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We will review the application relative to each of these sections of 

Anne Arundel County Code:

§ 18-11-117. Commercial telecommunication facilities. 

§ 18-10-115. Commercial telecommunication facilities. 

§ 18-16-304. Special exceptions.

We have identified a number of violations and issues.



§ 18-11-117 (2) A structure permanently located 
on the ground shall be located at least 200 feet or 
one foot for each foot of height, whichever is 
greater, from the lot line of a: 

(i) property located in a residential district; 
(ii) residentially occupied property; 
(iii) school; 
(iv) public park; or 
(v) platted open space;

The 1.05 acre strip of land to the south of the 
proposed tower site was platted as open space for 
the Kings Retreat Community. (District 01, 
Subdivision 442, Account # 90036349). 

Although the open space is owned by Maryland 
Farm Bureau, it is still part of the Kings Retreat 
Subdivision and remains open space near the 
entrance to that community.

The proposed tower is 120’ from that lot line.

The application is in violation of section (v) of       
§ 18-11-117 (2).



§ 18-11-117 (2) A structure permanently located 
on the ground shall be located at least 200 feet or 
one foot for each foot of height, whichever is 
greater, from the lot line of a: 

(i) property located in a residential district; 
(ii) residentially occupied property; 
(iii) school; 
(iv) public park; or 
(v) platted open space;

The 1.05 acre strip of land to the south of the 
proposed tower site was platted as open space for 
the Kings Retreat Community. (District 01, 
Subdivision 442, Account # 90036349). 

Although the open space is owned by Maryland 
Farm Bureau, it is still part of the Kings Retreat 
Subdivision and remains open space near the 
entrance to that community.

The proposed tower is 120’ from that lot line.

The application is in violation of section (v) of       
§ 18-11-117 (2).



§ 18-11-117 (3) The height of a structure 
permanently located on the ground may not 
exceed: 

(i) for one provider, 100 feet, or 130 
feet for a private facility located on 
government- owned land; and 

(ii) for two or more providers, 140 
feet, or 170 feet for a private facility located on 
government-owned land.

Originally the applicant submitted two letters of intent/interest:

1)  T-Mobile for 199’ center of radiation, 

Taller than 140’.  Therefore the applicant did not have a valid 
letter of interest from T-Mobile for the subject application.   
This drops the applicant to only one tenant, which limits the 
applicant to a 100 feet.

2)  AT&T for a 125’ center of radiation

Taller than 100’.  Therefore the applicant did not have a valid 
letter of intent from AT&T.

We pointed this out in an email sent to Holly Colby and Robert 
Konowal on October 8 (Saturday).  Our letter was uploaded as 
Protestant’s Exhibit #7 late Monday afternoon (October 10).  

The applicant recently submitted a new letter of interest from T-Mobile 
for a 140’ center of radiation. Letter is dated October 11 (Tuesday).  
That stipulation would require the antenna to be CENTERED at 140’ 
with half of the antenna extending above the 140’ height limit, which is 
in violation of this paragraph.

The maximum allowable height for antenna center of radiation would 
depend on the size of the carrier antennas.  The top of the antenna may 
not extend beyond the 140’ limit.  

The applicant FAILS to meet §18-11-117 (3).



§ 18-11-117 (4) The applicant shall 
provide affirmative proof in a 
detailed sworn statement that all 
potential commercially zoned sites 
within 2,500 feet of the proposed site 
have been exhausted, and the 
statement shall include: 

(i) the names, addresses, and 
telephone numbers of all owners of 
commercially zoned property within a 
2,500 foot radius of the proposed site; 

(ii) the reasons why 
commercially zoned property within a 
2,500 foot radius of the proposed site is 
not suitable, including specific statements 
as to whether the applicant's use is 
compatible with other uses of the site, the 
property owner will allow use of the site, 
and the maximum tower height 
accommodated by the site is suitable for 
the applicant's use.

The proposed site on the Farm Bureau property at 3358 
Davidsonville Rd. is zoned rural/agricultural and is not zoned 
commercial. 

Although commercial property options are severely limited in 
the area, we have learned that one or more farmers in the area 
were willing to serve as host for the tower. When representatives 
from the local community approached the Farm Bureau to 
discuss the tower application, Farm Bureau personnel reportedly 
admitted that they were aware that at least one local farmer had 
discussed the possibility of hosting a tower disguised as a silo. 
We were told that the Farm Bureau representatives boasted that 
they had “beat” the local Davidsonville farmer to the deal. 

Since agricultural silos are a normal feature of the area, the 
alternate location would have been more consistent with the 
general nature of the local area. It is also likely to have been 
situated further from people/homes. This should substantially 
reduce impact to property values and reduce exposures of 
individuals to RF. 



§ 18-11-117 (5) The applicant shall provide affirmative proof in a detailed sworn statement that all attempts to 
co-locate the proposed commercial telecommunication facility on the five geographically closest commercial 
telecommunication facilities have been exhausted, and the statement shall include: 

(i) the addresses or descriptive locations of the five geographically closest commercial telecommunication facilities; 
(ii) the addresses or descriptive locations and a map of the applicant's existing or approved commercial 

telecommunications facilities within five miles of the proposed telecommunications facility; 
(iii) the names, addresses, and telephone numbers of the owners and operators of the five geographically closest 

commercial telecommunication facilities; and 
(iv) the reasons why the five geographically closest commercial telecommunication facilities are not suitable for co-

location, including specific statements as to whether:
1. the location, height, or nature of the facility would make it unsuitable for the applicant's needs; 
2. physical, electromagnetic, or other interference would make the commercial telecommunication 

facility unsuitable for the applicant's needs; 
3. the applicant's use of the commercial telecommunication facility would interfere with other users;
4. structurally improving the facility for the applicant's use would cost more than 50% of the facility’s 

original cost; and 
5. adding the applicant's use to the facility would make the facility taller than would be allowed on the 

site.

Applicant originally submitted a list of 5 towers.  They did not include any of the data required by (ii) and (iii).

In the email we sent October 8, we pointed out that we were unable to communicate with two of the listed towers 
with our T-Mobile phones and that the applicant had failed to include a 300’ tower located near the Anne Arundel 
County Police Academy.

In the last few days the applicant updated their list to 7 towers...  



1. 3480 Riva Road - 1.67 miles from proposed location – owner –
BGE, T Mobile already collocated.  Site number – 7BAS162B. 

2. Near 413 W. Central Avenue, Davidsonville, MD 21035/BGE-
425’ South of Rt. Central Avenue-1.68 Miles from proposed 
location-owner-BGE.  This site was a Sprint site that t-Mobile
decommissioned in July 2022, due to overlapping coverage 
from #1 above and a Crown site to the East at 116 West Central 
Avenue, Edgewater, MD 21037. 

3. 2727 Swan Way, Davidsonville, MD 21035, 1.67 Miles away, 
owner-American tower.  T-Mobile already co-located.  
7BAS274A. 

4. 3737 Elmer F. Hagner Lane, Davidsonville, MD 21035, 1.78 
Miles away, owner-Crown Castle.  T Mobile already collocated.  
Site number WA54XC725 

5. 3737 Elmer F Hanger Lane, Unit T Davidsonville, MD 21035 –
1.9 Miles away – owner Anne Arundel County – this site is only 
a 1/2 mile west from #4 above.  Moving #4 to this location, per 
T-Mobile Rf team, does not improve coverage in the coverage 
and capacity gaps being solved by the MD Farm Bureau 
proposed tower. 

6. Near 727 Governor Bridge Road, Davidsonville 
Rd.,Davidsonville, MD 21035, 2.02 miles way – owner-BGE.  
T Mobile already co-located.  Site number 7BAS126B

7. 3200 Patuxent River Rd., Davidsonville, MD 21035, 2.32 miles 
away.  Owenr-American Tower – T Mobile already collocated.  
Site number 7BAS161B

New list from the applicant:

Applicant now admits #2 has been decommissioned. 
This is one of the two towers that was unresponsive to 
our T-mobile phone.

Applicant still claims #3 as an operational T-Mobile 
tower.  However, we have driven close to this tower 
many times and our T-Mobile phone has never 
connected to this tower.

#4 is approximately 100’ tall.

#5 is 300’ tall

The applicant’s assertion that coverage would not be 
improved by transferring to #5 would only make sense 
if they did not take advantage of the increased height of 
the tower. Otherwise, this would be a major 
improvement. 

Note that the applicant has still not provided the contact 
information for the tower owners (iii) nor have they 
provided a map of the towers (ii).  



Map of Towers Listed by Applicant:

1.5 Mile circles are drawn 
around each of the 5 towers 
claimed as operational (red) 
and the decommissioned tower 
(blue).

1.5 miles was chosen since 
towers are normally positioned 
such that any user in a suburban 
area would be within 1 to 2 
miles of a tower.  

Note the relatively small area 
near the proposed tower site 
that is outside the 1.5 mile radii 
of existing towers.

The vast majority of residents 
living in that area are  
represented at this hearing and 
oppose the tower.  



If T-Mobile were to place antennas on Tower #5 at ~100’ height:

Just as the T-Mobile RF 
engineer says… 

If the antennas are placed at 
THE SAME HEIGHT coverage 
is not markedly improved.

But that entirely misses the 
point of transferring to a 300’ 
tower…



If T-Mobile were to place antennas on Tower #5 at INCREASED height:

Increased height would 
DOUBLE the coverage radius 
of the antenna.  (assuming 100’ 
→ 300’)

Increased height provides better 
view angle to avoid losses from 
trees and hills.  Trees are a 
major absorber of RF energy in 
the 4G (~20db) and even more 
so in 5G frequency bands. 

A simple and defensible RF 
calculation that includes the 
losses due to trees shows that 
raising the antenna to 300’ 
would provide better signal 
strength at 2.5 miles than a 100’ 
tower at 1.5 miles. 

Transferring from 100’ to 300’ 
would ELIMINATE ANY 
NEED for the proposed tower.

1.5 mile, 2.0 mile, and 2.5 mile radii



§ 18-10-115 (3) The developer of a facility and each applicant for a 
zoning certificate of use shall submit a certification from a consultant 
acceptable to the Planning and Zoning Officer that the facility or the 
developer's use of the facility will not degrade or interfere with the 
County's public safety communication systems. 

Originally, the applicant did not provide a letter of non-
interference from AT&T at all.

We pointed this out in an email sent to Holly Colby and 
Robert Konowal on October 8 (Saturday).  Our letter was 
uploaded as Protestant’s Exhibit #7 late Monday 
afternoon (October 10).  

The applicant has since submitted a letter of non-
interference with Anne Arundel County public safety 
from AT&T dated October 11.

Originally the applicant submitted a single letter 
from T-Mobile for Charles County public safety.   

The applicant eventually uploaded a new letter from 
T-Mobile for Anne Arundel County public safety 
(letter dated October 6)



§ 18-10-115 (5) A tower, antenna, or monopole shall be 
painted gray or a similar color that will minimize its 
visibility. An accessory structure shall be screened and 
buffered in accordance with the Landscape Manual so 
that it is not visible from abutting residential properties. 
A facility to be constructed within sight of a property 
listed on the National Register of Historic Places shall 
mitigate any adverse visual impact of the facility in the 
manner determined by the Office of Planning and 
Zoning. Advertising on a facility is prohibited. 

We believe that the tower will be clearly visible from 
nearby properties on the National Register of Historic 
Places.

The proposed tower site is surrounded by historic and 
cultural properties, as shown on this Anne Arundel 
County map.  One of those is directly across the street, 
only 350’ from the proposed tower.



Simulated view from an Anne Arundel County 
Historic/Cultural property located directly across 
Davidsonville Road from the Maryland Farm Bureau.



§ 18-10-115 (8) For a facility not attached to a transmission line pole or tower that is located within 100 feet of a 
transmission line right-of-way: 

(i) the principal structure shall be located at least 500 feet from any offsite dwelling; 
(ii) the facility may not exceed 199 feet in height; 
(iii) the principal structure of a facility that is permanently located on the ground shall be a monopole; and 
(iv) accessory structures shall be located within 50 feet of the principal structure and located 500 feet from any 

offsite dwelling.

The proposed tower is located 376 feet from the 
offsite dwelling at 801 Kings Retreat Drive.  This is 
clearly shown in the applicant’s site plan and is 
acknowledged in the findings of Mr. Robert 
Konowal.

Accessory structures are less than 376 feet from the 
offsite dwelling.

The application is in VIOLATION of sections (i) 
and (iv) of 18-10-115 (8).  

This interpretation of the 500’ requirement has clear 
precedent in zoning case law.  For example, see 
Administrative Hearings Case # 2010-0003-S.  



§ 18-10-115 (8) For a facility not attached to a transmission line pole or tower that is located within 100 feet of a 
transmission line right-of-way: 

(i) the principal structure shall be located at least 500 feet from any offsite dwelling; 
(ii) the facility may not exceed 199 feet in height; 
(iii) the principal structure of a facility that is permanently located on the ground shall be a monopole; and 
(iv) accessory structures shall be located within 50 feet of the principal structure and located 500 feet from any 

offsite dwelling.

“Pole or tower” is intended to describe a transmission line structure.  This can be seen in the adjacent 
paragraph of the code:

§ 18-10-115 (7) A facility attached to a transmission line pole or tower may not laterally project more than 15 feet 
beyond the crossarms or other support extensions affixed to the pole or tower and may not project above the top 
of the pole or tower by more than 15 feet if the pole or tower will support one provider or 25 feet if the pole or 
tower will support more than one provider. The pole or tower, including all projections, may not exceed 199 feet 
in height. All accessory structures shall be underneath the transmission line within the drip line of the outermost 
lines or be located from the edge of the transmission line right-of-way by a distance equal to at least the minimum 
setback required for accessory structures in the zoning district in which the facility is located.

Section (7) makes it clear that Section (8) should be read in the same manner.

Comparing these two sections of code leads to the conclusion that:

§ 18-10-115 (7)  Is intended to apply to facilities located on/near transmission lines.

§ 18-10-115 (8) Is intended for facilities that are NOT on/near transmission lines.



§ 18-16-304 :  A special exception use may be granted only if the Administrative 
Hearing Officer makes each of the following affirmative findings:
(1) The use will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare; 

We will address public health and welfare separately…



§ 18-16-304 :  A special exception use may be granted only if the Administrative 
Hearing Officer makes each of the following affirmative findings:
(1) The use will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare; 

Whether or not cell tower emissions can affect human health is of 
considerable debate.

In May 2011 the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) 
evaluated cancer risks from radiofrequency (RF) radiation. The IARC 
are a group of cancer experts under the umbrella of the World Health 
Organization that conduct such studies and make such determinations. 
They concluded that human epidemiological studies demonstrated 
evidence of increased risk for glioma and acoustic neuroma. They 
classified RF radiation as Group 2B, a possible human carcinogen..

Since that time additional lab and epidemiological studies have also 
come to this conclusion.   We have provided a peer reviewed medical 
journal article discussing the IARC release and research conducted 
since the time of the IARC release.

These articles are not “hack” studies that use a single study to push an 
agenda.  These are legitimate scientific studies that raise serious 
questions as to whether RF radiation is as safe as it has been previously 
assumed.

“Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields: 
evaluation of cancer hazards”, R. Baan et. 
al., International Agency for Research on 
Cancer, World Health Organization (Pro. 
Exhibit #4)

“IARC Classifies Radiofrequency 
Electromagnetic Fields as Possibly 
Carcinogenic to Humans”, World Health 
Organization Press Release #208, May 31, 
2011.  (Pro. Exhibit #5)

“World Health Organization, 
radiofrequency radiation and health - a hard 
nut to crack (Review)”, Lennart Hardell, 
International Journal of Oncology, 2017, 
Vol 51: pages 401-413.    (Pro. Exhibit #6)



§ 18-16-304 :  A special exception use may be granted only if the Administrative 
Hearing Officer makes each of the following affirmative findings:
(1) The use will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare; 

In spite of the growing evidence that RF radiation presents a cancer risk, the Federal Communications Commission has stood 
firm in its use of old tissue heating models from 1985 that do not consider any other potential health effects. As a result, the
FCC is currently being sued for not performing an appropriate risk assessment.

While it is not settled as to whether or not RF radiation causes health effects, evidence appears to be increasing for health 
effects and there is a significant public backlash over inaction by various government agencies.

The International Association of Fire Fighters (IAFF) has come out with a statement that cell towers should not be 
placed on fire houses. https://www.iaff.org/cell-tower-radiation/. The IAFF cite several studies that show health 
effects. 

The American Academy of Pediatricians has suggested that cell radiation be reduced and has also called on the FCC 
to revisit their standards to include studies from the last several decades. A number of pediatricians have come out 
strongly opposed to cell phone towers near children. 

Environmental Health Trust discusses the cell tower issue at length. In particular they have addressed the cell tower 
issue at schools. They discuss how local activism and legal actions have caused Prince Georges and Montgomery 
County Schools to not put new towers at schools and to remove existing ones. https://ehtrust.org/facts-about-cell-
towers-at-schools/.

It should be noted that part of the property asking for the exemption is being used as a sports field by school children. If it isn’t 
good for schools, why would it be acceptable at practice fields? 

The health/safety evaluations submitted by the applicant are based on the tissue heating models favored by the FCC and do not
address the concerns raised by these recent studies.



§ 18-16-304 :  A special exception use may be granted only if the Administrative 
Hearing Officer makes each of the following affirmative findings:
(1) The use will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare; 

Welfare of the public includes financial welfare. 

A 2017 report by the US Census states that on average 28.9% 
of personal wealth is in the equity of a primary residence.

Multiple peer reviewed research studies show that proximity 
to a cell phone tower has a substantial impact on the value of 
residential properties.

Most homeowners count on the value of their home as part of 
their retirement savings.  If already retired, the homeowner 
will have no means for replacing these savings since the 
devaluation of their home would be permanent.

In addition to the homeowners’ losses is the loss to Anne 
Arundel County, the state of Maryland, and the realtor 
industry. The tax valuation of the homes near the proposed 
tower would drop, resulting in less tax revenue to the County 
and State. 

Census report:  
https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/lib
rary/publications/2020/demo/p70br-170.pdf

“The Cost of Convenience: Estimating the 
Impact of Communication Antennas on 
Residential Property Values”, Stephen L. Locke 
and Glenn C. Blomquist, Land Economics,  
February 2016 Vol 92 (1): pages 131–147.    
(Pro. Exhibit #1)

“The Disamenity Value of Cellular Phone 
Towers on Home Prices in Savannah, Georgia”, 
Joseph Hale and Jason Beck, The Empirical 
Economics Letters,  August 2019, Vol 18 (8): 
pages 871-878.    (Pro. Exhibit #2)

https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/publications/2020/demo/p70br-170.pdf


We created a data set of homes near the proposed tower 
and developed an estimate of the financial impact on the 
local homeowners.

Using google maps, we identified the 
latitude/longitude of the proposed tower and of each 
home in the area.  We then calculated the distance 
between the tower site and each home.

Using Zillow.com, we obtained an estimated value 
for each home.

Using the data from Locke and Blomquist (Pro. 
Exhibit #1), we developed an estimate of how each 
home would be impacted.

Pro. Exhibit 8 represents an initial data set including 65 
homes.  We have updated that list to all 270 homes within 
~5000 feet of the proposed tower site.  

The impact to the financial welfare of the local 
community is staggering.
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25 closest properties $1,511,338 $60,454 $141,010 $25,736 $7,557 $90,680

50 closest properties $2,552,776 $51,056 $238,170 $43,483 $12,764 $153,167

100 closest properties $4,857,685 $48,577 $453,220 $82,744 $24,288 $291,461

All 270 properties $7,789,101 $28,849 $726,720 $132,873 $38,946 $467,346



§ 18-16-304 :  A special exception use may be granted only if the Administrative Hearing Officer makes each of 
the following affirmative findings:
(2) The location, nature, and height of each building, wall, and fence, the nature and extent of landscaping on the 
site, and the location, size, nature, and intensity of each phase of the use and its access roads will be compatible 
with the appropriate and orderly development of the district in which it is located; 

We believe that the tower is NOT 
compatible with the appropriate 
and orderly development of the 
district in which it is located.

The area is rural and is zoned rural.  
The community would like to 
KEEP it rural. 

The proposed tower site is literally 
surrounded by historic properties.  

Davidsonville Road is a Scenic 
and Historic Road.

The proposed site is adjacent to 
Greenways established by Anne 
Arundel County (more on this 
later)

AA County Greenways

AA County Historic/Cultural Properties



Simulated view from Kings Retreat Court



Simulated Drive out of Kings Retreat



Simulated Drive out of Kings Retreat



Simulated Drive out of Kings Retreat



Simulated Drive out of Kings Retreat



Simulated Drive out of Kings Retreat



Simulated Driving Tour Driving South on Scenic and Historic Davidsonville Road



Simulated Driving Tour Driving South on Scenic and Historic Davidsonville Road



Simulated Driving Tour Driving South on Scenic and Historic Davidsonville Road



Simulated Driving Tour Driving South on Scenic and Historic Davidsonville Road



Simulated Driving Tour Driving South on Scenic and Historic Davidsonville Road



§ 18-16-304 :  A special exception use may be granted only if the Administrative Hearing Officer makes each of 
the following affirmative findings:
(4) The use at the location proposed will not have any adverse effects above and beyond those inherently 
associated with the use irrespective of its location within the zoning district;

Similar to §18-16-304 (2), we 
believe that the tower DOES 
have adverse effects on the local 
area.  

The area is rural and is zoned 
rural.  The community would 
like to KEEP it rural. 

The proposed tower site is 
literally surrounded by historic 
properties.  

Davidsonville Road is a Scenic 
and Historic Road.

The proposed site is adjacent to 
Greenways established by Anne 
Arundel County (more on this 
later)

AA County Greenways

AA County Historic/Cultural Properties



§ 18-16-304 :  A special exception use may be granted only if the Administrative 
Hearing Officer makes each of the following affirmative findings:
(7) The proposed use is consistent with the County General Development Plan;

The current version of the Anne Arundel County General Development Plan was adopted on May 3, 2021
and is referred to as Plan2040.

We will review the application relative to each of these five sections of Plan2040:

GOAL NE1: Preserve, enhance, and restore sensitive areas, including habitats of rare, threatened, and 
endangered species, streams, floodplains, tidal and non-tidal wetlands, bogs, shorelines, steep slopes, and all 
applicable buffers.

GOAL NE3: Expand, enhance and continue to protect the County’s greenways, open space, rural areas, 
including the Priority Preservation Area (PPA).

GOAL BE2: Preserve the agricultural and rural character of the County’s Rural and Agricultural Policy Area

GOAL BE14: Protect and preserve the significant historic and archaeological resources and cultural heritage 
of the County; and promote public awareness of the County’s history and the stewardship of historic assets.

GOAL HC10: Provide a high-level of emergency medical care, fire protection, police protection, emergency 
management and an all hazards response to all residents and visitors of the County, including a 
comprehensive evacuation plan with adequate evacuation shelters.



PLAN2040 Goal NE1:  Preserve, enhance, and restore sensitive areas, 
including habitats of rare, threatened, and endangered species, streams, 
floodplains, tidal and non-tidal wetlands, bogs, shorelines, steep 
slopes, and all applicable buffers.

The creek Kings Branch is located just below the
proposed tower site and is included in the Anne
Arundel County Greenways Master Plan.



PLAN2040 Goal NE1:  Preserve, enhance, and restore sensitive 
areas, including habitats of rare, threatened, and endangered 
species, streams, floodplains, tidal and non-tidal wetlands, bogs, 
shorelines, steep slopes, and all applicable buffers.

The creek and associated wood margin provide habitat for a 
multitude of wildlife, including a number of animals on the 
Maryland List of Rare, Threatened, and Endangered 
Animals.

Building the tower at this location would place these species 
under increased pressure. Of particular concern is the impact 
on birds. Numerous peer reviewed journal articles have 
documented the detrimental impact of towers on bird 
populations. 

“Avian mortality at communication towers in the United 
States and Canada: which species, how many, and where?”, 
Longcore, et. al., Biological Conservation, Vol. 158, 
February 2013, Pages 410-419 is provided as Pro. Exhibit 3.  

This article cites over 200 other research papers on the topic. 

Building a cell phone tower at this location is in direct 
opposition to Goal NE1 of Plan2040.

Animals on the Maryland List or Rare, 
Threatened and Endangered Animals that have 
been observed near the proposed tower site

Most of these sightings are documented in the 
international wildlife spotting database inaturalist.org

Birds: 
Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)
Dark-eyed Junco (Junco hyemalis) 
Salt Marsh Sparrow (Ammospiza caudacuta)
Yellow-bellied Sapsucker (Sphyrapicus varius) 
Purple finch (Haemorhous purpureus) 
Red-cockaded Woodpecker (Dryobates borealis) 
Common Raven (Corvus corax) 

Amphibians
Mud Salamander (Pseudotriton montanus)

Insects
Giant Swallowtail (Papilio cresphontes) 
Great Spreadwing (Archilestes grandis) 
Banded Penant (Celithemis fasciata)



https://www.aacounty.org/departments/planning-and-

zoning/long-range-planning/green-infrastructure/

Portions of the Maryland Farm Bureau 
property are included in the Green 
Infrastructure Network. The proposed 
tower and fenced enclosure are 
immediately adjacent to the Greenway. 

PLAN2040 Goal NE3:  Expand, enhance and continue to protect the County’s 
greenways, open space, rural areas, including the Priority Preservation Area (PPA).



The issue is whether the “proposed use is consistent with the County General 
Development Plan”.  

Plan2040 states that it is a county goal to protect these areas.

In fact, Maryland Farm Bureau, has openly voiced opposition to the 
development of greenways in rural areas:

“We recognize the value of urban greenways but oppose greenway 
designation in rural/agricultural areas of Maryland due to the potential 
for trespass, vandalism, or other interferences with production 
agriculture.” --- Maryland Farm Bureau 2022 Policy Book

https://www.mdfarmbureau.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/2022-
State-Policy-Final.pdf

Construction at this site is in direct opposition to Goal NE3 of Plan2040. 

The Anne Arundel County Greenways 
Master Plan and the associated maps can 
be viewed at 

https://www.aacounty.org/departments/pla
nning-and-zoning/long-range-
planning/green-infrastructure/

PLAN2040 Goal NE3:  Expand, enhance and continue to protect the County’s 
greenways, open space, rural areas, including the Priority Preservation Area (PPA).

https://www.mdfarmbureau.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/2022-State-Policy-Final.pdf
https://www.aacounty.org/departments/planning-and-zoning/long-range-planning/green-infrastructure/


PLAN2040 Goal BE2:  Preserve the agricultural and 
rural character of the County’s Rural and Agricultural 
Policy Area.

The proposed tower location is located within the 
Rural and Agricultural Policy Area.

Building a cell phone tower in this area is in direct 
opposition to Goal BE2 of Plan2040.



PLAN2040 Goal BE14:  Protect and preserve the significant historic and 
archaeological resources and cultural heritage of the County; and promote public 
awareness of the County’s history and the stewardship of historic assets.

The proposed tower site is 
surrounded by historic and 
cultural sites. The proposed 
tower would be clearly visible 
from several of the historic sites 
in the immediate area. This 
would reduce the accuracy and 
quality of the affected historic 
and cultural sites. 

Building a cell phone tower in 
this area is in direct opposition 
to Goal BE14 of Plan2040.



PLAN2040 Goal HC10:  Provide a high-level of emergency medical care, fire 
protection, police protection, emergency management and an all hazards response to 
all residents and visitors of the County, including a comprehensive evacuation plan 
with adequate evacuation shelters.

The applicant makes the argument that improved cell coverage will enhance emergency communications. 
Specifically, they state: 

“Policy HC 10.4 recommends increasing preparedness for weather-related emergencies. Since 
wireless communication is the primary means for people to request emergency services, an 
efficient and seamless wireless network is essential to accomplish timely responses to 
emergencies, whether due to medical, weather, accidents or other conditions. The proposed 
Facility will ensure that residents, travelers and first responders in this more rural area of the 
County can reliably communicate and quickly and efficiently address emergency situations.” 

The applicant’s entire argument for compliance with Plan2040 is based on the assumption that cell 
coverage in the area is poor. The situation has changed markedly in the recent past. Coverage for voice 
and SMS texting has recently been upgraded and is greatly improved.  The updated maps provided by the 
applicant’s own RF engineer show NO HOLES in voice/SMS coverage for T-Mobile.  It is openly stated 
in the application that the service improvement offered by adding this tower is for high speed mobile 
DATA, which is used almost exclusively for entertainment purposes.  Please see our discussion under 
§18-16-304 (8) for more detail. 

It is highly questionable as to whether the proposed tower provides any meaningful support to  Goal 
HC10 of Plan2040.



§ 18-16-304 :  A special exception use may be granted only if the Administrative 
Hearing Officer makes each of the following affirmative findings:
(7) The proposed use is consistent with the County General Development Plan;

GOAL NE1: Preserve, enhance, and restore sensitive areas, including habitats 
of rare, threatened, and endangered species, streams, floodplains, tidal and 
non-tidal wetlands, bogs, shorelines, steep slopes, and all applicable buffers.   

GOAL NE3: Expand, enhance and continue to protect the County’s 
greenways, open space, rural areas, including the Priority Preservation Area 
(PPA).

GOAL BE2: Preserve the agricultural and rural character of the County’s 
Rural and Agricultural Policy Area

GOAL BE14: Protect and preserve the significant historic and archaeological 
resources and cultural heritage of the County; and promote public awareness 
of the County’s history and the stewardship of historic assets.

GOAL HC10: Provide a high-level of emergency medical care, fire protection, 
police protection, emergency management and an all hazards response to all 
residents and visitors of the County, including a comprehensive evacuation 
plan with adequate evacuation shelters.

Applicant is in direct 
opposition

Applicant is in direct 
opposition

Applicant is in direct 
opposition

Applicant is in direct 
opposition

Applicant provides little 
or no meaningful support



The applicant has failed to demonstrate the public need for the use of the proposed cell phone tower.  If 
anything, their most recent submission has profoundly undermined that argument.  

Further, even that submission does not match well with T-Mobile, AT&T, FCC, and Cellmapper maps of 
coverage.  Those other sources all show better coverage than the applicant’s model suggests, especially 
for AT&T. 

As residents of the immediate area, we can personally attest that T-Mobile coverage was weak in the past, 
but that is no longer the case. Several upgrades have been made in the Davidsonville area quite recently, 
and the coverage has markedly improved. In particular, the upgrade of the ~100’ tower at the police 
academy has greatly improved our own T-Mobile reception in our house. 

As we showed before, a new 300’ tower was installed at the end of last year very near the police academy. 
This tower is currently not being used by T-Mobile even though it could markedly enhance coverage to 
the entire area. 

We assert that any need for the proposed tower has been substantially reduced due to recent system 
upgrades. As evidence, below we submit the pertinent cell coverage maps from T-Mobile, AT&T, and the 
FCC as of 10/17/2022. 

§ 18-16-304 :  A special exception use may be granted only if the Administrative Hearing 
Officer makes each of the following affirmative findings:
(8) The applicant has presented sufficient evidence of public need for the use;



SOLID 5G Extended coverage

Tower is not needed.

T-Mobile claims the following coverage in our area

Map downloaded from T-Mobile website



SOLID 5G coverage        Tower is not needed. AT&T claims the following coverage in our area

Map downloaded from AT&T website



FCC Map for T-Mobile Voice coverage



FCC Map for T-Mobile Data coverage  (FCC data predates recent upgrades)



FCC Map for AT&T Voice coverage



FCC Map for AT&T Data coverage



Cellmapper.com Map for AT&T data coverage

Even ground truth data shows that AT&T reception is good.



Voice coverage is solid for both T-Mobile and AT&T

Confirmed by both carriers’ own websites

Confirmed by FCC

Data coverage is also good.

Confirmed by both carriers’ own websites

Confirmed by FCC

The only gaps identified are in “5G ultra”

the gap is not centered at proposed site

§ 18-16-304 :  A special exception use may be granted only if the Administrative Hearing 
Officer makes each of the following affirmative findings:
(8) The applicant has presented sufficient evidence of public need for the use;

What is 5G Ultra good for?

4k+ High resolution video streaming

Pay-per-view concerts and sports events

Cloud gaming

Multi-player gaming

Virtual Reality

Industry studies report that high data volume services 
will aid in recovery from a “stagnant” cell market.

THIS IS NOT ABOUT NEED
IT IS ABOUT SELLING ENTERTAINMENT



What we NEED is cell phone coverage that 
enables us to make calls and send/receive text 

messages.

WE ALREADY HAVE GOOD COVERAGE 
FOR VOICE AND SMS MESSAGING

The proposed tower would enable T-Mobile 
and ATT to offer high bandwidth services that 
support cloud gaming, high resolution video 

streaming, and virtual reality.  

High bandwidth services are generally used at 
home and not “on the road”.  Most of the 

homes in the affected area already use FIOS 
or Xfinity for high bandwidth services and do 

not need or want 5G-Ultra.  

WE DO NOT CONSIDER 5G-ULTRA 
BENEFITS WORTH THE HIGH COST TO 

OUR COMMUNITY




