum

Calculated exposures on the roof of the fire station are less than 25% of the FCC general public
exposure limit. Radio signal exposures inside the fire station from the proposed Verizon Wireless
antennas will be very small, on the order of the exposure from the Wifi network at the station.

Discussion

The biological effects ofRF energy have been extensively studied, and there are several thousand
reports in the scientific literature on this subject. These reports have been critically reviewed by
numerous independent panels, most recently the IEEE (formerly Institute of Electrical and
Electronics Engineers) and the International Commission on Nonionizmg Radiation Protection.
These groups have affirmed existing health standards, or have developed and proposed standards
for exposure to RF energy that are broadly similar to the FCC limits.

ConcIusions/Recommendations

The calculations for outdoor ground level locations indicate that the Verizon Wireless antenna RF
emissions are in compliance with the FCC general population limit as the maximum ground level
outdoor exposure from all RF sources is less than <4% of the limit. The maximum indoor
exposure at the fire station is significantly less than 1% of the FCC general population exposure
limit.
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It should be noted that wireless technology is changing rapidly, and companies including Verizon
Wireless are frequently upgrading and introducing new services, and updating existing ser/ices to
new teclmologies. Consequently the calculated exposure levels in Table 1 are based on current
design data which may change in the future. However, as shown in Table 1, the RF exposure
levels are a small fraction of the FCC exposure lunits and any foreseeable upgrades to the site in
the future are highly unlikely to affect its compliance with safety limits. However, compliance
after major changes to the site should be established based on current design information.

Certification

I hereby certify the following:
1. I have read and fully understand the FCC regulations concerning RF safety and the control of

human exposure to RF fields.
2. To the best of our knowledge, the statements and information disclosed in this report are true,

complete and accurate, based on engineering design data for the site supplied to me.
3. The results of the analysis indicate that the site is in full compliance with the FCC regulations

concerning RF exposure at all areas of public access.

4. Transmission equipment for the Verizon Wireless facility is certified by the FCC
under the equipment authorization procedures set forth in the FCC rules. This assures
that the wireless facility will transmit within assigned frequency bands, and at
authorized power levels. The Verizon wireless facility will operate in accordance
with all FCC rules regarding power, signal bandwidth, interference mitigation, and
good RF engineering practices. The Verizon Wireless facility will comply with all
FCC standards for radio frequency emissions.

Regards,

.(^^"^ .L

^f^4;,.

• •^^5^

Andrew H. Thatcher, MSHP, CHP
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SSA acoustics
Stewart • Burt • Nelsen • Keiffer

October 4,2017

Chelsea Burgwin
Acorn Consulting
5200 SW Meadows Road, Suite 150
Lake Oswego, OR 97035

Re: Acoustical Report-Verizon OR1 Dundee
Site: 759 N Highway 99W, Dundee, OR, 97115

Dear Chelsea,

The following report presents a noise study for the proposed Verizon Wireless
telecommunications facility 759 N Highway 99W in Dundee, Oregon. This noise study extends
from the proposed equipment to the nearest properties. The purpose of this report is to
document the existing conditions and the impacts of the acoustical changes due to the
proposed equipment. This report contains data on the existing and predicted noise
environments, impact criteria and an evaluation of the predicted sound levels as they relate to
the criteria.

Ambient Conditions

Existing ambient sound levels of the site were measured on July 29, 2017 with a Svantek 971
Type 1 sound level meter. Measurements were conducted in accordance with Oregon
Administrative Rules (OAR) 340-35-035 subsection (3)(b). The average ambient noise level
was 57 dBA primarily due to noise from local automotive traffic on SW Taylors Ferry Road.

Code Requirements

The site is located within the City of Dundee Zoning jurisdiction on property with a "Public"
zoning designation. The nearest receiving property is zoned Central Business District. For
the purposes of Dundee Municipal Code 8.28.040 both of these zonings are considered
Commercial.

The proposed new equipment includes equipment support cabinets and an emergency
generator. The equipment support cabinets are expected to run 24 hours a day. The generator
will run once a week during daytime hours for maintenance and testing purposes only.

Dundee Municipal Code limits noise to a Commercial property as follows:

Noise is limited to 60 dBA during daytime hours. During nighttime, defined as the hours
between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m., maximum sound levels are reduced to 55 dBA. Since the support
cabinets are expected to operate 24 hours a day, they must meet the 55 dBA nighttime limit.

The generator must not exceed 60 dBA when running during daytime hours for maintenance
testing.
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Predicted Equipment Sound Levels

The following table presents a summary of the equipment and their associated noise levels:

Table 1: Equipment Noise Levels

Commscope RBA84 Power/ Battery Cabinet | 64 dBA @ 5 ft
61 dBA (3). 5 ftCharles PM63912

Total dBA (All cabinets combined)

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

|Une||l|ApplIcitionl|F9Cto .,,:;: ., :, . ' ' . ^..•;:i.:.^SW
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 level from the proposed equipment is predicted to be 60 dBA
at the southwest property, which does not meet the 55 dBA nighttime code limit. In order for
the equipment to meet code, the following noise mitigation measures must be implemented.
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Noise Mitigation

Noise levels will need to be reduced by 5 dB for the cabinets to meet the code limit at the
southwest receiving property. To provide the noise reduction, a noise barrier will need to be
installed between the equipment and the receiving property as follows:

Noise Barrier

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

• The top of the noise barrier shall be 6'-0" above grade.

• Construct the noise barrier with a solid material that has a surface mass of at least 2.5
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 6'-0" above grade. Recommended

products for this application include minimum 1" thick F-Sorb.

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

TOP

EQUIP.
SIDE

NOISE BARRIER DETAIL

(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
TH^_BARRIER FOR AESTHETIC
PURPOSES, BUT MAY NOT SUBSTITUTE
FOR REQUIRED BARRIER MATERIALS
SUCH AS PLYWOOD OR SHEET METAL.

Figure 1: Noise Barrier Detail
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Figure 2: Noise Barrier - Plan

Predicted Noise Levels - with Mitigation

The following tables present the predicted noise levels with the noise mitigation implemented.

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

1
2

3

4

Sound Pressure Level at 5 ft (dBA), Lp1
Noise reduction - noise barrier
Distance Factor (DF)
Inverse-Square Law (Free Field): DF = 20*log (d1/d2)
New Equipment Sound Pressure Level at Receiver, Lpr
(Add lines 1 through 3)

68
-12

-8

(12ft)
48

As shown in Table 3, the sound level from the proposed equipment cabinets will meet the 55
dBA nighttime code at the nearest receiving property.
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The proposed equipment includes one Generac SDC20 20 KW generator with a Level 2 sound
enclosure and has a sound level of 65 dBA at 23 feet. The nearest receiving property to the
southwest is approximately 12 feet from the generator. The following are the predicted sound
levels at the receiving property. Noise reduction from the proposed noise barrier is included
in the calculation:

Table 4: Predicted Noise Levels: Proposed Emergency Generator
Lj^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^A ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ S

1
2

3

4

Equipment Sound Pressure Level at 23 ft. (dBA), Lp1
Noise reduction - noise barrier
Distance Factor (DF)
Inverse-Square Law (Free Field): DF = 201og (d1/d2)
New Equipment Sound Pressure Level at Receiver, Lpr

65
-12

+6
(12ft)

59

As shown in Table 4, the sound pressure level from the generator will meet the 60 dBA code
limit at the nearest receiving properties during test cycle operation.

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

•^?s<^s^
Sincerely,
SSA Acoustk?s, LLP

Alan Burt, P.E.
PARTNER

RENEWAL DATE:. 12/31/17

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

DEPART NE 1Z2ND BLVD TOWARD NE INVERNESS DR.- TURN LEFT ONTO N6 AIRPORT WAY; TAKE RAMP RIGHT FOR I.2D5 SOITTH TOWARD PORTIAND I SALEM;
CONTINUE TO h5S INTERCHANGE. MERGE 0^^-01-SS. TAKE EXIT 294 FOR OR.99WTOWARD TIGARDmEWBERG. MERGE ONTO OR-99W S/SW BARBUR
BLVDfPACIFIC HWY N. CONTINUE TO FOLLOW OR-9SW SPACIFIC HVW W. SITE W11.L BE ON THE LEFT BEHIND FIRE STATION.

I CODE COMPLIANCE

OREGON STATE AND LOCAL BUILDING CODES VKTH THE FOLLOWING REFERENCE CODE:
2012 IBC, STANDARDS AND AMENDMENTS - 20W OSSC
2012 IMC. STANDARDS AND AMENDMENTS -2DM OMSC
2012 IFC. STANDARDS AND AMENDMENTS- 2014 OFC
2015 UPC. STANDARDS AND AME^a^MENTS- 2017 OPSC
2017 NEC. STANDARDS AND AMENDMENTS - 2017 OESC

venzon
{PROJECT CONTACT LIST

PROPERTY OWNER:
ROB DAYKIN
CITf OF DUNDEE
PHONE: (503) 53M92Z EXT 103
ROa.DAYKIN@DUNDEECITr.ORG

APPLICAtfT:
VERIZON WIRELESS 0/AW} LLC
(dWa VEREON WIRELESS)
5430 N6 122ND AVENUE
PORTLAND. 6R 97230

IMPLEMENTAnONCpNTACT^ A&E CONSULTANT:
STEVE BODINE
VERIZON WIRELESS (VAW) U.C
(dffi/a VERIZON WIRELESS)
543D N6122ND AVENUE
PORTLAND, OR 97230
PHONE: (503} 544-9695
stephen.ti0(lfn&1@veriy?nwirefess.com

SITE ACQUISITION:
SWAH BLWCWKO
ACOM CONSULTING, ING
5200 SW MEADOWS RD. SUITE 150
LAKE OSW6GO. OR 97035
PHONE: (503) 310-5538
sarah.blflnchardQacomconxuiiing'mc.i

ENGINEER OF RECORD:
RAYMOND H.-IACOBSON
5200 SW MEADOWS RD. SWTE 150
LAKE OSVUEGD. OR 97035

RICKMATTESON
ACOM CONSULTING, INC
5200 SW MEADOWS RD
SUITE 150
LAKE OSWEGO. OR S703S
PHONE: (42S) 20M723
rfck.maH8sonigacomconsulffn5fnc.com

ZONING /PERMITTMG:
RBD STEWART
ACOMCONSULTINS.INC
5200 SW MEADOWS RD, SUTC 150
LAKE OSWEGO. OR 97035
PHONE: (503)720-6526
reid.alewari@acomconsuitin3fnc.com

' I PROJECT INFORMATION

CODE INFORMATION:
JURISDICTION: CTTt OF DUNDEE
ZONING C1ASSIFICATION: PUBLIC (FIRE STATION)
CONSTRUCTION TYPE: n-B
OCCUPANCY: UTIUTf
PROPOSED BUILDING USE: TELECOM

SITE LOCATION (NAVD8S):
GROUND ELEVATION:
STRUCTURE HEIGHT:

201.0'AMSL
eO.O'p'OPOFMONOPINE}

GEODETIC COORDINATES (NADSSJ^
LATITUDE: •IS.276W7- (•45' 16' 3S2V N)
LONGmjDE: -123.01HBB- (123-00'<0.27-<.V)

LEASE AREA SIZE:
507 S.F.

PARCEL SIZE:

1.48 ACRES

PARCEL NUMBER:

R3325CC00800

[DRAWING INDEX

COVER SHEET

GENERAL NOTES AND SYMBOLS

TOPOGRAPHCAL SURVEY

PROPOSED GRADING PLAN

WALL CROSS SECTION
PROPOSED UTIUTY PLAN

PROPOSED IANDSCAP6 PtAN

PROPOSED LANDSCAPE PLAN

PROPOSED OVERALL SITE PLAN
PROPOSED ENLARGED SITE PLAN

PROPOSED EQUIPMENT PLAN

PROPOSED SOUTHEAST EXTERIOR E1.6VATION

PROPOSED SOUTHWEST BCTERIOR ELEVATION

I SCOPE OF WORK
VERIZON WIRELESS PROPOSES TO INSTALL NEW PANEL
ANTENNAS. NEW MW, NEW OVP'S, HYBRID CABLES AND
RRU'S ON A NEW W STEALTH MONOPIN6. THE PROPOSED
EQUIPMENT SHALL BE LOCATED fSMCEW TO THE POLE
INSIDE A 13OT9- FENCED LEASE AREA. LEASE AREA
INCLUDES A S-V LANDSCAPE BUFFER.

DO NOT SCALEDRAVBNSS. CONTRACTOR MUST
VERIFY ALL OIMBISIONS WO ADVISE CONSULTANTS
OF ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS. NO VW1ATKINS OR
MODIFICATIONS TO WORK SHOWN SHALL BE
IMPLEMENTED WITOOUT PRIOR WIITTEN APPROVAL.
ALL PREWXJS ISSUES OF THIS DRAWING ARE
SUPERSEDED BY.TH6 LATEST REVISION. ML
DRAWINGS AND SPECIRCATIONS REMAIN THE
PROPEfCTY OFACOM CONSU1.TING.

PRELIMINARY DRAWINGS
NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

venzonf/

^~.Ac^Qffl
CONSIUTINS. 1NC
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GENERAL NOTES
1. WORK SHALL COMPLY WITH AU. APPUCABLE CODES, ORDINANCES. AND REGULATIONS. AU.

NECESSARY LICENSES. CERTIFICATES, ETC.. REQUIRED BY AUTHORm'HAVIN6
JURISDICTION SHALL BE PROCURED AND PAID FOR BY THE CONTRACTOR.

2. ACOM HAS NOT CONDUCTED. NOR DOES IT INTEND TO CONDUCT ANY INVESTIGATION AS TO
THE PRESENCE OF HAZAROOUS MATERIAL. INCLUDING, BUT NOT UMIT6D TO. ASBESTOS
WITHIN THE CONFINES OF THIS PROJECT.ACOM DOES NOT ACCEPT RESPONSIBILffY FOR
THE INDEMNIFICATION, THE REMOVAL. OR ANY EFFECTS FROM THE PRESENCE OF THESE
MATERIALS. IF SflDENCE 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 TWS CONTRACT SHALL BE PROPOSED. UNLESS
OTHERWISE NOTED. AIL WORK SHALL BE GUARANTEED AGAINST DEFECTS IN MATERIALS
AND WORKMANSHIP.THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REPAIR OR REPLW6AT HIS EXPENSE ALL
WORK THAT MAY DEVELOP DEFECTS IN MATERIALS OR WORKMANSHIP WITHIN SAID PERIOD
OF TIME OR FOR ONE YEAR AFTER THE FINAt ACCEPTANCE OF THE ENTIRE PRO JECT.
WHICHB/ERIS GREATER.

•<. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR AND EACH SUBCONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR
VERFYING AU. EXISTING CONDITIONS AND UTILITIES AT THE JOB SFTE 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 COOTRACTOR WO EACH SUBCONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR
VERIFYINS CW6NSIONS 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 COMPUED
WITH.

7. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFf THAT NO CONFLICTS EXIST BETWEEN THE LOCATIONS OF
ANY AND ALL MECHANICAL. ELECTRICAL. PLUMBING. OR STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS. AND THAT
ALL REQUIRED CLEARANCES FORINSTAUATION AND MAINTENANC6AR6 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 C6TONS
ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION.

a. DO NOT SCALE THE DRAWINGS. DIMENSIONS ARE EITHER TO THE FACE OF FINISHED
ELEMENTS OR TO THE CENTER LINE OF ELEMENTS. UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. CRmCAL
DIMENSIONS SHALL BE VEFUFIED AND NOTIFY THE CONSULTANT OF ANY DISCREPANCIES.

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

10. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR ADEQUATELY BRACING AND PROTECTING ALL
WORK DURING CONSTRUCTION AGAINST DAMAGE. BREAKAG6. COLLAPSE, ETC. ACCORDING
TO APPLICABLE CODES, STANDARDS, WD GOOD CONSTRUCTION PRACTICES.

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

12. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL DAMAGES TO THE EXISTING
CONSTRUCTION AND REPAIR ALL DAMAGES TO BETTER THAN PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION.
THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THEARCHITECT OF ANY DAMAGE TO THE BUILDING STC
OR ANY ADJACENT STRUCTURES AROUND THE PROJECT. THE CONSULTANT SHALL BE SOLE
AND FINAL JUDGE AS TO THE QUAUTC OF THE REPAIRED CONSTRUCTION, ANY ADDITIONAL
MODIFICATIONS WHICH MUST BE MADE SHAU. BE MADEATTHE CONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE.

13. WHERE ONE DETAIL IS SHOWN FOR ONE CONDmON, FT SHALL APPLY FOR ALL UKE OR
SIMILAR CONOmONS, EVEN THOUGH NOT SPECFICAU.Y MARKED ONTHE 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 HAVEA SMOOTH TRWSmON.

15. THE CONTRACTOR SHAU. MODIFY THE EXISTING FLOORS, WAIL, CBUN6, OR OTHER
CONSTRUCTION AS REQUIRED TO GAIN ACCESS TO AREAS FOR AIL MECHANICAL,
PLUMBING. ELECTRICAL, OR STRUCTURAL MODIFICATIONS. WHERE THE EXISTING
CONSTRUCTION BOOKS. PARTITIONS. CBLING. ETC.. ARE TO BE REMOVEO. MODIFIED. OR
REARRANGED OR WHERE THE EXPOSED OR HIODEN MECHANICAL. ELECTRICAL, SYSTEMS
ARE ADDED OR MODIFIED, THE GENERtt COmKACTOR SHALL REPAIR. PATCH AND MATCH
ALL EXISTING CONSTRUCTION AND FINISHES OF ALL FLOORS WALLS AND CBLINGS. WHERE
CONCRETE MASONRY CONSTRUCTION IS MODIFIED. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL TOOTH IN ALL
PROPOSB3 CONSTRUCTION TO MATCH THE EXISTING BOND. WHERE CONCRETE
CONSTRUCTION IS MODIFIED. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFf THE EXACT DETAILS TO BE
USED FOR CONSTRUCTION. ALL WORK SHALL BE COVERED UNDER THE GENERAL
CONTRACT. •

16. VERIF]' ALL EXISTING DIMENSIONS PRIOR TO PERFORMING WORK.

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

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

13. THE GENERAL 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 VBR8AL DISCUSSIONS WITH THE
POWEB COMPANY. ETC.

21. IF THE POWER COMPANY IS UNABLE TO PROVIDE THE POWER CONNECTION BY OWNER'S
REQUIRED DATE, THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE AND MAINT/UN A TEMPORARY
GENERATOR UNTIL THE POWER COMPANY CONNECTION IS COMPLETED. COSTS ASSOCIATED
VWTH 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 SHAU. PROVIDE A TEMPORARY
GENERATOR AT NO COST TO THE OWNER.

23. PLANS PART OF THIS SET ARE COMPLEMENTARY. INFORMATION IS NOT UMITED TO ONE
PUN. DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS ARE INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE AND SHALL REMAIN
THE PROPERTT OF THE ARCHnTECT. WHETHER THE PROJECT FOR WHICH THEY ARE MADE IS
EXECUTED OR NOT. THEY ARE NOT TO BE USED BY THE OWNER ON OTHER PROJECTS OR
EXTENSION TO THIS PROJECT EXCEPT BY AGREEMENT IN WRITING AND WITH APPROPRIATE
COMPENSATION TO THE ARCHITECT. THESE PLANS WERE PREPARED TO BE SUBlUTrED TO
GOVERNMENTAL BUILDING AUTHORITIES FOR REVIEW FOR COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE
CODES AND IT IS THE SOLE RESPONSIBIUTf OF THE OWNER WDIOR CONTRACTOR TO BULD
ACCORDING TO APPUCABLE BUILDING CODES.

24. IF CONTRACTOR ORSUB-CONTRACTOR FIND FT NECESSARY TO DEVIATE FROM ORIGINAL
APPROVED PLANS. THEN FT IS THE CONTRACTOR'S AND THE SUBCONTRACTOR'S
RESPONSIBILFTY TO PROVIDE THE ARCHFTECT VOTH 4 COPIES OF THE PROPOSED CHANGES
FOR HIS APPROVAL BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK. IN ADDmON THE CONTRACTOR
AND SUB.CONTCACTORS SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR PROCURING ALL NECESSARY
APPROVALS FROM THE BUILDING AUTHORmES FOR THE PROPOSED CHANGES BEFORE
PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK. THE CONTRACTOR AMD SUB-CONTRACTORS SHALL B6
RESPONSIBLE FOR PROCURING ALL NECESSARY INSPECTIONS AND APPROVALS FROM
BUILDING AUTHORmES DURING THE EXECUTION OF THE WORK.

25. IN EVERY EVENT. THESE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS AND SPECIFICATIONS SHAU. BE
INTERPRETED TO BE A MINIMUM ACCEPTABLE MEANS OF CONSTRUCTION BUT THIS SHALL
NOT REUEVE THE CONTRACTOR. SUB-CONTRACTOR, ANDTOR SUPPLIER/MANUFACTURER
FROM PROVIDING A COMPLETE AND CORRECT JOB WHEN ADDmONAL ITEMS ARE REQUIRED
TO THE MINIMUM SPECIFICATION. IF ANY ITEMS NEED TO EXCEED THESE MINIMUM
SPECIFICATIONS TO PROVIDEA COMPLETE. ADEQUATEAND SAFE WORKING CONDITION.
THEN IT SHALL BE THE DEEMB3 AND UNDERSTOOD TO BE INCLUDED IN THE DRAWINGS. FOR
EXAMPLE. IF AN ITEM AND/OR PIECE OF EQUIPMENT REQUIRES A UR6ER WIRE SIZE (I.E.
ELECTRICAL WIRE). STRONCER OR LARGER PIPINO, INCREASED QUANnTC (I.E. STRUCTURAL
ELEMENTS), R6DUCB3 SPACING. ANO/OR INCREASED LENGTH (I.E. BOLT LENGTHS, BAR
LENGTHS) THEN ST SHALL BE DEEMED AND UNDERSTOOD TO BE INCLUDED IN THE
BIO/PROP05AL. THESE TOCUMENTS ARE MEANT ASAGUOE AND M.L ITEMS REASONABLY
INFERRED SHALL BE DEEMED TO BE INCLUDED.

26. THESE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS AND SPECIFICATIONS SHALL NOT BE CONSTRUED TO
CRBCTE A CONTRACTUAL RELATIONSHIP OF ANY KIND BETWEEN THE ARCWTECTAND THE
CONTRACTOR.

LEGEND
ABBREVIATIONS:

(6) EXISTING
(P) PROPOSED

BUILDINGWALU06TAIL SECTION:

•DETAIL NUMBER

LARGE SCALE DETAIL:

r—-)

L.—J

REFERENCE:

L . DETAIL NUMBER

DETAIL NUMBER

•REFERENCED
DRAWING

ELEVATION REFERENCE;

•DETAIL NUMBER

LINE/ANTENNA NOTES
1. ALL THREADED STRUCTURAL FASTENERS FORAN7ENNA SUPPORT ASSEMBLES SHALL

CONFORM TO ASTM A307 ORASTM A36. ALL STRUCTURAL FASTENERS FOR STRUCTURA1. STEEL
FRAMING SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM A325. FASTENERS SHALL BES8-MIN.DIA.BEWINS TYPE
CONNECTIONS WITH THREAOS EXCLUDED FROM THE PIANE. ALL B(POSED 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
BESTOINLESS5TEEL.

2. NORTH ARROW SHOWN ON PLANS REFWS TO TRUE NORTH. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY
MAGNETO NORTH AND NOTIFT CONSULTANT OF ANY DISCREPANCY BEFORE STARTING
CONSTRUCTION.

7. FOR ALL EXTERNAL GROUND CONNECTIONS, CLAMPS AND CADWELDS. APPLY A LIBERAL
PROTECTIVE COATING OR AN ANTI-OXIDE COMPOUND SUCH AS "NO-OXID6 A' BY D&WBORN
CHEMICAL COMPANY.

PROJECT INFORMATION

2. VERIZON WIRBfSS CERTIFIES THATTHIS TELEPHONE EQUIPMENT FACIl.nY WILL BE SERVICED ONLY
BYVERIZON WIRELESS EMPLOYEE SERVICE PERSONNEL FOR REPAIR PURPOSES ONLY. THIS FACIUTT
IS UNOCCUPIED AND NOT DESIGNED FOR HUMAN OCCUPANCY THUS IT IS NOT OPEN TO THE PUBLIC.

3. THIS FACILirr WILL CONSUME NO UNRECOVERABLE ENERGY.

4. NO POTABLE WATER SUPPLY IS TO BE PROVIDED ATTOIS LOCATION.

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

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

IMPORTANT NOTICE
TOE EXISTING CONDffIONS REPRESENTED HEREIN ARE BASED ON VISUAL OBSERVATIONS AND
INFORMATION PROVIDED BY OTHERS. ACOM CONSULTING CANNOT 6UARWTEE THE CORRECTNESS NOR
COMPLETENESS OF THE EXISTING CONDITIONS SHOWN AND ASSUMES NO RESPONSIBILnY THEREOF.
CONTRACTOR AND HIS SUB-CONTRACTORS SHALL VISIT TOE SITE AND VERIFY ALL EXISTING CONOITIONS
AS REQUIRED FOR PROPER EXECUTION OF PROJECT. REPORT ANY CONfUCTS OR DISCREPANCIES TO THE
CONSULTANT PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

PRELIMINARY DRAWINGS
NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION
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REBARCONTINUOI NOTES:
1. CONCRETE SHALL BE MINIMUM 3.0BB PS] STRENGTH IN 28 DAYS.
Z. CMU BLOCKS SHALL BE GRADE -N'ASTM C90-93.
3. RESAR SHALL BE ASTM A-S15 GRADE <0 OR SRADE 60

©WALL SECTION A-A

M HORIZONTAL R6BAR. ALL
BfcOCKS-WH-H &REO NT'ftt.——
R6BAR SHALL BE
RE.SROU.TED—

TING GRADE LINE
•6-THICK CONCRET

EXISTING GRADE LINE^AT
iEC-TIOH-A-A- oSf

(ISTIHG
STORM PIPE. PLACE BASE
OF WALL FOOTING AT SAM( /!'
(/(9S7.Z1 -- -IL

WALL SECTION B-B

immi-suewiTTOi.

^IOH.A

verizorr/l

H
CONSULTING INC.
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DUNOEECOROHO

WALL
CROSS

SECTIONS

CDOM: IDCEB:
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VWGCTOINSWU.-H
TRAFFIC RATED
FIBER HH

REOUTENEWSTORMUNE
AROUND 1HE NEW
COMPOUND AND
CONNECT EXISTING
STORM UNEWTTH NEW
USING WYE

INSTALL NEW
STORM UEANOUT
l£°186«t

,\
-INSTALL NEW B-
SMITH AREA DRAW
OR EQUAL
RM= 200^8

'196.84

_'^--v /
EXISTING DITCH INLET-, INSTAUNEW
RIM=2UB.81 | STORM CIEANOUT
IE (OUT) 6-=18751* 1 IE=197.10±

\ :;- c.

VZW GCTO INSTAU. (1) 4- CO^BU^•V»r^H P) MM- INNERDUCT-
Wrm MULE TAPE W EACH CONDUIT FROM NEW V2W H.FRAME
TO NEWVZW GC INSTAU.ED FIBER HH AT EXISTING UTIUTr

^\\<^<^x\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\^^^^

VZW BC TO INSTALL (1) 3- POWER CONOUrT FROM
NEW P6ETRANSFORMER ON POIETO NEWVZW
METER ON NEW H.FRAME

^\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\^\\\\\^^IN^FT^ EXISTING BUIUHNG

r
-» 1/2-.

7 T lh101/2-fl •fc off CONCHEIE FAWie

MECHANICAL PUUC

F1HSHGMDE

-WAHNING TAPE

-UNEXCAVATED EARTH

-COMPACTEO HLL-iaSX IN
LANDSCAPED AREAS, 95K IN
PAVED AREAS)

(DrPVCSCHEDUlE.W
CONDUrTFROM
TOAHSFORMER TO METER

•COMPACTED SAND

•(1)4-PVC SCHEDULE 40
coNourrswrm 01 i-i/-i'
INNERDUCT Wrm MULE TAPE

GBtERALNOTE:
CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY INVERTS ON STORM SYSTEM AND
REPORT BACK TO ENGINEER PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION

BE SAME AS OiRRIER PIPE.

0CLEANOUT

NOTE:
1. EXCAVATE TO REQUIRED DEFTH
2. VERIFC ALL TRENCHING REQUmEMENrS PER LOCAL U71UTIES.
3. CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE (1) 300 POUND NYLON PUULCORD

AND
CONDUCTORS AS REQJUIRED PER CQNDUn-.

t TRENCH SECTION
GRAPHIC SCALE

•unALSueMirou.

verizonn/1

CONSULTING INC.

OR4
DUNDEE

UTILITY
PLAN

I ProfBSitonal of Rccoc*
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I LANDSCAPE NOTES

mrthoth mv b» pKspoiad farw/lwaod appnnal.
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t hwUcktt thd t» »)»pbd a> d ptNder I
! AJS. tank-mtwd w»> Roundup s) a i

•• PDWTTREES —
."•.•CLOSETOEOIJS

OFSUfFEBTO •
• ALLOW EORTBEE

'. ' oaown^CAWAY *
•FROM-FENCE'

••• S.Ofnl.UUOSeARE.
•• •ajFFER/nsduTH'-;'" >

lw^Z20we/ess

:^'.:^::y.:,:-: ^•.::^<:-:--?^j^/^^

SOIL/COMPOST/MULCH ZONES

llANDSCfiBESCHEDULE I ftoVERAU.Srt'EtANDSGAREAREft

PROPOSED
LANDSCAPE PLAN

PROPOSED LANDSCAPE PLAN
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DECIDUOUS TREE PLANTINGCONIFEROUS TREE PLANTING
"L^;

wenyonwjreiess

ASPEI'LOEaCH GROUP

Mi-lHS®

OR1
DUNDEE

759 N. HWV Ba»
DUNDEE. OH 97115

LANDSCAPE
DETAILS

KuFTrtxn IDote:

|03/29/17
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/
PROPOSED INGRESS/EGRESS FROM

I VIAACCESS EASEMENT

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

PARENT PARCEL

/

ADJACENT PARCEL

ZONING: LI (LIGHT INDUSTRIAL)
JURISOICTION: nrr OF DUNDEE

/ PROPOSED UTIUTf ROUTE

EXISTING ADJACENT PARCB.
PROPEOTY UNE IP/P)

/ EXISTING BUILDING fT?)

ADJACENT PARCEL
ZONING: LI (LIGHT INDUSTRIAL)
JURISOICTION; Cm OF DUNDEE

ZONING: CBD (CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT)
JURISDICTION: CITf OF DUNDEE

ZONING: LI (UGHT INDUSTRIAl)
JURISDICTION: an OF OUNDEE

fltL EXISTING CONOmoNS REFLECTED IN DRAmHGS ARE OERIVEO I
SURVEY BY /UaSlT. DATED 01/1 WS. PREVIOUS AS-BUtLT DRAVHNGS
AERIAL IMAGES. PHOTOS AND FIELD VERtFiED DATA.

PROPOSED OVERALL SITE PLAN | 1

PRELIMINARY DRAWINGS
NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

A^orn
CONSU1.TING, INC

OR1
DUNDEE

801NHWY99W
DUNDEE. OR 87115

PROPOSED
OVERALL
SITE PLAN

A-1
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//// /y /// ./'/

/-..-.^•' ;y

///////../-•^;---y-^ :-:^
. ./-I EXISTING LIGHT

<-/. ~ • " '/ • .'. -1

^<-;<<-^:':<'--7

\ /^•::^-:.-^:/

EXISTINS CONCRETE AREA
(FIRE DEPARTMENT VEHICLE

TURNAROUNOAREA)

^>.:-'/\_
PROPOSED UnUTf ROUTE INSIDE

NEW UTILITi' EASEMENT (REFER
TO UCR BY RSW DATED 04/12/1B)

;Y"_
EXISTING 8-PVC PIPE^....^

<'///w,/.^
f////,///

LSL^ /// /'ROPOSEDKMr / / / /
IONOPINE -> / /'

//F°/// //
'/" /^//

REIOCATE EXISTING B" STORM
WATER PIPE AROUND
PROPOSED VERIZON

WIRELESS FACILITY (MATCH
PIPE SLOPETO EXISTING

CONDITIONS)

^LRES\R
^^"y ? \\

PROPOSED ENLARGED'SITE PLAN | 1

PRELIMINARY DRAWINGS
NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

IDRAWM! RBVlStOH

venzon,7

CONSULT IN 6. INC

OR1
DUNDEE

801 N HWY S9W
DUNDEE. OR 97115

PROPOSED
ENLARGED
SITE PLAN

A-2

374



EXISTING 6" STORM WATER
PIPE (EXTEND PIPE TO MB" 8-

STORM WATER PIPE)

PRELIMINARY DRAWINGS
NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

PROPOSED VZWIZ'-O"
ROLLINS CHAIN LINK GATE

PROPOSED CONDUTT STUB.UP PER FIRE STATION
(COORDINATE LOCATION OF EXISTING
CONDUmSTUB-UP AND EXTEND TO OUTSIDE OF
FENCE

_0s.l

PROPOSED VZW EOUIPMEm-
CAB?TS ON CONC SLftB (T/P OF 3}

PROPOSED 507 SF VZW
EQUIPMENT COMPOUND
(13'X391)

?Hij20'-6" PROPOSED CONRETE EQUIPMENT SIAB

PROPOSED VZW 6'-0" CHAIN LINK
-,'FENCEW/SrTEOBSCURINGStATS ;-<-.-

PROPOSED 200A
NETEWMSCONNECT-.

PROPOSED GEN
PLUG (BELOW)

^i^E

yW^^"-:-^m
^3EQ5QlfflS^3D^^3U

PROPOSED VZW LED WORK
LIGHT (T(V. OF 2) PROPOSED-VZW GPS ANTENNA

MOUNTED TO ICE BRIDGE POST

„ -/.-.L- —L.-,—--, — __— _ —-. —

PROPOSED VZW CMU '—I
RCTAINING WALL

OR1
DUNDEE

801NHWY99W
DUNDEE, OR 97115

PROPOSED VZW FULL HEIGHT SOUND BARRIER —
ALONG FENCE LINE (THIS FENCE UNE ONLY) .

REFER TO ACOUSTICAI- REPORT BY SSA .
ACOUSTOS DATED 10/04/17 FOR ALL OETAILS ;

RELOCATE EXISTING F STORM WATER
PIPE AROUND PROPOSED VERIZON

WIRELESS FACII.m' (MATCH PIPE
SLOPE TO EXISTING CONDITIONS)

PROPOSED
EQUIPMENT PLAN

PROPOSED EQUIPMENT PLAN | 1
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CONFIGURA

HJOAOING

ARE I

TOH'

iREPRESENTAU

I BE COMPLETE

INCCOWICURATION.

fE.'

oar OTHERS.

reoay

EXISTING ABANDONED BUILDING

PROPOSED VZW RADIO W9 W
SHWUO fTff OF 3-1 PER SECTOR)
MOUNTED BEHIND ANTENNAS (TtP)
SHROUD TO BE PAINTED TO MATCH

MONOPINE FOLIAGE

PROPOSED VZW RADIO 8843 W/
SHROUD (TfP OF 3 -1 PER SECTOR)
MOUNTED BEHIND ANTENNAS (TYP)
SHROUD TO BE PAINTED TO MATCH

MONOPINE FOLIAGE

PROPOSED UZWMW ANTENNA

PROPOSED Bir-0-MONOPINE
(TOP OF FOUAG6) TOWER TO

BE PAINTED BROWN

PROPOSED VZW SECTOR ANTENNAS
tWP OF 5 - 2 PER SECTOR)
ANTBWAS TO BE PAINTED TO MATCH
MONOPIN6 FOLIAGE

TOP OF STCALTH BRANCHES

PROPOSED VZW ANTENNA TIP HEIGHT

70.0' AlSL

PROPOSED VZW MW ANTENNA CEMTERLINE

FUTURE OTHER CARRIER ANTENNA TIP HEIGHT

PROPOSS3VERIZON UTUTC
H-FRAMEWITH

METEWDISCONNECT. ZOOA ILC.
FIBER CABINET S GEN PLUG

EXISTING FIRE STATION BUILDING

EXISTING GRADE
0.0-AGL

^^^^^^^^^K-^^^^^r.^m^^EXjSTINGGRASSAREA^

PROPOSED VEREON WIRELESS EQUIPMENT
LOCATION /LEASE AREA BEHIND ff-Cf CHAIN
LINK FENCE WITH SITE OBSCURING SLATS

PROPOSED SOUTHEAST ELEVATION | 1

PRELIMINARY DRAWINGS
NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

f/

CONSULTIN8, INC

OR1
DUNDEE

801 N HWY 9SW
DUNDEE. OR 97115

PROPOSED
SOUTHEAST
ELEVATION

A-3
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HOTEt
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tE^fTA^^OAMTi

;R£OUtft60<

IDWARE.
> ARE TO!

.IACE.<

tfmnpf

teuMG.
PMHW

VJTfOFi

P/WTfO-lQO

PROPOSED VZW RADIO 1449 W/
SHROUD fTTP OF 3 -1 PER SECTOR)
MOUNTED BEHIND ANTENNAS (HP)
SHROUD TO BE PAINTED TO MATCH

MONOPINE F011AGE

PROPOSED VZW RADIO 88-13 W/
SHROUD (TCP OF 3 -1 PER SECTOR)
MOUNTCO BEHIND ANTENNAS (T|'P)
SHROUD TO BE PAINTED TO MATCH

MONOPINE FOLIAGE

PROPOSED VZW MW ANTENNA

EXISTING FIRE STATION BUILDING

irrm

T—-r*r 1 "r~r-r-;-T

ii' •' i!'±;i;i:i,r

PROPOSED VEREZON ICE
BRIDGE WTH GPS ATTACHED

TO POST

PROPOSED VERIZON UTH-nY
H-FRAMEWTTH

METERfOfSCONNECT. ZOOAILC.
FIBER CABINET S. GEN PLUG

SS^SASH^SfflWiS EXISTINS GRASS AREA $g

PROPOSED BO--0-MONOPINE
n-OP OF FOUAGE) TOWER TO

BE PAINTED BROWN

PROPOSED VZW SECTOR ANTENNAS
(T? OF 6 -2 PER SECTOR)
ANTENNAS TO BE PAINTED TO MATCH
MONOPIN6 FOLIAGE

TOP OF STEALTH BRANCHES
80.0'ASL

PROPOSED VZW ANTENNA TIP HEIGHT

TOP OF TOWER
70.ITAGL

PROPOSED VZW MW ANTENNA CENTERLIN6

FUTURE OTHER CARRIER ANTENNA TIP HEIGHT

PROPOSED VERIZON WIRELESS EQUIPMEMT
LOCATION / LEASE AREA BEHIND 6'-0- CHAIN
LINK FENCE WITH SITE OBSCURING SLATS

EXISTING GRADE

\Y EXISTING GRADE ©RAILROAD TRACKS
1.0' AGL

PROPOSED SOUTHWEST ELEVATION I 1

PRELIMINARY DRAWINGS
NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

venzonf/

A1E COmULTMIT. 101 ACOUBmOtU

CONSULTING.INC

OR1
DUNDEE

801NHWY99W
DUNDEE, OR 97115

PROPOSED
SOUTHWEST
ELEVATION

A-3.1
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