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TALENT CITY COUNCIL 
REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES 

TOWN HALL 
March 20, 2019 — 6:00 p.m. 

 
Study Session, Regular Council & TURA meetings are digitally recorded and will be available 

on the City website: www.cityoftalent.org. 
 

REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING 
 

1. Call to Order/Roll Call at 7:00 p.m. 
 

Members Present: Members Absent: 

Mayor Ayers-Flood 
Councilor Berlant 
Councilor Dolan 
Councilor Harrison 
Councilor Ponomareff 
Councilor Clark 
Councilor Land 

 

Also Present: 

Sandra Spelliscy, City Manager 
Zac Moody, Community Development Director 
Gabriella Shahi, City Recorder 
Kurt Sexton, Finance Director 
Bret Marshall, Public Works Director 
Chief Doney, Talent Police Department 

 
 

2. Pledge of Allegiance 
 

3. Community Announcements 
 

• Arbor Day, Earth Day, and Solve Clean-up information will be posted on the website soon. 
 

• April 13 – Educational event about alternatives to herbicides and pesticides at the Community 
Center. 

 
• March 31 – Artist meet and greet hosted by Talent Public Arts Committee at Kindred Spirits. 

 
• March 31 – Talent Clean-up at the Skate Park. 

 
• March 30 – Senator Jeff Golden will host a townhall meeting at Town Hall. 

 
• Parks Commission and Together for Talent Committee have openings. 

 
4. Public Presentations 

http://www.cityoftalent.org/
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Bioswales - Low Impact Development of Stormwater Management 
Jennie Morgan, Stormwater Program Manager, Rogue Valley Sewer Services 

 
Stormwater quality management in the City of Talent is regulated by a stormwater permit issued by  the Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality to Rogue Valley Sewer Services (RVSS). RVSS works in cooperation with 
the City to implement the required programs. One requirement is to   manage stormwater runoff from 
development using Low Impact Development (LID). This presentation will cover the basics on LID, what it is, how 
it works and how it can benefit the city. 

 
Morgan gave a presentation to Council. The presentation is attached. 

 
5. Citizens Heard on Non-Agenda Items 

 
Carl Gorbett: 
Gorbett spoke against short-term rentals in Talent. He discussed his negative experiences with the short-term 
rentals located on his street. Gorbett stated that homes in residential area should not be allowed to be used for 
commercial profit. 

 
Sean Flot: 
Flot spoke against short-term rentals in Talent. Flot’s notes are attached. 

 
Derek Volkart: 
Volkart spoke against short-term rentals in Talent. Volkart’s notes are attached. 

 
Alea Kent: 
Kent spoke about the harms of smart meters and 5G technology. She urged Council to take action against 
the spread of these technologies in Talent. Kent’s notes are attached. 

 
Deborah Mokma: 
Mokma spoke against 5G technology. She asked Council to learn more about how wired technology is more 
secure than wireless technology. Mokma’s notes are attached. 
 
Heather Ayers-Flood: 
Ayers-Flood, vice-chair of TPAC, spoke about TPAC’s storm water drain art project in partnership with RVSS. 
She asked Mayor Ayers-Flood to use funds from the Mayor’s Discretionary Fund to match RVSS’ grant in order 
to increase the amount of storm drains TPAC can paint.  
 
Mayor Ayers-Flood asked for a motion to relax the Council Rules in order to hear this request. Councilor 
Berlant moved to relax the Council Rules. Councilor Clark seconded. There was no discussion. The motion 
passed unanimously. Mayor Ayers-Flood stated that although it is not necessary to have Council’s consent to 
approve funds from the Mayor’s Discretionary Fund, she is asking for Council consent because Heather Ayers-
Flood is her wife. There were no objections from Council and the Mayor approved the funds to TPAC.  

 
6. Public Hearings 

 
5.1 RM-22 Zoning Amendment (first reading) 

 
Staff Report by the Community Development Director: 
Amendments to the Talent Zoning and Subdivision Codes must meet the goals and objectives in the Talent 
Comprehensive Plan. The proposed updates better address the Housing Element goals identified in Element 
G of the Talent Comprehensive Plan. 

 
The proposed changes include: the removal of the maximum density of 22 dwelling units per acre and 
establish a minimum density for the zone. Additionally, the proposed amendments remove single family 
uses from the zone. 

 
Discussion: 
• Mayor Ayers-Flood asked for clarification about the wording in section 8-3. Moody further explained 

the reasons for the wording. 
 

Public hearing was opened and closed. No speaker requests were submitted. 
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Motion: Councilor Clark moved to adopt Ordinance 2019-951-O, an ordinance amending Ordinance 458, Talent 
Zoning Code, as described in the attached Exhibit A, Text Amendments to the Talent Zoning Code amending 
Title 8, Chapter 3, Division C, Article 4, Multiple-Family – High-Density uses, by title only. Councilor Harrison 
seconded. 

 
Discussion: None. 

 
Vote: 6 ayes, 0 nays. Motion passed. 

 
7. Consent Agenda 

 
7.1 Approval of February 27 and March 6, 2019 Council Meeting Minutes 

 
Discussion: 
• Councilor Berlant made a statement clarifying the relationship between CERT and Together for Talent. She 

recognized that they are entirely separate agencies, and that when the City has an Emergency Preparedness 
team that the City Council would likely look to them for a recommendation on City Council participation in 
emergency preparedness actions. 

 
Motion: Councilor Dolan moved to approve the February 27 and March 6, 2019 Council meeting minutes. 
Councilor Berlant seconded. 

 
Discussion: None. 

 
Vote: All ayes. Motion passed unanimously. 

 

7.2 Recology Franchise Agreement Amendment 
 

Staff Report by City Recorder: 
Recology is requesting an updated Exhibit B to its franchise agreement reflecting the following changes: 
• A rate increase of 3.1% due to the newly adopted Pacific CPI (allowed by the agreement annually) 
• The ability to charge a starting charge of $15.00 to any customer who has been previously terminated for 
failure to pay for service. 
• Implementation of larger container sizes for commercial customers. 

 
This item was moved to Unfinished Business item 8.1. 

 

7.3 Together for Talent Recommendation: 
Resolution 2019-989-R – Community Choice Aggregation 

 
Staff Report by City Manager: 
Spelliscy explained this is a recommendation from the Together for Talent Committee. This item was discussed by 
Rianna Koppel at the last Council meeting. 

 
Discussion: 
• Councilor Harrison asked for this item to be brought back to a future meeting date after Staff has an opportunity 

to research this topic. 
• Council asked who wrote the resolution. Staff responded that Together for Talent wrote the resolution. 

 
This item was moved to Unfinished Business item 8.2. 

 

7.4 Architectural Review Committee 
 

Staff Report by City Manager: 
The Planning Commission and Community Development Director have been acting as the ARC since 2014. The 
Community Development Director reviews Type 1 and Type 2 development applications that involve architectural 
review and the Planning Commission reviews Type 3 applications. 
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Staff believes that the Planning Commission can continue to function as the Architectural Review Committee with 
additional training and the inclusion of an additional member knowledgeable in the architectural field. Staff 
recommends that the Council approve the appointment of the Planning Commission to act as the ARC, with the 
addition of a new member with some knowledge of architecture or historic preservation when applications allow. 

 
The Planning Commission has agreed to this recommendation and has received the proper training to act as the 
ARC. 

 
Discussion: 

• Councilor Ponomareff asked if the language can state one or two members instead of limiting it to you just 
one member. Staff explained it has been difficult to get one applicant thus far. 

• Council and Staff discussed the details of the proposed language. 
• Mayor Ayers-Flood discussed code 8-3740 regarding Planning Commission and the Architectural Review 

Committee. 
 

This item has been postponed until Staff can research the code pertaining to this item. 
 

8. Regular Agenda 

8.1 Recology Franchise Agreement Amendment 
 

Continued discussion: 
 

Recology Representative Gary Blake was present to answer questions from Council. Discussion: 

• Councilor Ponomareff asked Blake about the $15 re-start fee. Blake explained the reason why Recology 
has implemented this fee. 

 
Motion: Councilor Berlant moved to approve Resolution 2019-987-R, a resolution amending administrative 
operations and rules and service rates for solid waste and recycling collections franchise replacing resolution 
2019-985-R. 

 
Discussion: 
• Councilor Ponomareff stated she is against the motion. Vote: 4 

ayes, 2 nays (Ponomareff, Clark). Motion passed. 

8.2 Together for Talent Recommendation: 
Resolution 2019-989-R – Community Choice Aggregation 

 
Councilor Berlant discussed the history of the recommendation as previously presented by Rianna Koppel at 
the March 6, 2019 Council meeting. 

 
Discussion: 
• Councilor Harrison wants more information and Staff’s opinion on the resolution and community choice 

aggregation. 
• Staff is unsure why this item is considered time sensitive. Councilor Berlant explained there is current 

legislation at the state level regarding community choice aggregation. 
 

Motion: Councilor Dolan moved to adopt resolution 2019-989-R, a resolution of interest in community choice 
aggregation for local governments in the state of Oregon. Councilor Berlant seconded. 

 
Discussion: 
• Councilor Berlant pointed out typos in the resolution language. 
• Councilor Land and Dolan prefer for Staff to write resolutions, not City committees. 
• Councilor Dolan stated that passing the resolution does not bind the City to any action. It merely shows the 

City’s support of community choice aggregation as an option for municipal governments. 
 

Vote: 5 ayes, 1 nay (Harrison). Motion passed. 
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8.3 Short-Term Rental Ordinance 
 

Staff Report by the City Manager: 
 

The Council held public hearings on the proposed ordinance on December 5 and December 19, 2018. The 
public hearing was closed on December 19. The Council began deliberations on February 

6 and March 6 but did not take any final action on the ordinance. The March 20 meeting is a continuance of those 
deliberations. Attached to this staff report is the October 25, 2018 recommendation from the Planning Commission, 
with proposed staff amendments based on the discussions at the December 5, December 19, February 6 and 
March 6 meetings. Staff has separated the ordinance into seven separate sections. The first section contains an 
amendment that has already been approved by the Council. Sections 2, 3, 4, and 7 contain amended language as 
proposed by staff. Sections 5 and 6 contain the same language that the Planning Commission recommended, and 
staff does not propose any changes to those. 

 
Each section contains a central issue or issues that has/have been discussed and debated at length by Council. 
Staff recommends that at this time the Council take an official up-or-down vote on each section individually, as an 
efficient way to work through the finalization of the ordinance. 

 
*Note: Staff may be bringing an additional amendment to Council at meeting time pertaining to payment of transient 
room taxes by lodging intermediaries such as Airbnb. Staff recently received information from the League of Oregon 
Cities on the issue and has not had the opportunity to review it. 

 
Discussion: 
• Staff stated SB621 is bill regarding short-term rentals that is currently being discussed at state level. 
• Amendment 1: 

o Motion: Councilor Dolan moved to reconsider amendment 1. Councilor Land seconded. 
Discussion: None 
Vote: 6 ayes, 0 nays. Motion passed 

 
o Motion: Councilor Dolan moved to amend the language to: “with the goal of minimizing impacts to 

residential housing stock in city.” Councilor Ponomareff seconded. 
Discussion: None. 
Vote: 6 ayes, 0 nays. Motion passed. 

• Amendement 2: 
o Council and Staff discussed the placement and process for notification of neighbors. 
o Motion: Councilor Dolan moved to amend the language to: (see below). Councilor Ponomareff 

seconded. 
 

“8 [or sooner if makes sense]. Copy of the Neighborhood Notice which was mailed or delivered. The 
resident must: 

a. Prepare a notification letter using the authorized Community Development Form that: 
i. Describes the operation and the number of bedrooms that will be rented to 
overnight guests; and 
ii. Includes information on how to contact the resident, and the operator if the operator is 
not the resident, by phone. 

b. Mail or deliver the notification letter to all residents and owners of property within 250 feet 
from the short-term rental.” 

 
Discussion: Council and Staff discussed the language of the motion. Vote: 6 ayes, 0 
nays. Motion passed. 

 
o Motion : Councilor Dolan moved to adopt the Amendment 2 as amended. Councilor Berlant 

seconded. 
Discussion: None. 
Vote: 6 ayes, 0 nays. Motion passed. 

 
• Amendment 3: 

o Motion: Councilor Dolan moved to adopt Amendment 3. Councilor Land seconded. Discussion: 
Mayor Ayers-Flood stated if she could vote she would vote against this motion. 
Vote: 4 ayes, 2 nays (Ponomareff, Clark). Motion passed. 
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• Amendment 4: 
The meeting was extended by 15 minutes at 9:30 pm and again at 9:45 pm. 

 
o Council and Staff discussed detached rooms. 
o Motion: Councilor Harrison moved to adopt Amendment 4. Councilor Land seconded. 

Discussion: 
 

Motion to amend: Councilor Ponomareff moved to amend Amendent 4 up to the 
word “existing”. Councilor Clark seconded. Vote: 2 ayes (Ponomareff, Clark), 4 
nays. Motion dies. 
Motion to amend: Councilor Berlant moved to have a separate item starting with 
the word “existing” and the remaining items moved downward. Councilor Land 
seconded. Vote: 6 ayes, 0 nays. Motion passed. 
Motion to amend: Councilor Ponomareff moved to remove words “or detached to” 
from  Amendment 4. Councilor Clark seconded. Discussion: Councilor Berlant 
suggested to change language to “may lease all or part of subject property”. 
Change was accepted. Vote: 5 ayes, 1 nay (Harrison). Motion passed. 

Vote: 4 ayes, 2 nays (Ponomareff, Clark). Motion passed. 
 

• Section C : 
o Motion : Councilor Ponomareff moved to change the application from type 1 to type 

2. Concilor Clark seconded. 
Discussion: Spelliscy restated Staff’s concerns with this change. Councilor Land is  
not in support of this motion. Mayor Ayers-Flood is in support of the motion. Councilor 
Berlant wants more information about how a type 2 application would be enacted. 
Vote: 2 ayes (Clark, Ponomareff), 4 nays. Motion died. 

 
9. Information Items 

 
Not discussed. 

 
10. City Manager & Other Department Reports 

 
Not discussed. 

 
11. Other Business 

 
Not discussed. 

 
12. Mayor and Councilor — Committee Reports and Councilor Comments 

 
Not discussed. 

 
13. Discuss Agenda Items for the Next Meeting 

 
Not discussed. 

 
14. Adjournment at 10:00 p.m. 

 
 
 

Respectfully submitted by: 
 
 

  _   
Gabriella Shahi, City Recorder 

 
 
 

The City of Talent is an Equal Opportunity Provider 
Note: These minutes and the entire agenda packet, including staff reports, referenced documents, resolutions and ordinances are 



 

posted on the City of Talent website (www.cityoftalent.org) after each meeting. The minutes are not a verbatim record: the narrative has been 
condensed and paraphrased to reflect the discussions and decisions made. 

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact TTY phone 
number 1-800-735-2900 for English and for Spanish please contact TTY phone number 1-800-735-3896. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Derek Volkart, 209 Bain Street 

At the last meeting, ~JS9ressed what I called "the conscious-cleansing" language of 
amendment one fovtihort-term ren.ij!/rJ feel like I must again address how inappropriate I 
find it to include the language that the go~is ordinance is "safeguarding, preserving 
and protecting residential housing stock in the city" when that was never the stated goal 
during the creation of the ordinance. 

While we may disagree on the impacts that this ordinance might have on rental housing 
and affordable housing more generally, any objective observer of this process could 
determine that the goal of this ordinance was to ordain short-term rentals. I understand 
that it is the hope of the staff and the entire Council that this ordinance gets crafted in a 
way that minimizes the impacts to residential housing, but stating the goal the way you 
have is disingenuous. I hope you might consider more accurate language like "hope to limit 
the impact to residential housing stock" rather than what amounts to disingenuous rhetoric 
contradicting the original "balance of competing needs" concept. 

. 
Additfmally, I also must address once more, the notion that continues to be pushed that 
STR's should be handled by a type 1 review process based on cost and clear and objective 
standards. 

(i. c... 
One, cost. What sort of great cost :;= are we looking at for a type one or a type two 
process when the cost of both type 3 applications came in at $288 each? Has anyotte 
assessed the difference between what it would cost between a type 1 and a type 2? Clearly 
it must be significantly less than $288. 
Also, how many times has a type 2 staff decision been appealed to the Planning 
Commission in this City? And has a staff decision ever been overturned by the 
Commission? These are pertinent questions relating to the review process. I would 
suggest that you may give neighbors a right to appeal without the burden of an expensive 
process and without the risk of regular appeal. As Councilor Ponomareff pointed out at the 
last meeting, an appeal is not a right to a veto but an opportunity to include the balance of 
neighbors and neighborhoods. We all make mistakes and staff has erred before. I can 
easily imagine a mistake being made in the approval or denial of an application that would 
not be appealable as proposed. 

ess~rml/!:J 
Along these lines, I believe staff has asked, effectively; what would one appeal if the 
standards are clear and objective. As I pointed out above, a mistake is one. But 
additionally, these standards are not that clear and objective. The proposed ordinance 
references attached and detached roOmS':" I challenge anyone to define what a detached 
room is in our zoning code. I certainly may not obtain a permit for constructing a detached 
room. I can, however, imagine Talent's first tiny home experience being three garden sheds 
in a back yard - not adhering to building code - but certainly qualifying as a detached room. 
At the very least STR's should be handled with an appeal path so that the mistakes and 
loopholes may be addressed fairly to the re.sidents. 

Thank you all for your work and patience as you-wet k"fscraft this serious ordinance. 



Short Term Rentals discussion for March 20, 2019 City 
Council Meeting 

Witnessing the continued deliberation the last two council 
meetings on language for a code to permit the business of 
STR within residential zoning laws, illustrates the strongest of 
desires to get something right and done quickly. Why? What 
are you so wanting? Who and what are you aligned with? 

#1 Spelliscy stated that it is important to have a short
term ordinance in place because there are unregulated short
term rentals in the City and this item was requested by 
Council. What is happening is you are allowin_g STR's when 
there are many other options for establishing future 
development of these entities not affecting the nature of the 
neighborhoods. It is important to note that the passing of 
this ordinance would not create a massive influx of short
term rentals (not sure you can predict this, in fact evidence 
shows in other municipalities this has happened, and reduced 
long-term rental inventory, and drove up prices for purchase 
and rentals.) 

AND affect the nature of neighborhoods (we can predict 
this!). 

IT WILL AFFECT the NATURE - for example lessening the 
coordination and relationship of neighbors for important 
needs of the community -

1 



#1 . Neighborhood watch groups to make our 
neighborhoods safer. 

DECREASED. 

#2. Neighborhood assistance in times of need. Decreased 
Neighborhood associations members for the purpose of the 
health of neighborhoods and relationships to City 
governance. 

DECREASED. 

1f.j. community input and involvement 1n governance. 
projects, volunteer opportunities, education, and city support 
systems like the Talent Food Project, Recycling, Together for 
Talent, Boys & Girls club, etc. 

DECREASED. 

#4. What this City was founded on, what its principles 
and values are, and how this small comm.unity THRIVES! 

DECREASED. 

So those of you so attached to creating a manufactured 
need within neighborhoods, from which the pools for 
community support and growth are dependent on, see having 
this code for whatever reasons you have are making a choice 
and aligning to either business and saving a few, or working 
to make the City of Talent a strong thriving community that 
has strong foundations in community involvement. 

2 

1· : 



I've even heard and read some of you are wanting this for the 
struggling residents who cant afford their mortgage. You are 
willing to weigh the things I've mentioned that are 
foundational to the City of Talent for a few? 
The decision comes down to your alliance to this community 
or to the small limiting fearful self-interests that often divide 
rather than unite neighborhoods and communities, and 
destroy the potential of community growth and development. 

The ones you want to support, and have tugged at your 
heart strings have choices and options most others don't and 
for that you want to generate a manufactured need to 
support the limited view and choices these residents tell you, 
and reduce the resources the City of Talent relies upon. 
I have a close friend who told me she ran an AirB&B to help 
with her struggles with her house payment, then turned 
around this winter and bought a $30,000 trailer to get away 
in the summers. So you see, what some tell you and convince 
themselves and others of this need are, well deceptive and 
self-serving. 

I am very compassionate about everyone's struggle, and one 
of the faces of compassion is to understand the behaviors of 
special interests and personal needs that destroy the needs 
of the community or humanity. Those get "beheaded" by one 
of the faces of compassion, compassion is not about 

3 



entanglement and enabling these types of behaviors ..... if 
you want to throw that word in here. 

#2. I want to jog your memory to February 6th city council 
meeting when Councilor Ponomareff asked Ms. Sandy 
Spelliscy about why City of Ashland code was not part of the 
review process. Her reply was she rejected Ashland's code 
because of the different situations, size, huge number of 
short term visitors any time of year, what we would expect 
to see, and have reasons to have the code they do." The 
scope of the ordinance was not appropriate for City of 
Talent. She brushed off the discussion and was not 
transparent in all her reasons for rejecting City of Ashland 
ordinance. I would appreciate further deliberation of this 
because ..... 

in fact Councilor Land and Councilor Dolan gave 
examples of language and code from cities much larger 
including Portland. Why is this okay if the City of Ashland was 
rejected. 

It appears there is BIAS toward what some of the members 
of this council and staff that really want to push through an 
ordinance to allow STR's in the residential areas of the City of 
Talent. Why? Transparency was one key ingredient you all 
agreed upon, so what are you standing for and supporting to 
work so hard to get this through? 

4 

• • • • '.. • • ~ ~ -·· • . · ·, . • • ~ _., •• ' .. . '.. • ,i " .... - • .,,. ~ 



. . 

You all know the City of Talent services the Ashland area, as 
you have had people give there input during planning and 
council meetings who live and own a home in Ashland and in 
Talent and want to make their property in Talent a business 
STR. Crazy! And the overflow from Ashland does directly 
influence Talent so why would we want to have a more 
lenient code? sounds like there are some underwater 
operations and dealing going on to get Talent to have a much 
more easy process to run a STR. A prime example last 
night ...... gas out in Ashland, few restaurants open .... guess 
what the Pumphouse was like? Extremely busy and we waited 
an hour for a salad and heard many conversations about this 
being their flrst time here and were here because the gas was 
out .... human nature will select areas or means always when 
its not available elsewhere. 

Why is this so important to some of you to allow STR's 
within residential areas? 

What is the full transparent desires and attachments to 
getting this through? 

Why not work to develop and make future established 
areas and means for these business to thrive AND at the 
same time neighborhoods THRIVE! 

Thank you, 
Shawn M. Flot 
109 S 2nd Street, Talent OR 97540 

5 

' r • '' . ' ' ' ~ ' ,.-. . . . .. • ' , . ' . . .. , .. ' ' . ' ,It ... •• ·- .... • .... '~'\... 1- • • 



Talent City Council 3.20.19 

I would like this to be on record. 

This evening I would like to update you on news from the last 3 months regarding the upsurge 
in concern regarding Radio Frequency emissions, 5G and what is happening in the political 
arena regarding t11is issue. 

You may be aware that in December of last year, Senator Blumenthal challenged the FCC to 
disclose evidence of the safety of 5G. The National Institute for Science, Law & Public Policy 
seconded that request . lNhat you may not lmow is that the FCC response was merely to parrot 
old information. So in February, Sen Blumenthal blasted the FCC and the FDA for failing to 
conduct any research into the safety of 5G technology, and instead, engaging in bureaucratic 
:finger-pointing and deferring to in dustry. 

I would al"o like you to be awa1·e of a cluster of cancer in childl'en and staff in a school in 
Ripon, CA wit11 a cell tower on campus. This is not the first school wit11 health issues due to 
high RF emissions. In older ne""'s, two children died of heart seizure and dozens were m ade ill 
from a super powered v\TIFI system installed in a Ca.naclian school . 

Also, the Portland city coun cil just last week adopted a resolu tion on 5G Health Effects. This 
resolution was adopted despite sect ion 704 of the TCA of1996 'vhich prevents states and local 
municipalities from considering the health effects of wireless infrastructure. Mayor v\lheeler 
calls to every city and municipality in the US to adopt such a resolution. 

In respect to this belief that the TCA of 1996 refuses to consider health concerns as a reason for 
denying the citing of cell towers, I just this week got an email saying that the FCC ruling 
regarding this belief does not exist. A sub portion of section 704 of the TCA of 1996 states: 

iv) "No State or local government or instrumentality thereof may regulate the placement, 
construction, and modification of personal wireless service facilities on the basis of the 
environmental effects of radio frequency emissions··· 

I interpret th is to mean we do not have the ability to protect our insects and plants but this 
does not p reclude health concen1s. And by the way, ironically enough, the prin1ary intent of 
the TCA is to "promote the safety of life and property. " 

In our °'"'n state legislature, there are currently 3 bills related to safe levels of radiation in 
schools, and at least one of these i" considered a critical bill. 

In January, UN staff member Claire Edwards called on the secretary general to remove all cell 
antennae from their building that is emitting 18 quintillion times the background level of 
radiation. She also called on the UN and WHO to stop the roll out of 5G. 



In February, I had the opporttmity to sit in on a meeting betvveen an Ashland group similar to 
ours here in Talent, ·working on RF safety issues and 2 Ashland city employees. During that 
meeting, when asked about 5G in Ashland, one of these employees stated that if they got an 
application for 5G they would be all over it "like stink on poo.'' 

And what will Talent do when they get an application for 5G? When I checked today, there are 
8 cell towers as ·well as 48 antenna which also emit RFs. That is 56 RF emitting devices in our 
small 1.38 square mile city. I am concerned this city v.ill support commercial interests over 
the health of its citizens. I am concerned that t11is city will refuse to do anything because of 
the "threats'' of the TCA of 1996. 

I ask that you do the following three things: 

1) Adopt the same resolution that the City of Portland did; 
2) Plan how and plan now to prevent 5G installations here in Talent. Ashland n-iay 
have some ideas we can use on this issue. In addition, I have a printout from 
Center for Municipal Solutions on ordinances that can be adopted to deter the 
siting of 5G in cities; 
3) Add a section to the Municipal Code for telecommunications and insure sub 
sections be strengthened to deter 5G i.J:1stallations in the Cit11 of Talent. 

I am aware the Mayor of Ashland is planning a study session on the issue of RFs and 5G in :May 
and I would like to reco1nmend the cotu-icilors/mayor attend to see that these issues are also 
relevant to Talent and ifthere are things that can done together as cities fighting for their right 
to have control over their ffWn municipalities. 

Respectfully, 
Alea Kent 



Content to follow is based on information presented by the Center for 
Municipal Solutions, Municipal Telecommunication Consultants, at their 
Website: http://www.telecomsol.com/www2/node/1. Objectives may 
provide background information for "Whereas" declarations. (adr; 1211112.018) 

Objectives and Draft Text of Revised 

Wireless Facilities Siting Ordinance 
Objective #1: Provide the city with expert consulting services at the 
applicant's expense to analyze all technical issues associated with the 
applicant's permit application and provide alternatives where appropriate. 
The issues include proof of need for a new wireless facility and validation of 
radio frequency (RF) propagation studies and the modeling parameters used 
in RF propagation maps. (Applicants must be service carriers. FCC 
regulations do not apply to cell-tower companies.) 

Draft Text: 

Applicants for new wireless facilities or modificatioris to existing wireless 
facilities shall provide an escrow deposit to the city to pay for expert 
consulting to review of all technical issues and design details associated with 
the permit application. The city's consultants shall have comparable 
competence, qualifications, and expertise as the applicant's technical 

\ 

personnel. 

Objective #2: 

Establish City requirements for the wireless-facility application process and 
the inspections required during and following site construction and following 
site activation. This process is required for any wireless facility 
modifications, as well as new facility sites to assure that the facility is 
constructed in accordance with: (1) plans approved _by the applicant's 
professional engineers; and (2) requirements established by the City's 
permit authority. 

Draft Text: 

For new sites or any modifications to existing sites, the wireless facility 
applicant must participate in a pre-application site visit and meeting to 
identify all site issues that must be addressed by the applicant. The issues 
must be addressed in a written report to be submitted and reviewed prior to 
preparation of the permit application. For modifications to an existing site, 
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the written report must include a technical description of all intended 
changes in: site appearance, RF transmission hardware, RF performance 
parameters, and any other special feature approved in the original perm.it. 
The meeting will include a review of the City's expert inspections that are 
required during and following site construction and following site activation. 
These inspections will assure compliance with permit requirements, 
approved designs, and modeling results presented in RF propagation maps. 
City costs for all of this work are to be paid from the applicant's escrow 
deposit. 

Objective #3: 

No new wireless facilities or modifications to existing wireless facilities will be 
permitted unless it can be proven that there is both need and no alternative 
solution to the need. Co-location alternatives include existing facilities, 
rooftops, billboards, utility poles, high-tension towers, light standards, and 
much more. To achieve additional wireless coverage, simultaneous co
location at two or more existing sites must be considered as an alternative 
to construction of a new facility site. 

The city must establish a priority list of land-use zones for locating new 
wireless facilities. The applicant must prove that the most desirable land
use zones have been evaluated in successive order in the city's priority list. 

Draft Text: 

New wireless facilities or modifications to existing wireless facilities will not 
be permitted unless it can be proven: there is need for additional coverage; 
the city accepts the location in accordance with zoning priorities; no 
alternative approach will satisfy the need; and all structural and radio 
frequency (RF) engineering requirements have been reviewed for ordinance 
and FCC compliance. All engineering designs for the facility must be 
approved by Licensed Professional Engineers in the State of Oregon, who 
have relevant qualifications to approve the designs. The permit 
requirements include the following: 

a. A quantitative survey of the proposed coverage area must be made 
to validate signal-strength shortfalls from measurements at key locations. 
The survey must be made by a qualified third party, and results must be 
documented in a report to be reviewed and approved by the city's expert 
consultants. 
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b. The city's expert review of radio frequency (RF) propagation maps 
from alternative co-location sites with the modeling parameters assumed for 
the analysis. It must be determined, first, that the coverage need cannot be 
met with a single co-location site. Second, propagation maps with modeling 
parameters must be included for the simultaneous use of two or more co
location sites, if feasible, to show the coverage shortfall cannot be met with 
this approach. 

c. The city's expert review of RF propagation maps with the modeling 
parameters assumed for the analysis must show the coverage need has 
been met by the proposed facility at the lowest possible transmitter power. 

d. The city's expert review of RF propagation calculations, and/or 
propagation maps must show proper consideration has been given to site 
selection in the city's prioritized ranking of land-use zones. 

e. The city's expert review of RF propagation modeling with all 
modeling parameters must show that site RF radiation levels comply with 
FCC regulations. If there will be more than one carrier at the site or if an 
additional carrier is applying for a permit to co-locate, it must be proven that 
total RF radiation levels at the site comply with FCC regulations. 

f. The proposed wireless facility must correct a coverage gap primarily 
in the city that issues the permit. 

g. The new proposed wireless facility must be capable of serving 
multiple wireless carriers, immediately, or in the future. 

Objective #4: 

Limit the total number of wireless facilities allowed in the City to the smallest 
possible number that provides adequate coverage. This is necessary to 
preserve the historic atmosphere of the city for residents and tourists, to 
minimize the loss of real estate values, and to assure residents that the 
presence and effects of wireless technology will be minimized. Use of fiber 
optics, copper wire, and Ethernet connections are to be encouraged 
wherever possible as the fastest and most energy-efficient technology for 
transmitting communications and data. Many of the following measures 
have been added to ordinances in other cities. 

Draft Text: 

The installation of wireless facilities and any related antennas and hardware 
must meet the following requirements: 
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a. Sites are not allowed in residential zones and cannot be located 
within 1500 feet of a residential zone. 

b. Installations are not allowed on city utility poles or any other city 
structures or furniture. 

c. Installations and wireless antennas may not be sited less than 1500 
feet apart in residential zones. 

d. Installations may be sited no less than 500 feet apart in mixed use 
commercial and industrial zones. 

e. Installations must be recertified annually to assure that all 
requirements of the original permit are being me, including RF propagation 
levels. An administrative fee will be charged for this process. 

Objective #5: 

Respond to the concerns of residents who are informed about the harmful 
effects of RF radiation by applying the "Precautionary Principle." The harmful 
effects are imposed on humans, birds, plants, trees, bees, insects, bacteria, 
and more, as reported in independent peer-reviewed scientific papers. Many 
local residents experience Electro hypersensitivity (EHS) with symptoms 
triggered by low-level electromagnetic radiation. These issues are well 
documented after exposure to 2G, 3G, and 4G technology. Since SG 
technology presents increased involuntary public exposure at even higher RF 
frequencies, there is a compelling need to adopt an ordinance that prevents 
the siting of SG until it is proven to be safe. 

On December 10, 2018, U. S. Senator Richard Blumenthal (D, Connecticut) 
and Representative Anna Eshoo (D, California) sent a letter to the head of 
the FCC, Brendan Carr, requesting the basis for the FCC's determination that 
SG technology is safe. It is not safe since current RF safety standards were 
adopted in 1996 and have never been updated to consider changes in RF 
technology. Blumenthal stated in a press conference, 

"The stark simple fact is that health hazards are unknown and 
unstudied. That is a sign of neglect and disregard at the Federal 
Communications Commission that is unacceptable. We need to know 
whether this technology can cause cancer and other diseases." 

Blumenthal and Eshoo gave Carr a December 17th deadline to comply with 
their request for information. 
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City councils may respond to critical situations that affect the health and 
safety of their residents by issuing an urgency ordinance to enact immediate 
restrictions and prohibitions. Mill Valley, California, a town of 14,000 
residents, has used an urgency ordinance to immediately restrict and 
prohibit all future SG telecommunications equipment in the city. Applications 
are still accepted for permits in commercial districts. The same action has 
been taken in California in Marin County and San Anselmo and elsewhere 
across the USA. 

Draft Text: 

An urgency ordinance enacted by the city council prohibits siting of fifth
generation (SG) telecommunications facilities in residential and commercial 
zones. No siting of SG facilities or preliminary siting of its hardware 
architecture will be permitted until the technology is proven to be safe and 
relevant FCC safety requirements are issued for human RF radiation 
exposure. · 
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Please enter this statement into the public record: 

My name is Deborah Mokma, and I live at 8665 Wagner Creek Rd, Talent, OR 

I urgently request that the City Council of Talent create SG telecom equipment regulations, as 
other municipalities have done. 

Town leaders in Novato, California heard a repo1t from Councilwoman Pat Eklund, a former 
EPA employee, illustrating serious health risks arising from SG cell towers being posted every 
300 feet-including in resi<le11ti<1/ areas a11d near schools-which will transmit intense, ultra 
high radiofrequency signals, and 11na11imously voted to consider crafting regulations on 4G and 
SG equipment. Five towns in Marin County are already limiting these SG networks. 

At least twenty other U.S. municipalities are challenging an FCC rule limiting their 
autonomy in the rollout of SG wireless networks. Separate lawsuits from Seattle, Los 
Angeles, San Francisco, Bellevue Washington, Portland Oregon, and other cities and 
counties have asked the 9th Circuit of the U.S. Court of Appeals to review FCC rule 
changes restricting municipalities from charging wireless companies for access to public 
utility poles. 

Why? Because mounting scientific evidence suggests that prolonged exposure to 
radiofrequency electromagnetic radiation has serious biological and !tea/tit consequences. 

Although in the U.S. public exposure regulations are based on guidelines which were established 
in the 1990s on the belief that only acute thermal effects are hazardous, countries like 
Switzerland, Italy, France, Austria, Luxembourg, Bulgaria, Poland, Hungaiy, Israel, Russia, and 
China have all set radiofrequency electromagnetic radiation exposure limits 100 to 10,000 
times less titan the U.S. Each of these countries also now recognize that there can be non
thermal biological effects from wireless radiation. 

But even our own National Institutes of Health scientists have pointed out that acute non-thermal 
exposure has been shown to alter human brain metabolism via the electrical activity in the 
brain- as well as through systemic immune responses-with these chronic exposures now 
being associated with increased oxidative stress, DNA damage, and cancer risk. 

One study comparing more than 2600 children with cancer to a group of similar children without 
cancer found those who lived in a town that exposed them to higher than average RF radiation 
from cell phone towers in the previous five years had a higher risk of cancer. 

An association between neurodevelopmental or behavioral disorders in children and exposure to 
wireless devices has also been shown. Many of tltese findings-including those provided by 
Yale researclters-sltow tltat prenatal exposures could cause structural and functional 
cltanges in tlte brain associated witlt AD HD-like behavior. 

And an International EMF Scientist Appeal by 244 scientists from 41 countries has been 
published on the subject in peer-reviewed literature, collectively petitioning the WHO and the 
UN for immediate measures to reduce public exposure to artificial electromagnetic fields and 
radiation. 

With so much compelling scientific evidence now available refuting the prominent claim tit at 
tlte deployment of wireless tecltnologies poses no /tea/tit risks at the currently permitted non
tltermal radiofrequency exposure levels, I strongly hope that our city council follow suit, and 
craft regulations that regulate where and how 4G and SG cell towers can be situated. 



Some of the restrictions Novato will be vetting include whether to ban "small cell" installations 
in residential areas or streets while requiring setbacks from schools and hospitals; with a 
committee to "study the viability of a fiber optic network" as well. 

Small cells in neighborhoods are not about bringing broadband to underserved communities, 
or for filling in gaps in coverage. They are, instead, intended to serve as the infrastructure for 
the Intemet of Things-smart cities, driverless cars, and myriads of other applications-most 
of which won't improve quality of life, but may instead wreak havoc 011 it. 

With Internet and telecommunications data capable of being transmitted tlu·ough wires or 
tlu·ough the air wirelessly, the fact that wired transmissions are faster, safer, more reliable, and 
far more cyber secure and energy efficient than wireless transmissions must be considered. 

In June of2018, Verizon's CEO stated quite clearly that these small cells transmit well over half 
a mile, and small cells can be situated on macro towers far from where people live. 

If a community wants to protect its residents, and prefers to use fiber to connect to citizen's 
homes, it should be able to make that choice. 

With this now undeniable element ofrisk of ultra high radiofrequency signals to our health, 
relying on wired transmissions for the vast majority of our Intemet and telecommunications 
needs, while reserving wireless for when people are out-and-about, is our wisest choice. 

Novato attorney Harry Lehmann, argueoing in favor of banning 5G technology, called it 
"momlly wrong" to allow it as "SG does not create a 'risk' of injw:v, like some essential 
medici11es, because the participation of our bodies i11 microwave saturation is not a choice. SG 
thus creates a constant hazard, not just a risk of injlllJ'·" 

With the California communities of San Anselmo, Ross, Mill Valley, San Rafael, and Fairfax 
already adopting some form of regulations on the cellular facilities; and with Josephine County's 
successful removal of smart meter opt-out fees for low income residents, we should all be 
encouraged to take a stand and resist the current bullying by corporate interests of the telecom 
compames. 

Thank you. 
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My name is Heather Ayers-Flood, and I am vice-chair of the Talent Public Arts Committee, or 
TPAC. I am here on behalf of my committee to ask for funding from the mayor's fund. These 
dollars, as I understand, are a matching fund. Though we are a relatively new (or newly 
reformed) committee, we have a number of accomplishments under our belts, and have recently 
raised some funds to work with Rogue Valley Sewer Services on a public art project that will call 
for artists in Talent to create educational works of art around storm drains in our city. 

Our initial proposal with RVSS was for $1365, which would allow for three, or possibly four, 
artists to create as many storm drain projects. This includes supplies and a modest stipend for 
our artists. We feel that three pieces is not enough to make a visible impact around town, and 
we would like to double the amount that will be created . 

We are working within a time constraint , in that TPAC has an artists' meet and greet planned for 
March 31 . This will be the ideal time to reach out to our local artists' community, and let them 
know of this upcoming public art project. Having extra funding would allow us to call to a larger 
number of artists, thus involving more of our community, and resulting in a greater visual impact 
in Talent. 
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