
To: Holly Colby 

Office of Administrative Hearings 

Anne Arundel County 

 

To: Rob Konowal 

Office of Planning and Zoning  

Anne Arundel County 

 

 

From: Dr. Kevin and Dr. Anne-Marie Novo-Gradac 

 830 Kings Retreat Drive 

 Davidsonville, MD 21035 

 

 

RE: Special Exception Request, NETWORK TOWERS, LLC – 2022-0128-S (AD 1, CD 7) 

 

 

Date:  October 7, 2022 

 

 

Greetings: 

 

We have reviewed the subject application with regard to compliance to Section 18 of the Anne 

Arundel County Code and provided comments for the sections listed below:   

 

§ 18-10-115. Commercial telecommunication facilities. 

§ 18-11-117. Commercial telecommunication facilities. 

§ 18-16-304. Special exceptions. 
 

In our review, we noted several failings, omissions, deficiencies, and adverse effects contained in 

the application.  Below, we have provided comments for each of the paragraphs in these sections.  

We feel the overwhelming evidence is NOT in favor of the applicant and that the request should 

be denied for a multitude of reasons.   

 

We are residents of the immediate area and own the property immediately to the west of the 

Farm Bureau.  We both work at the NASA Goddard Space Flight Center in Greenbelt.  Kevin is 

a Chief Engineer and Anne-Marie is a Research Scientist.  We both have strong scientific and 

engineering backgrounds, and have been recognized both by NASA and the international 

community for our work.   

 

Both Anne-Marie and Kevin also hold FCC professional radio licenses (Kevin Novo-Gradac, 

FCC FRN 0006011134 and Anne-Marie Novo-Gradac, FCC FRN 0006011175). Kevin 

previously worked in human health and ecological risk assessment and was formerly the head of 

the Toxics Assessment Division for the Maryland Department of the Environment.  In that role, 

Kevin also directly supported Anne Arundel County cancer risk evaluations and is qualified to 

discuss human health impacts at a professional level.  The Anne Arundel County Health 
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Department sought out our expertise at MDE for issues like cancer risk from radium in 

groundwater and cancer cluster investigations.  

 

 

Respectfully:  

 

Dr. Kevin Novo-Gradac      

 

Dr. Anne-Marie Novo-Gradac 

 

  



§ 18-11-117. Commercial telecommunication facilities. 

 

   A commercial telecommunication facility shall comply with all of the following requirements. 

     

  (1)   A principal structure permanently located on the ground shall be a monopole unless the 

principal structure is located on land owned by a governmental entity or a volunteer fire 

company. 

 

Comment: None  
  

      (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; 

 

Comment:  The 1.05 acre strip of land located on the north side of Kings Retreat Drive near 

the intersection with Davidsonville Road is part of the Kings Retreat Development and was 

platted as open space for that community.  (District 01, Subdivision 442, Account # 

90036349).  The proposed tower would be 120’ from that lot line. 
 

      (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. 

 

Comment:  This application fails to demonstrate support for such a tower.  

  

The subject application is for a 140’ tower, which requires a minimum of two providers as 

tenants.  The applicant claims that T-Mobile will serve as their anchor tenant and AT&T as a 

second tenant.  However, the submitted letter of intent from T-Mobile specifies a 199’ tower 

height.  T-Mobile has not accepted a tower of either 100’ or 140’ height.  The applicant cannot 

meet T-Mobile’s height requirement.  That reduces the number of providers expressing intent 

to one, and therefore limits the tower height to 100’.  The submitted letter of intent from 

AT&T specifies a tower height of 125’.   Thus, at the height requirements specified by this 

paragraph the applicant has identified no suitable tenants. As such this application is NOT in 

compliance with paragraph § 18-11-117 (3).  

  

      (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. 

 

Comment: 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.  The 

Farm Bureau representatives boasted that they had “beat” the local Davidsonville farmer to 

the deal.  It is worth noting that the Farm Bureau staff and board of directors are 

predominantly not residents of the area.  During that same conversation, Farm Bureau staff 

reportedly demonstrated that they were not invested in this community by stating that they did 

not care about the impacts to the local community and were only interested in the financial 

income they would receive from hosting the tower.  

 

Since agricultural silos are a normal feature of the area, it sounds like 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.  It is unclear why this alternative 

was not disclosed.  

  

      (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. 

 

Comment:  The information provided by the applicant is incomplete: 

(5)(i): information provided appears to have errors & omissions, see discussion below. 

 (5)(ii) none of the required information was provided 

 (5)(iii) none of the required information was provided 

 (5)(iv) information provided appear to have errors & omissions, see discussion below. 

 

The six closest facilities, based on our research, are listed below.  Three of these towers do not 

appear to be currently used by T-mobile.   

1.  3480 Riva Road, Davidsonville, MD 21035 (1.7 miles from proposed 

location)  Applicant lists this site as already in use by T-Mobile. 

2.  413 W. Central Avenue, Davidsonville, MD 21035 (1.7 miles from proposed 

location). Applicant lists this site as already in use by T-Mobile.  However, we have 

been unable to confirm that it is in use.  We have passed nearby the tower multiple 

times with our T-Mobile phone while using cellmapper software.  We have never 

observed a response from this tower. It appears to NOT currently be in use by T-

Mobile.   

3.  2727 Swan Way, Davidsonville, MD 21035 (1.7 miles from proposed 

location)   Applicant lists this site as already in use by T-Mobile.  Similar to (#2), 

cellmapper could NOT demonstrate that this tower is currently in use by T-Mobile. 

4.  3737 Elmer F. Hagner Lane, Davidsonville, MD 21035  (1.8 miles from proposed 

location)  Applicant lists this site as already in use by T-Mobile.   

5. Intersection of Wayson Road and Elmer F. Hagner Lane (1.9 miles from proposed 

location). Applicant does NOT list this site and it does NOT appear to be in use by T-

Mobile.  This is a recently constructed 300’ tower on or near the grounds of the Anne 

Arundel County Police Academy.  It was completed on 12/13/21.  Note that the other 

tower on Elmer F. Hagner Lane (#4) is on the Police Academy grounds and is only 

~100’ tall.  Access to the 300’ tower would significantly enhance T-Mobile’s cell 

coverage over that provided by the shorter tower.  It is unclear why the applicant has 

not included this tower on their list nor given a reason why T-Mobile is not using it. 

6. 727 Governor Bridge Road, Davidsonville, MD 21035 (2.0 miles from proposed 

location).  Applicant lists this site as already in use by T-Mobile.  

 

In addition to these six towers, cellmapper reports three presumed “microcells” within ~1 mile 

of the proposed site currently in use by T-mobile.  The applicant did not list any of these.   

 

Those three T-mobile cells were located by cellmapper as being near: 

 1)  Entry to Lakemont Memorial Gardens   (~0.6 miles) 

 2)  Mt. Airy Rd west of  Wayson Pond  (~0.7 miles) 

 3)  Mt. Airy Rd, further west (~1 miles) 



Microcells are used less frequently in 4G systems, but are considered absolutely essential to 

the success of the 5G rollout.  The sub-millimeter 5G bands capable of the higher data 

transmission rates are not as effective at the same distances as 4G transmissions.  Industry 

estimates are that there will need to be a microcell every 300m for 5G.  That may be good news 

as microcells are generally less obtrusive, lower power, less likely to cause interference, and 

will cost the telecom companies less to implement.  This appears to be the future of telecom as 

it promises significantly faster data rates at lower total cost to the telecom industries. In fact, 

as 5G replaces 4G, the need for large towers like the one proposed will be reduced because 

microcells should be used with increasing frequency.  

Population is a major factor in the determination of the number of towers needed for a given 

area.  Typically you want to be within 1-2 miles from 4G towers in suburban areas.  This area 

is considered rural and is currently within 2 miles of at least 6 towers.  Also note that large 

towers are predicted to provide poor 5G coverage.  See photo below for an example of a 5G 

microcell on a streetlight. (Kevin Novo-Gradac, FCC FRN 0006011134, Anne-Marie Novo-

Gradac, FCC FRN 0006011175) 

 
 

 

      (6)   In addition to meeting the requirements of subsections (2), (3) and (5), the height of a 

commercial telecommunication facility that is permanently located on the ground in MB, MC, 

and OS Districts may not exceed: 

         (i)   for one provider, 130 feet, or 160 feet for a private facility located on government- 

owned land; 

         (ii)   for two providers, 170 feet, or 200 feet for a private facility located on government- 

owned land; 

         (iii)   for three providers, 210 feet, or 240 feet for a private facility located on government- 

owned land; and 

         (iv)   for four or more providers, 250 feet. 

 

Comment: None 
 

      (7)   In addition to meeting the requirements of subsections (2), (3), (5), and (6), a 

commercial telecommunication facility that is permanently located on the ground in an OS 

District may not: 

         (i)   exceed one facility for each 20 acres of land; and 

         (ii)   be constructed to hold less than three providers. 

      (8)   The facility shall meet the requirements of § 18-10-115(2) through (12). 

 

Comment: None 

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/annearundel/latest/annearundelco_md/0-0-0-119133#JD_18-10-115


§ 18-10-115. Commercial telecommunication facilities. 

 

   A commercial telecommunication facility shall comply with all of the following requirements. 

 

      (1)   The developer of a facility permanently located on the ground shall: 

         (i)   not less than two weeks and not more than 60 days before filing an application for a 

building permit, give notice, by certified mail, return receipt requested, to all owners of property 

located within 250 feet of the lot lines of the proposed facility as listed on the tax rolls of the 

County; and 

         (ii)   file with the application for a building permit a list of the names and addresses of all 

property owners who were notified; a copy of the notice that was sent; copies of all return 

receipts; copies of the envelopes of any notices that were returned as undelivered; and an 

affidavit that notice was given as required. 

 

Comment:  As an adjacent property owner, we have not received any such mailing.  If the 

applicant has filed for a building permit, they are in violation of this requirement. 
  

      (2)   The developer of a facility shall provide a certification from a registered engineer that 

the structure will meet the applicable design standards of Article 15 of this Code for wind loads. 

 

Comment:  None 
  

      (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. 

 

Comment:  The applicant has NOT provided a letter of non-interference with the Anne 

Arundel County public safety communication systems.  Instead, they have provided a single 

letter from T-Mobile for the Charles County public safety communication systems.  It also 

appears that T-Mobile has not actually conducted any analysis, but rather resolves to address 

any problem should one be detected.  Additionally, T-Mobile cannot make this claim on behalf 

of AT&T.  There should be a separate letter from AT&T.  Each provider is operating under 

their own Federal Communications Commission (FCC) license and are separately responsible 

for any interference their system causes.  The documentation presented is insufficient to meet 

the requirements of this paragraph.   
  

      (4)   Within 30 days after the issuance of a zoning certificate of use for a commercial 

telecommunications facility and by September 1 of each year thereafter, the holder of the 

certificate shall submit a certification from an engineer acceptable to the Planning and Zoning 

Officer of the radio frequency radiation actually measured from the facility, that the 

measurements are accurate, and that the measurements meet the applicable Federal 

Communications Commission standards and guidelines for those emissions. If at any time the 

owner or user of the telecommunication facility cannot provide the certification required by this 

subsection, the certificate of use may be revoked. 

 

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/annearundel/latest/annearundelco_md/0-0-0-113113#JD_Article15


Comment:  None 
  

      (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. 

 

Comment:  A similar application for a special exemption was made in 2011.  That application 

was for a 100’ tower at the same location.  The balloon test performed at that time included 

concerned/impacted parties as observers.  The concerned/impacted parties took additional 

photos and were prepared to present those at the hearing.  The application was withdrawn on 

the court house steps at the last minute when it became apparent that there was significant 

opposition from the community and historic sites.   

 

This time the application is for a taller 140’ tower at the same location.  Little other than that 

has changed in the area.  To our knowledge, the current balloon test did not engage any 

concerned/affected citizens during the test.  No photos were taken by anyone not directly 

involved with the application.  Not even the county sent an observer.  Not surprisingly, when 

only applicant-provided photos are viewed, the impact from the 140’ balloon test appears far 

less concerning than the 2011 photos from the 100’ balloon test taken by local citizens.  We 

find the current balloon test results highly suspect.  In our opinion, they do not properly 

represent the impact to the views from each of the affected properties.  One has to ask for the 

motives behind the current approach.  This has the appearance of purposeful exclusion of 

affected persons/properties from the test so as to obtain approval through obfuscation.   

 

The following properties, which are on the National Register of Historic Places would have 

line of sight to the tower.  The historic nature of each of them would be compromised by the 

tower intruding on the visible horizon from these locations.  There is no form of landscaping 

that could hide a 100’ tower from these sites, much less a 140’ tower. 

 

#92000141 Davidsonville Historic District, Along MD 214 E to jct. with Davidsonville Rd., 

which includes 16 separate structures between (38.917731, -76.639460) to (38.923274, -

76.627347) 

 

#73000894 Mount Airy, Mount Airy Rd. off MD 424 (38.928500, -76.627640) 

 

In addition to the nationally listed properties, there are a number of historic and cultural 

properties listed by Anne Arundel County that are close to the tower.  In fact, the neighboring 

property to the north of the site and the farm directly across the street from the site are among 

them.  Please see map below, which shows the tower site literally surrounded by historic and 

cultural properties: 

  



 
 

To emphasize how inaccurate the applicant’s balloon test photos appear, we include a Google 

Earth simulated view of a 140’ tall, 20’ wide tower from near 830 Kings Retreat Drive.  

Comparing this image to the applicants’ images begs the question as to why the applicant’s 

images appear to show a much shorter and smaller tower.  Was their balloon test performed to 

the proper height?  Is their simulated tower scaled correctly?  It clearly did not include all the 

levels and antennas intended, and appears much smaller overall.  In conclusion, the current 

balloon test appears seriously flawed and misleading.  Also, the photos from 2011 show a 

much greater impact for a mere 100’ tower.  The results are at odds with each other.  The view 

below is the view one can expect from nearly the entire length of Kings Retreat Dr. Clearly the 

tower would dramatically alter the feel of the Kings Retreat Subdivision, yet the applicant’s 

images appear to be from locations that minimize the appearance of any impact.   



 
 

The last attempt for a special exemption in 2011 was dropped by the applicant due to 

opposition resulting from the impact to the historic district from a 100’ tower.  The photos 

from the 2011 test should be entered as evidence in this case and this application should be 

denied.  

 

      (6)   A facility may co-locate on the rooftop of an existing nonresidential structure other than 

a commercial telecommunication facility and on the rooftop of multifamily dwellings with more 

than 10 units without meeting the setback requirements applicable to commercial 

telecommunication facilities if the principal structure is at least 50 feet in height above grade 

level and the facility does not extend above the existing roof height by more than 15 feet. 

 

Comment:  None 
  

      (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. 

 

Comment:  None 



  

      (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. 

 

Comment:  The proposed facility CLEARLY VIOLATES 18-10-115 (8).  The facility is NOT 

attached to a transmission line pole or tower that is located within 100 feet of a transmission 

line right-of-way.  Section (8) definitely applies to this proposed facility.  An offsite dwelling is 

located at 801 Kings Retreat Drive.  That dwelling is only 350 feet from the proposed tower 

location.  There are several other nearby homes.  In fact, there is no location on the property 

of 3358 Davidsonville Road that could satisfy either paragraph 8(i) or 8(iv).  

 

Clearly, the legal intent of this paragraph is to apply a minimum setback for all towers except 

those that are either on a transmission line pole or on a tower within 100’ of a transmission 

line right of way.  Installations that are on a transmission tower or within 100’ of a 

transmission right of way were allowed a reduced setback.  

 

Further, the proposed tower would be completely inconsistent with all other nearby towers.  A 

review of current cell towers within 2 miles of the proposed location showed all of those that 

are subject to paragraph (8) readily meet the 500’ standard of paragraphs 8(i) and 8(iv).   

  

      (9)   A private facility located on land owned by a governmental entity or a volunteer fire 

company shall meet the requirements for a commercial telecommunication facility contained in 

Title 11. 

 

Comment:  None 
  

      (10)   A facility that ceases operation for a period of 12 consecutive months shall be 

considered as terminated and shall be removed within 90 days of termination at the property 

owner's expense. 

 

Comment:  None 
  

      (11)   For a facility located in a commercial or industrial district, the facility shall also 

comply with the following requirements: 

         (i)   each structure permanently located on the ground shall be located by the greater of 200 

feet or one foot for each foot of height from the boundary of a residential district or from the lot 

line of a residentially occupied property, school, public park, or platted community recreation 

area or open space; 

         (ii)   accessory structures shall be screened from adjoining residentially zoned or 

residentially developed property in accordance with the Landscape Manual; and 



         (iii)   the height of a structure permanently located on the ground may not exceed: 

            1.   for one provider, 130 feet, or 160 feet for a private facility located on government-

owned land; 

            2.   for two providers, 170 feet, or 200 feet for a private facility located on government-

owned land; 

            3.   for three providers, 210 feet, or 240 feet for a private facility located on government-

owned land; and 

            4.   for four or more providers, 250 feet. 

 

Comment:  None 
  

      (12)   A facility may co-locate on another commercial telecommunication facility existing as 

of December 31, 2001, without meeting setback requirements that became effective after 

December 31, 2001. If the principal structure of a facility existed as of December 31, 2001, 

accessory structures are allowed within 50 feet of the principal structure without meeting 

applicable setback requirements that became effective after December 31, 2001. 

 

Comment:  None 
  



§ 18-16-304. Special exceptions. 
 

   (a)   Requirements. 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; 

 

Comment:  We separately address two detrimental impacts, (1) public health and (2) welfare. 

  

(1) 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.  See attached press release.  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. The IARC released a 

lengthy monograph on this topic and the results are summarized in a poster they released.  

(see attached).  A peer reviewed medical journal review discussing the IARC release and 

research since that time is also attached.  Kevin worked as a human health risk assessor and 

former Chief of the Maryland Department of the Environment’s Toxics Assessment Division. 

In that role Kevin directly supported cancer risk studies in Anne Arundel County in 

conjunction with the Anne Arundel County Department of Health.  Kevin concludes that the 

IARC statements and subsequent research are in fact compelling.  It is not some hack study 

that uses a single study to push an agenda.  Kevin professionally agrees that this deserves 

further laboratory and epidemiological studies.  Living adjacent to the proposed tower, we, like 

many others, do not want to serve as a guinea pig while this is sorted out.  The FCC 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.  Concern has risen and various groups have issued guidance 

that cell towers should not be allowed in certain locations.  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/.   

https://www.iaff.org/cell-tower-radiation/
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 radiation pattern from cells towers is concentrated into a horizontal ring extending out 

from the tower.  There are several reports that indicate an increased risk of cancer for persons 

living within 500m of a tower.   

 

Whether or not this is proven true or not is only part of the problem.  Perception drives fear 

and fear lowers property values for homes near towers.   

 

(2) 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. (https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/publications/2020/demo/p70br

-170.pdf) Multiple peer reviewed research studies show that proximity to a cell phone tower 

has a substantial impact on the value of residential properties.  Homes closest to a cell tower 

can experience as much as a 20% drop in their value according to some studies.  In addition to 

the homeowner’s loss is the loss to Anne Arundel County, the state of Maryland, and the real 

estate industry.  The tax valuation of the homes near the proposed tower would drop, resulting 

in less tax revenue to the County and State.   

 

A peer reviewed journal article on the subject of home values near cell towers (paper attached) 

was used to estimate of the financial loss to 65 households near the proposed tower site.  See 

table and figures below.  A detailed worksheet is also included as an attachment.  The 

aggregate loss to those 65 households would be approximately $3.3 million dollars.  It is 

important to understand that the study used for this analysis included multiple markets in both 

up and down years and represents average impacts.  It is not a worst case scenario.   

(Locke & Blomquist “The Cost of Convenience: Estimating the Impact of Communication 

Antennas on Residential Property Values” Land Economics • February 2016 Vol 92 (1): pages 

131–147).   We are currently updating our list to represent all homes within ~4500’ of the 

proposed tower site and will present a more comprehensive data set at the hearing.  We 

anticipate that the aggregate financial impact to nearby homeowners may exceed $5M.   

 

Based on our analysis of these 65 homes, Anne Arundel County would lose approximately 

$300k in tax revenue over the course of 10 years.  There are similar losses to both the State of 

Maryland and to the realtors.  Those costs completely dwarf the gains associated with a tower 

installation.  Tower rental rates are reported to be about $50K/yr of which the Farm Bureau 

will likely receive approximately $10k/yr.   

 

The cost-to-benefit analysis clearly shows a tower to be an extremely poor economic decision 

for the property owners, the state, the county, and the local realtors.  This represents a serious 

adverse effect to the public welfare.  A home is often the largest single investment a person 

makes and many of the affected have retired or are approaching retirement.  This would 

especially affect those who are counting on their home’s value as a significant part of their 

retirement savings.  In our own household, one of us was days from electing retirement, but 

that decision was placed on hold upon learning of the tower application.  It would take a full 

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


year of additional employment to replace the lost value of our home.  Given the magnitude of 

the anticipated losses, we are currently investigating options for a class action against the 

applicant and all supporting parties to obtain injunctive relief from this harm. The total 

impact may actually exceed the total equity of the applicant.   

 

We think that everyone accepts that towers reduce nearby property values and it is reasonable 

to assume the County Council would have known this when they decided to allow towers.  On 

the other hand, it is also reasonable to assume the Council’s decision included the full 

understanding that § 18-16-304 (1) and (4) would stand to prevent excessive harm to the 

public welfare.  This analysis clearly demonstrates excessive harm and demonstrates that a 

cost-to-benefit analysis does not favor the tower at this location.  A tower at this location 

would, on the whole, be a major detriment to the welfare of the nearby residents, the County, 

the State, and the realtors.  We don’t think anyone on the Council would have ever expected 

the impact to be this large, but it is.  Further, when the county made this decision, it was likely 

based only on undesirable aesthetics.  As the fear of health impacts grows (whether founded 

or not) the impact to property values will only increase.     

 

Total $ loss to homeowners $3,315,549 

Annual loss of revenue to AA County $30,934 

10 year loss of revenue to AA County $309,341 

Loss to State of MD at transfer $281,822 

Loss to realtors at transfer $198,933 
 

    



(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; 

 

Comment:  We have provided comments to a number sections/paragraphs that demonstrate 

that § 18-16-304(2) is not met by the applicant:   

 

1) The proposed site is extremely close to historic properties.  The proposed tower is as 

little as 450’ from the closest, 600’ from the second closest, and 800’ from a third, and 

is surrounded by many others.  See the comment to § 18-16-304(7).  

2) The proposed location is located immediately adjacent to an Anne Arundel County 

2022 Greenway.  See the comment to § 18-16-304(7).  Additionally, the Farm Bureau 

has voiced public opposition to this part of Plan2040.  

3) There was apparently another undisclosed option for a tower site that appears to be 

more compatible with the local community.  See comment to § 18-11-117(4). 

  

      (3)   Operations related to the use will be no more objectionable with regard to noise, fumes, 

vibration, or light to nearby properties than operations in other uses allowed under this article; 

 

Comment:  It is unclear as to whether the tower will have a light at the top.  The applicant 

states that no lighting will be required, but have not included a statement from the Federal 

Aviation Administration (FAA) as to whether a warning light will be required.  Given the 

proximity to the Lee Airport in Edgewater this needs to be addressed.  The applicant included 

a drawing of the proposed tower in Exhibit “C”.  One of the notes on that drawing states “Per 

FAA ‘Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation’ letter dated XX/XX/XXX, tower 

illumination is not required”.  The lack of a date for the FAA letter and its absence from the 

application package entirely undermines the credibility of the applicant’s assertion that no 

light will be required.  A warning light would detract from the night skyline in this rural area. 
  

      (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; 

 

Comment:  The specific location would be uniquely detrimental compared to other locations, 

as previously demonstrated.   

 

1) The proposed site is extremely close to historic properties.  The proposed tower is as 

little as 450’ from the closest, 600’ from the second closest, and 800’ from a third, and 

is surrounded by many others.  See the comment to § 18-16-304(7).  

2) The proposed location is located immediately adjacent to an Anne Arundel County 

proposed greenway.  See the comment to § 18-16-304(7).  Additionally, the Farm 

Bureau has voiced public opposition to this part of Plan2040.  

3) There was apparently another option for a tower site that appears to be more 

compatible with the local community.  See comment to § 18-11-117(4). 

 

 



      (5)   The proposed use will not conflict with an existing or programmed public facility, 

public service, school, or road; 

 

Comment:  None 
  

      (6)   The proposed use has the written recommendations and comments of the Health 

Department and the Office of Planning and Zoning; 

 

Comment:  Written recommendations have not been included in the application package and 

are thus unavailable for review. 
  

      (7)   The proposed use is consistent with the County General Development Plan; 

 

Comment:  The proposed use is NOT consistent with the County General Development 

Plan.  The current Anne Arundel County General Development Plan was adopted on May 3, 

2021 and is referred to as Plan2040.  In contrast, the Maryland Farm Bureau 2022 Policy 

Book publicly states opposition to the hallmark provision of Plan2040.  

 

Plan2040 outlines a number of specific goals: 

 

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 hillside below the proposed cell 

phone site is a steep slope with a creek at the bottom.  The slope itself and the creek bed are 

part of the Anne Arundel County Greenways Master Plan.  Many animals on the Maryland 

List of Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Animals have been observed in the Davidsonville 

area near the proposed tower site.  A partial list for Davidsonville is provided below, as 

reported by local residents and/or inaturalist, a wildlife spotting database.  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.  Longcore, et al. “Avian mortality at 

communication towers in the United States and Canada: which species, how many, and 

where?” Biological Conservation, Vol. 158, February 2013, Pages 410-419 is attached as an 

example as it covers this specific area.  They alone cite almost 200 other research papers on 

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

Plan2040. 

 

Wildlife observed in the immediate area that are on the Maryland List of Rare, Threatened, 

and Endangered Animals.   

 

https://dnr.maryland.gov/wildlife/Pages/plants_wildlife/rte/rteanimals.aspx 

 

Birds: 

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 

Dark-eyed Junco (Junco hyemalis) 

Salt Marsh Sparrow (Ammospiza caudacuta) 

https://dnr.maryland.gov/wildlife/Pages/plants_wildlife/rte/rteanimals.aspx


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) 

 

  

GOAL NE3:  “Expand, enhance and continue to protect the County’s greenways, open space, 

rural areas, including the Priority Preservation Area (PPA).”  One of the components of Goal 

NE3 is Goal NE3.2 “Continue expanding the network of protected corridors of woodlands and 

open space as set forth in the Greenways Master Plan”.  The Anne Arundel County 

Greenways Master Plan and the associated maps can be viewed at the website below.  The map 

clearly shows the north end of the Maryland Farm Bureau property included in the 2002 

“Greenways Network” and the southwest portion of the property included in the 2022 “Green 

Infrastructure Network”.   The fenced enclosure for the proposed tower is immediately 

adjacent to areas marked as 2022 Green Infrastructure network.  Moreover, that portion of 

the Green Infrastructure is a steep hillside which would be particularly vulnerable to 

construction related disturbance and runoff into the creek bed of Kings Branch.  Anne 

Arundel County has specifically marked this area as being part of the overall plan to improve 

greenways in the county.  Construction at this site is in direct opposition to Goal NE3 of 

Plan2040.  In fact, the Maryland Farm Bureau 2022 Policy Book publicly states opposition to 

this hallmark provision of Plan2040 
 

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

infrastructure/  
 

 

 

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


 
 

 

 
 

 

  

  



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 (see map below).  Building a cell phone tower in this area is in 

opposition to Goal BE2 of 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 a number of historic 

sites, as shown on the map below.  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 sites. Building a cell phone tower in this area is in direct and substantial 

opposition to Goal BE14 of Plan2040. (see map below).  

 

 
  

 

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 phone 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 in the area has recently 

been upgraded and is greatly improved.  Please see below for comments to § 18-16-304 (8) for 

details on the current quality of cell coverage in the relevant area.   

 



In summary, the proposed cell tower is in direct opposition to Plan2040 for multiple goals 

(NE1, NE3, BE2, BE14) and only provides indirect support for goal HC10.  We believe that 

the cell tower is inconsistent with the Anne Arundel County General Development Plan. 

Further, the Maryland Farm Bureau 2022 Policy Book publicly states opposition to hallmark 

provisions of Plan2040 

 

 

      (8)   The applicant has presented sufficient evidence of public need for the use; 

 

Comment:  The applicant has most certainly NOT demonstrated the public need for the use of 

the proposed cell phone tower.  The applicant has simply asserted in their cover letter that 

“This area of the County has been identified as having a gap in coverage for wireless 

communication service …”  The applicant does not provide any supporting documentation for 

this statement, when this was determined, or what organization deemed the area to have weak 

coverage.  The applicant builds their entire case for the public need for the tower on this one 

unsupported assertion.  As a 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.  There is also a new 300’ tower that was 

installed end of last year very near the police academy.  This tower is currently not being used 

by T-Mobile even though it would enhance 4G coverage to the entire area.  

 

The applicant states that they will provide evidence for the public need for the tower at the 

hearing.  It is impossible to judge the veracity or quality of their evidence under these 

circumstances.  Either that evidence should be excluded from consideration at the hearing or 

the decision should be deferred until such time that any protestants can review the evidence 

and provide an appropriate rebuttal. 

 

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 and AT&T as of 10/3/2022.  In particular, T-Mobile reports their own coverage, post 

the 5G upgrade at the Anne Arundel County Police Academy, to be quite good in this 

area.  Our own experience with T-Mobile substantiates this.  We live in the low lying area 

immediately west of the proposed site.  We used to experience dropped calls on T-Mobile from 

upstairs rooms and even outdoors.  We can now make calls from inner rooms of our 

basement.  Our observed signal to noise ratio (SNR) from the tower at the police academy is 

exceptional.  Part of this is due to the fact that different bands were used on this installation 

than previous ones.  It is our conclusion that the practice of continually reusing the same 

bands on multiple nearby towers was adversely affecting the noise level and that was perhaps 

the single biggest factor in dropped calls.  The appearance is that they were actually 

interfering with themselves.   

 

Additional coverage maps for each of the carriers were obtained from the Federal 

Communications Commission (FCC) and they also refute the claims of poor coverage made by 

the applicant.    



T-Mobile 4G coverage map, source T-Mobile:  

 

 
 

T-Mobile 5G coverage map, source T-Mobile: 

 

 
 

  



AT&T coverage map, source AT&T:  

 

 
 

  
  

      (9)   The applicant has presented sufficient evidence that the use will meet and be able to 

maintain adherence to the criteria for the specific use; 

 

Comment:  None 
  

      (10)   The application will conform to the critical area criteria for sites located in the critical 

area; and 

 

Comment:  None 
  

      (11)   The administrative site plan demonstrates the applicant's ability to comply with the 

requirements of the Landscape Manual. 

 

Comment:  None 
  

   (b)   Phasing of development. If phasing of development is proposed for a use allowed by 

special exception and the Planning and Zoning Officer has approved a plan for phasing of 

development, the Administrative Hearing Officer may allow phasing pursuant to the approved 

plan as a condition of special exception approval. 

 

Comment:  None 
 




