
 

 

Community Development 
Department  

Planning Division  
300 NE 3rd Street, Room 12  

Prineville, OR 97754  
(541) 447-3211 

plan@crookcountyor.gov 

Crook County 
Planning Commission 

Wednesday, January 14, 2026 at 4:00 PM 

Crook County Meeting Room | 320 NE Court St | Prineville OR 
Join Zoom Meeting:  
https://crookcountyor.zoom.us/j/99001225624?pwd=emRpZkYycGRJQy9OY1VoYXRrTFFWZz09 
Meeting ID: 990 0122 5624 Passcode: 416735 
Join the meeting by phone:  
Dial the following number (1-253-215-8782) Meeting Number: 990 0122 5624 Passcode: 416735 

Commissioners: Michael Warren II, Chair; Marlo Dill; Kirk Giovanini; Hunter Neuharth; 
George Ponte; Laquita Stec; Frank Hook, Pro-Tem; Monty Kurtz, Pro-Tem 

 

Agenda 

First Order of Business 

1. Yearly Election for Chair and Vice Chair 

Public Comment 
Please note that each speaker is limited to a maximum of 5 minutes. This guideline helps 
ensure that everyone has an equal opportunity to speak. 

Minutes 

2. April 9, 2025 

3. March 12, 2025 

Public Hearing 

4. Record Number 217-25-000293-PLNG 
Thomas Alexander (owner) and Acom Consulting Inc (agent) are proposing a 
telecommunication facility. The subject property is located on SW Williams Rd, 
north of Hwy 126 and is identified as map tax lot number 1514140000100. 
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Other Business 

5. Community Development Updates 
  

Notice and Disclaimer 

Documents are available on the Planning Commission Website, by calling 541-447-
3211 or emailing plan@crookcountyor.gov. 
 
For questions, contact Crook County Planning at (541) 447-3211 Opt. 1 or email 
plan@crookcountyor.gov. 
 
As part of its efforts to keep the public apprised of its activities, the Crook County 
Planning Commission has published this PDF file. This file contains the material to be 
presented before the Planning Commission for its next scheduled regular meeting. 
 
Please note that while County staff members make a dedicated effort to keep this file up 
to date, documents and content may be added, removed, or changed between when 
this file is posted online and when the Planning Commission meeting is held. The 
material contained herein may be changed at any time, with or without notice. 
 
Crook County makes no warranty of any kind, express or implied, including any 
warranty of merchantability, accuracy, fitness for a particular purpose, or for any 
other matter. The County is not responsible for possible errors, omissions, 
misuse, or misinterpretation. 
 
If you are interested in obtaining additional copies of any of the documents contained 
herein or documents in the record that are not presented before the Planning 
Commission, they may be viewed on Oregon ePermitting.   

Additional Items 
Crook County encourages persons with disabilities to participate in all programs and 
activities. This event/location is accessible to people with disabilities. If you need 
accommodation to make participation possible, please call (541) 447-3211.  

Agenda published on January 7, 2026.  
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  Minutes For April 9, 2025 
Crook County Planning Commission  

Meeting  
 
 

 
Meeting minutes are not a complete representation of discussions at the meeting. An audio recording is available 
from Crook County Community Development at plan@crookcountyor.gov or (541) 447-3211. 

 
Chair Warren called the meeting to order at 4:02 p.m.  
 
The meeting was conducted by Zoom, phone, and in-person at the Crook County Annex.  
 
Attendance 

 
Commissioners Attending: 

In Person Zoom Commissioner Excused 
Absence 

Unexcused 
Absence 

x  Shelby Duncan   
x  George Ponte   
  Marlo Dill x  
x  Laquita Stec   
x  Les Williamson   
x  Mike Warren   
     

 
Staff Attending: 

In Person Zoom Crook County Staff 
x  John Eisler 
x  Katie McDonald 
x  Hannah Elliott 

 
 
Public Comment 
 
None 

 
Public Hearing 
 
Record Number 217-25-000066-PLNG: Crook County Code Amendments. Adoption of a new military training route 
overlay zone requiring notice to the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) and consultation regarding potential 
encroachments.  Modifications to use tables in the County’s EFU zone (Chapter 18.16) and Forest zone (Chapter 18.28) 
to cross reference requirements of new military training route zone and 18.124.110 (requirements for cell towers and 
transmission lines.  Language in 18.124.110 is also amended to clarify application and to reference new overlay zone.  
Modification to Chapter 18.161 (commercial energy – renewable energy chapter) to add notification requirements 
consistent with HB 2329 (2019 legislative session) and to require new pre-application notice and consultation with 
ODFW, DOD and the State Historic Preservation Office. Amendment of the Crook County comprehensive plan to adopt 
the military overlay zone maps and to include text regarding the new overlay zone. 
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The hearing is being held pursuant to Crook County Code (CCC) 18.172 Administration Provisions and the application is 
subject to review under CCC Title 18 Zoning; Chapter 18.168 Legislative Amendments, the Crook County 
Comprehensive Plan, Oregon Administrative Rules, and Oregon Revised Statutes.  
 
The Chair asked if any Commissioner had any bias, prejudgment, personal interest, or conflicts of interest to 
disclose. 

 
Commissioner No Disclosure 
Shelby 
Duncan 

X  

George Ponte X  
Laquita Stec X  
Les 
Williamson 

X  

Mike Warren X  
 
The Chair asked if any Commissioner had any Ex Parte Contact with the Applicant or any Member of the Public 
regarding this matter, noting that Commissioners should disclose if they have visited the site. 

 
Commissioner No Disclosure 
Shelby 
Duncan 

X  

George Ponte X Nothing other than work sessions  
Laquita Stec X  
Les 
Williamson 

X  

Mike Warren X  
 

The Chair asked if any member of the public, including those participating by phone, wished to challenge any 
member of the Commission.  
None. 
 
The Chair reviewed the order of proceedings. 
 
The Chair asked if any Commissioners wished to impose a time limit on testimony. 
 
The Commissioners agreed to limit testimony to 5 minutes.  
 
The Chair asked to hear from staff. 
 
John Eisler presented the background and the request of the Planning Commissioners of the code changes.  
 
First item was to amend the Comprehensive Plan to adopt maps of military training routes (MTRs) in eastern 
Crook County and to implement policies regarding notification and consultation with the U.S. Department of 
Defense for land uses that may encroach upon military airspace. 
 
Next was adopting a new Military Training Route overlay zone specifying notice requirements, procedures for 
consultation and potential activities to avoid, minimize and mitigate activities that may encroach on training 
routes. 
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Next was amending Use Tables in Chapter 18.16 (Exclusive Farm Use zone) and Chapter 18.28 (Forest zone) to 
reference requirements of the new Military Training Route overlay zone. 
 
Next was amending language in Chapter 18.124.010 (Supplementary Provisions) related to transmission and 
communication towers. Edit existing language to clarify application of sections to transmission towers (e.g., cell 
towers) and/or transmission lines. 
 
Next was amending language in Chapter 18.161 (Commercial Power Generating Facilities) for consistency with the 
new Military Training Route overlay zone and to adopt requirements to notify federal, state and tribal 
governments as required by Oregon House Bill 2329 (2019). 
 
Eisler walked through the findings for the proposed changes.  
 
Staff reiterated the military training routes are not new, simply bringing the maps into the system. 
 
Eister walked through the single exhibit received from the public.  
 
Eisler presented the proposed language additions to the code.  
 
Chair Warren asked staff if something should be added to reiterate that the flight paths were existing.  
 
Eisler thought that was a great point and read through potential spots to add that language. 
 
Chair Warren asked about pre-existing airports and strips and if they would have to comply. 
 
Eisler said the goal was to move forward with notice requirements and not reflect on existing projects. 
 
Chair asked if any other Commissioners had questions. None. 
 
Eisler continued with proposed code languages.  
 
Commissioner Stec asked about where the definitions would be located in the code vs where the overlay zone 
would be and if people could actually see the maps. 
 
Eisler said the maps will be included in the department maps and the definitions will have their own section. 
 
Chair Warren asked if the overlay was currently in the GIS maps. 
 
Staff confirmed that it is not currently. 
 
Chair Warren asked if it would be. 
 
Staff confirmed that it would be and is currently on the Department of Defense mapping website ORESA. 
 
Chair Warren asked if that was a public facing site. 
 
Staff confirmed it was. 
 
Eisler continued with code changes. 
 
Eisler passed the mic to consultant Ann Beier who continued walking through proposed amendments to the code. 
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Chair Warren asked if there was language on the towers but not the transmission lines? 
 
Beier said that is correct.  
 
Chair Warren asked if the transmission code languages would only pertain to the military overlay? 
 
Beier said it would apply anywhere in the county that allowed transmission lines.  
 
Commissioner Stec asked about the signature requirement for neighboring properties in transmission lines and if 
that were only in EFU.  
 
Beier stated that it would only be the property owners granting an easement or in discussions about an easement.  
 
Chair Warren said that makes sense. 
 
Commissioner Ponte said it would great if they could keep things simple, if you build something tall, this is what 
you do.  
 
Eisler added that he plans to bring a new energy code to the board in the future and things could be added to that 
update as well. 
 
Beier asked if they should move ahead with the language that ties this to the military overlay zone and that when 
you make a motion to recommend to the board of commissioners, make that as part of the recommendation that 
you just move forward with the link to the overlay zones as that’s the key outcome of the project.  
 
Commissioner Stec said that it makes sense. You can’t have solar without transmission lines.  
 
Eisler continued with code changes to CCC 18.161. 
 
Commissioner Duncan asked what specifically Department of Defense asked for in this section. 
 
Eisler said the pre-application notification requirements, the rest was just in line with statute. 
 
No additional questions from the Commissioners.  
 
Agency Testimony 
Randy Bentz, Master Planner, testified on behalf of the Oregon Military Department. He testified in support. He 
provided testimony on the military presence in Oregon and who uses the training routes. The routes have been 
around for a long time; these are not new. The purpose of this grant and amendment is to preserve the integrity 
of military training in the state. He sees an added benefit to early notification, by saving the applicant money by 
early notification and mitigation. There was a question about existing facilities, he said those are already on the 
map and taken into consideration. Air crews are well trained to avoid those sorts of things. This is just another 
tool to keep them notified and DOD notified and provide the developer with the ability to make decisions up 
front.  
 
Testimony in Support 
None 
 
Neutral Testimony 
None 
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Testimony in Opposition  
None 
 
Staff thanked DOD and everyone that has been involved.  
 
Randy Bentz returned to show the Commissioners the online mapping tool, Oregon Explorer or the ORESA tools.  
 
Chair Warren asked if there would be any benefit to adding those to the code language. 
 
Eisler clarified that the websites are included in the proposed definitions.  
 
Chair Warren asked about the highlighted things throughout the documents.  
 
Beier said the highlights are things they are struggling with and want their opinion on.  
 
Eisler gave an update on the solar Rules Advisory Committee.  
 
Eisler and Beier clarified the changes that were made to the proposal by the commissioners.  
 
There had been no ask to continue the hearing or leave the record open.  
 
Planning Commission Action 
Commissioner Ponte made a motion to close the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Duncan seconded the motion. 
 
Chair Warren asked for discussion.  
 
No Discussion. 
 
Chair Warren called for the vote: 
 

Commissioner Yes No Abstain 
Shelby Duncan x   
George Ponte x   
Laquita Stec x   

Les Williamson x   
Mike Warren x   

Motion passes 5-0-0 
 

Commissioner Ponte made a motion to recommend approval to the Board of County Commissioners for the 
proposed text amendment record number 217-25-000066-PLNG with the amendments to the proposed findings 
and conditions as proposed by the Planning Commission, excluding attachment D and the edit that they 
recommended in attachment A, and this is only limited to the military training routes and special use airspaces in 
Crook County.  
 
Commissioner Williamson seconded the motion. 
 
Chair Warren asked for discussion.  
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No Discussion. 
 
Chair Warren called for the vote: 
 

Commissioner Yes No Abstain 
Shelby Duncan x   
George Ponte x   
Laquita Stec x   

Les Williamson x   
Mike Warren x   

Motion passes 5-0-0 
 

 
Continuation of public hearing:  
 
Record Number 24-000198-PLNG (Conditional Use): The Charles and Carlleen Hegele Revocable Trust (Owner) and 
Mark Shipman of Saalfeld Griggs PC (Applicant) has amended the Crook County Comprehensive Plan to add an 
approximately 12.37 acres portion located on Tax Lot No. 1414090000101 to Crook County’s inventory of Significant 
Mineral and Aggregate Sites (“Aggregate Inventory”). The Applicant also submitted application for a Conditional 
Use Permit to allow mining, crushing, and stockpiling of aggregate and other subsurface material. The site is 
addressed as 7950 NW Lone Pine Road, Terrebonne, OR 97760 and is located to the south of the current permitted 
area that is 9 acres of the same Tax Lot. The property is zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU2). 

 
The Chair read the applicable criteria for review into the record. 

 
Applicable Criteria  
 
The hearing is being held pursuant to Crook County Code (“CCC”) 18.172 (Administration Provisions) and 18.168 
(Legislative Amendments), and will be reviewed for compliance with CCC 18.16 (Exclusive Farm Use), CCC 18.144 
(Aggregate Resource Sites), CCC 18.180 (Transportation Impact Analysis); Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-
016 (Requirements and Application Procedures for Complying with Statewide Goal 5); Crook County Comprehensive 
Plan, including Ordinance 43, Ordinance 51, and Ordinance 55; and ORS 197, ORS 215 and ORS 517. 

 
The Chair asked if any Commissioner had any bias, prejudgment, personal interest, or conflicts of interest to 
disclose. 

 
Commissioner No Disclosure 
Shelby 
Duncan 

X  

George Ponte X  
Laquita Stec X  
Les 
Williamson 

X  

Mike Warren X  
 
The Chair asked if any Commissioner had any Ex Parte Contact with the Applicant or any Member of the Public 
regarding this matter, noting that Commissioners should disclose if they have visited the site. 

 
Commissioner No Disclosure 
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Shelby 
Duncan 

X Attended the site visit on the 12th and observed 
the same things as Commissioner Ponte. 

George Ponte X Attended the site visit – it was interesting to see 
how the proposed operation fits with the current 
operation.  

Laquita Stec X Did not attend the site visit.  
Les 
Williamson 

X  

Mike Warren X Did not attend the site visit but is familiar with 
the site.  

 
The Chair asked if any member of the public, including those participating by phone, wished to challenge any 
member of the Commission.  
None. 
 
The Chair reviewed the order of proceedings. 
 
The Chair asked to hear from staff. 
 
Eisler presented the background and key items the Planning Commission will need to consider. 
 
Chair Warren asked if transporting is considered a mining operation. 
 
Eisler said yes, transporting is included in the definition of operations.  
 
Commissioner Ponte asked staff to provide reasoning as to why the Board of Commissioner made a change to the 
total calendar days and cumulative days section under quality of life concerns in the program to achieve. 
 
Eisler said it was at the request of the applicant and that it was what was historically done. Doesn’t change 
existing practices, just clarifies.  
 
Commissioner Ponte asked about the comment brought up by Gary Bedortha at the original hearing about 
processing. There is not going to be any processing on the new acres. His question was does the new application 
cover processing at the old location and staff was going to look into that.  
 
Eisler clarified if the question was does the new program to achieve cover the old site in terms of processing.  
 
Commissioner Stec said the thought she read somewhere that processing would be at the old site. Perhaps from 
the map.  
 
Eisler assumed they would operate under the same DOGAMI permit with a modification on their end.  
 
Commissioner Ponte clarified that the question was if the new conditional use permit would cover the processing 
at the current location that was covered under the old conditional use permit. 
 
Eisler answered that this conditional use permit would apply only to the new property.  
 
Eisler continued with the presentation.  
 
Chair Warren asked if the cumulative days and calendar days will be added to the conditions of approval. 
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Eisler clarified that all the items from the program to achieve will be included in the conditions of approval in the 
final decision of the conditional use.  
 
Commissioner Ponte said there is a staff report from November 6, with the conditions of approval, and asked if 
any of those are changing. 
 
Staff said just the ones that were discussed today, nothing removed, just added from the program to achieve. You 
can’t remove things from the program to achieve, but new things could be included to the conditions.  
 
Commissioner Ponte asked if there was a new staff report. 
 
Eisler said no, not yet.  
 
Commissioner Stec said she thought she got the idea from exhibit 109 that shows the processing and stockpiling 
area on page 15 of the staff report and proposed findings. That the area would be the same as what it is now.  
 
Eisler said it’s proposed findings on page 11 of the staff report. According to the applicant the storage and 
processing areas will continue to be at the same location.  
 
Commissioner Warren clarified that nothing from the conditions from November are being taken away. 
 
Eisler confirmed that is correct.  
 
Commissioner Ponte asked for the difference between the two potential motions on the script. 
 
The commissioners clarified for him that one of the conditions includes amendments if there were any additions 
than what was before them. 
 
No other questions for staff.  
 
Planning Commission Action 
Chair Warren asked for a motion. 
 
Commissioner Ponte made a motion to approve record number 217-24-000198-PLNG, the conditional use to 
allow mining, crushing and stockpiling at the site with the proposed findings and conditions as proposed by staff 
including the changes made to the cumulative operating conditions as ordained by the County Board of 
Commissioner in the program to achieve for the subject property. Direct staff to draft the final decision and bring 
it back for signature at the next regular meeting.  
 
Commissioner Stec seconded.  
 
No discussion.  
 
Chair Warren called for the vote: 
 

Commissioner Yes No Abstain 
Shelby Duncan x   
George Ponte x   
Laquita Stec x   
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Les Williamson x   
Mike Warren x   

Motion passes 5-0-0 
 
 
Chair Warren asked what the next regular meeting would be. 
 
Staff confirmed that May 14th is the next regular meeting. 
 
Chair Warren asked if they would have a chance to review the decision in advance. 
 
Staff confirmed they would.  
 
Staff Updates/Planning Commission Comments 
 
Staff updated the Commissioners on the upcoming schedule and the ongoings of the department.  
 
Staff reminded the Commissioners of the open position that applications close for at the end of April.  
 
Staff updated the Commissioners on the ongoing solar and aggregate sites.  
 
Commissioner Ponte moved to adjourn the meeting.  
 
Commissioner Stec seconded the motion. 
 
Chair Warren called for the vote: 
 

Commissioner Yes No Abstain 
Shelby Duncan x   
George Ponte x   
Laquita Stec x   

Les Williamson x   
Mike Warren x   

Motion passes 5-0-0 
 
Meeting adjourned at 5:51p.m. 
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  MINUTES for March 12, 2025 
CROOK COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION  

MEETING  
 
 
 
 

Meeting minutes are not a complete representation of discussions at the meeting. An audio 
recording is available from Crook County Community Development at plan@crookcountyor.gov or 
(541) 447-3211. 

INTRODUCTION 
Before starting the meeting, Chair Warren talked about the process. The meeting was conducted in 
person at the Crook County Annex, as well as by phone and Zoom.  
 
Minutes and audio recordings will be available on the Planning Commission website.  

CALL MEETING TO ORDER 
The meeting began at 4:00 PM with Chair Warren leading the pledge of allegiance. Shortly after 
concluding the pledge, the zoom was hacked, and the meeting was disrupted. Staff had to close the 
zoom to regain order of the meeting. Staff restarted the zoom and Chair Warren called the meeting 
of the Crook County Planning Commission to order at 4:08 PM.  
 
The Planning Commission considered the following Agenda items: 
 

1. Meeting Minutes 
a. February 12, 2025 

 
2. Work-session on Potential Code Updates 

a. Urban Growth Boundary Process 
b. Agricultural / Equine Building policy  
c. Planning Commissioner pro tem position 
d. Farm Forest RAC language 
e. Manufactured Homes  
f. Recreational Vehicles  

 
Roll Call 
 
Planning Commissioners present:  
 Marlo Dill 
 Laquita Stec  
 Les Williamson 
 Shelby Duncan 
 Michael Warren 
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Commissioner George Ponte had an excused absence.  
 
Staff present: 

• Community Development Director, John Eisler 
• Senior Planner, Katie McDonald 
• Associate Planner, Hannah Elliott 

 
Staff were joined by City of Prineville Planning Director, Josh Smith. 
 
Staff discussed process of online attendance, as multiple hackers continued to attempt entrance to 
the meeting. Staff did not recognize any online names to be that of any interested persons of the 
community, presumed the names appeared to be those of hackers, and proceeded without online 
participation.  
 
Chair Warren asked if anyone in the meeting room or participating remotely wished to address an 
item not on the agenda.  
 
Hearing and seeing none, Chair Warren moved to the first item on the agenda. 

1.  MINUTES  
The Commissioners reviewed the minutes of February 12, 2025. Everyone had a chance to review and 
there were no questions. 
 
Commissioner Williamson moved to approve the minutes of February 12, 2025.  
 
Commissioner Stec seconded.  
 

Commissioner Aye Nay Abstain 
Shelby Duncan   x 
Marlo Dill x   
Laquita Stec x   
Les Williamson x   
Michael Warren x   
Motion passed – 4-0-1 

2. WORK SESSION 
The Commissioners moved into work session for proposed code updates from Community 
Development Director, John Eisler, and Senior Planner, Katie McDonald.  
 
Staff and Smith presented the process for the upcoming Urban Growth Boundary amendment. 
 
Commissioners discussed the process.  
 
Staff presented proposed changes to the Agricultural Exempt Buildings (structural permit) process by 
reviewing the current Order 2020-47 specifying approval requirements which includes, acreage 
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and/or farm income standards for a land use approval to apply for agricultural exempt structure 
through the building department.  
 
Commissioners discussed the process.  
 
Staff present the current code language for Planning Commission members and pro tem positions, 
current openings, and how the commission would like the pro tem position to look.  
 
Commissioners discussed. 
 
Staff updated the commissioners on the Farm Forest Rules Advisory Committee and potential code 
changes that could come from the conclusion of that committee.   
 
Commissioners discussed. 
 
Staff presented proposed changes to the manufactured dwelling chapter of the code. Proposed 
changes would be to potentially allow an existing manufactured home to be decommissioned to a an 
accessory structure.   
 
Commissioners discussed the proposal.  
 
Staff presented potential code changes for allowing community members a legal path to utilize a 
recreational vehicle as an additional dwelling on their properties.  
 
Commissioners discussed the proposal. 

3.  OTHER BUSINESS: 
- Community Development Updates 
- Staff went over schedule of upcoming hearings 

 
 Commissioner Williamson made a motion to end the meeting.  
 
Commissioner Dill second.  
 

Commissioner Aye Nay Abstain 
Shelby Duncan x   
Marlo Dill x   
Laquita Stec x   
Les Williamson x   
Michael Warren x   
Motion passed – 5-0-0 

 
Meeting adjourned at 6:38 PM. 
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Crook County Community Development 
 Planning Division 

300 NE 3rd Street, Room 12, Prineville Oregon 97754 
541-447-3211

 plan@crookcountyor.gov 
www.co.crook.or.us 

Staff Report 
Record 217-25-000293-PLNG 

DATE: December 10, 2025 

OWNER: Alexander Ranch, LLC 
Thomas Alexander 
PO Box 61 
Powell Butte, OR 97753 

AGENT:  Acom Consulting Inc 
5200 SW Meadows Rd, Suite 150 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

LOCATION:  The subject property is located on SW Williams Rd, north of Hwy 126 and is identified as 
map tax lot number 1514140000100. 

REQUEST:  Site plan approval to construct and operate a new one hundred and fifty foot (150’) 
monopole with an overall height of one hundred and fifty-eight feet (158’) to 
accommodate a new telecommunication facility. The proposed telecommunication facility 
consists of nine (9) panel antennas, auxiliary equipment, three (3) equipment cabinets that 
house ratio equipment and/or batteries, and a 30kw diesel backup generator. 

ZONING:  Exclusive Farm Use zone, EFU-3 (Powell Butte Area) 

I. PROPERTY INFORMATION:

1. Documentation of Ownership: 2025-330997, recorded 03/19/2025.

2. Access: proposing new 30’ wide utility access easement. County Road approach permit will be
required.

3. Address: TBD SW Williams Rd, Prineville

4. Domestic Water: The application indicates water is not proposed with this application.

5. Wastewater: There is no system proposed with this application.

6. Floodplain: The development is not located in areas of special flood hazard.

7. Property Line Setbacks: Front: 20 ft  Side: 20 ft        Rear: 25 ft

8. Wildlife: The property does not contain mapped wildlife habitats.

II. APPLICABLE CRITERIA

ORS 215.283 
ORS 215.275 
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 Crook County Comprehensive Plan 
Crook County Code 
 Title 18, Zoning 

 Chapter 18.16 Exclusive Farm Use zone, EFU-3 (Powell Butte Area) 
18.16.010    Use table. 
18.16.015    Use standards. 

Chapter 18.124 Supplementary Provisions  
 18.124.110    Approval process – Transmission tower. 

  
 

III. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 
The application was submitted on August 28, 2025, and deemed complete on October 1, 2025. The Crook 
County Code directs applications that are subject to standards to be processed as administrative decisions, , 
Community Development Director John Eisler invoked his authority under CCC 18.172.015 to refer this 
application to the Planning Commission. The first evidentiary hearing is December 17, 2025. Public notice 
was posted on the Crook County public notices page and the Crook County Planning Commission calendar 
on November 13, 2025, posted in the Central Oregonian newspaper on November 18, 2025, and mailed to 
neighbors within 750’ of the property boundaries on November 26, 2025. 
 
Members of the public have submitted 52 comments, reflected as Exhibits 1-52. All but Exhibit #2 are in 
opposition to the application. The majority of the comments assert that (1) the applicant has failed to meet 
their burden to establish that the proposed facility is necessary for public service and that there are no 
reasonable non-EFU alternatives or (2) that existing coverage is adequate. 
 
IV. FINDINGS 
 

18.16.010 Use Table. 
 
6.4 Utility facilities necessary for public service, including associated 

transmission lines as defined in ORS 469.300 and wetland waste 
treatment systems but not including commercial facilities for the 
purpose of generating electrical power for public use by sale or 
transmission towers over 200 feet in height. 

STS Notice and 
Opportunity for 
Hearing 

18.16.015(15) 

 
FINDING: The proposed facility is a new transmission tower designed to serve the public, less than two 
hundred feet in height, within an EFU3 zone. 

 
ORS 215.275(2)/OAR 660-033-0130(16)(a)/18.16.015 Use standards. 
(15) A Utility Facility That Is Necessary for Public Service. 
 

(a) A utility facility is necessary for public service if the facility must be sited in the exclusive farm use 
zone in order to provide the service. 

 
(i) To demonstrate that a utility facility is necessary, an applicant must show that 
reasonable alternatives have been considered and that the facility must be sited in an 
exclusive farm use zone due to one or more of the following factors: 

 
(A) Technical and engineering feasibility; 
 
(B) The proposed facility is locationally dependent. A utility facility is locationally 
dependent if it must cross land in one or more areas zoned for exclusive farm use in 
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order to achieve a reasonably direct route or to meet unique geographical needs 
that cannot be satisfied on other lands; 
 
(C) Lack of available urban and nonresource lands; 
 
(D) Availability of existing rights-of-way; 
 
(E) Public health and safety; and 
 
(F) Other requirements of state and federal agencies. 

 
(ii) Costs associated with any of the factors listed in subsection (15)(a)(i) of this section may 
be considered but cost alone may not be the only consideration in determining that a utility 
facility is necessary for public service. Land costs shall not be included when considering 
alternative locations for substantially similar utility facilities and the siting of utility facilities 
that are not substantially similar. 
 

FINDING: Crook County’s code incorporates the language from ORS 215.275, which is a codification of 
McCaw Communications, Inc. v. Marion County, 96 Or. App. 552, 773 P.2d 779 (1989). In McCaw, the court 
articulated that the term “necessary” in a “utility facility necessary for public service” on EFU ground means 
"necessary to situate the facility in the agricultural zone in order for the service to be provided." Id. at 556. 
In codifying McCaw through ORS 215.275, the legislature enumerated six factors that local governments 
may consider in whether the facility is necessary.  
 
Thus, an applicant must demonstrate that it has considered reasonable alternatives, but due to one or 
more of the factors in ORS 215.275(2), it is necessary to site the facility on EFU land. “When deciding 
whether it is necessary to site a public utility facility on EFU land, local governments must analyze any 
alternatives based on ORS 215.275. They may not import additional policy considerations into their 
analysis.” Sprint PCS v. Washington County, 186 Or. App. 470, 476 (2003). 
 
In Sprint PCS, the neighbors argued that “reasonable alternatives” requires an applicant to consider other 
options such as collocation, more antennae on an existing tower, or alternate technologies and that merely 
"because the applicant may have a desire to construct a commercial tower on EFU land to maximize profit 
by selling space on that tower, the County is not obligated under [ORS 215.275] to defer to that desire 
under state land laws." Id. at 477-78. The court in Sprint PCS interpreted ORS 215.275 to conclude that it is 
only the factors set out in ORS 215.275(2) that may be “considered in deciding when those reasonable 
alternatives may be rejected.” Id. at 479.  
 
The neighbors in Sprint PCS also argued that local governments and the courts should not defer to a utility’s 
business plan to establish the need, which would have the effect of “elevating the utility’s business goals 
over the statutory goal of protecting farmland.” Id. at 480. While LUBA in that case determined that local 
governments should defer to a utility’s defined objectives, the Court of Appeals clarified such a 
methodology gives too much deference to the utility’s defined objectives and instead, “[w]hen a utility's 
defined objective is inconsistent with placing a facility on an otherwise reasonable non-EFU site, local 
governments should ask whether that objective advances the statutory goal of providing the utility 
service.” Id. at 481. 
 
The particular issue in Sprint PCS was that the utility wanted to build a new tower on EFU ground and lease 
out space on that new tower to other providers instead of collocating on an existing tower. The utility 
argued that planning for more capacity than what is currently needed is simply efficient in the context of 
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towers with a thirty-year lifespan. The neighbors argued that maximizing profit by leasing out space does 
not further the statutory goal of providing service. The court clarified that “if a county were persuaded that 
the additional capacity was a reasonable part of the utility's plan to provide the service, the county could 
find that building a new tower rather than collocating on an existing one would advance the statutory goal 
of providing utility services. The county then could conclude that collocation was not a reasonable 
alternative. That question, however, presents a factual issue for local governments, subject to review by 
LUBA.” Id. at 482.   
 
The focus of the Planning Commission should thus be on the statutory goal of “providing utility service” and 
that “reasonable alternatives” have been considered, and whether or not all of the reasonable alternatives 
can be precluded from consideration due to one of the enumerated factors in ORS 215.275(2). If an 
application passes that test, the application cannot then be denied for any other reasons, like a county’s 
local site design standards. Seeberger v. Yamhill County, 56 Or. LUBA 656, 658 (2008). 
 
Here, the applicant states that the proposed telecommunications facility is a utility facility necessary for 
public service because it will provide infrastructure that is essential to the public, including critical 
communication services such as emergency response, law enforcement, fire protection, and medical 
services. The applicant’s defined objectives are an increase in capacity along Highway 126 between 
Redmond and Prineville and to expand coverage to the Powell Butte community.1 
 

 
Figure 1: Distance from proposed facility to Verizon neighbor sites. Alternative Site Analysis at 3. 
 
The applicant provided an Evaluation of Alternative sites. Regarding co-location, the applicant considered 
three sites: 

 
1 Though the applicant’s defined objectives are to increase capacity and expand coverage, it should be noted that the 
proposed facility’s site plan depicts space for three future carrier lease areas, similar to the issue in Sprint PCS.   
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• Alternative Site #1 is the Sprint/American Tower Corporation Tower, which is a 196’ lattice tower 
4.28 miles southeast of the project site on parcel # 1515210000400. The applicant states this site 
will not achieve the coverage or capacity objectives, as it provides reduced coverage compared to 
the subject property and “does not provide the offload to the neighbors to the East and South” 

• [unnumbered] Verizon Wireless Tower – Wiley at parcel # 1615000000800. This tower already has 
Verizon Wireless antennas. Adding more, according to the Alternative Site Analysis (ASA) prepared 
by the applicant’s consultant, this tower “will not provide the power per link or the throughput per 
link needed to resolve the issue.” 

• [unnumbered] Powell Butte South Verizon Wireless Tower at parcel # 1614150001400. This tower 
is southwest of the project site and already has Verizon Wireless antennas. Like the Wiley Tower, 
according to the ASA, adding additional antennas to this tower “will not provide the power per link 
or the throughput per link needed to resolve the issue.” 

 

Figure 2: Focus Zone, Alternative Site Analysis at 6. 

The applicant also considered alternative non-EFU sites, ruling each out: 

• Alternative Site #2 is the Powell Butte Rural Residential (PBR20) zone. The ASA states that this 
location provides reduced coverage compared to the subject property and is situated “too close to 
the neighbor sites to the South and will not provide the service needed to the North.” 

• Alternative Site #3 – Rural Residential (R5) Northwest. The ASA states this site is too far north, does 
not provide offload to the neighbor sites to the south, and provides less coverage than the subject 
property. 
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• Alternative Site #4 – Rural Residential (R5) Southeast. The ASA found this site unsuitable because it 
is too near existing facilities and will not provide the needed service to the north, has reduced 
coverage, and does not fulfill the project’s technical requirements. 

• Alternative Site #5 – Rural Service Center (RSC) to the south. Like other southern alternative sites, 
the ASA concludes this location does not provide the needed service to the north and has inferior 
coverage. 

Written comments from those in opposition assert that the applicant has failed to meet its burden under 
this criterion, but without stating the reasons why or suggesting appropriate alternative non-EFU sites. 
During the hearing and through the submission of additional evidence, the Planning Commission should 
hone in on the three main questions: 

1. Do the applicant’s defined objectives support the statutory goal of “providing utility service”? 

2. Have reasonable alternatives been considered? 

3. Have all of those alternatives been effectively ruled out by one of the enumerated factors in ORS 
215.275(2)? 

Additional comments were submitted into the record that made other assertions or addressed other 
concerns. These include (1) that coverage is already adequate; (2) concerns regarding effects on health; (3) 
impacts to property values; and (4) impacts to wildlife. As described above, according to the reviewing 
authorities, such considerations are not relevant or applicable to the application and ORS 215.275 analysis.  
 

(iii) The owner of a utility facility approved under this subsection (15)(a) shall be responsible 
for restoring, as nearly as possible, to its former condition any agricultural land and 
associated improvements that are damaged or otherwise disturbed by the siting, 
maintenance, repair or reconstruction of the facility. Nothing in this subsection shall prevent 
the owner of the utility facility from requiring a bond or other security from a contractor or 
otherwise imposing on a contractor the responsibility for restoration. 
 

FINDING:  The applicant will execute a Removal Agreement prior to final approval, as described below. 
 
(iv) The county shall impose clear and objective conditions on an application for utility 
facility siting to mitigate and minimize the impacts of the proposed facility, if any, on 
surrounding lands devoted to farm use in order to prevent a significant change in accepted 
farm practices or a significant increase in the cost of farm practices on surrounding 
farmlands. 
 

FINDING:  Before imposing clear and objective conditions to mitigate and minimize impacts of the facility 
on farm practices or the cost of farm practices, it first must be established that the proposed facility would 
cause impacts to such farm practices. 
 

(v) Utility facilities necessary for public service may include on-site and off-site facilities for 
temporary workforce housing for workers constructing a utility facility. Such facilities must 
be removed or converted to an allowed use under the EFU zone or other statute or rule 
when project construction is complete. Off-site facilities allowed under this subsection are 
subject to CCC 18.16.020, Conditional use review criteria. Temporary workforce housing 
facilities not included in the initial approval may be considered through a minor amendment 
request. A minor amendment request shall have no effect on the original approval. 
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(vi) In addition to the provisions of subsection (15)(a)(i) through (iv) of this section, the 
establishment or extension of a sewer system as defined by OAR 660-011-0060(1)(f) shall be 
subject to the provisions of OAR 660-011-0060. 
 

FINDING:  The proposed facility does not include workforce housing or the establishment of a sewer 
system. 

 
(vii) The provisions of this subsection (15)(a) do not apply to interstate natural gas pipelines 
and associated facilities authorized by and subject to regulation by the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission. 
 

FINDING: The proposed facility does not include a pipeline. 
 

(b) An associated transmission line is necessary for public service upon demonstration that the 
associated transmission line meets either the following requirements of subsection (15)(b)(i) or (ii) 
of this subsection: 

[***] 
 

FINDING: The proposal does not include transmission lines; the above standards do not apply. 
 

CCC 18.124.110(3) Submittal Requirements. An application for a transmission tower in either an EFU 
zone or a forest zone shall include: 

 
(a) A copy of the executed lease from the owner of the site of the property where the tower will be 
located; 

 
FINDING: The applicant provided an executed memorandum of lease, documenting a lease agreement for 
the subject property executed on January 23, 2025, between Alexander Ranch LLC, as landlord, and PI 
Tower Development LLC as tenant for an initial five-year term with seventeen successive automatic options 
to renew. This requirement is satisfied. 
 

(b) A copy of the applicant’s Federal Communications Commission license. A copy of this document 
will not be required to be submitted if applicant is not a personal wireless service provider, and is 
seeking approval only for a support structure for a wireless telecommunications facility; 

 
FINDING: The applicant submitted copies of Federal Communications Commission’s license to licensee 
CELLCO PARTNERSHIP, registration number 0003290673. This requirement is satisfied. 
 
 

(c) For a new tower, a map that shows the applicant’s search area for the proposed site and the 
properties within the search ring, including locations of existing telecommunications towers or 
monopoles; 

 
FINDING: The applicant provided a Verizon Wireless Radio Frequency letter, RF Justification letter from 
Biwabkos Consultants LLC, Alternate Site Analysis by Biwabkos Consultants LLC, and Drive Test Report by 
Biwabkos Consultants LLC, in addition to an Evaluation of Alternative Sites. This requirement is satisfied. 
 
 

(d) For a new tower, a copy of the written notice of the required neighborhood meeting and a 

Page 312 of 679



Page 8 of 10 
 

certificate of mailing showing that the notice was mailed to the list of property owners falling within 
the notice area designated under CCC 18.124.110(2); 

 
FINDING: The applicant obtained a list of owners within 2,000 feet of the subject property from the 
County’s GIS department and provided written copies of the required notice. This requirement is satisfied. 
 
 

(e) For a new tower, a transcript of the neighborhood meeting or copies of the audiotape recordings 
of the meeting. The applicant shall also submit a list of attendees, including the date, time, and 
location of the meeting; 

 
FINDING: The applicant provided a copy of the audio recording from the neighborhood meeting, a list of 
attendees, and the date, time, and location of the meeting. This requirement is satisfied. 
 
 

(f) A site plan showing the location of the proposed facility and its components. The site plan shall 
also identify the location of the existing and proposed landscaping, any equipment shelters, utility 
connections, and fencing proposed to enclose the facility, and lighting if any is proposed. Describe 
primary and emergency energy sources proposed for the cell tower; 

 
FINDING: The applicant has provided a site plan showing the location of the proposed facility and its 
components. The site plan identifies fencing, utility connections, an equipment shelter, and emergency 
energy source. There is no proposed landscaping. This requirement is satisfied. 
 
 

(g) A copy of the design specifications, including photographs or manufacturer’s graphic 
representations of proposed colors, and an elevation of an antenna array proposed with the facility, 
and lighting, if any, for the facility; 

 
FINDING: The application includes photo simulations depicting the tower as it would stand, including 
colors and elevation. The preliminary drawings include depictions of the tower and design specifications. 
 
 

(h) An elevation drawing of the facility and a photographic simulation of the facility showing how it 
would fit into the landscape. The elevation drawing shall be drawn to scale and show the existing 
trees adjacent to the proposed facility and show the height of such trees from existing grade to the 
highest portion of each tree. This documentation shall include any support structure, transmission 
equipment including antennas and microwave dishes, and any ground-based equipment cabinets or 
shelters; 

 
FINDING: The application includes photo simulations depicting the tower as it would fit into the landscape. 
The preliminary drawings include information regarding antennas and ground-based equipment cabinets. 
 

(i) A copy of a letter of determination from the Federal Aviation Administration or the Oregon 
Department of Transportation – Aeronautics Division as to whether any requirements, including but 
not limited to aviation lighting, would be required for the proposed facility. Such letter of 
determination shall be submitted prior to issuance of a decision by the county planning authority; 

 
FINDING: The applicant provided letters from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the Oregon 
Department of Aviation (ODAV). The FAA’s letter makes a determination of no hazard to air navigation, 
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provided the applicant adheres to the parameters established by the FAA 5G C band compatibility 
evaluation process. The FAA continues that marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. The 
ODAV letter informs that an aeronautical study was performed, and ODAV has no objection to the 
proposed facility. Neither agency requested aviation lighting or lighting in general. This requirement is 
satisfied. 
 

(j) An agreement and security in accordance with CCC 17.40.080 and 17.40.090 for removal of any 
support structure and any ground-based equipment or accessory structures, such as equipment 
buildings and security fences; 

 
FINDING: The applicant states that a Removal Agreement in accordance with CCC 17.40.080 and 17.40.090 
before final approval. Upon execution and receipt of said agreement, this requirement will be satisfied. 
 

(k) Proof that the applicant is not able to collocate similar telecommunication structures on existing 
transmission facilities or locate on existing structures; 

 
FINDING: The applicant has provided a Verizon Wireless Radio Frequency (RF) letter, RF Justification Letter 
from Biwabkos Consultants LLC, Alternate Site Analysis by Biwabkos Consultants LLC, Drive Test Report by 
Biwabkos Consultants LLC, and the Evaluation of Alternative Sites, referenced above. This requirement is 
addressed above in the main ORS 215.275/CCC 18.16.015(15) criteria. 
 

(l) In the event that the applicant plans to develop more than one tower in Crook County, the 
applicant shall simultaneously submit a tentative plan for future tower site development in the 
county. 

 
FINDING: The applicant supplied the following response: 

The Applicants are unable to provide a tentative plan for future tower site development in the County 
for several reasons. The Applicants do not have a tentative plan for future tower site development in 
the County and providing one now would conflict with the County requirements to consider certain 
colocation options and alternative sites before proposing a new tower. Submitting such a tentative plan 
into the public record would conflict with the Applicants need to protect proprietary and confidential 
business information. The County is not entitled to require such a tentative plan because a utility 
facility necessary for public service is not subject to local approval standards or criteria beyond those 
set forth in ORS 215.275. 

 
The applicant is correct that, following Seeberger v. Yamhill County, 56 Or. LUBA 656, 658 (2008), the 
County shall not deny an application based on failure to meet local approval criteria if the application 
satisfies ORS 215.275.  

 
V. CONCLUSIONS 
 
Based on the information provided by the applicant and other information in the record, and on a review of 
the applicable state and county requirements, the planning commission may find that the applicant has met 
their burden. However, the public hearing is likely to generate a great deal more evidence, which may 
establish that the facility is not necessary to provide utility service, that reasonable alternatives have not 
been considered, or that such alternatives can not be properly ruled out. 

 
 

VI. PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
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1. All requirements of the Crook County Community Development Departments are to be adhered to. 
All necessary permits are to be obtained.   
 

2. The proposed development is to be placed as shown on the site plan (Attachment A). Property 
owners are responsible for verifying the location of property lines. 

3. No additional structures are to be placed or constructed on the property without additional 
Planning approval.  

4. The road approach application will be reviewed and approved through the application process with 
the County Roads Department. 

 
 
 
 
John Eisler, Community Development Director 
Community Development Department 

 
Attachment A: Site Plan 
Attachment B: Vicinity Map 
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Hannah Elliott

From: Sondy Wyss <rains1950@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, December 12, 2025 8:55 AM
To: Plan
Subject: Record No. 217-25-000293 Cell Tower Application
Attachments: Planning Commission Letter.pdf

 

[CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the organization. DO NOT CLICK LINKS or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe] 

EXHIBIT 110

Page 385 of 679



wt4ss FavwLLg

L262 NW McD awLeL q.-d.

PoweLLBu,*.e, OP37753

December 12,2025

Crook County Planning Department
300 NE 3,.t St. Room 12

Prir-reville, OR 97754

By email:

Re: Rec ord No. 217 -25-000293 (propo se d telec ommunications f acility)

Dear Crook County Planr-ring Department:

We, the undersignecl as resiclences of Powell Butte are writing to express objections to
the land use application above referenced.

In particular, the applicant for the proposed facility has failed to meet the criteria of the
Crook County Cocle ("CCC") 18.16.015(15), which requires demor-rstration that (a) the
proposed facility is trecessarv for public service and (b) that there is a lack of available
non-EFU lands for siting the proposecl facilitv.

We hereby request notice of any and all decisions and hearings on this application, at
the email listed below.

Sincerely,

Bprplay C..Wyss

^L ' l\-' tl----'
Sondy R. Wyss

JrrT,4l-4v
rains.1950@gmail.com
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Hannah Elliott

From: Mama Bear <mamabearUSA@proton.me>
Sent: Monday, December 15, 2025 8:30 AM
To: Hannah Elliott
Cc: Jennifer Orozco; Seth Crawford; Brian Barney; Susan Hermreck; John Eisler; Randy Davis; 

Will VanVactor; Plan
Subject: Re: RE: NO to Verizon Cell Tower

Good morning Hannah,  
 
My name is Susanne Ritter.  
Please enter my name into the record.  
Thank you 

 
 
Sent from Proton Mail for iOS.  
 
 
-------- Original Message -------- 
On Monday, 12/15/25 at 08:27 Hannah Elliott <Hannah.Elliott@crookcountyor.gov> wrote: 

Good morning, Community Member,  

  

We cannot accept an exhibit into the record without a legal name. Please provide your 
name for the record, and an address if you would like to receive mailed notice. Once we 
receive your name your email can be entered into the record. 

  

Best, 

 

Hannah Elliott 

Associate Planner 

Phone: (541) 447-3211 ext 243 
Address: 300 NE 3rd Rm 12, Prineville, OR 97754 

Plan@crookcountyor.gov  

Website: https://co.crook.or.us/ 

 

  

EXHIBIT 111
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From: Jennifer Orozco <Jennifer.Orozco@crookcountyor.gov>  
Sent: Monday, December 15, 2025 7:47 AM 
To: Mama Bear <mamabearUSA@proton.me> 
Cc: Seth Crawford <Seth.Crawford@crookcountyor.gov>; Brian Barney 
<Brian.Barney@crookcountyor.gov>; Susan Hermreck <Susan.Hermreck@crookcountyor.gov>; John 
Eisler <John.Eisler@crookcountyor.gov>; Randy Davis <Randy.Davis@crookcountyor.gov>; Will 
VanVactor <Will.VanVactor@crookcountyor.gov>; Plan <plan@crookcountyor.gov> 
Subject: RE: NO to Verizon Cell Tower 

  

Good morning, 

  

Thank you for the submission. It will be updated to the record by the end of the day.  

  

Jen 

  

From: Mama Bear <mamabearUSA@proton.me>  
Sent: Saturday, December 13, 2025 10:10 AM 
To: Plan <plan@crookcountyor.gov> 
Cc: Seth Crawford <Seth.Crawford@crookcountyor.gov>; Brian Barney 
<Brian.Barney@crookcountyor.gov>; Susan Hermreck <Susan.Hermreck@crookcountyor.gov>; John 
Eisler <John.Eisler@crookcountyor.gov>; Randy Davis <Randy.Davis@crookcountyor.gov>; Will 
VanVactor <Will.VanVactor@crookcountyor.gov> 
Subject: NO to Verizon Cell Tower 

  

I strongly object to the installation of the proposed Verizon cell tower in Powell Butte. 

  

Not needed - you have already received many testimonies showing that we have adequate coverage 
without the proposed cell tower - we do therefore not need it - at all. 
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EFU - EXCLUSIVE farm use means exactly that - this land is to be exclusively used to feed our 
communities - for many generations to come. There is not much good farm land available in Central 
Oregon, no more water rights are available, and God is not making more land so I strongly object to 
using exclusive farm land for anything but farming. 

  

Health concerns - 5G and 6G technologies are extremely detrimental to mental and physical health. 
More and more research is proving this. And why are you saying that this tower will never have 5G? 
It sounds like you know how bad 5G (and the new 6G) are for our health so you tell the public that 
you will never install these technologies on your tower as a PR stunt. How can you even say that 
and at the time say that you will lease out space on the tower for other technologies? You do not 
even know yet for what technologies. So - NO - we have enough health challenges in our modern 
society, we do not need more.  

  

Property values - this 14 story high tower, visible from everywhere in Powell Butte will be an eyesore 
for the entire community and this will lower property values. Health concerns could also lower these. 
Will you reimburse us for all this - and who will pay for that, you? 

  

Character of rural community - We are not a high tech community and we do not want to be. We are 
and want to remain a rural farm commmunity that cherishes nature and healthy living.  

  

Taxpayer money - Therefore, please stop wasting taxpayer money and your and our time and 
energy on continuing to plan this and abolish this project. We do not want or need it. 

  

Respectfully, community member 

  

  

[CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the organization. DO NOT CLICK LINKS or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe] 

Disclaimer: Please note that the information in this email is an informal statement and 
shall not be deemed to constitute final County action effecting a change in the status of a 
person’s property or conferring any rights, including any reliance rights, on any person.  

 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE - This e-mail may contain information that is privileged, 
confidential, or otherwise exempt from disclosure under applicable law.  If you are not the 
addressee or it appears from the context or otherwise that you have received this e-mail in 
error, please advise me immediately by reply e-mail, keep the contents confidential, and 
immediately delete the message and any attachments from your system.  
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Beware of Scams – Crook County will never ask for payment via wire, Venmo, Cash 
App, or Zelle. If you have questions about an invoice, please call 541-447-6554 to 
confirm before sending payment.  

[CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the organization. DO NOT CLICK LINKS or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe] 
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Hannah Elliott

From: Cindy Zalunardo <cindy.zalunardo@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, December 12, 2025 3:48 PM
To: Plan
Cc: Cindy Zalunardo
Subject: Proposed Telecommunications Facility Record No. 217-25-000293

 
Dear Crook County Planning Department, 
 
I strongly object to the land use applicaƟon under Record No. 21725-000293  (proposed telecommunicaƟons facility).  
The applicant has failed to meet the Crook County Code 18.16.015(15), which requires demonstraƟon that (a) the 
proposed facility is necessary for public service and (b) that there is a lack of available non-EFU lands for siƟng of the 
proposed facility. 
 
I request noƟce of any and all decisions and hearings on this applicaƟon at the address included below for this purpose. 
 
 
Signed Cindy Zalunardo 
3690 SW Williams Rd. 
Powell BuƩe OR 97753 
Cindy.zalunardo@gmail.com 
 
 
Cindy Zalunardo 
(541) 280-6179 
[CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the organizaƟon. DO NOT CLICK LINKS or open aƩachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe] 

EXHIBIT 112
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Exhibit 114
Received by 
Crook County 
Planning Dept.
12/16/2025
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Exhibit 115
Received by 
Crook County 
Planning Dept.
12/16/2025
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Exhibit 116
Received by 
Crook County 
Planning Dept.
12/16/2025
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Exhibit 117
Received by 
Crook County 
Planning Dept.
12/16/2025
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Exhibit 118
Received by 
Crook County 
Planning Dept.
12/16/2025
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Exhibit 119
Received by 
Crook County 
Planning Dept.
12/16/2025
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Exhibit 120
Received by 
Crook County 
Planning Dept.
12/16/2025

Page 399 of 679



Exhibit 121
Received by 
Crook County 
Planning Dept.
12/16/2025
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Harmoni Towers 
Cell Tower

217-25-000293-PLNG
John Eisler

December 17, 2025

Exhibit 177
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Summary

• Harmoni Towers and Verizon Wireless (Applicant) seeking to 
expand coverage in Crook County

• Increase capacity along Highway 126 between Redmond and 
Prineville

• Residents on north side of Powell Butte reporting poor cell service
• Propose 150’ monopole, 9 panel antennas (158’ overall), auxiliary 

equipment, 3 equipment cabinets, backup diesel generator
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Timeline

• Application submitted: August 28, 2025
• Deemed complete/referred to PC: October 1, 2025
• Public Notice Posted: November 13, 2025
• Public Notice Mailed: November 26, 2025
• First Hearing: December 17, 2025
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Utility Facility Necessary 
for Public Service <200’

ORS 215.283(1)(c)(A): Uses permitted in exclusive farm use 
zones in nonmarginal lands counties; rules.
(1) The following uses may be established in any area zoned for 
exclusive farm use: Utility facilities necessary for public service, … 
but not including … transmission towers over 200 feet in height. A 
utility facility necessary for public service may be established as 
provided in:

(A) ORS 215.275
• ORS 215.283(1) uses are referred to as “Brentmar Uses”
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215.275 
Utility facilities necessary for public service

(1) A utility facility established under ORS … 215.283 (1)(c)(A) is 
necessary for public service if the facility must be sited in an 
exclusive farm use zone in order to provide the service.
(2) To demonstrate that a utility facility is necessary, an applicant … 
must show that reasonable alternatives have been considered and 
that the facility must be sited in an exclusive farm use zone due to 
one or more of the following factors:
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ORS 215.275(2)
Factors for Reasonable Alternatives

(a) Technical and engineering feasibility;
(b) The proposed facility is locationally dependent. A utility facility is 
locationally dependent if it must cross land in one or more areas 
zoned for exclusive farm use in order to achieve a reasonably direct 
route or to meet unique geographical needs that cannot be satisfied 
on other lands;
(c) Lack of available urban and nonresource lands;
(d) Availability of existing rights of way;
(e) Public health and safety; and
(f) Other requirements of state or federal agencies.
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Test

1. Do the Applicant’s defined objectives further the statutory 
purpose of “providing utility service”?

2. Have reasonable non-EFU alternatives been considered?
3. Have all of the alternatives been ruled by one or more of the ORS 

215.275(2) factors?

Page 474 of 679



Test

1. Do the Applicant’s defined objectives further the statutory 
purpose of “providing utility service”?

2. Have reasonable non-EFU alternatives been considered?
3. Have all of the alternatives been ruled by one or more of the ORS 

215.275(2) factors?
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Test #1 – Providing Utility Service

• Defined objectives
• Increase in capacity along Highway 126 between Redmond and Prineville
+
• Expand coverage to the Powell Butte community
+
• Provide communication service infrastructure to support emergency 

response, law enforcement, fire protection, and medical services
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Test

1. Do the Applicant’s defined objectives further the statutory 
purpose of “providing utility service”?

2. Have reasonable non-EFU alternatives been considered?
3. Have all of the alternatives been ruled by one or more of the ORS 

215.275(2) factors?
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Test #2: Alternatives
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Alternative 1: Sprint/American Tower Corp.
196’ Lattice Tower

- Reduced 
coverage 
vs. 
proposed 
site

- Does not 
provide 
offload to 
neighbors 
East and 
South
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Alternative 2: PBR20

- Reduced 
coverage vs. 
proposed site

- Too close to 
neighbor sites 
to the South

- Won’t provide 
coverage to the 
north
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Alternative 3: Rural Residential (R5) NW

- Reduced 
coverage vs. 
proposed site

- Too far North
- Does not 

provide offload 
to the South
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Alternative 4: Rural Residential (R5) SE

- Reduced 
coverage vs. 
proposed site

- Too near existing 
facilities

- Will not provide 
coverage to the 
North

- Does not fulfill 
project’s 
technical 
requirements
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Alternative 5: Rural Service Center

- Reduced 
coverage vs. 
proposed site

- Does not 
provide 
needed service 
to the North
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Test

1. Do the Applicant’s defined objectives further the statutory 
purpose of “providing utility service”?

2. Have reasonable non-EFU alternatives been considered?
3. Have all of the alternatives been ruled by one or more of the ORS 

215.275(2) factors?
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ORS 215.275(2)
Factors for Reasonable Alternatives

(a) Technical and engineering feasibility;
(b) The proposed facility is locationally dependent. A utility facility is 
locationally dependent if it must cross land in one or more areas 
zoned for exclusive farm use in order to achieve a reasonably direct 
route or to meet unique geographical needs that cannot be satisfied 
on other lands;
(c) Lack of available urban and nonresource lands;
(d) Availability of existing rights of way;
(e) Public health and safety; and
(f) Other requirements of state or federal agencies.
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Questions?
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Objection to Application for Site Plan Review by Harmoni Towers and Verizon Wireless  
to Locate a Transmission Tower on Land Zoned EFU 

 
To: Crook County Planning Department, by submission at December 17, 2025, Crook County 

Planning Commission Hearing 
 
Objectors: Annette Kolodzie, Ph.D. (Physics) 
           Karen Jones 
            
Objectors' Mailing Address: PO Box 126, Powell Butte OR 97753 
Objectors' Residence Address: 1900 SW Parrish Ln, Powell Butte OR 
Objectors' Email Address: atkjuniper@gmail.com 
 
Subject Application: Application for Site Plan Review by Harmoni Towers and Verizon Wireless to 
locate a 158' monopole transmission tower on land zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU3 - Powell 
Butte) 
 
Record No.: 217-25-000293 PLNG 
 
Applicants: Harmoni Towers and Verizon Wireless 
 
Property Owner: Alexander Ranch, LLC 
 
Subject Property: 3450 SW Williams Rd, Powell Butte OR; Taxlot # 15141400-00100-14931 
 
 

The Objectors are residents of Powell Butte, Crook County, Oregon and are interested parties in this 
matter as they reside in the community and the subject 150' monopole cell tower proposed by 
Verizon is in their viewscape. 

The 150' monopole transmission tower that Verizon proposes to build is on land in Powell Butte 
(Crook County) zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU3). The site is in the heart of the Powell Butte 
community and on land that is actively farmed and has water rights. [Exhibits 40, 53]  
 
The Objectors submit their Objections to the Application for Site Plan Review (the "Application") by 
Harmoni Towers and Verizon Wireless (collectively, "Applicant" or "Verizon") to locate a 150' 
monopole transmission tower on land zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU3 - Powell Butte), as follows 
below. Objectors also submit and incorporate by reference the reports of consultants Steve Mahon, 
an expert with 40 years' experience in the Radio Frequency (RF) field, and Professor Michael 
Scheinfein, with 40 years' experience in the field of Applied and Engineering Physics, attached as 
Appendices 1 and 2, respectively. 
 

 
  

Exhibit 178
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Kolodzie and Jones Objection to Verizon Transmission Tower 
Application No. 217-25-000293 PLNG 

Page 2 of 61 

OUTLINE OF OPPOSITION TO VERIZON'S APPLICATION  
FOR A TRANSMISSION TOWER ON EFU LAND 

 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
2. CITATION FORMAT, DEFINITIONS, AND MAPPING METHODOLOGIES 
3. LEGAL LANDSCAPE 
4. OBJECTIONS  

4.1. Objections to Verizon's Failure to Comply with the Procedural 
Requirements for Its Application 

4.2. Objections to Verizon's Failure to Comply with the Substantive 
Requirements for Its Application 

5. APPENDICES 
Appendix 1 Steve Mahon RF Engineering Response to the Verizon Ditch Rider 
Project 
Appendix 2 Michael Scheinfein Report Regarding the Verizon Ditch Rider 
Project 
Appendix 3 Oregon Secretary of State Amended Annual Report 
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Kolodzie and Jones Objection to Verizon Transmission Tower 
Application No. 217-25-000293 PLNG 

Page 3 of 61 

 
1.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 
"Overall the signal strength [in Powell Butte] is good to excellent." 

Verizon internal engineer, Application p. 81 
 

The Oregon statutes and Crook County Code take into account and balance two priorities -- the 
need for residents to have cell service and the need, clearly recognized in Oregon, of preserving 
farmland. Therefore, the legal requirement is that if non-EFU land can reasonably be used for 
locating a cell tower, the tower must be sited there. Farmland is a possible location for a tower, but 
only after 1) there has been a fair and proper evaluation and it is confirmed that there are no non-
EFU sites that are feasible for meeting the cell service needs and 2) the applicant has given proof 
that it cannot use an existing tower for its purposes.  It makes sense that the burden of looking for 
non-EFU land and proving none is available is on the cellular company that wants to take farmland 
for its tower.  
 
It will be substantiated in this Objection that Verizon has wholly failed to justify the need to put its 
150 foot (14-story) tower in the heart of Powell Butte farmland. Two experts submitting reports in 
support of this Objection attest that there are a number of options for using non-EFU land to satisfy 
what Verizon says its service goals are. Not only that, the reports of Verizon's two engineers 
establish that the non-EFU sites they identified could feasibly meet Verizon's objectives for a tower.   
 
This map of Powell Butte showing non-EFU land that could be available for the cell tower tells the 
story.  Non-EFU zones (R5, R10, PBR20, and RSC (Rural Service Center)), some identified by Verizon 
and others Verizon has not considered, are shown. 

R5

R10

R10

R10

R5

R10

R5
(Twin Lakes)

Proposed 
EFU site 

A cell tower is permitted   
 on EFU land ONLY IF there 
 is NO non-EFU land that is 
feasible.  There are over 10 
   square miles of non-EFU     
potential sites for towers. 

HWY 126

HWY 126

HWY 126

Brasada Ranch
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w
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l B
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te

H
W

Y

SW
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w
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 R
d

SW Acquatic
View Ln

PBR20

PBR20

PBR20

Verizon
Alternate

Site 2 

Verizon
Alternate

Site 3 

Verizon Alternate
Site 4 Verizon

Alternate
Site 5 

The 9 non-EFU areas outlined in red were not 
considered as alternate tower sites by Verizon. 
They are submitted by Objectors as additional 

Alternate Sites (A-I).  

Alt B

Alt C
Alt D

Alt F

Alt H

Alt I	

Alt A

Alt E
R10

Verizon's Wiley tower has "plenty of capacity" 
according to Verizon engineer [p. 79]

Re
if 

Rd

Alt G

Verizon 
Alternate
 Site 1 

VERIZON'S RF Engineer:    
Verizon's current design  
"would work just fine" 
except for the capacity 

of this tower. 
[p.81] 

VERIZON'S RF Engineer:    
Overall the current signal 

strength for the community 
"is good to excellent". 

[p.81] 
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Kolodzie and Jones Objection to Verizon Transmission Tower 
Application No. 217-25-000293 PLNG 

Page 4 of 61 

The proposed site is on a flat piece of farmland. It is surrounded by Verizon's five Alternate Sites, 
with one site essentially the same in elevation as the proposed site and the other four higher in 
elevation.   It seems from the map that the same factors that make the proposed site for a tower 
acceptable to Verizon could make the Alternate Sites feasible. In fact, that is what the reports from 
the Verizon experts show and what the experts submitting reports for the Objectors verify.  Moreover, 
in addition to the five Alternate Sites of Verizon, there are nine other non-EFU areas that Verizon did 
not identify that could be feasible alternatives to putting the Verizon tower on farmland. In sum, 
there are over 10 square miles of non-farmland potential sites that could be reasonable options, 
meaning that Verizon fails to meet the legal requirements for putting its tower on EFU farmland. All 
of this is described in detail below.  
 
Furthermore, Alternate Site 1 is an existing Sprint tower near the corner of Wiley Road and Highway 
126. The Sprint tower is on land 272 feet higher in elevation and is taller than the proposed tower by 
30 feet; therefore, if it used the Sprint tower, Verizon's antennas would be 302' higher than they 
would be on the EFU site. Using the Sprint tower, Verizon could possibly provide coverage for a 
significantly larger area than if it uses the proposed site.  At one point, this must have been an 
acceptable site to Verizon, because in 2015 Verizon applied for and received a permit to put its 
antennas on that Sprint tower.  Verizon should not be allowed to use exclusive farmland when it has 
other reasonable alternatives for providing its desired services.  
 
There are two other points to be made. First, it is understandable why Verizon would choose EFU 
land for it 150 foot tower. For towers under 200 feet on EFU land, Verizon's Application goes through 
a site plan review. However, siting a tower over 35 feet on non-EFU land requires a Conditional Use 
Permit, which would mean many additional and stringent criteria for Verizon to meet in its 
Application.  From a detailed review of the material supporting its Application, it seems fair to say it 
is not the location of the proposed site that makes it desirable to Verizon, it is the lesser review 
process that comes with the EFU zoning.  
 
Secondly, this Objection will show in great detail that the materials Verizon has presented in its 
Application are so rife with errors, internal inconsistencies, and deficiencies the Application is 
insukicient as a matter of law. When scrutinized, the technical data Verizon relies on does not meet 
fundamental engineering standards of credibility, as Objectors' experts explain. As two examples, 
the coordinates Verizon submits for three of its five non-EFU Alternate Sites it is required to identify 
and consider are on EFU land, and Verizon includes a significant amount of uninhabited BLM land 
as area where it says it needs to improve user service. 
 
In addition, the most basic facts in the Application are incorrect, including: the Application is not 
submitted on behalf of the actual owner of record of the proposed property; the Application is not 
submitted on behalf of the entity that purportedly has a lease for a cell tower on the proposed 
property; and it is arguable that the owner of the property (a LLC) is not authorized to lease the 
proposed property for a cell tower. 
 
The County must deny the Application outright because of the inadequacies of the Application and 
Verizon's failure to present credible evidence sukicient to meet its burden of proving its proposed 
site on EFU land meets its stated objectives while all the Alternate sites cannot. 
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Kolodzie and Jones Objection to Verizon Transmission Tower 
Application No. 217-25-000293 PLNG 

Page 5 of 61 

2. CITATION FORMAT, DEFINITIONS, AND MAPPING METHODOLOGIES 
 
Page numbers without reference to another source, such as [p. X], refer to page number of the 
Application. Because the pages of the Application are not individually numbered, the references to 
Application page numbers refer to the page numbers of the .pdf of the Application posted by the 
County on its okicial website.  
 
Signal strength for a cell phone is measured in decibel milliwatts, which is abbreviated dBm. The 
measurements are in negative numbers, meaning the lower the negative number, the better the 
signal. Therefore -85dBm is a stronger signal than -95dBm.  
 
Verizon is proposing a monopole structure for its utility facility. The terms monopole, tower, and cell 
tower are used interchangeably in this document. 
 
Verizon has presented a number of dikerent maps in its submitted documents. In order to orient 
locations in the Verizon maps more particularly, Objectors have overlayed a number of these maps 
with the Crook County Online GIS Taxlot map at   
https://gis.crookcountyor.gov/portal/apps/experiencebuilder/experience/?id=198a40c0e3314264
ade1bc748f288c0f. To make the overlays as accurate as possible to the Verizon maps, anchor 
locations such as coordinates for the proposed tower site and the locations of Verizon's existing 
towers, and landmarks such as Highway 126 were used to match positions and scales between the 
maps and overlays.  
 
Maps indicating Crook County zoning regions were generated using the Crook County Online GIS 
Map. 
 
Determination of locations by Latitude and Longitude coordinates was performed using Google 
EarthTM.  Google EarthTM was also used to generate images of land and 2D and 3D maps. 
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3. LEGAL LANDSCAPE 
 
In order to have its Application approved, Verizon has the burden under ORS 215.275(2) and Crook  
County Code ("CCC") 18.16.015(15)(a)(i) of showing that there are technical or engineering factors 
that make it not feasible to meet its stated objectives by putting a tower or towers on non-EFU land.  
Sprint PCS v. Washington County, 186 Or App 470, 480-81 (2003).  Importantly, it does not matter if 
the site of the tower proposed by Verizon is the best site for its purposes.  The requirement Verizon 
must meet is to establish it is not reasonable to use the non-EFU sites for its stated purposes. 
Harshman v. Jackson County, 41 Or LUBA 330, 335 (2002), citing City of Albany v. Linn County, 40 
Or LUBA  38, 47 (2001). 
 
To exclude a non-EFU site as a possible alternative to the proposed tower on EFU land under ORS 
215.275, Verizon must prove, and the County must find, that there are technical or engineering 
reasons that make each of the relevant non-EFU possible sites infeasible.  City of Albany at 46. 
"Therefore, to approve location of a utility facility on EFU land under the statute, the county must 
consider reasonable alternatives on non-EFU lands, if any, and determine the proposed EFU-zoned 
site “must” be used because the non-EFU alternative sites cannot be used based on one or more 
of the ORS 215.275(2) factors", here, the relevant factors being technical or engineering 
infeasibility. Id. 
 
This analysis must be applied to each of the possible non-EFU alternate sites -- those submitted by 
Verizon and those proposed by the Objectors. In this Objection and the reports of Objectors' two 
experts, there are 14 such non-EFU alternate sites and at least one collocation possibility that could 
be used rather than the proposed EFU site. 
 
The Sprint case explains that a non-EFU site that appears to satisfy the Verizon's defined objectives 
must be used even if the alternative is a facility on that non-EFU location that requires a dikerent 
component design than the preferred EFU location. Sprint at 479.  In fact, Verizon must use  a non-
EFU site if a dikerent design would make the alternate site a reasonable alternative, even if the 
design for the non-EFU facility is not substantially similar to the facility on the proposed EFU site. 
(An applicant's "obligation to consider reasonable alternatives may include consideration of 
facilities on non-EFU land that are 'not substantially similar' to the facilities sited on EFU land.") Id. 
 
And Verizon cannot reject a non-EFU option based upon cost of that option. ORS 215.275(3); CCC 
18.16015(15)(a)(ii). In other words, Verizon must place its facility on non-EFU land even if it is more 
expensive to put it there than on EFU land.  ORS 215.275(3); CCC 18.16015(15)(a)(ii) provide:  
 

(ii) Costs associated with any of the factors listed in subsection (15)(a)(i) of this 
section may be considered but cost alone may not be the only consideration in 
determining that a utility facility is necessary for public service. Land costs shall 
not be included when considering alternative locations for substantially similar 
utility facilities and the siting of utility facilities that are not substantially similar. 

 
One comment must be made pertaining to the statement in the Application that, "The Applicant is 
entitled to a considerable amount of discretion in determining the objectives for the facility and 
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alternative sites that do not meet those objectives are not "reasonable alternatives" under ORS 
215.275(2), " citing Sprint at 480-81 (emphasis added). That is a misinterpretation of the Sprint case 
and the law as it relates to the determination of whether alternate sites are reasonable alternatives. 
Sprint could not be more clear that only the factors in ORS 215.275(2) establish whether an 
alternative site is a reasonable alternative, not Verizon's business objectives. "Textually, the factors 
set out in ORS 215.275(2) define when it is 'necessary' to reject reasonable alternatives." Id. at 476. 
This point is emphasized here so that the County does not improperly defer to Verizon's decisions, 
but rather judiciously applies the criteria of ORS 215.275(2). The Court in Sprint provided the proper 
guidance for the County, clarifying  
 

That standard (of requiring local governments to defer to a utility's defined objectives), 
however, finds no support in the text, context, or legislative history of ORS 215.283(1)(d) or 
ORS 215.275. Rather, ORS 215.283(1)(d) allows as a permitted use on EFU land "[u]tility 
facilities necessary for public service." Utility facilities are permitted uses on EFU land 
because they advance those service needs. That statutory goal provides the appropriate 
criterion for local governments to apply in determining what constitutes a reasonable 
alternative. 

 
Id. at 481.  
 
In determining if Verizon has met its legal burdens described above, it is essential in this case that 
the County recognize that the supporting evidence Verizon has submitted must, as a matter of fact 
and law, meet a threshold of substantive sukiciency and credibility. It is unreasonable as a matter 
of law for the County here to rely on Verizon's technical supporting material if sukicient evidence 
undermining Verizon's experts' assumptions is submitted during in this case. ODOT v. Clackamas 
County, 27 Or LUBA 141, 146 (1994), footnote 5 "Substantial evidence is evidence a reasonable 
person would rely on to support a conclusion." Dodd v. Hood River County, 317 OR 172, 179, 855 
P2d 608 (1993).  This Objection and the reports of Objectors' experts demonstrate that not only has 
Verizon failed to present evidence to meet all of its requirements under the relevant codes, the 
evidence it has submitted is not sukiciently credible for the County to rely on. 
 
A separate requirement under CCC 18.124.110(3)(k) is that Verizon provide proof it is not able to 
collocate similar facilities on existing transmission structures.  
 
The approval process for the Verizon Application is governed by Crook County 18.124.110 (1), (2), 
and (3), as discussed herein.  
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4.   OBJECTIONS 
 
Neither the procedural nor substantive requirements for siting a transmission tower on EFU land 
are trivial or mere formalities. As noted above, ORS 215.275 strikes the balance between the need 
to site cell towers on EFU land and the need to preserve farmland. Sprint at 475. That balance is 
maintained, and the rights of landowners are protected, only when a cell provider's application for 
a tower on EFU land is scrupulously examined for compliance with both the procedural and 
substantive criteria of ORS 215.275 and the relevant Crook County Code provisions, in this case 
CCC 18.16.015(15), and 18.124.110(1)-(3). Objectors submit that a county's failure to require an 
Applicant's compliance with any of the relevant criteria -- procedural or substantive -- constitute 
substantial harm to property owners in the area akected by the installation of a cell tower on EFU 
land. 
 
Section 4.1 identifies the multiple instances in which Verizon fails to comply with the procedural 
requirements for a transmission tower application under Oregon statutes and the Crook County 
Code.  
 
Section 4.2 sets forth the numerous instances in which Verizon fails to comply with the substantive 
requirements for a transmission tower application under the Oregon statutes and the Crook County 
Code.  
 

4.1 Objections to Verizon's Failure to Comply with the Procedural Requirements 
for Its Application 

 
Objectors object to the Application because it sukers from the following fundamental procedural 
or administrative errors.   
 

a) The Application was not filed by the property owner. Alexander Ranch, LLC owns the property 
purportedly leased for the proposed cell tower [Stak Report p. 1; Deed filed as record number 
2025-330795]. However, the Application was signed by Thomas Alexander in his individual 
capacity, on January 24, 2025 [p. 4]. Thomas Alexander does not own the property and cannot 
properly submit the Application or authorize its submission. The Application is invalid as it is not 
signed and submitted by the property owner of record.  

b) The Agent Authorization Form purportedly authorizing Acom Consulting Inc. to "submit" and 
"manage" the Application on behalf of the Property Owner is invalid. The Authorization form is 
signed by Thomas Alexander in his individual capacity, not by the owner of the property, 
Alexander Ranch, LLC [p. 5]. Thus, Acom Consulting has not been authorized by the property 
owner to submit and manage the Application. 

c) If filed on behalf of an LLC, the Agent Authorization Form requires the names of authorized 
signers of the entity to be listed.  [p. 5] As discussed herein, the authorized signers for the LLC 
could become an issue with respect to this Application; therefore, this deficiency is not 
immaterial.  A portion of the Harmoni Towers drawings for the proposed tower lists Property 
Owners as Alexander Ranch, LLC, Thomas W. Alexander, and Linda Jo Alexander. [p. 70]  
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d) The Agent Authorization Form requires that if the property is owned by an LLC, the operating 
agreement of the LLC must be submitted. [p. 5] The failure of Applicant to submit the Alexander 
Ranch, LLC operating agreement is a material error because without the ability to review this 
operating agreement, it is not possible to determine if the LLC had the legal authority to lease 
land for a cell tower.  In fact, Alexander Ranch, LLC documents filed with the Oregon Secretary 
of State provide that the LLC's permitted operations are limited "[t]o conduct hay and cattle 
sales and land leasing and to engage in all activities incident thereto." (emphasis added) 
[Appendix 3] Objectors contend that the term "land leasing" means leasing incident to hay and 
cattle operations. Thus, the LLC would not be allowed by law to lease land for a cell tower, 
making Alexander Ranch, LLC's execution of a lease for installing and operating a cell tower an 
ultra vires act of the LLC. Objectors submit that the lease of land for the cell tower is invalid. 

e) The Application was not submitted on behalf of the entity that purportedly leased the property 
from  Alexander Ranch, LLC. The Memorandum of Lease indicates a lease between Alexander 
Ranch, LLC, as Landlord, and PI Tower Development LLC, as Tenant. [p. 65] Although it is stated 
that Harmoni has secured a lease with the owners for a cell tower [p. 8], there is nothing in the 
record that establishes that the entity with the lease on the subject property, PI Tower 
Development LLC, is participating in the Application. As such, the Application is invalid in that 
no party to the Application has been shown to have the right to install a cell tower on the subject 
property.  

f) The Application was purportedly submitted by Harmoni Towers and Verizon Wireless [p. 7], with 
Acom Consulting serving as the agent for both. [p. 5]. As noted previously, Acom Consulting has 
not been given proper authority to submit the Application by the landowner of record. Moreover, 
there is an Agent Authorization form from Verizon Wireless to Acom Consulting [p. 6], but there 
is no corresponding Agent Authorization form from Harmoni Towers to Acom. As such, the 
Application has not been properly submitted on behalf of Harmoni Towers, the entity that will 
build, operate, and own the tower, as indicated in the Application (See, for instance, the  red oval 
in the image below from the Harmoni design document. [p. 70] 
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g) CCC 18.124.110(3) requires submission of "A copy of the executed lease from the owner of the 
site of the property where the tower will be located." Only a copy of a Memorandum of the lease 
was submitted. [p. 65; Stak Report p. 7]. Because of the issues and questions raised in the 
previous points, Objectors contend that it is a material omission for the County not to require 
the executed lease to be submitted. The Stak Report incorrectly stated this requirement was 
satisfied.  

h) The Stak Report refers to a deed from Thomas W. Alexander to Alexander Ranch, LLC for the 
subject property dated March 19, 2025. [Stak Report p. 1] The Stak Report refers to a 
memorandum of lease, "documenting a lease agreement for the subject property executed on 
January 23, 2025, between Alexander Ranch LLC, as landlord, and PI Tower Development LLC 
as tenant..." (emphasis added). [Stak Report p. 7] The date of the referenced deed is after the 
date of the lease, meaning the documents on their faces indicate that Alexander Ranch, LLC did 
not own the property at the time it leased the subject land for the tower. This is yet another 
reason an executed copy of the lease is needed, to be able to determine, for instance, if the 
lease contains an after-acquired property clause or other terms relevant to propriety of the 
Verizon Application. 

i) Applicant used the Crook County application form for "Site Plan Review - Administrative". On 
page 3 of the form, Applicant failed to indicate the location of all existing water rights and to 
obtain the Water Master's signature prior to submitting the Application to the Planning 
Department.  (emphasis in original) [p. 3]  This procedure was not followed by the Applicant.  An 
adjoining landowner verifies that there are 4 Water Resources permitted agricultural wells 
located on the parcel where Verizon wants to locate the tower. And the property has a pivot 
irrigation system as well as five wheel line irrigation systems and hand line irrigation systems to 
cover field edges and corners. [Exhibit 53] 

j) The Approval process for the Application under CCC 18.124.110(2)(c) requires that a balloon or 
crane test occur "after" the mandatory neighborhood meeting.  "The applicant shall schedule 
the balloon test so that it can be conducted no later than two business days following the date 
of the neighborhood meeting or such time as is agreeable to the neighbors at the meeting, but 
in no event shall the balloon test occur more than 30 days following the date of the 
neighborhood meeting." (emphasis added). Applicant's documents establish that the balloon 
test on March 6, 2025 [p. 29] occurred before the neighborhood meeting on May 4, 2025 [p.151]. 
Verizon and the Stak Report omit this requirement when listing the submission criteria of  CCC 
18.124.110(2). 
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k) The statement by Verizon on page 14 that the tower is to be located on property that is not 
actively farmed is materially incorrect [p. 14]. See Exhibit 40, "the site has actively been farmed 
for years", and Exhibit 53, the "parcel has been farmed continuously" since at least 2010.   The 
images below were taken of the proposed site in November 2025.  

 

l) The Applicant did not comply with the submittal criteria under CCC 18.124.110(3)(d) regarding 
notice of the required  pre-Application neighborhood meeting mandated by CCC 18.124.110(2) 
Notice under CCC 18.124.110(2) must be mailed no less than 10 days prior to the meeting to 
owners of record of property within 2000 feet of the property on which an applicant proposes to 
establish a tower or monopole greater than 30 feet in height. For a new tower, Applicant must 
submit a copy of the notice and a certificate of mailing showing that the notice was mailed to 
the list of property owners defined in CCC 18.124.110(2). Verizon provided copies of the notice 
and Crook County mailing list of owners within 2000 feet of the subject property. [p.149, 150, 
etc.; Stak Report p. 8], but did not submit a certificate of mailing, as required. The Stak Report 
is incorrect that the condition of CCC 18.124.110(3)(d) is satisfied. [Stak Report p. 8]  
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m) Moreover, both Verizon and the Stak in its Report fail to properly apply the provisions of CCC 
18.124.110(2)(b). That section states, "For the purpose of this section, the property on which an 
applicant proposes to establish a transmission tower includes the lot of record on which the 
applicant will locate the facility and all contiguous lots of record held in common ownership." 
(emphasis added). Alexander Ranch, LLC owns not only the proposed cell tower site, it also 
owns a contiguous lot, Tax Lot # 1514110000104-14930. By its own admission and submission 
materials, Applicant failed to notify the four property owners within 2000 feet of the contiguous 
lot. [See map below.] Two of landowners within 2000 feet of the contiguous Alexander Ranch, 
LLC property have submitted documents to the County stating the mailing was not received.  
[Exhibit 54]. The Stak Report incorrectly stated this requirement was satisfied.  
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4.2. Objections to Verizon's Failure to Comply with the Substantive Requirements  
          for Its Application 

Preliminary Discussion 
 
As a prelude to pointing out specific deficiencies in Verizon's  Application and technical supporting 
materials, Objectors direct attention to the purported reason Verizon seeks to locate its tower on 
EFU land. As the relevant law and Stak Report [at p. 6] set forth, Verizon must show that its stated 
objectives support the goal of "providing a utility service" and that it has properly considered 
reasonable non-EFU alternate sites but have ruled them out because none are technically feasible 
alternatives to the proposed site. 
 
Verizon's internal engineer, Tom Fergusson, confirms that cell signal strength in the Powell Butte 
Community is "good to excellent". [p. 81] (emphasis added). (His report mentions complaints in 
the area south of Highway 126 in the shadow of the Powell Buttes. However, that area is not  part of 
the Biwabkos Alternate Site Analysis, so cannot be included in the assessment of the proposed 
sites, as is discussed below.) This admission by Verizon is crucial to evaluating Verizon's goal of 
providing a utility service. "If Verizon did not have exhausted sectors, this design would work just 
fine but will struggle as sites have diminished capacity." [p. 81]  The Fergusson report clearly 
explains that the issue Verizon contends it is facing is that the Powell Butte South tower needs to 
okload capacity. That is the tower that appears to serve the area in the vicinity of Brasada Ranch. 
The exhausted sector cannot refer to the Wiley tower on top of Powell Buttes, because Verizon's 
admission is that tower has "plenty of capacity" and is NOT the driver for the proposed site. [p. 79] 
 
Therefore, if Verizon has a "utility service" issue it is with the Powell Butte South tower. But Verizon 
does not seem to have directed its solution in that area. The proposed site on EFU land is 5.85 miles 
away from Powell Butte South. [p. 92] There could be towers on non-EFU land closer and at higher 
elevations than the proposed tower that could feasibly okload Power Butte South, as shown in 
Objectors' maps below and in the report of Objectors' expert Scheinfein [Scheinfein p. 57]. The facts 
seem to indicate that a driving motivation for Verizon in putting a cell tower on flat land in the middle 
of the Powell Butte Community is to be able to lease space on its tower to other cell providers, as 
referenced in the report of Verizon's Biwabkos engineer. [p. 143]  Since the existing "utility service" 
in the Powell Butte Community is "good to excellent", the proposed tower is not needed for service 
coverage. The ability of Verizon to lease space on a tower on the proposed EFU land does not, in and 
of itself, advance the statutory goal of providing utility services. Sprint at 482.   
 
To state the obvious, it is of great advantage to Verizon to be able to locate its 150 foot tower on EFU 
land and only have to comply with the criteria of a site plan review under CCC 18.124.110. Siting a 
tower on non-EFU land would almost certainly require Verizon to comply with the significantly more 
stringent criteria of CCC 18.160 for Conditional Uses.  However, the objective of Verizon having an 
easier approval process by siting its tower on EFU land in no way advances the statutory goal of 
providing a utility service. 
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Objection to Verizon's Conclusion That There are No Feasible Alternate Sites  
 
The material Verizon has submitted from its internal engineer Fergusson and the Biwabkos engineer 
Kennedy fail to support the requirements of its Application for a cell tower on EFU land under the 
relevant law described above. The Objectors' objections to the sukiciency of the technical evidence 
in the Verizon Application are broken down into two areas:  

 
1) General deficiencies in the reports of the Verizon engineer and the Biwabkos engineer   
that undermine the credibility of those reports. In short, the technical material submitted 
by Verizon to support its Application pertaining to the alternate non-EFU site analysis is   
factually and legally incapable of sustaining that burden.  
 
2) The substantive insukiciency of the Fergusson and Biwabkos reports to satisfy Verizon's 
burdens under ORS 215.275(2) and CCC 18.124.110(3) and 18.16.015(15) because, in 
reality, a number of alternate sites could be feasible alternates for the proposed tower.   

 
As a predicate to the discussion below, it is noted that the three reports of Biwabkos Consultants 
LLC ("Biwabkos") are the only materials supporting Verizon's alternate site analysis. The report 
submitted by the Verizon internal engineer, Tom Fergusson, does not speak to the feasibility of 
alternate non-EFU sites, although the Verizon internal data presented by Fergusson does contradict 
and shine light on the lack of credibility of the Biwabkos reports.  
 
Objectors submit in support of this Objection the reports of two experts, Steve Mahon, an RF 
Semiconductor Consultant with 40 years' experience in RF electronics and 45 years of Engineer, 
Managerial and Executive experience [Mahon report at pp. 46-52], and Michael Scheinfein, Retired 
Professor of Applied and Engineering Physics [Scheinfein report at pp. 53-59]. Based on the 
information and analyses contained in their reports, each consultant concludes that alternate non-
EFU sites are feasible for Verizon's stated objectives. This conclusion is supported by additional 
information submitted in this Objection. Two specific sites, Alternate Site 1 and Alternate Site 3, are 
assessed by Mahon and Scheinfein to be reasonable options for Verizon's purposes. However, as 
they conclude and as is set forth in great detail in this Objection, the analysis and data submitted 
by the Biwabkos engineer inherently fails to exclude any of the five alternate sites identified by 
Verizon.  
 
(As an aside, while Objectors do not concede that Verizon's intention to possibly lease space on its 
proposed tower for other cell companies' antennas furthers the statutory goal of providing a utility 
service [Stak Report, p. 4 and Sprint at 482], there is nothing in the record that indicates Verizon 
could not lease out space to other cell providers on towers on alternate sites. On this point, it has 
not been suggested by Verizon that the proposed site has no advantage over an alternate site.) 
 
The Feasibility of Alternate Sites 1 and 3 
 
Alternate Site 1 is the existing Sprint tower located near the intersection of Highway 126 and Wiley 
Road, not far from the Prineville Airport. The tower is 196 feet in height and is on land at an elevation 
of 3276 feet. [p. 108]  The Biwabkos report states that Verizon antennas could be installed at a height 
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of 180 feet on the Sprint tower. [p. 108] The proposed tower is 150 feet in height and located on land 
at an elevation of 3004 feet. [p. 89] Because of the dikerence in height and elevation, Verizon could 
install facilities on the Sprint tower 302 feet higher than it could on the proposed tower.  
 
The Mahon report at pages 49-50 evaluates the Biwabkos analysis that relies on coverage maps and 
a calculation coverage area to compare the proposed site to the Alternate Sites. Mahon concludes 
Alternate 1 is a feasible non-EFU site, stating: 
 

Alternate #1 is the existing “Sprint Tower” running close to Hwy 126 but further east of 
the proposed site. The text indicates that Alternate 1 “indoor” area coverage is 20% less 
than proposed solution but ignores that the “in-vehicle” coverage for Alternate #1 is 
1% greater than the proposed solution seen in the overlayed red oval. Alternate #1 
also provides superior coverage along Highway 126 and the Powell Butte area while 
adding significant coverage to the area SW of Prineville.   The significant advantage 
of Alternate #1 is that it is an existing tower reducing the environmental impact of 
capacity expansion and likely lowering the cost while delivering additional capacity to 
the area.  The Sprint Tower is on land 272 feet higher than the proposed solution.  This 
would significantly increase the coverage with all other things being equal. The 
conclusion of the slide is that it “does not satisfy the coverage and capacity 
objectives of the site”.  This is a subjective statement at best as there are no 
quantitative goals or objectives for this project stated in the entire report.  With the 
data supplied, Alternate #1 is feasible alternative.  (emphasis added) [Mahon p. 49] 

 
Of significance to the option of using the Sprint tower (Alternate 1) is the fact that Verizon applied 
for and received approval to replace "all existing antennas on the tower and to install new ground 
equipment" in 2015. [Application Number 217-15-000199-PLNG.  Approved August 17, 2015; 
Approval expired August 17, 2017.]  This fact undermines Verizon's position that Alternate 1 is not a 
feasible solution for Verizon and that it is not able to collocate similar telecommunication 
structures on existing transmission facilities, thereby meaning Verizon fails to comply with CCC 
18.124.110(3). At least at one point in time, Verizon must have concluded that the Sprint tower was 
a reasonable option for providing utility service to the Powell Butte Community. Screenshots of 
documents relating to the 2015 Verizon Application are below.  
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Regarding Alternate Site 3, Mahon states:  
 

Below shows the comparison from the proposed solution to the Alternate #3 option.  A 
visual comparison of the maps indicated that they are very similar.  The text indicates 
that the Alternate #3 “indoor” area is 16% less than proposed solution but ignores 
that the “in-vehicle” area for Alternate #3 is 2% greater than the proposed solution. 
This should not be surprising as Alternate #3 is only 1.4 miles north of the proposed 
solution in a very flat area of the terrain.  The proposed solution also has an advantage 
in the simulation as it’s at the center of the blue oval analyzed.  The location of the blue 
oval is somewhat arbitrary.  GPS coordinates submitted in the report show that Alternate 
#3 is located on EFU land contrary to the statement that it is non-EFU.  However, it is 
quite close to non-EFU land zoned R5 in the Twin Lakes area.  The similarities in a 
simulated coverage would indicate that Alternate #3 or the Twin Lakes area are also 
feasible solutions. (emphasis added) 

 
The Scheinfein report provides a quantitative analysis of the capability of a tower on the proposed 
and alternate sites to meet the stated objectives of Verizon of increasing capacity along Highway 
126 between Redmond and Prineville and expanding coverage to the Powell Butte community. [p. 
78] From the calculations made in the Scheinfein report, he concludes that, based on the 
population in the Powell Butte area and the calculated cell phone and data services usage, the 
service needs in the area would be met by the proposed tower or the alternate sites. [Scheinfein 
p. 54]. His report goes further, quantitatively assessing the analysis and information presented by 
the Biwabkos engineer in his Alternate Site Analysis, and, specifically, the comparison tables on 
pages 112-116. [Scheinfein pp. 58]. Scheinfein reports: 

o I
Acom
1L25 SE Clatsop
Portland OR972O2

|une 29ttt, 2015

Crook County, Community Development
Planning Division
300 NE 3.d Street, Room 12
Prineville Oregon 97 7 5 4

RE: Land Use Permit for Verizon Wireless cell site located at 8300 SE Wiley Road,
Powell Butte, OR97753

Verizon Wireless would like to modify a cell site located at 8300 SE Wiley Road,
Powell Butte, OR 97753 [Crook CountyJ

Verizon would like to modiff an existing cell site by replacing all existing antennas
with like sized antennas and replace the current ground equipment.
There will be no change to the overall tower height.

Please find enclosed:

o A completed Site Plan Review Application
o Completed Authorization Notice with Property owners signature. Signed copy of the statement of understanding.
o L Set of plan drawings.o Check No 2075 in the amount of $440 for the submittal fees.

Please let me know if there is anything else that you need from me to complete this
review.

Best

Real Estate Contractor for Verizon Wireless
Phone 503-310-0544
Email sarah.blanchard@acomconsultinginc.com

t
"$biry|ldt

o,

Crook County
Community Development

300 NE 3'd Street, Prineville, OR 977 54
(s41l,447-81s6

Fox (541)416-2139
ccplon @co.crook.or.us

FINDINGS AND DECISION
(Site Plon Review)

DATE: August 17 , 2015

APPLICATIoN No.: 217 - l 5-0001 99- PING

APPLICANT/OWNER: Somuel Stofford
44.lI NW Elliott Lone
Prineville, Oregon 977 54

AGENT: Soroh Blonchord
I 125 SE Clotsop Street
Portlond, Oregon 97202

APPLICANT'S REQUEST: The opplicont is requesting o site plon review lo modify on existing
cell tower by replocing oll existing ontennos on the fower ond to instoll new ground
equipment.

BASIC FINDINGS

LOCATION: The subject property meosures 39.79 ocres ond is locoted of 8300 SW Wiley
Rood, Powell Butle, Oregon. lt is identified on the County's Assessor's tox mop os: Tl5-R15-
Seclion 2l,lox lot 400. lt is locoted ot lotitude 44-15-4.l.5 N ond Longitude 120-55-57.33 W.

ZONING: The properly is zoned Exclusive Form Use (EFU-3 Powell Butte Areo)

APPL!CABLE CRITERIA

Ghapter 18.24 EXCLUSIVE FARM USE ZONE, EFU-3 (POWELL BUTTE AREA)
Ghapter 18.124 SUPPLEMENTARY PROVISIONS

FINDINGS of FACT

BACKGROUND: This property is the site of on existing tronsmission tower opproved in 2000 (C-
SR-896-00). The opplicont proposes replocing lhe existing ontennos wilh new ontennos ond
replocing the existing ground equipment with new equipment, including outdoor equipment
cobinets ond o diesel generotor. All equipment will be within lhe exisling fenced compound.
The opplicont is proposing no chonge in the tower height. The tower, wilh ontennos will be
I 97 feet toll (190 feet toll without ontennos).

Stafford - Cell Tower Modification - Antenna Replacement
2L7 -15-000199-PLNG

) o

B.

(-

DOCUMENTATION OF OWNERSHIP: MF# 2014-264299, Recorded 08/07/2014

PHYSICAL ADDRESS: 8300 SW Wiley Woy, Powell Butte, Oregon

ACCESS: The property will be occessed through the existing occess to the cell
tower compound from Wiley Rood. The compound is locoled in the northwest
corner of lhe property.

DEC!S!ON

Bosed upon the obove Findings, opplicotion2lT-15-000199-PtNG is APPROVED, for
replocement of ontennos on on existing communicotions tower ond replocement of existing
ground equipment with new ground equipment, including outdoor equipmenl cobinels ond
o diesel generotor, subject to the following conditions.

CONDITIONS AND REQUIREMENTS

BUItDING PERMITS: All necessory building construclion permits must be obloined from
the Crook County Building Deportment.

DURATION OF APPROVAk The opplicont sholl meet oll conditions of this opprovolwithin two
(2) yeors from the dote this decision become flnol, or this opprovol sholl be void os required
within Title 18, Chopler 18.172, Section 18.172.020(7). Exoires: Auousl 17.2017.

Ann Berbr, Plonning Di'ector
Crook Cot;nty Plonning Depcrtment

CC: O6/ner
C C Depts.
CC fre&Rescue

Weston - Accessory Structure
21-7 -15-000200-PLNG

PageZ
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I conclude that of the Alternatives analyzed in the Biwabkos report, using their 
methods and data, that either Alternative 1 or (an R5 area near) Alternative 3 would 
provide nearly identical coverage and performance in the area(s) of interest. Any 
oDloading potential that Alternatives 1 and 3 provide to Wiley Tower (allowing Wiley 
to be turned down to the NNW and turned up to the SSE, see proposal p. 83) would 
also be nearly identical to that provided by the Proposed tower. According to the 
stated goals presented in the proposal (p. 78), Alternatives 1 and 3 are very feasible 
substitutes for the Proposed tower. (emphasis in original) [Scheinfein p. 58] 
 

 
The Collocation Requirement 
 
Because the Sprint tower is a feasible option for Verizon, the requirement under CCC 
18.124.110(3)(k) that Verizon prove it cannot collocate its structures on an existing tower is 
unmet. The assertion by the Biwabkos engineer in his RF Design Analysis that, "Adding 
antennas to the [existing Verizon] neighbor sites located to the South will not provide the power 
per link or the throughput per link needed to resolve the issue" [p. 90] is disputed by Objectors 
and addressed further below.  

 
The Feasibility of Other Verizon Alternate Sites 
 
To be clear, it is not just Alternate Sites 1 and 3 that could be feasible non-EFU alternatives to the 
proposed site. Refer to the full Mahon and Scheinfein reports for additional details regarding the 
deficiency of the Verizon Alternate Site Analysis to disqualify the Alternate Sites.  
 
Although the information and analysis in the Verizon supporting material, including the Biwabkos 
reports, is incomplete and flawed, it is adequate to establish that other alternate sites are also 
feasible. In fact, Scheinfein concludes:  
 

Based on the entirety of the information presented and the amount of information 
that is not included in the proposal, it is a technically unreasonable conclusion to 
make that none of the Alternate sites are feasible options for meeting the 
objectives submitted by Verizon, especially if diDerent design parameters can be 
used for the facilities. (emphasis in original) [Scheinfein pp. 58] 

 
Confirming that Verizon has in no way met its burden, Mahon states, "In summary, the conclusion 
that none of the alternate sites are feasible is incorrect based on the presented data." [Mahon p. 52] 
  
Defects in the Analyses and Conclusions of  Verizon's Experts 
 
For the purposes of the evaluation required of Verizon by ORS 215.275(2) and CCC 18.16.015, the 
Verizon Application and supporting materials are incomplete and deficient according to both of 
Objectors' consultants. In order for Verizon to have adequately identified objectives for a utility 
facility necessary for public service or to have performed a sukicient evaluation of the feasibility of 
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the Alternate Sites to be able to meet Verizon's stated objectives, more was required than was 
presented in the reports of its engineers. In his report, Mahon describes some of the deficiencies: 

 
§ The project goal is lacking in any quantification of that goal or any precision of the 

boundary of the “rural areas of Crook County” to be considered in the analysis. [Mahon 
p. 46] 

§ The overall state of the application is very disjointed.  The application focused strongly 
on the current state of the poor signal coverage and little on the expected performance 
of the new tower.  The application also strongly focuses on the signal coverage and very 
little on the capacity, and there is no projected data on capacity improvement at all. 
[Mahon p. 52] 

§ The application also shows no data on the number of users, households, and 
businesses that would be served by a new tower.  The population densities vary 
considerably in the overall Redmond/Prineville corridor, and this information is key. 
[Mahon p. 52] 

§ There are inconsistencies, self-contradictions, and irrelevant data throughout the 
application. The area of analysis in the application is chosen such that the proposed 
solution location is shown in the best light even though it is a very low population density 
compared to the surrounding areas.  It is dikicult to believe that Verizon does not have 
more complete data on coverage and capacity models that could paint a clearer and 
more accurate picture of the impact on the Powell Butte and surrounding areas.  [Mahon 
p. 52] 

§ The Verizon report on signal coverage is a partial analysis.  It focuses solely on the LTE 
(4G) low-band coverage with no mention of higher capacity high band LTE, 5GNR (New 
Radio) or 5GSA (Stand Alone) bands. The Verizon engineer reaches the conclusion that 
the signal coverage is adequate with corroborating signal level maps. The reference to 
capacity is insukicient, with very limited data supplied.  This is the only data on capacity 
in the entire application.  There is no data presented for high-band data which is 
mentioned as crucial in the proposal summary.  [Mahon p. 46] 

§ The principal parameter used in the Biwabkos report is RSRP (Reference Signal Receive 
Power) expressed in logarithmic power levels referenced to 1 milliwatt (dBm) coverage 
over a simulated area. The report contains the only consistent information in the overall 
application for coverage of all identified alternate sites but contains nothing for 
capacity. It is also the only controlled quantitative analysis of the project’s expected 
improvement. Unfortunately, the presentation fails to describe the simulation software 
used or any indication of the expected accuracy or margin on error.  It also fails to 
address whether this is Low-Band, High-Band, LTE, 5G or an amalgamation of all bands. 
In the end all simulations have errors, and it is good science to know the expected 
accuracy so you can judge if small changes are significant or just noise in the simulation.  
[Mahon p. 47] 

§ In most of the data, signal coverage is judged by RSRP  (Reference Signal Receive Power) 
alone.  This is a fundamental and important parameter but is not a complete story in 
itself.  In various sections of the proposal the level of -95dBm is considered a “strong 
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signal” (p. 146), “poor indoor and OK outdoor” (p. 81) and yellow in a green/yellow/red 
indicating good coverage in a vehicle (p.111).  In detail, RSRP is only one parameter 
needed to describe signal quality.  RSRQ (Reference Signal Receive Quality) and SINR 
(Signal to Interference and Noise Ratio) are also required.  These parameters are defined 
in the proposal (pp. 146-148), but no data for this project is supplied.  [Mahon p. 51] 

§ Also, the color codes scheme of green/yellow/red with limits of -85 dBm/-95dBm and -
106dBm are generalizations and paint a limited picture.  Low band frequencies of 
600MHz to 800MHz penetrate vehicles and houses very well losing less than 10dBm 
moving from outside to inside a house.   However, high band frequencies above 2.5 GHz 
will significantly decrease moving into a house. The advantage of the high band 
frequencies is that is where the capacity or bandwidth is greater as seen below from 
page 123. [Mahon p. 51] 

 
The Scheinfein report corroborates that the Biwabkos Alternate Site Analysis is not sukicient with 
respect to Verizon's burden of demonstrating that it has considered reasonable alternatives, but 
due to technical or engineering feasibility it is necessary to site the facility on EFU land. [Stak Report 
p. 3; Sprint at 476.] Scheinfein explains: 
 

The proposal contains no bandwidth/capacity data for the proposed site or any of the 
alternative sites. Further, while crowd sourced coverage and power data is available 
(CellMapper, which ironically cannot import data from iPhones since iPhones will not 
expose segments of the network to the user), there is no public avenue to access Verizon’s 
capacity or upload speeds at present as this data is likely proprietary. The alternatives 
analysis in the Verizon proposal is thus incomplete. In order for planners to evaluate the 
proposal and the alternatives accurately, the proposal should include analysis based 
upon:  
• Coverage maps of the area of interest by frequency band.  
• Upload/download speed maps of the area of interest by frequency band.  
• Cell tower capabilities including but not limited to: 

o Antenna frequency bands, upload/download rates, and total throughput per 
band. 

o Present-day capacity and estimated excess capacity per band. 
• A quantitative metric to assess user experience. 
• Metrics used for assessing ok-loading capacity. 

[Scheinfein report pp. 59](emphasis added)  
 
The information that the two Verizon engineers do provide in their reports, although insukicient to 
support Verizon's burden of demonstrating compliance with ORS 215.275(2) and CCC 18.16.015, 
does serve to undermine the contention that the non-EFU alternatives are not feasible sites for a 
tower. For example, as Objectors' experts Mahon and Scheinfein describe, the Verizon and 
Biwabkos engineers only identify Verizon's coverage and capacity objectives for the proposed tower 
in a qualitative manner, using general descriptions such as increasing signal strength, providing 
better customer experience, providing coverage in the rural area North of Highway 126, providing 
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coverage along SW Williams Road and feeder roads, and providing additional bandwidth and 
throughput, while failing to identify any metric for evaluating the need for better or additional 
coverage or capacity, the desired goal, or performance of existing, proposed, or alternate sites. [p. 
84, 88; Stak Report p. 4].  
 
With respect to these qualitative goals stated by Verizon, every one of the Verizon Alternate Sites 
satisfies the objectives according to the current coverage maps submitted in the Biwabkos report. 
The maps below are the Biwabkos current coverage map on the left [p. 94] and the alternate site 
coverage maps on the right [pp. 112-115] (The cross-hatched areas of the maps are uninhabited 
areas that are explained later in this Objection. There are only 4 alternate site maps because 
Biwabkos used the same map for Alternates 4 and 5.)  It is clear from the coverage maps for the 
Alternate Sites that, ignoring the cross-hatched area that essentially has no users, the objective of 
adding coverage to the Powell Butte Community is satisfied by all four alternative sites. For each of 
the alternatives, areas of yellow (-95dBm) or green (-85dBm) signal strength replace red (-106dBm) 
areas in the map of current coverage.  
 

 

 

As was noted in the section discussing the legal landscape for this application, it is irrelevant if the 
proposed site is allegedly better or even the "best" site for Verizon's tower. The test is only if the 
Alternate Sites can feasibly be used to meet Verizon's objectives relating to improving customer 
experience in the Powell Butte community. Harshman at 335. 

Biwabkos current signal 

Alternate 1 Alternate 2 

Alternate 3 
Alternate 4 
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In fact, according to the Biwabkos maps, in some regards Alternate Sites provide better coverage 
than the proposed site. For instance, the coverage map for the proposed site provides lesser 
coverage than Alternate 2 for the area of west Highway 126 and the Powell Butte Residential 20 area 
just south of the highway in that region, which the Biwabkos report calls out as a problem area on 
pages 104 and 126 of the Application. (See the maps below.) 

 

Similarly, the proposed site leaves parts of the R5 residential area south of 126 near Valley View 
Road in yellow (-95dBM), whereas Alternate 4 turns the same region green (-85dBM), as shown in 
the maps below.  

Moreover, the conclusions reached in the Biwabkos Alternate Site Analysis rejecting the Alternate 
Sites are unsubstantiated and unsupported by the information presented in reports of the Verizon 
engineers.  For instance, the Biwabkos engineer's conclusion that Alternate sites 2, 4, and 5 are 
"too close" to the Verizon Powell Butte South and Wiley towers (the neighbor sites to the South) [p. 
117] is presumably based on possible interference between the towers. (Distances of the sites to 
the existing Verizon towers are shown in the table below.) Again, this is solely a qualitative 
statement, not supported by quantitative metrics. However, even this qualitative conclusion is 
contradicted within Verizon's technical information.  

Proposed site 
coverage map 

Alt Site 2 coverage 
map 

Alt Site 4 
coverage map 

Proposed site 
coverage map 
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As was stated on page 82 of the Verizon engineer's report, the coverage areas between towers can 
be optimized by turning some towers down to reduce interference. Verizon proposes such 
optimization between its existing towers and the tower at the proposed site, saying, "Verizon will 
need to optimize all sites in the area" to minimize interference between the towers. "The 
optimization will happen after the proposed site is turned up." [p. 82] The Biwabkos engineer 
apparently did not take into account that optimization could occur for towers at the Alternate 
Sites, just as Verizon plans to do with a tower at the proposed site. The Verizon engineer's report 
contradicts the basis for Biwabkos disqualifying Sites 2, 4, and 5 as feasible alternatives because 
they are "too close to the neighbor sites to the South." 

On the other hand, the conclusion is drawn in the Biwabkos Alternate Site Analysis that Alternate 
Sites 1 and 3 are too far from the Powell Butte South and Wiley towers when it is stated that these 
sites do not provide the offload needed. [p. 117] Again, that conclusion is not supported by any 
quantitative metric or any quantified analysis, is incomplete, and is refuted in the reports of 
Objectors' experts, as is discussed previously. [See Mahon and Scheinfein reports.] The Biwabkos 
engineer notes, "Capacity is providing bandwidth or processing capacity to service the customers 
in the area," yet there is no data from Biwabkos pertaining to bandwidth, processing capacity, 
throughput, or any other parameter relating to Wiley and Powell Butte South, the proposed, or any 
Alternate towers. And, while the Biwabkos report states that Alternate Sites 1 and 3 "do not provide 
the offload" [p. 117], the report does not say if other Alternate Site provides better offload than the 
proposed site. 

Moreover, Biwabkos' rejection of Alternate Sites based solely on their distances to Verizon's Powell 
Butte South and Wiley towers relative to the distance of the proposed tower is blatantly erroneous.  
The report of the Verizon internal engineer on page 79 describes that the tower at the proposed site 
will provide "significant" offload to Verizon's McCoin tower on top of Grizzly Mountain. The McCoin 
tower is eleven miles away from the proposed site. [p. 79] Alternate 1 is only 4.6 miles from the 
Wiley tower and 6.64 miles from the Powell Butte South tower. Alternate 3 is only 6.86 miles from 
the Wiley tower and 7.15 miles from the Powell Butte South tower. In fact, Alternate 1 is closer to 
the Wiley tower than the proposed site. [See the table below.] 
 
If the Biwabkos engineer's conclusions that Alternate 1 and 3 are not feasible options for meeting 
the capacity objectives are based solely on the distance from the existing towers, his conclusion 
is unsupportable.  
 

Site 
Distance to 

Wiley             
(in miles) 

Miles closer to 
Wiley than the 
proposed site 

Distance to 
PBS (in miles) 

Miles closer to  
PBS than the 

proposed site 
Proposed 5.51  5.85  
Alternate 1 4.6   0.91 6.64 - 0.79 
Alternate 2 5.35   0.16 4.47   1.38 
Alternate 3 6.86 - 1.35 7.15 - 1.3 
Alternate 4 3   2.51 4.36   1.49 
Alternate 5 4   1.51 4.09   1.76 
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In summary, every reason given in the Biwabkos report on pages 117 and 118 for why the Alternate 
Sites are not reasonable alternatives to a tower on the proposed site has been shown by the reports 
of Objectors' experts and information and explanations in this Objection to be invalid. In addition, 
later in this Objection are set forth 19 deficiencies in the technical material supporting Verizon's 
Application that make the material not credible enough to be relied upon by the County. 
 
 Additional Alternate Sites Submitted by Objectors 
 
In addition to the five Alternate non-EFU sites identified by Verizon, Objectors submit nine  
additional non-EFU sites that could be feasible alternatives to the proposed EFU location.  These 
sites are shown on the maps below and identified by a representative tax lot number in each of the 
areas. Verizon only identified possible alternate sites far north of its Powell Butte South ("PBS") 
tower. But the capacity of that tower is described by Verizon's engineer as the only issue that needs 
addressing in Powell Butte, saying that the Verizon design would "work just fine" if not for the 
exhausted tower. (Wiley tower has plenty of capacity.) [p. 79, 81] The ability to okload capacity from 
the Powell Butte South tower is a criterion Verizon imposes upon its proposed five Alternate sites, 
leading the Biwabkos engineer to reject Alternate Sites 1 and 3 for their purported inability to okload 
the Wiley and Powell Butte South towers. [p. 117] Therefore, it is improper not to consider non-EFU 
sites near Powell Butte South that could meet that criterion.  
 
The map below is an online Crook County map that shows in grey the dikerent areas of coverage 
Verizon's engineers have referred to when comparing coverage of the proposed and alternate sites. 
The legend of the non-EFU zoned areas is on the right.   

 
The search ring should have been drawn larger, to encompass non-EFU potential sites for a tower 
closer to Verizon's Powell Butte South tower. When the search ring is drawn properly, it 
encompasses 8 additional non-EFU zoned areas that Objectors oker as sites that should be 

The grey shapes are the 
conflicting areas of coverage 
that Verizon has used in its 
engineering  reports. [Appl. 
pp. 93, 96, 97, 101, 103, 110, 
112-116]  But one of Verizon's 
objectives is to provide 
offload  for Wiley and PBS 
towers. 

Therefore, the black oval is 
the proper area to consider 
for possible alternate sites, 
since offloading of Wiley and 
PBS towers could be done by 
a tower on non-EFU land 
nearby. 

Wiley tower
Powell Butte South 

(PBS) tower
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considered as alternatives to the proposed EFU site. (See map below.) (A ninth area in the Twin 
Lakes Ranch region is added by Objectors, since Verizon's Alternate Site 3 is actually not in this non-
EFU area.) The maps below indicate the 14 proposed alternate sites that must be included as 
possible reasonable alternatives to the EFU proposed site. Orange are sites Verizon identified; blue 
are sites Objectors submit. 
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A cell tower is permitted   
 on EFU land ONLY IF there 
 is NO non-EFU land that is 
feasible.  There are over 10 
   square miles of non-EFU     
potential sites for towers. 
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Verizon
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Site 2 

Verizon
Alternate

Site 3 

Verizon Alternate
Site 4 Verizon

Alternate
Site 5 

The 9 non-EFU areas outlined in red were not 
considered as alternate tower sites by Verizon. 
They are submitted by Objectors as additional 

Alternate Sites (A-I).  

Alt B

Alt C
Alt D

Alt F

Alt H

Alt I	

Alt A

Alt E
R10

Verizon's Wiley tower has "plenty of capacity" 
according to Verizon engineer [p. 79]

Re
if 

Rd

Alt G

Verizon 
Alternate
 Site 1 

VERIZON'S RF Engineer:    
Verizon's current design  
"would work just fine" 
except for the capacity 

of this tower. 
[p.81] 

VERIZON'S RF Engineer:    
Overall the current signal 

strength for the community 
"is good to excellent". 

[p.81] 
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For the purposes of clear identification of Objectors' Alternate sites, representative taxlot numbers 
and coordinates for one site within each of the non-EFU regions is listed. However, Objectors 
propose all of the taxlots within the 9 non-EFU zones (A-I) as possible reasonable alternatives to the 
proposed EFU tower location. The R5-zoned Alternate G is in the Twin Lakes Ranch area. Applicant 
proposed a site nearby (Alternate 3), but the coordinates for that site were not within the R5-zoned 
area; therefore, Objectors identify all the taxlots in the Twin Lakes Ranch area as Alternate Site G.  
 

Alternate A (R10): representative taxlot 161500000050, coordinates 44.216391°N, 120.964527°W, 
elevation 4183' 
Alternate B (R10): representative taxlot 1515320000701, coordinates 44.222597°N, 120.964237°W, 
elevation 3682' 
Alternate C (R10): representative taxlot 1614030000506, coordinates 44.218265°N, 121.040179°W, 
elevation 3242' 
Alternate D (PBR20): representative taxlot 1614020000500, coordinates 44.207958°N, 121.020621°W, 
elevation 3434' 
Alternate E (R10): representative taxlot 1614110001100, coordinates 44.198621°N, 121.018139°W, 
elevation 3,575' 
Alternate F (PBR20): representative taxlot 1614110001001, coordinates 44.196696°N, 121.013110°W, 
elevation 3742' 
Alternate G (R5): representative taxlot 1514100001400, coordinates 44.286734°N, 121.044943°W, 
elevation 2983'. 
Alternate H (R5): representative taxlot 1614150000412, coordinates 44.185198°N, 121.026978°W, 
elevation 3936' 
Alternate I	(R10): representative taxlot 1614210000600, coordinates 44.179256°N, 121.052647°W, 
elevation 3328'	

 
It should be noted that all of Objectors sites are higher in elevation than the proposed site at 3004' 
elevation, save for Alternate G (which is the equivalent of Verizon's Alternate 3) which is essentially 
the same elevation. Thus, it could be possible for Verizon to use a tower lower in height and have 
equivalent coverage from these sites as from the 150' proposed tower.  
 
Alternate Sites A and B 
 
In particular, Alternate Sites A and B are on the north side of the Powell Buttes, facing Highway 126, 
at elevations of 4183' and 3682', respectively. (The elevation of the proposed EFU site is 3004'.)  It 
would seem incontrovertible that towers at these locations could cover the shadow region just 
below Sites A and B and could provide the same area in Powell Butte with coverage that is equal to 
or better than the proposed tower.  Since Verizon's Wiley tower has plenty of capacity, Wiley could 
then be optimized to okload Powell Butte South tower. Another advantage to Sites A and B is that a 
less tall tower that blends into the Powell Buttes could be used. Below is an image of the location 
of Sites A and B, from approximately the perspective of looking south towards the Powell Buttes 
from Highway 126 near SW Valley View Road.  
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Alternate Site H 
 
The existing Powell Butte South tower is on the west side of a hill overlooking the Brasada Ranch 
and nearby areas. The 30' Powell Butte South tower is tucked into a hillside and barely visible, as 
shown in the picture below.  

Alternate B 

Verizon PBS tower 

Verizon Wiley tower 

Alternate A 

North 

Page 512 of 679



   

Kolodzie and Jones Objection to Verizon Transmission Tower 
Application No. 217-25-000293 PLNG 

Page 27 of 61 

Alternate H is a site approximately 0.4 miles away, at 3936' elevation, almost 200 feet higher in 
elevation than the Powell Butte South tower site. It would seem feasible that a tower on Alternate 
Site H could be 30' tall, be hidden in the hillside, provide okload to the Powell Butte South tower, 
and improve coverage in Brasada and the surrounding areas.  
 
Below is an image, looking east from the perspective of approximately the SW Powell Butte Highway 
towards Powell Buttes, and showing the location of Alternate H relative to the Powell Butte South 
tower and Brasada Ranch.  

  
Additional Deficiencies in the Technical Data Supporting the Application 
 
Objectors object to Verizon's Application on the grounds that the supporting reports of Fergusson 
and Biwabkos are insukicient as a matter of law to satisfy the criteria imposed on Verizon by ORS 
215.275(2), CCC 18.124.110(3), 18.16.015(15). The evidence undermining the credibility of the 
Fergusson and Biwabkos material is outlined in this document and in the Mahon and Scheinfein 
reports. RF engineer Mahon's assessment of the data submitted in support of the Application is 
that, "There are inconsistencies, self-contradictions, and irrelevant data throughout the 
application." [Mahon, p. 52]  This leads him to conclude, "The certification of the Biwabkos report 
that 'all calculations, assumptions and conclusions are based on generally accepted 
engineering practices' is not supported in the conclusion and the data presented." (emphasis 
added) [Mahon p. 51] Objectors identify the following additional inaccuracies and errors in support 
of their objections. 
 
1. 
Verizon has not identified a valid search area of coverage that the proposed site would ekectively 
serve. Sprint, footnote 1 at p 472; Crook County Code 18.124.110(2)(c). It has prokered multiple 
and inconsistent areas for its search ring. (See Mahon report and map below.)  "The creation of a 
search ring is the first phase in siting a wireless communication facility. To create a search ring, a 

Brasada Ranch 

Verizon PBS tower 

Verizon Wiley tower 

Alternate H 
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'ring' is drawn on a map over an area that the service provider has determined to be sukicient to 
provide the desired coverage to customers. The area within the 'ring' is then analyzed to determine 
whether suitable sites are available for a proposed facility based on additional criteria such as 
elevation." Sprint, footnote 1 at p 472.  
 
The map below copies four dikerent areas of coverage employed in the Biwabkos reports onto the 
Crook County Online map. The utilization of multiple, inconsistent search areas by the Verizon 
engineers not only undermines the credibility of Verizon's analyses, it unduly and unfairly 
confounds the process of evaluating the claims of Verizon about where coverage needs to be 
improved, where the utility service will allegedly be provided, and how ekectively the proposed and 
alternate sites could provide the service in the subject areas.  As such, Verizon has not properly 
identified where utility services are needed and where they would be provided by the proposed or 
alternate sites.  
 

 
2. 
Another significant reason that Verizon's designated search area is invalid is because of the material 
amount of land included in the search rings that is uninhabited. There can be no "public necessity" 
for cell service on land where there is no public. The Verizon application and both of its engineers 
speak to improving user coverage, better customer experience, and additional bandwidth for 
customers in the area, for instance. [pp. 1, 78, 84, 88]. However, a material part of the area Verizon 
suggests needs improved coverage is BLM land, the destination resort zoned land owned by Full 
Health LLC which is undeveloped, and regions where no users live, according to the Crook County 
Online GIS map and available information. 
 
 

Verizon has failed to submit a    
    clearly defined proposed area 
of coverage or impact. Excerpts 
from its engineering report:

Green box "shows area of 
calculations for coverage levels". 
[Appl p. 110]

Blue circle shows area of coverage 
comparison for proposed and 
Alternate sites. [Appl. pp. 112-116]

Red oval is area the "proposed site 
would impact". [Appl. pp. 93, 101, 
103]

Purple oval shows "area of impact 
for the proposed site". [Appl. pp. 
94-97]

Proposed 
EFU site 

Wiley tower

Powell Butte South 
(PBS) tower
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The map below indicates the regions (purple, light blue, and dark blue) that Objectors assert are 
improper to include in Verizon's search.   
 

 
Here are pictures from Google Earth of the areas shaded in dark blue in the map above that 
substantiate that users do not reside in those regions.   

§ Purple is BLM land.
§ Light blue is the land 

that has the destination 
resort overlay map that 
is undeveloped.

§ Darker blue is land 
where it appears no 
users live, such as a 
solar farm.

Twin 
Lakes
Ranch 

Proposed 
EFU site 

SW
 R

ei
f R

d

2 

3 1 

Area 1 on the map above 

Area 2 on the map above 

Area 3 on the map above 
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The inclusion in the Biwabkos reports of the areas shaded in the map above is a substantive error. 
Verizon's Application is predicated on covering part of the Powell Butte community with "improved" 
cell coverage. The Biwabkos engineer compares the amount of land provided with a certain level of 
cell coverage by a tower on the proposed EFU site versus the amount of land that would be covered 
by towers on the Alternate Sites. However, the Biwabkos calculation is skewed by a including a 
material amount of land with no users.  
 
As a matter of calculation, depending on which of the four Verizon search areas is used, something 
on the order of 25 square kilometers, or 9.6 square miles, of area is improperly included in Verizon's 
analysis. If the green box on Application page 110, which is said to be the "area of calculation" for 
the comparison of the area of land covered with indoor (green area) service versus alternate sites, 
is used, the uninhabited area is approximately 4.5 square kilometers (1.7 square miles) that should 
be excluded from the calculation. Verizon's supporting data that relies on the coverage area for the 
proposed tower could be erroneous by more than 13%. It is not contended that this error be applied 
directly to the comparison of square kilometers covered by the proposed site versus the alternate 
sites on Application pages 112-116; rather, this error of including uninhabited land in the 
justification for its Application, when added to the other errors described in this section, goes 
directly to the general credibility of the Fergusson and Biwabkos reports. 
 
As a graphic example of the error, below are the maps on pages 94 and 95 of the Biwabkos report 
that the engineers presents as showing current cell coverage (map on the left) versus the coverage 
by the proposed site tower (right map). The Biwabkos engineer states the "Blue circle (sic) shows 
the area of impact for proposed site." The parts of the map that Objectors assert should be excluded 
as essentially having no users are shown by cross-hatching the areas. (The cross-hatched areas 
correspond to the purple, dark blue, and light blue sections of the prior map.) Again, a large part of 
the land in the cross-hatched area is BLM land. The area within the other coverage rings drawn in 
the Biwabkos reports on pages 93, 101, 103, and 110 also include the uninhabited areas.  As can be 
seen visually, the materials Verizon submits to support its alternate site analysis is, at best, 
misleading and inaccurate. 
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cross hatch is 
uninhabited basically

Biwabkos map of current coverage Biwabkos map of proposed coverage 
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3. 
According to Google Earth, the coordinates given for Alternate site 2 in the Biwabkos Alternate Site 
Analysis on page 109 is a location that is NOT non-EFU land; this location is zoned EFU, as the map 
below demonstrates. Thus, this location for Alternate site 2 cannot be used by Verizon as a site it 
has properly considered as a reasonable alternative to EFU land under ORS 215.275(2) and CCC 
18.16.015(15). 

 
4. 
According to Google Earth, the coordinates given for Alternate site 3 in the Biwabkos Alternate Site 
Analysis on page 109 is a location that is NOT non-EFU land; this location is zoned EFU, as the map 
below demonstrates. Thus, this location for Alternate site 3 cannot be used by Verizon as a site it 
has properly considered as a reasonable alternative to EFU land under ORS ORS 215.275(2) and 
CCC 18.16.015(15). 

Coordinates in the Biwabkos 
Report for Alternate 2 
is on land zoned EFU 

EFU 3 

Coordinates in the Biwabkos 
Report for Alternate 3 
is on land zoned EFU 

EFU 3 
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5. 
The coordinates for the Alternate Site 1 (the Sprint tower) in the Biwabkos Alternate Site Analysis on 
page 108, 44.272539 Latitude, -121.017655 Longitude, are actually the coordinates for the 
proposed site, on EFU land, as the map below demonstrates. 
 

6. 
The maps presented in the Biwabkos report relating to the coverage provided by Alternate Sites 4 
and 5 are identical. [pp.115-116].  Apparently, an incorrect map was used for Alternate 5, meaning 
there is no proper coverage map for Alternate 5. This error does not allow a proper analysis of the 
feasibility of Alternate 5.   

 

Coordinates in the Biwabkos Report for Alternate 1 the location of the Proposed tower
Coordinates in the Biwabkos Report for Alternate Site 1 (orange oval) is the location of 

the proposed tower on EFU land (yellow oval). 
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Summarizing points 3-6, the descriptions of four of the five Alternate Sites relied upon by Verizon 
in it the Biwabkos Alternate Site Analysis have material errors.  
 
7.  
The Biwabkos report states it compares towers on the proposed site and all five Verizon Alternate 
Sites of a height of 180 feet [pp. 111-116]. However, the proposed tower on the EFU site is 150 feet 
tall. [pp. 76, 89] (158 feet if counting the lightning rod on top.) As stated in the report of RF expert 
Mahon, if all other technical factors are the same, the height of a tower can make a significant 
dikerence in a cell tower coverage area. [Mahon p. 49] The Biwabkos engineer states on each of the 
pages on which he compares the square kilometers of land covered by Indoor -85dBm signal levels 
(green area) of the proposed tower versus the five alternate sites, "This alternative provides reduced 
coverage in comparison to the proposed site." [pp. 111-116] That statement appears to be based 
upon a proposed tower of 180 feet. Thus, the entire Alternate Site Analysis Biwabkos report must be 
rejected because it is predicated on a fatal error.   
 
8. 
Numerous maps and other data and statements have been submitted by the Verizon or Biwabkos 
engineer in support of the Application that have errors, are misleading or confusing, or have 
insukicient explanations or supporting data to make them valid. These flaws reduce or eliminate 
the credibility of the supporting material but could lead the County to err in relying upon them 
because they suggest they oker some sort of expert support of the Verizon Application. 
 
Examples are: 
 
§ Pages 96 and 97 of the Application (copied below) are color coded area maps titled “Verizon 

Current Best Server” and “Verizon Proposed Best Server” that are scrutinized in the Mahon 
report. These maps include the statement, "Blue circle shows area of impact for the proposed 
site." But as Mahon notes, "There is no indication of what is meant by “Server”, what coverage 
parameter is being measured or any legend to indicated what color means what.  There is no 
information communicated from these plots." [Mahon p. 47] (emphasis added) The inference 
could be drawn that maps such as these and other information have been included in the 
Biwabkos report to appear to add expert evidence and testimony where none is being provided. 

 

Page 520 of 679



   

Kolodzie and Jones Objection to Verizon Transmission Tower 
Application No. 217-25-000293 PLNG 

Page 35 of 61 

§  "Another confusing set of data is located on pages 82 and 83 and are measuring the same 
parameter “LTE NW_Mobility_RSRP -dBm (0)”.  Both plots are labeled Figure 1. Page 82 is titled 
“Low-band Current Coverage w/ Proposed Site” and page 83 is titled “Low-band Proposed Site 
Coverage” which seems to imply the same thing.  However, the two plots show distinctly dikerent 
data.  Which is correct?" [Mahon p. 46] 

§ "In various sections of the proposal the level of -95dBm is considered a “strong signal” (p. 146), 
“poor indoor and OK outdoor” (p. 81) and yellow in a green/yellow/red indicating good coverage 
in a vehicle (p.111)."  [Mahon p. 51] 

§ "On a concerning note, the test states zero km2 of indoor coverage in the “Current Coverage” 
when there is some green in the oval being analyzed shown by the arrow.  This calls into question 
the area calculations of the maps." [Mahon p. 48] 

§ A number of the charts and maps have no scales, labeled axes, or readable legends. The totality 
of defects in the Biwabkos reports contradicts the statement by the Biwabkos engineer on p. 120 
that "all calculations, assumptions and conclusions are based on generally acceptable 
engineering practices". [Mahon p. 51] 

§ The maps on pages 93, 101, 105 are at best confusing and incorrect, at worst misleading. An oval 
is oval is drawn with the statement that it is "what the proposed site would impact." The engineer 
then states that this area has less than in-vehicle [p.93] or outdoor service [pp.101,105]. 
However, the only information in the maps is apparently measurements along Highway 126. The 
maps do not show "less than outdoor or in-vehicle service in the area". In fact, as seen in the map 
from page 101 below, almost the entire length of Highway 126 shown on the map has equal to or 
much better than outdoor or in-vehicle coverage.  
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§ Moreover, the CellMapper data the Bibwabkos engineer relies on is not a valid source for these 
purposes. CellMapper is crowd sourced data. That means the data is only generated when an 
individual uploads some kind of information into the website. It is not possible to determine 
either the number of data points or the accuracy of information uploaded by individuals and used 
in generating the maps. Scheinfein states in his report that CellMapper cannot import data from 
iPhones, since iPhones will not expose segments of the network to the user. [Scheinfein p. 59] 
Thus, the quality and completeness of the data is unknown. The data in the three maps is not 
credible to show actual cell coverage or lack of service at any location.  

 
9. 
In addition, it is a violation of the CellMapper website User License to use the materials for "any 
commercial and/or business purpose". See the CellMapper Use License, section 2(a)(i) below (red 
underlining added). Without a license, Biwabkos is prohibited from using the maps on pages 93, 
101, and 105 to support Verizon's application.  
 
 

 
10. 
The maps, data, and statements in the Verizon internal engineer's report and the Verizon Biwabkos 
engineer's report contradict each other, calling into question the accuracy and credibility of both. 
Below are the maps from the Verizon engineer [p. 81] and the Biwabkos engineer [p. 94] of the signal 
strength as it purportedly exists today. Note that the maps are even more different than at first 
glance because the two engineers use different scales for signal strength in their maps. The legends 
for each are below the maps. Red is excellent signal in the Verizon engineer map on the left (-75 
dBm), even better than the green Indoor signal (-85dBm) on the Biwabkos map, but red is a poor 
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signal in the Biwabkos engineer map on the right.  If the same scale was used by both engineers, 
there would be NO commonality of coverage between the maps in the coverage area. One or both 
maps must be fundamentally inaccurate. 
 

 
 
The map by the internal Verizon engineer is presumably based on internal data of Verizon, 
which would suggest that it is more reliable than the data of Biwabkos. If that is the case and 
the Biwabkos maps are substantively inaccurate, the effect is that Verizon has submitted NO 
valid alternate site analysis.   
 
11. 
The Verizon internal engineering report does one thing in addition to undermining the Biwabkos 
reports and conclusions, it also demonstrates there is no need for the proposed tower in order to 
meet a goal of providing Indoor coverage to Powell Butte (-85dBM signal strength). The Verizon 
engineer's map shows that level of coverage and better exists across all of the areas analyzed in 
the Biwabkos reports.  This conclusion concerning the adequacy of coverage in the area of interest 
is explicitly stated by Verizon's engineer: "Overall, the signal strength is good to excellent. If 
Verizon did not have any exhausted sectors, this design would work just fine but will struggle as 
sites have diminished capacity." [p. 81] (emphasis added)  In other words, with respect to coverage, 
Verizon itself has undermined the public necessity of providing better coverage in the area of 
concern.  
 
The numerous statements submitted as part of the record in this proceeding by residents across 
Powell Butte and the area surrounding the proposed site, including those who reside on SW 
Williams Rd, SW Reif Rd, and the nearby feeder roads, align with the internal map from Verizon on 
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page 81. These statements by numerous individuals living in the area contradict and further 
undermine the credibility of the RSRP (signal strength) information and maps of the Biwabkos 
engineer.  
 
12. 
The inconsistency in coverage maps between the Verizon internal engineer's report and the 
Biwabkos engineer’s reports also exists for the maps of the proposed coverage from the tower at 
the proposed site. The map by the Verizon engineer is on the left [p. 82] and that of the Biwabkos 
engineer on the right [p. 95]. Again, the scales for each map are key. The level of signal across the 
entire area of impact is different between the two maps, calling into question the veracity of both 
as they relate to the coverage that would be provided by the proposed tower.   
 
 

 
 
13. 
The Verizon engineer Fergusson's report states that there is an area just south of Highway 126, near 
Valley View Road, where coverage is poor due to the shadowing created by the Powell Butte itself. 
[p. 80] The legend for the map indicates that it is the blue, not green or yellow, area that has poor 
coverage. The map on the left below has the rectangle of area used in the Biwabkos Alternate Site 
Analysis to calculate the area covered by the proposed site's tower versus towers at the Alternate 
Site [p.110] that has been overlayed onto engineer Fergusson's map. An enlarged version is on the 
right, clearly showing the coverage calculation area used by Biwabkos for his Alternate Site Analysis 
does not include the shadow coverage area. Therefore, Verizon has no calculation comparing 
coverage of the shadow area by the proposed and alternate sites. Thus this issue cannot be properly 
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considered as a reason to site a tower at the proposed location. (As noted previously, however, the 
coverage maps for Alternate Sites provide better signal in this area than the proposed site.) 
 

 
 
14.  
The analysis does not take into account that Alternate Sites 1, 2, 4, and 5 are higher in elevation than 
the proposed site, in some cases significantly. A tower of the same height on land at a higher 
elevation than the proposed site would allow for antennas at higher points for the alternate sites.  
Here is a table of the dikerences in elevation between the proposed and alternate sites.  
 

Site Elevation AGL  
(feet Above Ground Level) 

Amount Alternate elevation is 
higher than proposed (feet) 

Proposed 3004  
Alternate 1 (Sprint tower) 3276 272 (+ 30' taller tower) = 302' 

Alternate 2 3151 147 
Alternate 3 2986 -18 
Alternate 4 3241 237 
Alternate 5 3130 126 

 
As stated in the report of RF expert Mahon, if all other technical factors are the same, the height of 
a tower can make a significant dikerence in a cell tower coverage area. [Mahon p. 49] There is no 
indication that the Biwabkos report takes the dikerence in elevation of the sites into account in the 
coverage maps, undermining the validity of all of the comparison maps and calculations.  
 
15.  
The Biwabkos Alternate Site Analysis on pages 112-116 is self-inconsistent in another way.  On each 
of the pages, the statement appears on the map of coverage for the proposed site, "Blue oval shows 
Indoor and in-vehicle coverage provided by proposed." However, the calculations of area covered 
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by Indoor service for the proposed versus alternate sites is purportedly based upon the "green 
square" on page 110. The blue oval (which appears black in the maps below) and green square 
encompass dikerent areas. For instance, below are the Biwabkos comparison maps for the 
proposed site and Alternate 3 (near Twin Lakes Ranch residential area). These maps clearly 
demonstrate the mismatch between the coverage area comparison maps and the land in square 
kilometers the Biwabkos engineer used to calculate indoor coverage for the proposed and alternate 
sites. The discrepancy in the various areas referred to by the Biwabkos engineer again undermines 
the coverage comparison calculations and the conclusions reached by the Biwabkos reports.  

 
16. 
The Biwabkos coverage maps for the Alternate Sites are inaccurate and unreliable on their face. 
Verizon's proposed tower has 9 antennas, with 3 antennas pointing in 3 dikerent directions, creating 
3 "lobes" of Indoor (green) coverage. (See map below on left).  The described coverage area for the 
proposed site has one lobe of Indoor coverage that extends approximately 3.6 miles to the 
northwest and a lobe that extends over 2.65 miles to the southwest, as exhibited by the maps below 
on the right.  

Alt 3 coverage
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As an example of one coverage map that must be incorrect is the map for Alternate Site 4. Alternate 
4 is approximately  2.7 miles from the proposed site and 237 feet higher in elevation, but its Indoor 
coverage lobe (green) drawn by Biwabkos does not extend to the proposed site. In addition, 
Alternate 4 is essentially in the same area as the described "shadow coverage", but the Biwabkos 
map does not indicate Indoor coverage of that area that is less than 1.5 miles away to the 
southwest. The Biwabkos engineer okers no explanation for why the Indoor coverage area for the 
proposed tower would be so much greater (3.65 miles in one direction) than for Alternate Site 1 (2.7 
or 1.5 miles), which is 237 feet higher. The coverage map of either the proposed site, Alternate Site 
4, or both must be inaccurate.  
 

 
 

Alternate 4 
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As another example of this discrepancy in Indoor coverage ability is the coverage map for Alternate 
Site 1. Site 1 is the existing Sprint tower that is 302 feet taller than the proposed tower due to 
elevation and tower height dikerences. The Biwabkos engineer submits an Indoor coverage map for 
Alternate Site 1 that shows coverage (green area) that barely reaches Alternate Site 4, only 2.25 
miles to the southwest. It also has two lobes of coverage pointing in directions (northeast and 
southeast) that make them irrelevant to Verizon's objectives and analysis. Again, the coverage map 
of either the proposed site, Alternate Site 1, or both must be inaccurate.  

 
These two Alternate Site coverage maps illustrate the point that the comparison maps of Biwabkos 
appear to have been generated to support a favorable Indoor coverage area for the proposed site 
relative to the alternate sites, not as objective or accurate evidence of the feasibility of the non-EFU 
Alternate Sites as reasonable alternatives to the tower on EFU land.  
 
In summary, on the face of the Biwabkos reports submitted as Verizon's Alternate Site Analysis, it 
cannot be reasonably concluded by the County that no existing or Alternate Site, even with a 
changed design and optimized coverage area, could be a feasible solution to the objectives of 
better coverage in the Powell Butte Community and surrounding areas.  
 
17. 
The Drive Test Report on pages 119-143 presented by the Biwabkos engineer is the only quantitative 
data presented of cell coverage (the data does not relate to capacity). The Verizon low band 
frequency (751MHz) coverage map indicates acceptable In-Vehicle and In-Building coverage, 
except for very limited areas: 1) along west Highway 126, 2) along SW Reif Road, 3) the Twin Lakes 
Ranch area, and 4) the shadow coverage region. It has been shown that the shadow area cannot 
justify the proposed tower because it is outside of the region where Verizon submits data 
comparing the proposed and alternate sites.  

Alt 1 coverage
Alternate 1 
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Thus, the only quantitative data of Verizon relating to cell coverage levels suggests three areas to 
address. As for 1), the west Highway 126 area, as was described earlier (and as seen in the map 
below), Alternate 2 covers that area better than the proposed site. Regarding  2), the area along SW 
Reif Road, and 3), the Twin Lakes Ranch area, as shown in the Alternate Site coverage maps copied 
again below, every alternate site provides improved customer service in those areas to at least In-
Vehicle signal levels (-95dBm). To reiterate, this is the signal level that the proposed site provides 
to a wide area and that the Biwabkos report on p. 146 refers to as a "strong signal."   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

overlayed with taxlot map

3 

2 

4 

1 
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18. 
 
The conclusion by the Biwabkos engineer in his RF Design Analysis that, "Adding antennas to the 
neighbor sites located to the South will not provide the power per link or the throughput per link 
needed to resolve the issue" [p. 90] is without explanation or support or proof.  That statement is all 
there is in the Application relating to the possibility of collocating its structures on its own existing 
towers. There is no quantitative data, analysis, or information of any kind in the Application 
pertaining to the existing or needed power per link or throughput per link. The bald conclusion is not 
only unsubstantiated, it is questionable on its face. Why would additional antennas on a new tower 
provide the "power per link or the throughput per link needed" but additional antennas on an existing 
tower would not? Based on the fact that a material number of conclusions in the Biwabkos report 
are wholly inaccurate and the credibility of the analyses of the Biwabkos engineer has been 
undermined, Objectors contend that unsupported conclusion is insukicient proof that Verizon is 
unable to collocate its structures on one of its existing towers under CCC 18.124.110(3).  
 
19. 
There is yet another aspect of Verizon’s burden it has not met with respect to the assessment of 
feasibility of non-EFU land for its utility facility.  As was described previously, Verizon is required to 
consider reasonable non-EFU alternatives that appear to satisfy its stated objectives even if a 
diferent design for the non-EFU site is required, whether that design is similar to its proposed 
facility or not similar to it. Sprint at 479. Verizon has submitted no data of any kind relating to its 
consideration of dikerent facilities on any of the identified Alternate Sites. Examples of a dikerent 
design could be a taller tower, varying the number, direction, or angle of antennas, or varying power 
to the tower or antennas. As is referenced in the Scheinfein report [Scheinfein p. 58], changing 
design parameters for an Alternate Site could make that site a more technically feasible option 
instead of the tower on EFU land.   

Biwabkos current signal 

Alternate 1 Alternate 2 

Alternate 3 
Alternate 4 
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5. APPENDICES 
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Steve Mahon RF Engineering Response to the Verizon Ditch Rider Project 

Project Goals:   

The Ditch Rider project goal is stated on page 7 of the project application, as follows: 

“The Ditch Rider site is needed to increase capacity along Highway 126 between Redmond and 
Prineville and to expand coverage to the Powell Butte community. Without these improvements, 
customer experience in the area will continue to decline. Over the years, residents on the north side 
of Powell Butte have reported poor service. To better serve its customers, Verizon plans to enhance 
network performance in rural areas of Crook County by adding the proposed site to strengthen 
overall coverage.”    

The project goal is lacking in any quantification of that goal or any precision of the boundary of the 
“rural areas of Crook County” to be considered in the analysis. The statement that the “proposed 
site” is contained in the Project Goals is ok-putting. It is poor practice to presuppose the solution 
in a goal statement. 

Also, implicit in the goals is the requirement to justify using Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) land over 
alternate non-EFU sites.  The analysis must show that possible non-EFU sites are not feasible.  

Verizon RF Report pp. 77-84 

The Verizon report on signal coverage is a partial analysis.  It focuses solely on the LTE (4G) low-
band coverage with no mention of higher capacity high band LTE, 5GNR (New Radio) or 5GSA (Stand 
Alone) bands. The Verizon engineer reaches the conclusion that the signal coverage is adequate 
with corroborating signal level maps. The reference to capacity is insukicient, with very limited data 
supplied.  This is the only data on capacity in the entire application.  There is no data presented for 
high-band data which is mentioned as crucial in the proposal summary.   

Another confusing set of data is located on pages 82 and 83 and are measuring the same parameter 
“LTE NW_Mobility_RSRP -dBm (0)”.  Both plots are labeled Figure 1. Page 82 is titled “Low-band 
Current Coverage w/ Proposed Site” and page 83 is titled “Low-band Proposed Site Coverage” which 
seems to imply the same thing.  However, the two plots show distinctly dikerent data.  Which is 
correct? 

The other key data set missing is the coverage of the alternate sites. The coverage data is only shown 
for the proposed site.   

The Verizon report is a very cursory analysis of the problem and solution. 
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Biwabkos Report - Evaluation of Projected Signal Coverage pp. 86-146 

The report starts out on page 87 defining coverage and capacity in general, qualitative terms.  On 
page 88 it states the “Objective of the new site”: 

• Capacity  
o Provide additional bandwidth for customers in the area surrounding the proposed 

site 
o Provide better throughput for indoor users in the area 
o Okload sites to the West and South that are over capacity  

• Coverage  
o Provide coverage in the rural areas North of Highway 126 
o Provide coverage along SW William Road and feeder roads 

This objective contains no quantitative goals of either capacity or coverage.  It also presupposes 
that location is focused on Williams Road. 

The principal parameter used in the Biwabkos report is RSRP (Reference Signal Receive Power) 
expressed in logarithmic power levels referenced to 1 milliwatt (dBm) coverage over a simulated 
area. The report contains the only consistent information in the overall application for coverage of 
all identified alternate sites but contains nothing for capacity. It is also the only controlled 
quantitative analysis of the project’s expected improvement. Unfortunately, the presentation fails 
to describe the simulation software used or any indication of the expected accuracy or margin on 
error.  He also fails to address whether this is Low-Band, High-Band, LTE, 5G or an amalgamation of 
all bands. In the end all simulations have errors, and it is good science to know the expected 
accuracy so you can judge if small changes are significant or just noise in the simulation.    

Pages 96 and 97 are color coded area maps titled “Verizon Current Best Server” and “Verizon 
Proposed Best Server”.  There is no indication of what is meant by “Server”, what coverage 
parameter is being measured or any legend to indicated what color means what.  There is no 
information communicated from these plots.   
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The signal coverage maps and quantitative data of the proposed and alternate site simulations are 
shown on pages 111 to 116.   Page 111, below, shows the RSRP coverage of the current coverage 
verses the proposed coverage, and the improvement is quite significant.  On a concerning note, the 
test states zero km2 of indoor coverage in the “Current Coverage” when there is some green in the 
oval being analyzed shown by the arrow.  This calls into question the area calculations of the maps.  
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Below shows the RSRP Coverage of the proposed solution and the Alternate #1 site.  Alternate #1 is 
the existing “Sprint Tower” running close to Hwy 126 but further east of the proposed site. The text 
indicates that Alternate 1 “indoor” area coverage is 20% less than proposed solution but ignores 
that the “in-vehicle” coverage for Alternate #1 is 1% greater than the proposed solution seen in the 
overlayed red oval. Alternate #1 also provides superior coverage along Highway 126 and the Powell 
Butte area while adding significant coverage to the area SW of Prineville.   The significant advantage 
of Alternate #1 is that it is an existing tower reducing the environmental impact of capacity 
expansion and likely lowering the cost while delivering additional capacity to the area.  The Sprint 
Tower is on land 272 feet higher than the proposed solution.  This would significantly increase the 
coverage with all other things being equal. The conclusion of the slide is that it “does not satisfy the 
coverage and capacity objectives of the site”.  This is a subjective statement at best as there are no 
quantitative goals or objectives for this project stated in the entire report.  With the data supplied, 
Alternate #1 is feasible alternative.  
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Below shows the comparison from the proposed solution to the Alternate #3 option.  A visual 
comparison of the maps indicated that they are very similar.  The text indicates that the Alternate 
#3 “indoor” area is 16% less than proposed solution but ignores that the “in-vehicle” area for 
Alternate #3 is 2% greater than the proposed solution. This should not be surprising as Alternate #3 
is only 1.4 miles north of the proposed solution in a very flat area of the terrain.  The proposed 
solution also has an advantage in the simulation as it’s at the center of the blue oval analyzed.  The 
location of the blue oval is somewhat arbitrary.  GPS coordinates submitted in the report show that 
Alternate #3 is located on EFU land contrary to the statement that it is non-EFU.  However, it is quite 
close to non-EFU land zoned R5 in the Twin Lakes area.  The similarities in a simulated coverage 
would indicate that Alternate #3 or the Twin Lakes area are also feasible solutions.  
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In most of the data, signal coverage is judged by RSRP  (Reference Signal Receive Power) alone.  This 
is a fundamental and important parameter but is not a complete story in itself.  In various sections 
of the proposal the level of -95dBm is considered a “strong signal” (p. 146), “poor indoor and OK 
outdoor” (p. 81) and yellow in a green/yellow/red indicating good coverage in a vehicle (p.111).  In 
detail, RSRP is only one parameter needed to describe signal quality.  RSRQ (Reference Signal 
Receive Quality) and SINR (Signal to Interference and Noise Ratio) are also required.  These 
parameters are defined in the proposal (pp. 146-148), but no data for this project is supplied.  Also, 
the color codes scheme of green/yellow/red with limits of -85 dBm/-95dBm and -106dBm are 
generalizations and paint a limited picture.  Low band frequencies of 600MHz to 800MHz penetrate 
vehicles and houses very well losing less than 10dBm moving from outside to inside a house.   
However, high band frequencies above 2.5 GHz will significantly decrease moving into a house. The 
advantage of the high band frequencies is that is where the capacity or bandwidth is greater as seen 
below from page 123. 

The certification of the Biwabkos report that “all calculations, assumptions and conclusions are 
based on generally accepted engineering practices” is not supported in the conclusion and the data 
presented. 
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General Evaluation of the Project Application 

The overall state of the application is very disjointed.  The application focused strongly on the 
current state of the poor signal coverage and little on the expected performance of the new tower.  
The application also strongly focuses on the signal coverage and very little on the capacity, and 
there is no projected data on capacity improvement at all.  The application also shows no data on 
the number of users, households, and businesses that would be served by a new tower.  The 
population densities vary considerably in the overall Redmond/Prineville corridor, and this 
information is key. There are inconsistencies, self-contradictions, and irrelevant data throughout 
the application.   The area of analysis in the application is chosen such that the proposed solution 
location is shown in the best light even though it is a very low population density compared to the 
surrounding areas.  It is dikicult to believe that Verizon does not have more complete data on 
coverage and capacity models that could paint a clearer and more accurate picture of the impact 
on the Powell Butte and surrounding areas.  In summary, the conclusion that none of the alternate 
sites are feasible is incorrect based on the presented data.  

 

 

Steven Mahon          12/11/2025 

RF Semiconductor Consultant 

BSEE, MSEE 

45 years of Engineering, Managerial and Executive experience.   

40 years in RF electronics 
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Michael Scheinfein Report Regarding the Verizon Ditch Rider Project 

Prologue: What problem is really being solved? 

The (alternatives’) site analysis focused on an area of 34 km^2 (p. 111 of proposal) which is approximately 13.2 
mi^2. While there appears to be no publicly available population density maps of Crook County, we can estimate 
a population density from Crook County’s total population of about 27,000, the population of Prineville, the major 
population center in Crook County, of about 12,000, and the land area of Crook County as 3000 mi^2. Thus, on 
average there are about 5 Crook County residents per square mile, and hence about 65 residents in the area of 
interest. This is the lower bound on the population served in the area in question. Population data for all of Powell 
Butte, CCD, Crook County is approximately 3,157 in a land area of 144.5 mi^2 for an average population density 
of 21.9 people/mi^2. (https://censusreporter.org/profiles/06000US4101392550-powell-butte-ccd-crook-county-
or/) This puts an estimate on the population served at 289. Finally, there are about 550 tax lots in the area of 
interest, and it is not known how many have residences or what the number of inhabitants might be. Assuming 
two people per tax lot has a served population of 1100, the upper bound for our purposes. For discussion (and 
our conservative estimate) assume 500 cell phones are located in the area of interest (Note: due to the largely 
EFU zoning in the area of interest, significant residential development is not permitted, hence the likely number 
of cell phone users will remain essentially fixed – the bandwidth needs are likely to grow in future, however). The 
scope of the “user experience problem” being solved by Verizon’s cell tower proposal is thus limited to the cell 
phone needs of about 500 people. 

Phone Calls: (https://yougov.com/en-us/articles/49894-how-long-do-americans-talk-on-calls-in-day). Recent 
survey data from YouGov quantify the time typical cell users speak over the phone.  

 

Taken as a whole, the data suggest 1 hour/day per cell phone user is a conservative estimate for time using a cell 
phone for audio conversations (in other words using a smart phone as a phone). Distributing/averaging that use 
over daytime/evening hours (16 hours) suggests an average of about 6 minutes/hour/cell phone used, or roughly 
50 concurrent phone users serviced within the area.  
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Data Services: Consumer affairs  (https://www.consumeraffairs.com/cell_phones/cell-phone-statistics.html) 
estimates the average US smart phone user uses data services for 4.5 hours/day and a moderate user 
(https://www.getnomad.app/blog/how-much-data-do-i-need-when-traveling) “could use 500 MB to 1 GB per day 
with social media and some music streaming”. Again, with 500 cell phones using 750MB/day, tower demand will 
average about 6.5Mbps during the active 16 hour day. A typical rural cell tower has the following capacity 
characteristics (https://cellteks.com/the-wonders-of-cell-
towers/#:~:text=In%20dense%20urban%20environments%2C%20cell,data%20throughput%20(depending%20on
%20technology): 

• 50-100 simultaneous voice calls 

• 300-500 active data connections 

• 50-150 Mbps total data throughput 

Based on assumed population density and average cell phone and data services usage, and assuming that this 
single rural tower’s capacity is devoted to the target 13.2 mi^2 area, 50% of voice capacity and under 20% of data 
capacity will be used. This suggests that the service needs in the area of interest will be satisfied by the proposed 
tower or the alternatives, and that there will be 50% of extra voice capacity and 80% of extra data capacity. 
However, at present the needs of the area are already being met by existing coverage and existing infrastructure. 
(Verizon engineer report p.81). Given existing coverage, which is good to excellent in much of the designated area, 
we really need to ask what fraction of the users have inadequate phone and/or data services coverage. The true 
number of underserved users will lead to an estimate of excess capacity that is larger than the one derived above 
– in other words, our estimate of excess capacity should serve as a lower bound.  

 Examine the Proposal’s Stated Objectives (Verizon – proposal p.78): 

• “Verizon needs to add capacity along Hwy 126 between Redmond and Prineville and coverage to the 
Powell Butte Community”. 
 
– There is no existing capacity or bandwidth data presented in the proposal. There is no way to ascertain 
whether the bandwidth needed is already met or precisely how much bandwidth is needed beyond that 
estimated above. Only rudimentary coverage data is provided in the proposal without quantitative 
metrics. 
 

• “If capacity is not added the customer experience will degrade”.  
 
– There is no quantitative required coverage, capacity, or bandwidth data presented in the proposal. There 
is no way to ascertain whether the bandwidth needed can be met with existing, proposed, or alternative 
sites. Further there is no quantitative definition of what constitutes a good or bad user experience. 
 

• “Verizon would like to deliver a great experience to its customers with plans to strengthens (sic) the 
network into areas of rural Cook (sic) County by adding new cell sites”. 
 – Define and quantify “deliver a great experience” and justify that that objective advances the goal of 
providing a utility service in an EFU zone under the relevant section of the Crook County Code 
(18.16.015(15)). 
 

• “This document will analyze Verizon’s 700 and 850MHz bands as they can cover large areas … Crook 
County residences will be able to capitalize with (sic) the super fast speeds that the higher bands provide”.  
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– 700 and 850 MHz bands are low frequency cell bands. 
Although calibrated drive test data is shown on page 127 of the proposal relating to high frequency (2100 
MHz)  coverage, no analysis is given for Verizon’s present and future needs in high frequency bands. There 
is no data or analysis relating to high frequency coverage by the proposed or alternate sites. 
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Verizon’s Internal Assessment: Coverage 

 

Coverage Map: https://www.verizon.com/coverage-map industry-standard recognized instrumentation /ernet & 
Cell Phone By Address | Verizon 

Verizon’s marketing indicates that whole region in question is covered by either 5G Ultra Wideband or 4G LTE. 
Further, the proposal (p. 81) and Verizon’s RF engineer indicate very good low frequency coverage throughout 
the area of interest (below, and proposal p.81). 

 

Tom Fergusson – RF Engineer (proposal p. 81) – “Overall the signal strength is good to excellent.” This low 
frequency coverage is affirmed in Steven Kennedy’s (Biwabkos Consulting) drive test results at 751MHz (proposal 
p. 126). However, the proposal’s conclusion (Steven Kennedy – proposal p. 143) states “The existing sites do not 
(emphasis added here) provide the level of service needed in the area. A lack of quality throughput per subscriber 
in the area (sic).” This conclusion is distinctly at odds with proposal data (proposal pp. 81, 126) and oddly is also 
inconsistent with Biwabkos’ own data (proposal p. 94) – in other words the proposal data in and of itself in not 
self-consistent.  
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Verizon’s Internal Assessment: Capacity - Tom Fergusson – RF Engineer (proposal p. 79) 

 

McCoin (Grizzly Peak to the north) and Powell Butte South (WSW of proposed site) are at or near capacity based 
upon the ASEU metric (although the label on the vertical axes prevents any determination of the magnitude of 
the assessment). The main conclusion by Verizon’s RF Engineer (Tom Fergusson) is that “Wiley … has plenty of 
capacity at this time,” and situated at 5200 ft atop Powell Buttes (to distinguish Powell Butte community from the 
butte itself, I refer to the butte as Powell Buttes) there is ample opportunity to expand wide area coverage to the 
NNW into the area of interest. But rather than expand Wiley’s coverage to the NNW (proposal p. 83) “The 
proposed site coverage design minimizes interference into Redmond but maximize (sic) coverage so that both 
Powell Butte South and Wiley’s coverage can be minimized. Eventually, Wiley’s Northern sector will be turned 
down …”  

This suggests yet another alternative not proposed by the Verizon team. The extra capacity available on the Wiley 
tower could be turned NNW by increasing the power to those antennas on the tower irradiating that sector. The 
lost capacity to the SSE (towards Brasada Range) could be picked up by an installation on the south side of Power 
Buttes, perhaps modeled after the low profile South Power Butte tower already irradiating this sector, but which 
Verizon indicates is at or near capacity at present. The proposed Alternate H site could be a feasible location for 
such a tower.  
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Alternatives Analysis Presented in the Proposal: 

Five alternative sites (1-5) are proposed. Little or no data is given in the proposal by either the Verizon internal 
engineer or the Biwabkos consultant hired to support the proposal; however, I will quantitatively assess the 
information presented in the Biwabkos proposed and alternate site comparison tables on pages 112-116, which 
are reproduced in my first table below. The second and third tables below are my calculations that assess the 
Biwabkos data, as I explain. Implicit in my calculations is the presumption on page 146 of the Biwabkos report that 
-95dBm is a "strong signal".  

 

The Biwabkos analysis stresses areal coverage at specified power density for the unmodified, proposed, and 
alternative sites for the area of interest and a focus zone within it (proposal pp. 110-116). In order to compare 
sites, I have computed the relative power irradiating the area(s) of interest weighted by the areal coverage. The 
difference between the proposed/alternative sites is computed with reference to the unmodified site (overall 
improvement), and finally the difference between the proposed site and the alternatives improvement (columns 
labeled Compared to Proposed) is tabulated. This basic quantitative analysis shows that Alternative 3 is only 5% 
different from the proposed site, whilst Alternative 1 only 7% different.  

I conclude that of the Alternatives analyzed in the Biwabkos report, using their methods and data, that either 
Alternative 1 or (an R5 area near) Alternative 3 would provide nearly identical coverage and performance in the 
area(s) of interest. Any offloading potential that Alternatives 1 and 3 provide to Wiley Tower (allowing Wiley 
to be turned down to the NNW and turned up to the SSE, see proposal p. 83) would also be nearly identical to 
that provided by the Proposed tower. According to the stated goals presented in the proposal (p. 78), 
Alternatives 1 and 3 are very feasible substitutes for the Proposed tower. Based on the entirety of the 
information presented and the amount of information that is not included in the proposal, it is a technically 
unreasonable conclusion to make that none of the Alternate sites are feasible options for meeting the objectives 
submitted by Verizon, especially if different design parameters can be used for the facilities. 

 

Area(%) Focus Zone(%) Area(%) Focus Zone(%) Area(%) Focus Zone(%)
Site Better than -85dBm Better than -85dBm Better than -95dBm Better than -95dBm Better than -106dBm Better than -106dBm
Unmodified 0.00% 0.00% 78.60% 77.00% 100.00% 98.00%
Proposed 40.90% 40.60% 95.70% 95.10% 100.00% 99.30%
Alt 1 32.90% 32.70% 96.50% 96.10% 100.00% 99.60%
Alt 2 27.10% 26.90% 96.00% 95.40% 100.00% 99.40%
Alt 3 34.30% 34.10% 97.70% 97.10% 100.00% 99.40%
Alt 4 18.90% 18.80% 88.30% 87.70% 100.00% 99.30%
Alt 5 21.80% 21.60% 95.30% 94.70% 100.00% 99.30%

Area(%) Focus Zone(%) Area(%) Focus Zone(%) Area(%) Focus Zone(%)
Site *Relative Power (units) *Relative Power (units) Improvement Improvement Compared to Proposed Compared to Proposed
Unmodified 8.07% 7.91% Baseline Baseline
Proposed 46.01% 45.69% 37.94% 36.99% Baseline Baseline
Alt 1 38.97% 38.75% 30.90% 30.84% -7.04% -6.15%
Alt 2 33.76% 33.52% 25.69% 25.61% -12.25% -11.38%
Alt 3 40.32% 40.08% 32.25% 32.17% -5.69% -4.82%
Alt 4 25.77% 25.62% 17.70% 17.71% -20.24% -19.28%
Alt 5 28.98% 28.74% 20.91% 20.83% -17.03% -16.16%

Notes:
*Relative Power = 1 when whole area -85dBm or better
Relative Power = 
1.0*(% coverage green: Better than -85dBm) + 
0.1*(% coverage yellow: Between -95dBm and -85dBm) +
0.01*(% coverage red: Between -106dBm and -95dBm)

Should weight by population density should such a map be available
to provide relative power/cell phone
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Additional Alternatives Analysis:  

Verizon’s stated (p. 83) intent is to reduce the use of Wiley for coverage in the area to the north of Powell Buttes 
that it directly overlooks in favor of directing that capacity to the south towards Brasada Ranch (and environs). 
Should the Brasada Ranch sector be oversubscribed as the proposal implies, alternatives need to be developed to 
the SSW of Powell Buttes (as I remarked earlier) to offload the necessary capacity, thus allowing Wiley to add 
rather than subtract coverage and bandwidth to the NNW. This alternative scheme was not addressed and needs 
to be as it is likely an excellent candidate solution that requires no new tower to be built north of Powell Buttes. 

What Data is Required for a Meaningful Analysis: 

The proposal contains no bandwidth/capacity data for the proposed site or any of the alternative sites. Further, 
while crowd sourced coverage and power data is available (CellMapper, which ironically cannot import data from 
iPhones since iPhones will not expose segments of the network to the user), there is no public avenue to access 
Verizon’s capacity or upload speeds at present as this data is likely proprietary. The alternatives analysis in the 
Verizon proposal is thus incomplete. In order for planners to evaluate the proposal and the alternatives accurately, 
the proposal should include analysis based upon:  

• Coverage maps of the area of interest by frequency band.  
• Upload/download speed maps of the area of interest by frequency band.  
• Cell tower capabilities including but not limited to: 

o Antenna frequency bands, upload/download rates, and total throughput per band. 
o Present-day capacity and estimated excess capacity per band. 

• A quantitative metric to assess user experience. 
• Metrics used for assessing off-loading capacity. 

 

 

Analysis Provided By: 

(Retired) Professor Michael R. Scheinfein, Ph.D. Applied and Engineering Physics (1985) 
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Second Objection to Application for Site Plan Review by Harmoni Towers and Verizon 
Wireless to Locate a Transmission Tower on Land Zoned EFU 

 
To: Crook County Planning Department, by submission December 17, 2025 
 
Objectors: Annette Kolodzie, Ph.D. (Physics) 
           Karen Jones 
            
Objectors' Mailing Address: PO Box 126, Powell Butte OR 97753 
Objectors' Residence Address: 1900 SW Parrish Ln, Powell Butte OR 
Objectors' Email Address: atkjuniper@gmail.com 
 
Subject Application: Application for Site Plan Review by Harmoni Towers and Verizon Wireless to 
locate a 158' monopole transmission tower on land zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU3 - Powell 
Butte) 
 
Record No.: 217-25-000293 PLNG 
 
Applicants: Harmoni Towers and Verizon Wireless 
 
Property Owner: Alexander Ranch, LLC 
 
Subject Property: 3450 SW Williams Rd, Powell Butte OR; Taxlot # 15141400-00100-14931 
 
 

The Objectors submit their Second Objection in the matter of the Application for Site Plan Review 
(the "Application") by Harmoni Towers and Verizon Wireless (collectively, "Applicant" or "Verizon") 
to locate a 150' monopole transmission tower (158' with the lightning rod)  on land zoned Exclusive 
Farm Use (EFU3 - Powell Butte). 

The purpose of this Second Objection is to challenge specific conclusions of the County and 
Findings set forth in the Stae Report ("SR") in this matter, dated December 10, 2025, and to 
supplement the record with additional documents.  

The challenges are: 

1. The Stae Report finds that the requirement to provide a copy of the executed lease from the 
owner of the site of the property where the tower will be located, under CCC 
18.124.110(3)(a), is satisfied. That requirement is not met. As the Stae Report [SR p. 7] and 
the Application [p. 65] establish, only a Memorandum of Lease was submitted. Objectors 
object to the failure of Applicant to submit the executed lease and contend this is a material 
omission for the reasons explained in Objectors' Objection filed concurrently with this 
Second Objection. 

Exhibit 179

Page 548 of 679



 Kolodzie and Jones Second Objection to Verizon Transmission Tower 
Application No. 217-25-000293 PLNG 

Page 2 of 7 
 

2. Objectors object to the Finding in the Stae Report that the requirement under CCC 
18.124.110(3)(c) that the Applicant provide a map that shows the search area for the 
proposed site and the properties within the search ring is satisfied. [SR p. 7] As Objectors 
explain in Objectors' Objection filed concurrently with this Second Objection, the Applicant 
has not identified a valid search ring in that it has improperly used a number of dieerent and 
conflicting areas as its search ring, impairing the ability of the County and Objectors to 
evaluate the validity of the Application and the reports of the Bibabkos consultant. 

3. Objection is made to the Finding that the requirement of CCC 18.124.110(3)(d) to provide a 
certificate of mailing of the notice of the required neighborhood meeting mailed to the 
property owners within the notice area designated by CCC 18.124.110(2) is satisfied. The 
Stae Report [SR p. 8] and the Application [p. 17] establish that copies of the notice and a list 
of owners within 2,000 feet of the subject property were submitted by Applicant. The 
certificate of mailing was not submitted. Also, both Verizon and the Stae in its Report fail to 
properly apply the provisions of CCC 18.124.110(2)(b). That section states, "For the purpose 
of this section, the property on which an applicant proposes to establish a transmission 
tower includes the lot of record on which the applicant will locate the facility and all 
contiguous lots of record held in common ownership." (emphasis added). Alexander 
Ranch, LLC owns not only the proposed cell tower site, it also owns a contiguous lot, Taxlot 
# 1514110000104-14930. By its own admission and submission materials, Applicant failed 
to notify the four property owners within 2000 feet of the contiguous lot. The Stae Report 
incorrectly states the requirement of CCC 18.124.110(3)(d) is satisfied.  

4. Stae Report fails to cite the requirement under CCC 18.124.110(2)(c) that the Applicant 
conduct a balloon or crane test "after" the mandatory neighborhood meeting. "The applicant 
shall schedule the balloon test so that it can be conducted no later than two business days 
following the date of the neighborhood meeting or such time as is agreeable to the 
neighbors at the meeting, but in no event shall the balloon test occur more than 30 days 
following the date of the neighborhood meeting." (emphasis added). Applicant's documents 
establish that the balloon test on March 6, 2025 [p. 29] occurred before the neighborhood 
meeting on May 4, 2025 [p.151]. Stae Report omits this requirement when listing the 
submission criteria of  CCC 18.124.110(2) and fails to state the requirement is not satisfied. 

5. With respect to the requirement of CCC 18.124.110(3)(k) that the Applicant submit proof 
that it is not able to collocate its structures on existing towers, Objectors respond that the 
requirement has not been satisfied by the Applicant, as described in Objectors' Objection 
filed concurrently with this Second Objection, and request such a Finding. 

6. The Stae Report states that the Application includes photo simulations depicting the tower 
as it would fit into the landscape. Objectors object to the photo simulations submitted of the 
proposed tower on the grounds that the simulations are not an accurate depiction of the 
visual impact of the tower. The simulations are from angles and distances that make the 
tower much less visible than it will be in reality.  

7. With respect to the statement in Stae Report that, "The property does not contain mapped 
wildlife habitats," [SR p. 1], objections have been submitted in the record relating to wildlife 
issues that should be considered in this matter.  
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8. Objectors challenge the statement in the Stae Report that impacts to wildlife is not relevant 
or applicable to the Application. [SR p. 6] 

 
Objectors also submit into the record in this matter the documents below obtained from the 
Oregon Secretary of State's Oeice. The documents are: 
 

1. Articles of Organization for Alexander Ranch, LLC, E-Filed December 28, 2020. 
2. Amended Annual Report for Alexander Ranch,  LLC, E-Filed December 28, 2022. 
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ARTICLES OF ORGANIZATION

Corporation Division
www.filinginoregon.com

E-FILED
Dec 28, 2020

OREGON SECRETARY OF STATE

REGISTRY NUMBER

176005594

TYPE

DOMESTIC LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY

1. ENTITY NAME

ALEXANDER RANCH, LLC

2. MAILING ADDRESS

3976 SW SAM SNEAD COURT
REDMOND OR 97756 USA

3. PRINCIPAL PLACE OF BUSINESS

3976 SW SAM SNEAD COURT
REDMOND OR 97756 USA

4. NAME & ADDRESS OF REGISTERED AGENT

THOMAS ALEXANDER

3976 SW SAM SNEAD COURT
REDMOND OR 97756 USA

5. ORGANIZERS

DAVID E PETERSEN

805 SW INDUSTRIAL WAY STE 5
BEND OR 97702 USA

6. INDIVIDUALS WITH DIRECT KNOWLEDGE

THOMAS ALEXANDER

3976 SW SAM SNEAD COURT
REDMOND OR 97756 USA

7. INITIAL MEMBERS/MANAGERS

MEMBER

THOMAS ALEXANDER

3976 SW SAM SNEAD COURT
REDMOND OR 97756 USA

8. DURATION

PERPETUAL
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Corporation Division
www.filinginoregon.com OREGON SECRETARY OF STATE

9. MANAGEMENT

This Limited Liability Company will be member-managed by one or more members

10. OPTIONAL PROVISIONS

Except as permitted by the Operating Agreement, no member may transfer any portion of such member's interest in
the limited liability company.

A member's and/or manager's liability for acting or failing to act shall be limited to the maximum extent provided by
law.  The LLC shall indemnify a member and/or manager for his or her acts or omissions to the maximum extent
provided by law

The company elects to indemnify its members, managers, employees, agents for liability and related expenses
under ORS 63.160 to 63.170.

I declare, under penalty of perjury, that this document does not fraudulently conceal, fraudulently obscure,
fraudulently alter or otherwise misrepresent the identity of the person or any officers, managers, members or
agents of the limited liability company on behalf of which the person signs. This filing has been examined by me
and is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, correct, and complete. Making false statements in this
document is against the law and may be penalized by fines, imprisonment, or both.

By typing my name in the electronic signature field, I am agreeing to conduct business electronically with the
State of Oregon. I understand that transactions and/or signatures in records may not be denied legal effect solely
because they are conducted, executed, or prepared in electronic form and that if a law requires a record or
signature to be in writing, an electronic record or signature satisfies that requirement.

ELECTRONIC SIGNATURE

NAME
DAVID E PETERSEN

TITLE
ORGANIZER

DATE SIGNED
12-28-2020

Page 2

Page 552 of 679



 Kolodzie and Jones Second Objection to Verizon Transmission Tower 
Application No. 217-25-000293 PLNG 

Page 6 of 7 
 

 

AMENDED ANNUAL REPORT

Corporation Division
www.filinginoregon.com

E-FILED
Dec 28, 2022

OREGON SECRETARY OF STATE

176005594

REGISTRY NUMBER

12/28/2020

REGISTRATION DATE

BUSINESS NAME

ALEXANDER RANCH, LLC

BUSINESS

TO CONDUCT HAY AND CATTLE SALES AND LAND LEASING AND TO ENGAGE IN ALL ACTIVITIES
INCIDENT THERETO

MAILING ADDRESS

5270 SW REIF RD
POWELL BUTTE OR 97753 USA

DOMESTIC LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY

TYPE

5270 SW REIF RD
POWELL BUTTE OR 97753 USA

PRIMARY PLACE OF BUSINESS

OREGON

JURISDICTION

REGISTERED AGENT

THOMAS WITTER ALEXANDER

3976 SW SAM SNEAD COURT
REDMOND OR 97756 USA

If the Registered Agent has changed, the new agent has consented to the appointment.

MEMBER

THOMAS ALEXANDER

3976 SW SAM SNEAD COURT
REDMOND OR 97756 USA
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Corporation Division
www.filinginoregon.com OREGON SECRETARY OF STATE

I declare, under penalty of perjury, that this document does not fraudulently conceal, fraudulently obscure,
fraudulently alter or otherwise misrepresent the identity of the person or any officers, managers, members or
agents of the limited liability company on behalf of which the person signs. This filing has been examined by me
and is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, correct, and complete. Making false statements in this
document is against the law and may be penalized by fines, imprisonment, or both.

By typing my name in the electronic signature field, I am agreeing to conduct business electronically with the
State of Oregon. I understand that transactions and/or signatures in records may not be denied legal effect solely
because they are conducted, executed, or prepared in electronic form and that if a law requires a record or
signature to be in writing, an electronic record or signature satisfies that requirement.

ELECTRONIC SIGNATURE

NAME
THOMAS WITTER ALEXANDER

TITLE
MANAGER

DATE
12-28-2022
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Verizon DITCH RIDER Site
Capacity and Coverage Site

2025

Exhibit 180
Submitted by 
Applicant
Received by 
Crook County 
Planning Dept.
at hearing
12/17/2025
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Alternate Site

Requested to review alternative tower and 
other locations
Sprint tower is approximately 4.28 miles 
way from proposed on a bearing of 100 
degrees
Primary objective of proposed is to 
provide coverage and offload surrounding 
site sectors of capacity for users in the 
Rural area
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Distance from proposed to 
Verizon neighbor sites

8.95 miles

5.51 miles

7.41 miles

7.71 miles

7.91 miles

5.85 miles
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Alternate Site #1

Sprint Tower
FCC Registration # 1223367
196’ Self Support Tower owned by 
American Tower Corporation
Highest Height available 180’ AGL
Coordinates
• 44.272539 Latitude
• -121.017655 Longitude

• Ground Elevation – 3276’ AMSL
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Alternate locations 2-5

Raw Ground locations
Alt 2 PBR20 SW
• 44.251558 Latitude
• -121.055474 Longitude

Alt 3 R5 NW – 13717 SW Houston Lake Road
• 44.292288 Latitude
• -121.017980 Longitude

Alt 4 R5 SE
• 44.241103 Latitude
• -120.983582 Longitude

Alt 5 RSC S
• 44.246958 Latitude
• -121.020533 Longitude
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Focus Zone

Green square shows area of 
calculations for coverage 
levels

1
2

3

45

Proposed
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RSRP Coverage
Proposed vs Current

Indoor  >= -85 dbm
In-Vehicle >= -95 dbm
On-Street >=  -106 dbm

LEGEND

Upper table shows proposed site showing 
33.59 square kilometers are covered with 
indoor service vs lower left table current 
coverage showing 0.0 square kilometers 
covered with indoor service.  

Blue oval shows indoor and 
in-vehicle coverage provided 
by proposed

Current Coverage
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RSRP Coverage – 180’AGL
Proposed vs Alternate 1 (ATC)

Indoor  >= -85 dbm
In-Vehicle >= -95 dbm
On-Street >=  -106 dbm

LEGEND

Upper table shows proposed site showing 
33.55 square kilometers of indoor service vs 
lower left table current coverage showing 
27.07 square kilometers of indoor service a 
20% reduction in coverage for the alternate.  

Blue oval shows indoor and 
in-vehicle coverage provided 
by proposed

Alternate Coverage

Blue oval shows indoor and 
in-vehicle coverage provided 
by proposed

This alternative provides reduced coverage in 
comparison to the proposed site and does not 
satisfy the coverage and capacity objectives 
for this site.

Page 562 of 679



2025

RSRP Coverage – 180’AGL
Proposed vs Alternate 2 (PBR20)

Indoor  >= -85 dbm
In-Vehicle >= -95 dbm
On-Street >=  -106 dbm

LEGEND

Upper table shows proposed site showing 
33.55 square kilometers of indoor service vs 
lower left table current coverage showing 
22.24 square kilometers of indoor service a 
34% reduction in coverage for the alternate.  

Blue oval shows indoor and 
in-vehicle coverage provided 
by proposed

Alternate Coverage

Blue oval shows indoor and 
in-vehicle coverage provided 
by proposed

This alternative provides reduced coverage in 
comparison to the proposed site and does not 
satisfy the coverage and capacity objectives 
for this site.
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RSRP Coverage – 180’AGL
Proposed vs Alternate 3 (R5 NW)

Indoor  >= -85 dbm
In-Vehicle >= -95 dbm
On-Street >=  -106 dbm

LEGEND

Upper table shows proposed site showing 
33.55 square kilometers of indoor service vs 
lower left table current coverage showing 
28.23 square kilometers of indoor service a 
16% reduction in coverage for the alternate.  

Blue oval shows indoor and 
in-vehicle coverage provided 
by proposed

Alternate Coverage

Blue oval shows indoor and 
in-vehicle coverage provided 
by proposed

This alternative provides reduced coverage in 
comparison to the proposed site and does not 
satisfy the coverage and capacity objectives 
for this site.
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RSRP Coverage – 180’AGL
Proposed vs Alternate 4 (R5 SE)

Indoor  >= -85 dbm
In-Vehicle >= -95 dbm
On-Street >=  -106 dbm

LEGEND

Upper table shows proposed site showing 
33.55 square kilometers of indoor service vs 
lower left table current coverage showing 
15.51 square kilometers of indoor service a 
54% reduction in coverage for the alternate.  

Blue oval shows indoor and 
in-vehicle coverage provided 
by proposed

Alternate Coverage

Blue oval shows indoor and 
in-vehicle coverage provided 
by proposed

This alternative provides reduced coverage in 
comparison to the proposed site and does not 
satisfy the coverage and capacity objectives 
for this site.
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RSRP Coverage – 180’AGL
Proposed vs Alternate 5 (RSC S)

Indoor  >= -85 dbm
In-Vehicle >= -95 dbm
On-Street >=  -106 dbm

LEGEND

Upper table shows proposed site showing 
33.55 square kilometers of indoor service vs 
lower left table current coverage showing 
17.89 square kilometers of indoor service a 
47% reduction in coverage for the alternate.  

Blue oval shows indoor and 
in-vehicle coverage provided 
by proposed

Alternate Coverage

Blue oval shows indoor and 
in-vehicle coverage provided 
by proposed

This alternative provides reduced coverage in 
comparison to the proposed site and does not 
satisfy the coverage and capacity objectives 
for this site.
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Analysis
Proposed – Provides the offload needed to the surrounding 
neighbor sites and meets the coverage objective
Alternate 1 – ATC tower located 4.27 miles to the East does not 
provide the same level of service in the coverage objective and does 
not provide the offload to the neighbors to the East and South
Alternate 2 – PBR20 SW alternate is located too close to the 
neighbor sites to the South and will not provide the service needed 
to the North
Alternate 3 – R5 NW – 13717 SW Houston Lake Road – Site is farther 
to the North and does not provide the offload to the neighbor sites 
to the South
Alternate 4 – R5 SE alternate is located too close to the neighbor 
sites to the South and will not provide the service needed to the 
North
Alternate 5 – RSC S alternate is located too close to the neighbor 
sites to the South and will not provide the service needed to the 
North
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Conclusion
American tower site to the East is farther away 
from the target area and will not satisfy the 
coverage objective for this site or adequately 
offload the overloaded sites.
The raw ground sites provide reduced coverage 
and do not satisfy the coverage and capacity 
objectives for this site
Recommend approval of the proposed site as 
the alternate sites do not satisfy the coverage 
and capacity objectives for this site.

Page 568 of 679



Ditch Rider
Application No. 217-25-000293-PLNG

Telecommunication Facility 
SW Williams Road, Powell Butte, OR

Exhibit 181
Submitted by 
Applicant
Received by 
Crook County 
Planning Dept.
at hearing
12/17/2025
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 Near 3450 SW Williams Road.
 Subject property is 67.12 acres.
 Zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU).
 Telecommunication facility site is located on 

the western portion of the property near SW 
Williams Road
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Proposed Telecommunication Facility

 150 ft. monopole with an overall antenna tip 
height of 158 feet.

 9 antennas and tower mounted equipment.
 Ground equipment in fenced area – 3 outdoor 

equipment cabinets and emergency 
generator.
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 Coverage and capacity site.
 Significant gap in coverage in the Powell Butte 

community.
 Increase capacity along Highway 126 between 

Redmond and Prineville.
 Surrounding existing facilities are overloaded and 

need more capacity.
 Provide critical communication services including 

emergency response (911 calls), law 
enforcement, fire protection, and medical 
services.  

 Problem will only get worse over time - wireless 
data traffic increasing exponentially.
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Current Coverage
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Coverage With Proposed Tower
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EFU Zoning Standards
 Utility facility necessary for public service up to 

200 ft. is an allowed use in the EFU zone under 
215.283(1)(c)(A) and ZDO Table 401-1.  

 Exclusive approval standards - ORS 215.275 and 
OAR 660-033-0130(16)(a).

 The County cannot impose local standards or 
additional approval criteria - Brentmar v. Jackson 
County, 321 Or 481, 496 (1995); Seeberger v. 
Yamhill County, 56 Or LUBA 656, 659 (2008).

 Applicant must show reasonable non-EFU 
alternatives have been considered per ORS 
215.275(2). 
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Alternative Options Considered

 The Applicants considered multiple non-EFU 
zoned alternatives and determined that none 
are feasible or capable of satisfying the 
coverage and capacity objectives.

 The alternatives considered include the 
following options: (1) existing 
telecommunication towers; and (2) non-EFU 
zoned properties.
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Existing Telecommunication Towers

 Sprint/American Tower Corporation Tower 
(Alt #1).
◦ 4.28 miles SE of proposed site.
◦ Will not satisfy the coverage objective or adequately 

offload the overloaded sites.
 Verizon Wireless Tower - Wiley.
◦ Adding additional antennas will not provide 

sufficient power to address the coverage/capacity 
objectives.

 Verizon Wireless Tower – S. Powell Butte.
◦ Adding additional antennas will not provide 

sufficient power to address the coverage/capacity 
objectives.
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Non-EFU Zoned Properties

 Alternative non-EFU zoned properties must 
be near the search ring area, sufficient to 
satisfy Verizon’s coverage and capacity 
objectives, have a willing property owner and 
large enough to meet the required setbacks.

 The subject property is surrounded by other 
EFU-zoned properties.

 The Applicants considered 4 non-EFU zoned 
alternatives.

 None of the non-EFU zoned alternatives 
satisfy the coverage/capacity objectives for 
this site. 
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Alternative Non-EFU Options
 Alternative Site #2 (PBR20 zone SW) - too close to 

the existing towers to the South and will not 
provide the coverage objective to the North.

 Alternative Site #3 (R5 zone NW) - too far north 
and will not provide offload to the neighbor sites 
to the south. 

 Alternative Site #4 (R5 zone SE) - too close to the 
existing towers to the South and will not provide 
the needed service to the North.

 Alternative Site #5 (RSC zone South) - too close 
to the existing towers to the South and will not 
provide the needed service to the North.
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County Staff Report

 County Staff reviewed the Application and 
comments from the residents in the 
surrounding area.

 County staff concluded the Application 
satisfied the applicable approval criteria and 
can be approved subject to various conditions 
of approval.

 Verizon accepts the Staff proposed conditions 
of approval.
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Neighbors Comments
 Coverage is adequate: (1) Application includes substantial 

RF evaluations demonstrating lack of adequate coverage; 
(2) capacity issues need to be addressed as well; (3) no 
reason to pursue if coverage/capacity was adequate; and 
(4) anecdotal evidence of coverage insufficient.

 Health, safety and environmental impacts: (1) not relevant 
to the approval criteria; and (2) expressly prohibited under 
the Federal Telecommunications Act.

 Property value impacts: (1) not relevant to the approval 
criteria; and (2) no evidence to support. 

 Visual/aesthetic impacts: (1) not relevant to the approval 
criteria; (2) Monopole design will mitigate visual impacts; 
(3) not as bad as neighbors fear.
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 State law establishes exclusive EFU-zone approval 
standards. 

 Subject site is the only feasible option to satisfy 
Verizon’s coverage and capacity objectives. 

 Verizon considered multiple alternative non-EFU zone 
options and demonstrated that none of them are 
feasible or capable of satisfying the 
coverage/capacity objectives.

 County Staff reviewed the Application and resident 
comments, and concluded the Application satisfied 
the applicable approval criteria.

 Verizon requests that you approve the Application 
subject to Staff’s recommended conditions of 
approval.
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WIRELESS NETWORK CONSULTING

RF DESIGN ANALYSIS

Harmoni OR0005306 Ditch Rider / Verizon DITCH RIDER
Coverage and Capacity Site 

2025

Exhibit 182
Submitted by 
Applicant
Received by 
Crook County 
Planning Dept.
at hearing
12/17/2025
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Coverage vs Capacity
Capacity is providing bandwidth or processing 
capacity to service the customers in the area.
– Areas where large numbers of users are in a specific 

geographic areas
– Areas where users are demanding higher data rates for 

services
– Areas with a large amount of indoor users

Coverage is providing service where service does 
not exist, calls drop, or “no service”.
– Areas where sites are farther apart
– Areas where terrain or buildings block signals
– Areas where indoor service is low or nonexistent
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2025

Objective of new site
Capacity
– Provide additional bandwidth for customers in the area 

surrounding the proposed site
– Provide better throughput for indoor users in the area
– Offload sites to the West and South that are over capacity

Coverage
– Provide coverage in the rural area North of Highway 126
– Provide coverage along SW Williams Road and feeder 

roads
Why is this site important?
– 96% of Americans own a Cellular Phone
– 57% of American Homes rely exclusively on cellular phones 
– 84% or more of 9-1-1 emergency calls are made from wireless 

devices
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Proposed Site

150’ Monopole
– With 8’ of appurtenances
– 3450 SW Williams Road  Powell Butte, OR  97753

• Latitude:     44.272539 N (NAD83)
• Longitude: -121.017655 W (NAD83)
• Ground Elevation: 3004.8' (NAVD88)
• Anchor tenant is Verizon

– Antenna Centerline at 150’ AGL
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Why here?
Surrounding area has lack of quality services
All (3) carriers are lacking quality service in the area
Many of the users' mobiles are reporting low quality 
connections from Crowd Source (Open Signal, 
CellMapper and, Ookla data).
Significant growth in wireless network utilization in the 
rural areas of Oregon.
Sites to the South are over capacity (throughput 
limitations)
The existing Verizon neighbors do not provide adequate 
coverage or service around where the proposed is 
located.  Adding antennas to the neighbor sites located 
to the South will not provide the power per link or the 
throughput per link needed to resolve the issue

Page 594 of 679



2025

Zoom – proposed site
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Distance from proposed to 
Verizon neighbor sites

8.95 miles

5.51 miles

7.41 miles

7.71 miles

7.91 miles

5.85 miles
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Verizon CellMapper

Less than on Street Coverage    Proposed Site

The area in the red circle is what the proposed site would impact

 
This area is showing less than in-vehicle service in the area
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Verizon RSRP
Current Coverage

Indoor  >= -85 dbm
In-Vehicle >= -95 dbm
On-Street >=  -106 dbm

LEGEND

Blue circle 
shows area of 
impact for 
proposed site
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Verizon RSRP
Proposed Coverage

Indoor  >= -85 dbm
In-Vehicle >= -95 dbm
On-Street >=  -106 dbm

LEGEND

Blue circle 
shows area of 
impact for 
proposed site
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Verizon
Current Best Server

Blue circle 
shows area of 
impact for 
proposed site
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Verizon
Proposed Best Server

Blue circle 
shows area of 
impact for 
proposed site
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Verizon RSRP
Current Coverage - zoomed

Indoor  >= -85 dbm
In-Vehicle >= -95 dbm
On-Street >=  -106 dbm

LEGEND

90% of 
spectrum is 
mid band or 
higher, lower 
quality 
coverage in 
the spectrum 
that has 
higher 
bandwidth
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Verizon RSRP
Proposed Coverage - zoomed

Indoor  >= -85 dbm
In-Vehicle >= -95 dbm
On-Street >=  -106 dbm

LEGEND

Proposed site 
provides 
indoor service 
and capacity 
to surrounding 
area
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Distance from proposed to AT&T 
neighbor sites

7.03 miles

5.51 miles

7.91 miles
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AT&T CellMapper

Less than on Street Coverage    Proposed Site

The area in the red circle is what the proposed site would impact

 This area is showing less than outdoor service in the area
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Distance from proposed to 
T-Mobile neighbor sites

7.59miles

5.51 miles

7.41 miles
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T-Mobile CellMapper

Less than on Street Coverage    Proposed Site

The area in the red circle is what the proposed site would impact

 This area is showing less than outdoor service in the area
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Conclusion / Recommendation
Poor service quality along SW Williams Road and 
Dixon Road as well as all feeder roads
A lack of throughput and quality along Hwy 126 and 
area North and South of Hwy 126
A lack of quality throughput per subscriber in the 
area
The existing sites are over capacity and need offload 
from a new site
Other carriers have the same level of service in the 
area and the tower will most likely be collocated 
with other tenants who will need the height
Recommend approval of the proposed tower at 
the height requested
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WIRELESS NETWORK CONSULTING

DRIVE TEST REPORT
07/28/2025

Harmoni OR0005306 Ditch Rider / Verizon DITCH RIDER
Coverage and Capacity Site 

Exhibit 183
Submitted by 
Applicant
Received by 
Crook County 
Planning Dept.
at hearing
12/17/2025

Page 609 of 679



07/28/2025

Certification
This analysis and report was completed by Steven 
Kennedy a Radio Frequency Engineer with over 35 

years of experience in Wireless Network Engineering.

I certify that the attached RF analysis and report is 
correct to the best of my knowledge, and all

calculations, assumptions and conclusions are
based on generally acceptable engineering practices

Steven E Kennedy
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Drive Test Overview
This test was performed to show what the coverage is in the 
field to validate the propagation models and show the carriers 
signal strength around the proposed site
A roof mount external antenna and GPS antenna was utilized 
with an industry standard scanner (PCTEL G-Flex Scanner)
A 2nd scanner (WilsonPro Cellular Network Scanner 5G Kit- 
910060) was used in a stationary location to review the active 
channels in the area and validate against the PCTEL blind scan
Active call testing was performed by (3) phones, (1) each on 
AT&T, T-Mobile and Verizon networks and performing a 
download throughput test
Drive tests were performed on July 24th, 2025.
The scanner processed signal detail from AT&T, T-Mobile and 
Verizon networks
The drive route was created based on the primary coverage 
objective for the site as well as the propagation of the 
proposed
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Blind Scan
A “blind scan” was completed at a stationary location that has 
visibility to all (3) major carriers to decode active channels in 
the area prior to drive testing
The drive test scanner gear decodes the following for each 
channel:

• Date/Time
• GPS Coordinates
• Cell ID/PCI
• For Sync, Reference Signal and, Physical Broadcast Channel (PBCH)

– Reference Signal Received Power (RSRP)
– Reference Signal Received Quality (RSRQ)
– Signal to Interference & Noise Ratio (SINR)

To show the signal levels, this report will focus on the RSRP 
from the transmitters as this is the value that shows the 
coverage from the sites
The bands/channels shown in this deck are:

– 700MHz & 850MHz low band
– 1900MHz & 2100MHz mid band
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Frequency Downlink Channel
Carrier Technology Band Block Frequency (MHz) Bandwidth (MHz) EARFCN

AT&T 4G 12 700 739 10 5110
AT&T 4G 14 700 763 10 5330
AT&T 4G 25 PCS 1982.5 15 8565
AT&T 4G 66 AWS1 2115 10 2000
AT&T 4G 66 AWS3 2132.5 5 66661
AT&T 5G 48 CBRS 3501.12 40 633408
AT&T 5G 77 C-Band 3851.04 80 656736

T-Mobile 5G 71 600 632.45 10 126500
T-Mobile 4G 12 700 731.5 5 5035
T-Mobile 4G 25 PCS 1932.5 5 8065
T-Mobile 4G 66 AWS3 2145 20 66786
T-Mobile 5G 41 BRS 2606.55 90 40756

Verizon 4G 13 700 751 10 5230
Verizon 4G 5 850 885 10 2560
Verizon 4G 4 AWS 2125 10 2100
Verizon 5G 77 C-Band 3809.28 40 653952
Verizon 5G 77 C-Band 3730.08 100 648672

Below are the active frequency bands and channels for the area

EARFCN – EUTRA Absolute radio-frequency channel number
Over 90% of the spectrum utilized by wireless operators are mid or high band spectrum. 

Frequency Bands/Channels
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Drive Test Route Overview
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Distance from proposed to 
Verizon neighbor sites

8.95 miles

5.51 miles

7.41 miles

7.71 miles

7.91 miles

5.85 miles
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Verizon 751 MHz channel
Scanner Data - Overview

7

Proposed Site

In-Building (-85 dbm)
In-Vehicle (-95 dbm)
Outdoor (-106 dbm)

Marginal (<-106 to -120 dbm)
Low to No Service (<-120 dbm)

LEGEND

This is RSRP and shows 
coverage for In-Vehicle 
& Outdoor on the NW 
and West sides of the 
drive route, there is 
indoor service to the 
East and South

Page 616 of 679



07/28/2025

Verizon 2100 MHz channel
Scanner Data - Overview

8

In-Building (-85 dbm)
In-Vehicle (-95 dbm)
Outdoor (-106 dbm)

Marginal (<-106 to -120 dbm)
Low to No Service (<-120 dbm)

LEGEND

Proposed Site

This is RSRP and shows 
coverage for Outdoor 
and Marginal on the 
NW and West sides of 
the drive route, there is 
In-Vehicle and Outdoor 
to the East and South
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Distance from proposed to AT&T 
neighbor sites

7.03 miles

5.51 miles

7.91 miles
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AT&T 739MHz channel
Scanner Data - Overview

10

In-Building (-85 dbm)
In-Vehicle (-95 dbm)
Outdoor (-106 dbm)

Marginal (<-106 to -120 dbm)
Low to No Service (<-120 dbm)

LEGEND

Proposed Site

This is RSRP and shows 
coverage for In-Vehicle 
& Outdoor on the NW 
and West sides of the 
drive route, there is 
indoor service to the SE 
and East
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AT&T 2115MHz channel
Scanner Data - Overview

11

In-Building (-85 dbm)
In-Vehicle (-95 dbm)
Outdoor (-106 dbm)

Marginal (<-106 to -120 dbm)
Low to No Service (<-120 dbm)

LEGEND

This is RSRP and shows 
coverage for Outdoor 
and Marginal on the 
NW and West sides of 
the drive route, there is 
Marginal and Outdoor 
to the East and South

Proposed Site
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Distance from proposed to 
T-Mobile neighbor sites

7.59miles

5.51 miles

7.41 miles
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T-Mobile 731.5MHz channel
Scanner Data - Overview

13

In-Building (-85 dbm)
In-Vehicle (-95 dbm)
Outdoor (-106 dbm)

Marginal (<-106 to -120 dbm)
Low to No Service (<-120 dbm)

LEGEND

Proposed Site

This is RSRP and shows 
coverage for In-Vehicle 
& Outdoor on the NW 
and West sides of the 
drive route, there is In-
Vehicle and Outdoor 
service to the SE and 
East
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T-Mobile 2145MHz channel
Scanner Data - Overview

14

In-Building (-85 dbm)
In-Vehicle (-95 dbm)
Outdoor (-106 dbm)

Marginal (<-106 to -120 dbm)
Low to No Service (<-120 dbm)

LEGEND

Proposed Site

This is RSRP and shows 
coverage for Outdoor 
and Marginal on the 
NW and West sides of 
the drive route, there is 
Marginal and Outdoor 
to the East and South
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Active Call Testing - Verizon
Physical Cell ID

10

Proposed Site

In-Building (-85 dbm)
In-Vehicle (-95 dbm)
Outdoor (-106 dbm)

Marginal (<-106 to -120 dbm)
Low to No Service (<-120 dbm)

LEGEND

This plot is the 
different sectors that 
service a particular 
area.  Note that the SW 
the site to the South is 
providing service 
(Orange) and to the 
NW a different site is 
providing service 
(Magenta) and a mix of 
other sectors.  The 
more you go into the 
area of the proposed 
there is different 
sectors providing 
service.  This is 
indicative of not having 
a good server as the 
mobile is on cell edge 
for the various sites

This also shows that 
the proposed would 
offload the capacity of 
the sectors that are 
over capacity
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Active Call Testing - Verizon
RSRP

16

Proposed Site

In-Building (-85 dbm)
In-Vehicle (-95 dbm)
Outdoor (-106 dbm)

Marginal (<-106 to -120 dbm)
Low to No Service (<-120 dbm)

LEGEND

This plot shows the 
Received Signal 
Reference Power 
(RSRP) for the Verizon 
phone.  Note that the 
service level around 
the proposed is a mix 
of Low, Marginal and 
Outdoor service
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Active Call Testing - Verizon
Throughput

17

Proposed Site

This plot shows the 
throughput on the 
downlink speed test.  
There is a mixture of 
less than 5 Mbps down 
to less than 500 Kbps 
around the proposed.  
The changes are 
erratic, and this is 
indicative of sites being 
over capacity.
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Active Call Testing – AT&T
Physical Cell ID

18

Proposed Site

In-Building (-85 dbm)
In-Vehicle (-95 dbm)
Outdoor (-106 dbm)

Marginal (<-106 to -120 dbm)
Low to No Service (<-120 dbm)

LEGEND

This plot is the 
different sectors that 
service a particular 
area.  Note that the SW 
there is no dominant 
sector providing service 
and to the NW (2)(blue 
& purple) sectors are 
providing service.  This 
is indicative of no 
dominant service in the 
SW and a mix of 
services in the NE the 
mobiles do not have a 
good server as the 
mobile is on cell edge 
of the various sites
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Active Call Testing – AT&T
RSRP

19

Proposed Site

In-Building (-85 dbm)
In-Vehicle (-95 dbm)
Outdoor (-106 dbm)

Marginal (<-106 to -120 dbm)
Low to No Service (<-120 dbm)

LEGEND

This plot shows the 
Received Signal 
Reference Power 
(RSRP) for the AT&T 
phone.  Note that in 
the area around the 
proposed has a mix of 
Low, Marginal, Outdoor 
and In-Vehicle levels.  
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Active Call Testing – AT&T
Throughput

20

Proposed Site

In-Building (-85 dbm)
In-Vehicle (-95 dbm)
Outdoor (-106 dbm)

Marginal (<-106 to -120 dbm)
Low to No Service (<-120 dbm)

LEGEND

This plot shows the 
throughput on the 
downlink speed test.  
There is a mixture of 
less than 5 Mbps down 
to less than 500 Kbps 
around the proposed.  
The changes are 
erratic, and this is 
indicative of sites being 
over capacity and no 
dominant server
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Active Call Testing – 
T-Mobile Physical Cell ID

21

Proposed Site

In-Building (-85 dbm)
In-Vehicle (-95 dbm)
Outdoor (-106 dbm)

Marginal (<-106 to -120 dbm)
Low to No Service (<-120 dbm)

LEGEND

This plot is the 
different sectors that 
service a particular 
area.  Note that the SW 
there is no dominant 
sector providing service 
and to the NW 1 sector 
(Magenta) is providing 
service.  To the South 
there is a mixture of 
sectors providing 
service
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Active Call Testing – 
T-Mobile RSRP

22

Proposed Site

In-Building (-85 dbm)
In-Vehicle (-95 dbm)
Outdoor (-106 dbm)

Marginal (<-106 to -120 dbm)
Low to No Service (<-120 dbm)

LEGEND

This plot shows the 
Received Signal 
Reference Power 
(RSRP) for the T-Mobile 
phone.  Note that in 
the area around the 
proposed has a mix of 
Marginal, Outdoor and 
In-Vehicle levels.  
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Active Call Testing – 
T-Mobile Throughput

23

Proposed Site

In-Building (-85 dbm)
In-Vehicle (-95 dbm)
Outdoor (-106 dbm)

Marginal (<-106 to -120 dbm)
Low to No Service (<-120 dbm)

LEGEND

This plot shows the 
throughput on the 
downlink speed test.  
There is a mixture of 
less than 5 Mbps down 
to less than 500 Kbps 
around the proposed.  
The changes are 
erratic, and this is 
indicative of sites being 
over capacity and no 
dominant server
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Conclusion
The Scanner recorded frequency bands for AT&T, 
Verizon and, T-Mobile in the area.
The existing sites do not provide the level of service 
needed in the area. A lack of quality throughput per 
subscriber in the area
The throughput levels on the active call testing all 
the way down to 500 kbps. The existing sites are 
over capacity and need offload from a new site
Other carriers have the same level of service in the 
area and the tower will most likely be collocated 
with other tenants who will need the height
Recommend approval of the proposed tower at 
the height requested
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Frequency Bands
For both 4G and 5G there are FCC allocated bands

4G – 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/LTE_frequency_bands

5G - 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/5G_NR_frequency_ban
ds
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RSRP
RSRP is short for Reference Signal Received Power, 
used when measuring LTE networks. A cellular 
phone or another LTE-equipped device would 
display signal strength in RSRP, measured 0dBm 
(best signal) to -110dBm (weakest/no signal). An 
RSRP of -95dBm would be a strong signal whereas -
115dBm would be very weak. Many devices show 
RSSI for LTE connections along with RSRP, but RSRP 
is a better indicator of LTE signal strength.
Sources
– https://5gstore.com/blog/2021/04/08/understanding-

rssi-rsrp-and-rsrq/
– https://blog.solidsignal.com/tutorials/what-is-rsrp/
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RSRQ (a ratio using RSRP)
RSRQ is Reference Signal Received Quality. This 
again only applies to LTE networks and is a measure 
of the signal quality of a cellular connection. RSRQ is 
typically displayed in a range from 0dB (highest 
quality) to -20dB (lowest quality). Typically better 
signal quality results in a more reliable connection.
Sources
– https://5gstore.com/blog/2021/04/08/understanding-

rssi-rsrp-and-rsrq/
– https://blog.solidsignal.com/tutorials/what-is-rsrp/
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SINR (a ratio using RSRP)
SINR (Signal to Interference & Noise Ratio) 
measures signal quality: the strength of the wanted 
signal compared to the unwanted interference and 
noise. Mobile network operators seek to maximize 
SINR at all sites to deliver the best possible customer 
experience, either by transmitting at a higher power, 
or by minimizing the interference and noise.
Sources
– https://5gstore.com/blog/2021/04/08/understanding-

rssi-rsrp-and-rsrq/
– https://iscointl.com/sinr-optimization/
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Hannah Elliott

From: Ryan McFarlane <macryno@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, December 17, 2025 4:57 PM
To: Plan
Subject: Case record #217-25-000293-PLNG

To whom it may concern, 
 
The claim by the aƩorney represenƟng Verizon about supporƟng emergency services(911) is simply false as crook county 
uses analog and will not benefit from the tower off of Williams rd in Powell buƩe. 
 
Thank you for your Ɵme, 
 
 
Ryan McFarlane 
[CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the organizaƟon. DO NOT CLICK LINKS or open aƩachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe] 

Exhibit 184
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Hannah Elliott

From: Annette and Karen <atkjuniper@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2025 8:18 AM
To: Plan
Cc: John Eisler
Subject: Verizon Cell Tower - Additional Objections
Attachments: Additional Objection_18Dec2025.pdf

Dear Crook Co. Planning Department, 
Attached for the record are additional objections to the cell tower. 
 
Thank you, 
Annette Kolodzie & Karen Jones 
[CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the organization. DO NOT CLICK LINKS or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe] 

Exhibit 185
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Kolodzie and Jones Additional Objection  
December 18, 2025 
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Additional Objection to Application for Site Plan Review by Harmoni Towers and 
Verizon Wireless to Locate a Transmission Tower on Land Zoned EFU 

 
December 18, 2025 

 
Record No.: 217-25-000293 PLNG 
Objectors: Annette Kolodzie, PhD (Physics) 
           Karen Jones 
 
The following is in response to the testimony of Applicants' RF engineer Steven Kennedy 
and Applicants' attorney Mike Connors at the public hearing held on December 17, 2025.  
 
1. In response to the County's request of Mr. Kennedy to describe the Applicants' "search 

ring", Mr. Connor testified that he does not create the search ring, Verizon engineers do. 
Thus, the search areas Mr. Kennedy has shown for diZerent purposes in his three reports 
are not the search ring Applicants are required to describe. There is no such search ring 
submitted in the Application by the Verizon engineer. [See Verizon engineer's report at 
pages 77-85 of the Application.] Thus have not identified a valid search area of coverage 
that the proposed site would eZectively serve. Sprint, footnote 1 at p 472; Crook County 
Code 18.124.110(2)(c).  

 
2. Mr. Connor testified, in justifying the site for the tower on EFU land, that the proposed 

tower would not be a "money-maker" for the Applicants. Objectors believe that 
statement is incorrect and misleading to the County. Objectors request that the County 
require and the Applicants submit information relating to the income that can be 
generated from the lease to third-party cellular companies of space on a 150' or similar 
tower for the third-party companies' facilities. To be probative and relevant, the 
information should include historical information relating to both lease income received 
by Applicants and lease payments made by Verizon from collocation of facilities. 

 
The information requested relates directly to the veracity of the unsupported testimony 
of Mr. Connor concerning the issue of the objective of the Applicants in placing the tower 
on the proposed site and whether the County can or should find the collocation objective 
referred to by Applicants [Application p. 143] meets the test discussed on pages 3 and 4 
of the StaZ Report from Sprint PCS v. Washington County, 186 Or App 470, 476 (2003). 
 

3. Mr. Connor testified that the proposed tower would not reduce the value of surrounding 
properties. Objectors contend that testimony is not credible or correct and that values 
of properties in the vicinity of the 14-story tower would be significantly aZected. It 
requests that the County require Applicants to submit information relating to the 
question of the eZect of this tower on the specific properties in the vicinity of the 
proposed tower that supports the testimony and allow response to the testimony and 
information submitted by Applicants.  
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Kolodzie and Jones Additional Objection  
December 18, 2025 
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4. Mr. Connor testified that the visual impact from the tower would not be as bad as the 
community fears. He suggested the tower blended in with the wooden power poles along 
SW Williams Road. Objectors reject that statement and have objected in their Second 
Objection to the simulations submitted by Applicants of the visual impact of the tower 
on the grounds that the simulations are not an accurate depiction of the visual impact of 
the tower. Contrary to the testimony of Connor, the 14-story tower in the middle of flat 
farmed land would the most prominent landmark in the Powell Butte community. The 
rendition below is not to scale, but it contradicts the Connor testimony and better 
represents the visual impact of the tower than the photo simulations submitted by 
Applicants and presented by Mr. Connor at the hearing.  

 

Proposed tower 
150' tall; 3004' elevation

(not to scale)
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From: David Zalunardo <davezalunardo@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2025 10:47 AM 
To: Plan <plan@crookcountyor.gov> 
Cc: Karen Jones <atkjuniper@gmail.com> 
Subject: Photo from my testimony 
 
Hello again Hannah, last night I had a photo I showed while I gave the testimony taken from my 
patio with an AI cell tower to scale imposed on it.  I have enclosed that photo to be added to the file 
on the Verizon cell tower since the record is still open.  Could you include it in the record please? 
[CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the organization. DO NOT CLICK LINKS or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe] 

Exhibit 186
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1

Hannah Elliott

From: Annette and Karen <atkjuniper@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, December 31, 2025 4:14 PM
To: Plan
Cc: John Eisler
Subject: Verizon Cell Tower Application - Kolodzie_Jones Additional Objection of Dec 31, 2025
Attachments: Additional Kolodzie_Jones Objection_31Dec2025.pdf

Dear Crook County Planning Department, 
Attached are additional objections to the Verizon cell tower application. 
 
Thanks and Happy New Year, 
Annette Kolodzie & Karen Jones 
 
[CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the organization. DO NOT CLICK LINKS or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe] 

Exhibit 187
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Additional Objection to Application for Site Plan Review by Harmoni Towers and Verizon 
Wireless to Locate a Transmission Tower on Land Zoned EFU 

December 31, 2025 

 
Record No.: 217-25-000293 PLNG 
Objectors:   Annette Kolodzie, PhD (Physics) 
             Karen Jones 
 
Objectors submit this Additional Objection in this matter, dated December 31, 2025, as follows: 
 
1. As an initial matter, Objectors refer to the two Exhibits submitted by Thomas Alexander, a 

member of Alexander Ranch, LLC, the subject property owner, Exhibits 113 and 130. Those two 
submissions by Mr. Alexander obviously have very diTerent tones. In Exhibit 130, submitted on 
the day of the initial December 17, 2025, public hearing on this matter, Mr. Alexander made a 
very troubling statement that he had been coerced by community members in Powell Butte into 
writing the prior letter dated December 14, in which he begged the County to deny the cell tower 
application (Exhibit 113). Because of the serious and disturbing statement in Exhibit 130, 
Objectors attest that they have never met and never communicated with Thomas Alexander. 
Objectors have met and worked with many in the Powell Butte Community on this matter. Based 
upon our dealings with the people in this community and the manner in which they speak of 
their high regard for Mr. Alexander, we find the allegation in Exhibit 130 of community coercion 
to be not only inconceivable but of questionable origin. 

2. Objectors object to the statements by Mike Connors, an attorney for Applicants, in Exhibit 181, 
on slide 14 that, "County staT concluded the Application satisfied the applicable approval 
criteria and can be approved subject to various conditions of approval" and on slide 21 that, 
"County StaT reviewed the Application and resident comments, and concluded the Application 
satisfied the applicable approval criteria." Those statements are wholly incorrect and were 
misleading by an attorney speaking to the Planning Commissioners in the December 17 hearing. 
Contrary to representing to the Planning Commissioners that the Application "satsified approval 
criteria," instead the StaT Report properly focused the Planning Commissioners on questions to 
take into account when considering the Application and material submitted in opposition, 
saying: 

During the hearing and through the submission of additional evidence, the 
Planning Commission should hone in on the three main questions: 

1. Do the applicant’s defined objectives support the statutory goal of “providing 
utility service”? 

2. Have reasonable alternatives been considered? 

3. Have all of those alternatives been effectively ruled out by one of the 
enumerated factors in ORS 215.275(2)? (Staff Report, p. 6) 
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The Staff Report further stated, "Based on the information provided by the applicant and other 
information in the record, and on a review of the applicable state and county requirements, the 
planning commission may find that the applicant has met their burden. However, the public 
hearing is likely to generate a great deal more evidence, which may establish that the facility 
is not necessary to provide utility service, that reasonable alternatives have not been 
considered, or that such alternatives can not be properly ruled out." (Staff Report, p. 9, 
emphasis added) As can be seen, Mr. Connors inaccurately referred to the findings of the County 
Staff.  

3. Objectors submit and incorporate the following additional report from consulting expert 
Michael Scheinfein.  
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Additional Report of Michael Scheinfein to the Kolodzie/Jones Objection of December 31, 2025, to the 
Application for Site Plan Review by Harmoni Towers and Verizon Wireless to Locate a Transmission 
Tower on Land Zoned EFU; Record No. 217-25-000293-PLNG 
 
Capacity:  
Steven Kennedy (Biwabkos Consultants LLC), a consultant for Applicants and Mike Connors, attorney for 
Applicants, affirmed in their testimony at the hearing on December 17 the point made by the Verizon RF 
engineer, Tom Fergusson, (p. 79, 81) and in other documents supporting the Application, that the 
statutory public service need Verizon is trying to address is capacity (as opposed to a lack of cell phone 
coverage in Powell Butte).  Again, this fact could not be any more clearly made than by Tom Fergusson 
when he stated, "Overall, the signal strength is good to excellent. If Verizon did not have any exhausted 
sectors, this design would work just fine but will struggle as sites have diminished capacity." (emphasis 
added, p. 81) Additional revelatory statements by Fergusson are: 

§ "Wiley...has plenty of capacity at this Tme. Sees increased traffic during the summer months but 
is sTll in good shape... This sector is not a driver for the proposed site but it will see some benefits 
as sites with less traffic operate beWer."  (p. 79) 

§ "Adding the proposed site will provide greater density signal (sic) and provide the needed 
capacity."  (p. 82)  

§ "The proposed site coverage design minimizes interference into Redmond but maximize (sic) 
coverage so that both Powell BuWe South and Wiley's coverage can be minimized. Eventually, 
Wiley's northern sector will be turned down due to its height advantage. It causes a lot of 
interference to many sites." (p. 83) 

With respect to the objectives and drivers identified by Fergusson, it is a reasonable technical conclusion 
that all the sites north of the Wiley tower on top of Powell Buttes, those proposed by Verizon and those 
proposed by Objectors, or a combination of more than one of the sites, would add cell coverage, provide 
greater signal density, offload some capacity from Wiley, and allow Wiley to be turned down to the 
north, thereby reducing the interference referred to by Fergusson.  Additionally, there is no technical 
reason I can see that multiple sites proposed by Objectors (Alternates C, D, E, F, H, and I) could not 
feasibly offload capacity from Powell Butte South, the tower that Fergusson says is exhausted at times. 
(p. 79)  As Fergusson states that sites with less traffic operate better (p. 79), a technically feasible option 
would be for Verizon to use more than one tower on the 14 non-EFU sites to meet its objectives of 
providing capacity and minimizing interference related to its existing towers.  

As a further observation, Steven Kennedy testified at the December 17 hearing that he does not have 
access to Verizon's internal, proprietary technical coverage and capacity data that Tom Fergusson has 
access to. Therefore, in the case of conflict between Kennedy's and Fergusson's data or conclusions, a 
reasonable assumption is that Fergusson's testimony has a stronger technical foundation. 
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Satellite Communications:  
A Planning Commissioner at the hearing on December 17 asked Steven Kennedy (Biwabkos Consultants 
LLC) about the viability of satellite linkages to provide phone/data coverage in the area of interest. I 
describe below how in rural settings that such satellite services exist and perform exceptionally well. 
 
A SpaceX (a private company majority owned by Elon Musk) subsidiary, StarLink, provides satellite-based 
data services worldwide. StarLink (https://www.space.com/spacex-starlink-satellites.html) presently 
has a reported 9,357 communications satellites in low earth orbit (about 350 miles above earth’s 
surface). Low earth orbit minimizes latency, a problem related to delayed data transfer, and is better 
adapted to communication than satellites in higher earth orbit(s). 

In order to access the StarLink system (https://starlink.com/us/residential) you need specific hardware 
provided by the company. There are two residential plans: (1) Residential Lite ($80/mo.) offering speeds 
up to 250Mbps; (2) Residential ($120/mo.) offering speeds of 400Mbps. A standard Residential Kit 
(antenna, router, cables, etc., ~$349) is required to connect to the satellite and transmit the signals 
within your home. There are also two roaming plans suitable for RVs, boats, campers (or any vehicle 
capable of powering a 100W antenna/receiver/router system). The roaming packages are $50/mo. for 
50GB of data while the unlimited roaming package is $165/mo. Either the Standard Residential Kit or the 
somewhat less capable Mini-Kit (~$299) can support a roaming plan. The Mini-Kit provides coverage for 
~1200 sq. ft., while the Standard Kit provides coverage for ~3,200 sq. ft. Both kits require that the 
antenna have an unobstructed view into the sky. 

I can attest to the fact that the StarLink system is viable by recounting an experience I had this fall while 
hiking/camping. My wife and I on short notice wanted to camp near Tam McArthur Rim Trail Head 
(44.1003259,-121.6225129, 6,550 ft. elevation) deep in the heart of the high Central Oregon Cascades. 
There are a couple of forest service campgrounds within a mile of the trailhead, but when we got to the 
campgrounds there was no cell service. These days the preferred procedure for booking and paying for 
camping is on your cell phone through an app called Recreation.gov. No service, no booking. We were 
forced to revert to the old payment system (not knowing if it was still honored) where we dumped cash 
into an envelope and then placed that envelope of cash into a metal tube cemented into the ground at 
the campground entrance. We put our paper receipt tag on our van. Fingers crossed that this was legal 
and that we were not taking someone else’s reserved spot! 

In the evening after dinner a ranger/subcontractor drove up to our site and asked for our booking. We 
explained what we had done, and, luckily, we weren’t displacing anyone. I was curious, though, how the 
ranger had access to Recreation.gov to retrieve the on-line bookings without any local cell service. She 
and her husband (another ranger similarly posted) were living in their small RV and they had a StarLink 
Mini system in their Camper. She told me that the service was so good they not only got the data from 
Recreation.gov, but they: read and watched (on TV) the news; did their on-line banking; talked to friends 
(VoI via StarLink); and streamed high definition movies and TV shows for entertainment in the evenings. 
In other words, in an extremely remote location these rangers had access to extremely fast (and low 
latency) internet data and voice services. 
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The facts described here are meant to clarify to the Planning Commissioners that everyone in Powell 
Butte can have data streaming services in their homes/RVs and even cars for modest monthly fees and 
small up-front instrumentation costs (often waived by StarLink during promotions) without the 
requirement of cell tower installation or support infrastructure. 

 

Analysis Provided By: 

(Retired) Professor Michael R. Scheinfein Ph.D. Applied and Engineering Physics (1985) 

Portland, OR 31 December 2025 
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Hannah Elliott

From: Karen and annette <atkjuniper@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, January 3, 2026 12:32 PM
To: Plan
Cc: John Eisler
Subject: Verizon Cell Tower Application
Attachments: Kolodzie_Jones 3Jan2026 Corrections to Additional Objection Submitted 18Dec2025 

(Exhibit 185).pdf

Dear Crook County Planning Department,  
Attached please find a copy of our Objection of December 18, 2025 (filed in the record for this matter as 
Exhibit 185), marked in Track Changes to correct a few typos.  Please include this version in the record in 
order to note the corrections. Apologies for any inconvenience. 
 
Thanks, 
Karen Jones & Annette Kolodzie 

[CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the organization. DO NOT CLICK LINKS or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe] 

Exhibit 188
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Additional Objection to Application for Site Plan Review by Harmoni Towers and Verizon 
Wireless to Locate a Transmission Tower on Land Zoned EFU 

 
December 18, 2025 

(Corrections Below January 3, 2026) 
 

 
Record No.: 217-25-000293 PLNG 
Objectors: Annette Kolodzie, PhD (Physics) 
           Karen Jones 
 
The following is in response to the testimony of Applicants' RF engineer Steven Kennedy and 
Applicants' attorney Mike Connors at the public hearing held on December 17, 2025.  
 
1. In response to the County's request of Mr. Kennedy to describe the Applicants' "search ring", 

Mr. Kennedy Connor testified that he does not create the search ring, Verizon engineers do. 
Thus, the search areas Mr. Kennedy has shown for different purposes in his three reports are 
not the search ring Applicants are required to describe. There is no such search ring submitted 
in the Application by the Verizon engineer. [See Verizon engineer's report at pages 77-85 of 
the Application.] Thus Applicants have not identified a valid search area of coverage that the 
proposed site would effectively serve. Sprint, footnote 1 at p 472; Crook County Code 
18.124.110(2)(c).  

 
2. Mr. Connors testified, in justifying the site for the tower on EFU land, that the proposed tower 

would not be a "money-maker" for the Applicants. Objectors believe that statement is 
incorrect and misleading to the County. Objectors request that the County require and the 
Applicants submit information relating to the income that can be generated from the lease to 
third-party cellular companies of space on a 150' or similar tower for the third-party 
companies' facilities. To be probative and relevant, the information should include historical 
information relating to both lease income received by Applicants and lease payments made 
by Verizon from collocation of facilities. 

 
The information requested relates directly to the veracity of the unsupported testimony of 
Mr. Connors concerning the issue of the objective of the Applicants in placing the tower on 
the proposed site and whether the County can or should find the collocation objective 
referred to by Applicants [Application p. 143] meets the test discussed on pages 3 and 4 of 
the Staff Report from Sprint PCS v. Washington County, 186 Or App 470, 476 (2003). 
 

3. Mr. Connors testified that the proposed tower would not reduce the value of surrounding 
properties. Objectors contend that testimony is not credible or correct and that values of 
properties in the vicinity of the 14-story tower would be significantly affected. It requests that 
the County require Applicants to submit information relating to the question of the effect of 
this tower on the specific properties in the vicinity of the proposed tower that supports the 
testimony and allow response to the testimony and information submitted by Applicants.  
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4. Mr. Connors testified that the visual impact from the tower would not be as bad as the 

community fears. He suggested the tower blended in with the wooden power poles along SW 
Williams Road. Objectors reject that statement and have objected in their Second Objection 
to the simulations submitted by Applicants of the visual impact of the tower on the grounds 
that the simulations are not an accurate depiction of the visual impact of the tower. Contrary 
to the testimony of Connors, the 14-story tower in the middle of flat farmed land would the 
most prominent landmark in the Powell Butte community. The rendition below is not to scale, 
but it contradicts the Connors testimony and better represents the visual impact of the tower 
than the photo simulations submitted by Applicants and presented by Mr. Connors at the 
hearing.  
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Hannah Elliott

From: John Eisler
Sent: Tuesday, January 6, 2026 12:31 PM
To: Plan
Subject: FW: 217-25-000293-PLNG (Ditch Rider) - Shot Clock Extension Letter
Attachments: Ditch Rider - Shot Clock Waiver Form FCC & OR.pdf

 
 
From: Paul Slotemaker <pslotemaker@acomconsultinginc.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, January 6, 2026 11:27 AM 
To: John Eisler <John.Eisler@crookcountyor.gov> 
Cc: Mike Connors <mike@hathawaylarson.com>; Sarah Blanchard <sarah.blanchard@acomconsultinginc.com> 
Subject: 217-25-000293-PLNG (Ditch Rider) - Shot Clock Extension Letter 
 
Hi John, 
A copy of the signed Oregon & FCC shot clock extension letter for 217-25-000293-PLNG, extending the 
deadline to February 27, 2026, is attached for your records. 
 
Please let us know if you need anything else.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Paul Slotemaker, AICP 
Acom Consulting Inc. 

(503) 421-2258  |  pslotemaker@acomconsultinginc.com 

 

[CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the organization. DO NOT CLICK LINKS or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe] 
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Crook County Planning Department 
 

VOLUNTARY EXTENSION OF 150 -DAY LIMIT PROVIDED BY THE FCC in 
WT Docket No. 08-165 and 47 CFR § 1.6100 and ORS 215.427 

  
FILE NUMBER(s): ___217-25-000293-PLNG____________________ 

 
 

 
 
 
We have submitted an application to the Crook County Planning Department, which is 
currently in the process of review for an approval.  The property under review is legally 
described as tax lot no. _____100_______, township __15____ south, range _14____ 
east WM, section(s) _____14_________. 
 
 
We understand that the application file was deemed complete on _October 1_, 2025__.  
We also understand that due to additional time needed to complete the application and 
hearing process, the application may not receive final determination prior to  _January 
25_, 2026___. 
 
The Applicant, Harmoni Towers /Verizon Wireless, hereby voluntarily agrees to extend 
the 150-day federal shot clock period established by the FCC in WT Docket No. 08-165 
and 47 CFR § 1.6100, as well as the 150-day state mandamus deadline established by 
ORS 215.427, for _33_ days. Specifically, the Applicant agrees to extend the applicable 
deadline for a final local decision until February 27, 2026, to allow for the orderly 
submission of new evidence into the record and the subsequent rebuttal periods. The 
Applicant further agrees that this extension is reasonable, requested/concurred with by 
the Applicant to ensure a complete record, and that this period shall not be counted 
toward any claim of 'unreasonable delay' under the Telecommunications Act of 1996. 
 
DATED: _____________________   _________________________________ 
      Applicant signature    
   

_________________________________ 
      Agent or Representative signature 
 

Received by Crook
County Planning
Department 1/6/2026
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Exhibit 189
Submitted by applicant
to CCCD by email on
12/31/2025
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