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THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
MCPB
Item # 6
9/12/2002

MEMORANDUM

DATE:
TO:
VIA:
FROM:

REVIEW TYPE:

APPLYING FOR:

APPLICANTS:

CASE NUMBER:

REVIEW BASIS:

ZONE:
LOCATION:
MASTER PLAN:

PLANNING BOARD:

FILING DATE:

PUBLIC HEARING:

September 13, 2002

Office of Zoning and Administrative Hearings

John Carter, Chief, Community-Based Planning D1v181on.m
Judy Daniel, Team Leader, Rural Team

Nkosi Yearwood, Community-Based Planning DivisionNéﬂ

Special Exception
Telecommunications Facility
Sprint PCS and Robert Beall
S-2495

Chapter 59, Zoning Ordinance

RDT

13201 Lewisdale Road

Preservation of Agricultural and Rural Open Space (1980)
September 19, 2002

October 30, 2001

October 4, 2002 before the Hearing Examiner

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL with the following conditions:

1.. The applicants, including owner of the suchct property are bound by all

submitted statements and plans.

2. The applicant must submit a revise site plan illustrating a new access path that -
goes behind the existing garage and avoids all existing trees.

3. The applicant must provide a board-on-board fence, eight feet in height, that
surrounds the support structures.
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4. The applicant must submit a final Natural Resources Inventory/Forest Stand
Delineation (NRIFSD) to Environmental Planning staff prior to issuance of
building permits/and or sedimentation and erosion control permits. The final
NRVFSD must indicate all property boundaries and the new access path to the
enclosed area.

5. Compliance with Department of Permitting Service requirements for stormwater

management and sediment erosion control, prior to the issuance of building
permits and/or sediment and erosion control permits.

6. All future telecommunications providers must utilize low-profile antennas.

7. The telecommunications facility must be removed, at the cost of the applicant,
when the telecommunication facility is no longer in use by any
telecommunication carrier.

Proposal Description

Sprint PCS has requested a special exception for a telecommunications facility
located at 13201 Lewisdale Road in Clarksburg. The applicants propose to construct and
operate a 193-foot monopole with three telecommunications antennas and other
unmanned, self-contained equipment cabinets within an enclosed area. The goal of the
petition is to meet coverage objectives along Clarksburg Road and the surrounding area.

Site Description

The subject site is identified as Parcel P700 and is zoned RDT (Rural Density
Transfer). The subject site, known as the Beall farm, is approximately 75 acres in size,
and the applicant will lease a 3600 square foot area for the proposed telecommunications
facility. There are two existing barns, a single-family detached dwelling, a detached
garage, a shed and livestock on the subject property. Most of the subject property is
developed with croplands.

Roads surrounding the subject include Lewisdale Road to the south, Clarksburg
Road to the east, and Prices Distillery Road. Access to the site and the proposed
telecommunications facility is from Lewisdale Road.

Neighborhood Description — " v DIV

Agricultura] and some residential uses are the primary land uses surrounding the
subject site. North of the subject site are agricultural uses, including farms in the RDT
(Rural Density Transfer) zone and east of the site are residential dwellings in the R-200
zone at the intersection of Prices Distillery Road and Clarksburg Road. At the
intersection of Rudale Drive and Lewisdale Road are single-family dwellings in the RDT

zone. Land to the immediate south and west of the subject site is in the RDT zone and the




Frederick County and Montgomery County boundaries are further north of the subject
site. Little Bennett Regional Park is further south of Lewisdale Road. A major home
occupation (SE-188) and an accessory apartment (S-2119) are the approved special
exceptions in the surrounding area.

Elements of Proposal

Sprint PCS, a telecommunications provider, proposes a telecommunications
facility with the following elements:

A monopole that is 193 feet in height

Three antennas and related coaxial cables

Six equipment cabinets on a 10 feet by 20 feet concrete pad
An eight-foot high board-on-board fence that surrounds the
telecommunications compound

The proposed telecommunications facility will be housed in an enclosed gravel
area that includes six cabinets, each approximately six feet in height, three feet in width,
and three feet in depth. Space is available in the enclosed area to accommodate additional
telecommunications providers’ support equipment. Due to the proposed fence, the
supporting equipment will not be visible from adjoining properties. No lights are
proposed for the monopole since it is less than 200 feet and the Federal Aviation
Authority (FAA) only requires lights on monopoles that are higher than 200 feet.

Backgrougd

The Tower Committee has reviewed the subject petition and recommends its
approval (See attachment for Tower Committee recommendation). The attached
recommendation from the Tower Committee coordinator details the technical and
engineering merits of the proposal, including details about height and location
alternatives. Further, the applicant has submitted telecommunications coverage maps,
which illustrate a “gap” in coverage, and a simulation of the proposed monopole on the
subject site (See attachment Jor before and after coverage maps and photo simulation
photos).

The applicant has had extensive discussions with surrounding property owners,
which has produced the new location for the proposed monopole. During the course of
the special exception review, the applicant has moved the location of the
telecommunications facility-from 12900 Prices Distillery Road to 13201 Lewisdale Road.
The new: location requires the applicant to increase the height of the monopole from 150
feet to 193 feet because of changes in the topography. The additional height will meet the

applicant’s coverage needs for adequate service.

Instead of the installation of six or nine antennas, two to three per sector on a.
triangular platform, which is commonly used for monopoles, the applicant will utilize a
low profile installation that uses three antennas mounted close to the pole.
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Master Plan

The proposed facility is located in the Preservation of Agriculture and Rural Open
Space planning area. The Approved and Adopted 1980 Preservation of Agriculture and
Rural Open Space Master Plan is silent on special exceptions and telecommunications
facilities. The Master Plan promotes agriculture and rural open space as the primary land
use for land within the planning area and is reinforced by the RDT zone. The proposed
telecommunications use will not alter the existing farm or other agriculture uses
surrounding the subject site. Further, the owner of the property will financially benefit
from the monopole, which could assist in further maintaining the existing farm (See
attachment for Agricultural Advisory letter). Therefore, the proposed petition is
consistent with the Master Plan.

Inherent/non-inherent issues

Inherent and non-inherent adverse effects of a special exception use must be
considered on nearby properties and the general neighborhood at the proposed location.
Section 59-G-1.2.1 of the Zoning Ordinance states:

Inherent adverse effects are the physical and operational characteristics
necessarily associated with the particular use, regardless of its physical
size or scale of operations. Inherent adverse effects alone arenota
sufficient basis for denial of a special exception. Non-inherent adverse
effects are physical and operational characteristics not necessarily
associated with the particular use, or adverse effects created by unusual

" characteristics of the site. Non-inherent adverse effects, alone or in
conjunction with the inherent effects, are a sufficient basis to deny a
special exception.”

First, there must be a determination of the general neighborhood affected by the
proposed use. The general neighborhood for the proposed use consists of properties
located in an area bounded by Lewisdale Road to the south, Clarksburg Road to the east,
Prices Distillery Road to the north and Haines Road to the west. Agricultural uses are the
primary uses that comprise the neighborhood in the RDT zone along with some single-
family dwellings.

When reviewing inherent and non-inherent adverse effects, it is recommended
that seven physical operating effects be considered: size, scale, scope, light, noise, traffic,
and environment. Every special exception has some or all of these effects in varying
degrees.

The primary physical characteristic of a telecommunications facility is its size,
scale and shape. Other physical characteristics include equipment cabinets in an enclosed
area and antennas on the monopole. Operational characteristics for a telecommunications
facility are limited to periodic visits by telecommunications staff and its unmanned



nature. There are no noise, traffic and environmental issues related to the proposed use.
No lights are proposed for telecommunications facility.

The applicant will mitigate the non-inherent visual impact of the monopole by
providing a substantial setback from nei ghboring properties, screening the enclosed
compound with a board-on-board fence and painting the monopole in an appropriate
color. The monopole is more than 1000 feet from the nearest single-family dwelling,
Additionally, the existing trees, which are approximately S0 feet in height, will screen a
portion of the monopole.

At the previous site, 12900 Prices Distillery Road, which is immediately to the
east of the subject, the monopole was 150 feet. The increase in height for the subject site
is necessary to accommodate topographical changes and to provide sufficient cellular
coverage to the surrounding area. The staff does not find any non-inherent effects of
height or operational characteristics that would require a denial of the applicant’s
petition.

Historic Preservation

Lewisdale Historic District, which is located at the intersection of Prices Distillery
Road and Clarksburg Road, is on Montgomery’s County Locational Atlas for Historic
Places (#10/26). Historic Preservation staff and Maryland Historical Trust staff has both
noted that the applicant’s petition will not have an adverse effect on historic properties
(See attachment for Maryland Historical Trust letter).

Environment

The applicant must submit a final Natural Resources Inventory/Forest Stand
Delineation (NRI/FSD) for the subject site that indicates all surrounding property
boundaries and avoids any clearing of existing trees. There is a stand of existing trees to
the immediate south of the proposed enclosed area of the monopole. Staff has informed
the applicant to move the proposed access road to away from its current position. Instead,
the access road should connect from behind the existing garage to the existing asphalt
road. There are no other environmental issues with this special exception request.

Transportation

The proposed telecommunication facility will generate minimal traffic to the
telecommunications facility. Traffic to the subject use will only occur during
maintenance of the facility. A monopole is an unmanned facility. Therefore, a traffic
study or statement is not required in conjunction with the special exception request.

Community Concern

The applicant has held several meetings with surrounding property owners,
including April 9, 2002 with the People’s Counsel and staff from the Tower Committee,

7



Some surrounding property owners have worked with the applicant to move the location
of the monopole approximately .3 miles from the original site to the current site. Further,
property owners have signed a letter indicating their support for telecommunications
facility at its current location, Other property owners are in opposition to the petition
because it is in appropriate for an agricultural area and is not necessary for the
surrounding area (See attachment for supporting letter with property owners’ signatures
and opposing letter)

Compliance with Specific and General Special Exception Provisions

Staff has reviewed the application for compliance with all applicable special
exception provisions and finds the following:

Sec.59-G-2.42. Public utility buildings, public utility structures and
telecommunication facilities.

(2) A public utility building or public utility structure, not otherwise permitted,
may be allowed by special exception. The findings of this subsection (2) do not apply to
electric power transmission or distribution lines carrying in excess of 69,000 volts, which
are regulated by subsection (f) below. For other buildings or structures regulated by this
section, the Board must make the following findings:

(1)  The proposed building or structure at the location selected is
necessary for public convenience and service.

The proposed telecommunications Jacility will expand and provide
improved cellular coverage, including quality of reception and
transmission of phone calls for the public.

(2) The proposed building or structure at the location selected will not
endanger the health and safety of workers and residents in the
community and will not substantially impair or prove detrimental to
neighboring properties. ‘

The monopole will be constructed in accordance to all applicable
safety standards. Further, given the nature of the use, the proposal
expansion will not endanger the health and safety of residents in the
community. '

(b) Public utility buildings in any permitted residential zone, shall, whenever
“practicable, have the exterior appearance of residential buildings and shall have
suitable landscaping, screen planting and fencing, wherever deemed necessary by
the Board.

A wooden fence will screen the enclosed area Jor the monopole
and the monopole will be painted.



(c) Reserved

(d) Any proposed broadcasting tower shall have a setback of one foot from all
property lines for every foot of height of the tower; provided, that any
broadcasting tower lawfully existing on September 1, 1970, shall be exempt
from the setback limitations imposed by this subsection, and may be
continued, structurally altered, reconstructed or enlarged; provided further,
that no structural change, repair, addition, alteration or reconstruction shall
result in increasing the height of such tower above the then existing
structurally designed height.

The above provision is for a broadcasting tower and not for a
telecommunications facility.

(¢) Examples of public utility buildings and structures for which special
exceptions are required under this section are buildings and structures for the
occupancy, use, support or housing of switching equipment, regulators, stationary
transformers and other such devices for supplying electric service; telephone
offices; railroad, bus, trolley, air and boat passengers stations; radio or television
transmitter towers and stations; telecommunication facilities; above ground
pipelines. Additional standards for telecommunication facilities are found in
subsection (j).

Not applicable.

(f)  The provisions of Section 59-G-1 .21(a) shall not apply to this subsection. In
any residential zone, overhead electrical power and energy transmission and
distribution lines carrying in excess of 69,000 volts, where the board finds:

Not applicable.

(1)  The proposed use does not have an unduly adverse effect on the
general plan for the physical development of the district as embodied in
this Chapter and in any master plan or portion thereof adopted by the
Commission;

(2):. - The proposed, use will not affect adversely the health and safety of
residents or workers in the area; - S L

(3)  There is a public necessity for the proposed building, structure or
facility at the location selected; and

(4)  The proposed use will have the least possible detrimental effect to
the use or development of adjacent properties or the general
neighborhood.
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In making such findings, the Board shall consider the following factors, and such
other factors as the Board may find to be necessary or important to effectuate its review:

a.

Points at which the proposed line crosses heavily traveled

highways or streets, or other arteries of transportation, either
existing or proposed;

b.

Not applicable.

Proximity of the line to schools, churches, theaters, clubs,

museums, fair grounds or other places of assembly, either existing
or proposed;

h.

This provision and none of the other provisions listed
below does not apply for telecommunications Jacilities.

The amount and probability of low-level flying over the line
and nearness of the line to airports and/or heliports, either
existing or proposed;

Any fire hazard or interference with fire fighting equipment
due to the location and construction of the proposed line;

Proximity of the line to public parks and recreational areas,
either existing or proposed;

Effect upon property values of those who will not be
compensated for a taking under the laws of the state;

The effect upon environmental quality and ecological balance
of protected watersheds, planned open space between
corridors of development and green belt areas surrounding
satellite community development; and

Proximity of the line to historic sites and structures.

(g) In addition to the authority granted by Section 59-G-1.22, the Board may attach to
any grant-of a-special exception under this section ether conditions that it may deem
- necessaryto protect the public health, safety or general welfare:——- '

Not applicable.

(h)  Petitions for special exception under this section may be filed on project basis.

Not applicable.



() A petitioner under this section shall be considered an interested person for purposes
of filing a request for a special exception if he states in writing under oath that he has made
a bona fide effort to obtain a contractual interest in the subject property for a valid
consideration without success, and that he intends to continue negotiations to obtain the
required interest or in the alternative to file condemnation proceedings should the special
exception be granted.

Not applicable.
(G) Any telecommunication facility must satisfy the following standards:

(1)  The minimum parcel or lot area must be sufficient to accommodate the
location requirements for the Support structure under paragraph (2), excluding the
antenna(s), but not less than the lot area required in the zone. The location
requirement is measured from the base of the Support structure to the property
line. The Board of Appeals may reduce the location requirement to not less than
the building setback of the applicable zone if the applicant requests a reduction
and evidence indicates that a support structure can be located on the property in a

~ less visually unobtrusive location after considering the height of the structure,
topography, existing vegetation, adjoining and nearby residential properties, if
any and visibility from the street.

The subject site is more than 75 acres in size and is large enough to
accommodate the subject use. The owner of the property and Sprint PCS are
co-applicants with this petition.

(2) A support structure must be located as follows:

a.  In agricultural and residential zones, a distance of one foot from
property line for every foot of height of the support structure.

The telecommunications Jacility is located more than 488 feet to
northern property line, approximately 905 feet to the eastern
property line along Clarksburg Road, approximately 897 to
northern property line along Lewisdale Road and more than | 200
to the western property line.

- b.  In commercial and industrial zones, a distance of one-half foot from
property line for every foot of height of the support structure from a
property line separating the subject site from commercial or industrial
zoned properties, and one foot for every foot of height of the support
structure from residential or agricultural zoned properties.

Not applicable.




. These location requirements apply to perimeter lot lines and not to
interior lot lines.

(3) A freestanding support structure must be constructed to hold no less than 3
telecommunication carriers. The Board may approve a support structure holding less than
3 telecommunication carriers if: 1) requested by the applicant and a determination is
made that collocation at the site is not essential to the public interest; and 2) the Board
decides that construction of a lower support structure with fewer telecommunication
carriers will promote community compatibility.

The proposed telecommunication facility will could accommodate two
additional telecommunications providers.

(4) No signs or illumination are permitted on the antennas or support structure
unless required by the Federal Communications Commission, the Federal Aviation
Administration, or the County.

Not applicable. The proposed height of the monopole will not require any
action from the FAA since the proposed height is 193 feet.

(5) Every freestanding support structure must be removed at the cost of the
applicant when the telecommunication facility is no longer in use by any
telecommunication carrier.

The applicant has agreed to this provision.
Sec. 59-G-1.2. Conditions for granting.

59-G-1.21. General conditions.

(@ A special exception may be granted when the Board, the Hearing
Examiner, or the District Council, as the case may be, finds from a
preponderance of the evidence of record that the proposed use:

(1)  Isapermissible sbecial exception in the zone.

The proposed special exception is permissible in the RDT zone.

(2)  Complies with the standards and requirements set forth for the use
in Division 59-G-2. The fact that a proposed use complies with all
specific standards and requirements to- grant a special exception
does not create a presumption that the use is compatible with

nearby properties and, in itself, is not sufficient to require a special
exception to be granted.
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(€)

(4)

©)

(6)

The proposed telecommunications Jacility complies with the
standards and requirements for a telecommunications Jacility,
Section 59-G-2.42.

Will be consistent with the general plan for the physical
development of the District, including any master plan thereof
adopted by the Commission. Any decision to grant or deny special
exception must be consistent with an recommendation in an
approved and adopted master plan regarding the appropriateness of
s special exception at a particular location. If the Planning Board
or the Board’s technical staff in its report on a special exception
concludes that the granting a particular special exception at a
particular location would be inconsistent with the land use
objectives of the applicable master plan, a decision to grant the
special exception must include specific findings as to master plan
consistency.

The proposed petition is consistent with the 1980 Agricultural and
Rural Open Space Master Plan.

Will be in harmony with the general character of the neighborhood
considering population density, design, scale and bulk of any
proposed new structures, intensity and character of activity, traffic
and parking conditions and number of similar uses.

An inherent feature of a free standing telecommunications Jacility
is its height and scale and the proposed height has increased
because of topographical changes and the need to provide
adequate cellular coverage for the surrounding area.
Furthermore, the general character of the neighborhood is
primarily agricultural with farms, large barns and silos. The
proposed use is not intense and creates no parking or traffic
conditions, besides periodic technical maintenance.

Will not be detrimental to the use, peaceful enjoyment, economic
value or development of surrounding properties or the general
neighborhood at the subject site irrespective of any adverse effects
the use might have if established elsewhere in the zone.

The proposed petition will not have a detrimental effect for any of
these reasons. The applicant has submitted real estate appraisal
studies that indicate a telecommunications Jacility will not have a
detrimental effect on Dproperty values.

Will cause no objectionable noise, vibrations, fumes, odors, dust,
illumination, glare, or physical activity at the subject site,
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(7)

®

®

irrespective of any adverse effects the use might have if established
elsewhere in the zone.

The proposed telecommunications facility will not cause any
adverse effects with respect to the reasons above. Physical activity
will only increase at the site during periodic maintenance
upgrades by telecommunications personnel.

Will not, when evaluated in conjunction with existing and
approved special exceptions in any neighboring one-family
residential area, increase the number, intensity, or scope of special
exception uses sufficiently to affect the area adversely or alter the
predominantly residential nature of the area. Special exception
uses that are consistent with the recommendations of a master or
sector plan do not alter the nature of an area.

The requested petition will not increase the number, intensity and
scope of approved special exceptions in any neighboring one-
Jamily residential area.

Will not adversely affect the health, safety, security, morals or
general welfare of residents, visitors or workers in the area at the
subject site, irrespective on any adverse effects the use might have
if established elsewhere in the zone.

The proposed special exception will not cause any of these effects.

Will be served by adequate public services and facilities including
schools, police and fire protection, water, sanitary sewer, public
roads, storm drainage and other public facilities.

Not applicable to the subject petition.

() If the special exception use requires approval of a
preliminary plan of subdivision, the adequacy of public
facilities must be determined by the Planning Board at the
time of subdivision review. In that case, subdivision
approval must be included as a condition of the special
exception.

A preliminary plan is not required for the subject petition;
therefore, this provision is not required.

(i)  With regard to findings relating to public roads, the Board,

the Hearing Examiner or the District Council, as the case
may be, must further determine that the proposal will have
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no detrimental effect on the safety of vehicular or

pedestrian traffic.

The proposed special exception will not have a detrimental
effect on pedestrian safety and vehicular traffic.

Conclusion

Based upon the review of the proposed special exception, staff finds that the
petition meets all of the specific and general standards for a telecommunications facility.
Subsequently, staff recommends approval of the special exception with the conditions

listed at the beginning of this report

Attachmepts

Vicinity Map

Zoning Map

Site Plan

Compound and Equipment Layout
Monopole Elevation

Proposed monopole simulation photos
Coverage Maps

-Without Monopole

-With Monopole

Tower Committee Recommendation
Citizens Letter of Support

Property Owner’s Letter as Co-applicant

Montgomery County Agricultural Advisory ( Comm1ttee Letter o

Maryland Historical Trust Letter
Letter and signatures in opposition

A-1
A-2
A-3
A-4
A-5
A-6

A-7 (a)
A-7(b)

A-9
A-10
A-11

A-13

13






VICINITY MAP FOR

S-2495

Subject Site

XN

v,
0,

VA
o»ﬂoo«
o

403

(
o
% ¢A¢

LA
MAYY),

0\5._55,

)

<
N
x)

N

A

NS

G

5

AR

AR 4\

W
Y

- 237NW13

te located on base sheet no

:21PM | Si

0, 2002 at 2

Map compiled on September 1

NOTICE

Prodh from the M
and may not be co,

PP
g’

based on

information shown on this map is

phic

County Department of Park and Planni

d Map

nning

The planimetric, property, and topogra)

Key Map

or

Col

M-NCPPC.

the Maryland -National Capital Park and Pla

of

reproduced without written permission

:14400 scale aerial photography using sterea photogrammetric methods.

topography created from aerial photography and should not be interpreted as

from 1;
riety of data sources, and may not reflect the most current conditions in an)

adjusting the property lines
i g were ed

Property lines are compiled by
actual field surveys. Plani

may not be
may not be the

y one location and
is map, other than for

Use of th

ir true location. This map
ly updated.

is continuous|
Copyright 1998

is not ded

completaly accurate or up to date. All map features are approximately within five feet of thei

same as a map of the same area plotted at an earlier time as the data

This map is created from a val

/

MONTGOMERY COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PARK AND PLANNING

THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

8787 Gasrgia Avanne - Siver Spring, Maryland 200003760

7200

1

™






_ P - . - -

- mh-wmm*w«whnmnm 3/31/23 237 NW |3
..ﬁ*-b-&qﬁa-ﬂfnmm“ N
Such



e

5;5?55 gg 8=

MAOTIE
WMOL
40 SYLYN TW o1 1D

> w0 §
N wnos0d
O e
o

TR Gemevi 3y

e o — ——— —
Ll




v



g%

#mnkh.-E

199-0°

14

PROPOSED 195'=0" MOXOACLE~ -~ “\




MIIATVII3V
$£802 AN ‘D¥NESHYVID
avod 31vasim3an Lozel
ST1vag

VCSO0XPSVM :3LIS







o e T R
e ¥ il

r",.za., ‘.,
,!34~A
s A

TI0ONOW 61 LNINdS 03S0dOYd







Nl
[R

»

JT0ONON £61 LNIYdS 03SOd0ONd







RN ’ . . W DR e e . ; AR g e e T T .
S . B . ! : e . 3 oty " B ey EECTERRE Ay | JEoNey
ST IR T S e S e G N . ) N T L
. él,la.obxﬂua.\v:.& ta8 " 3 . . . .
oy ATy AT

R vy

o o

A,
e

F10dONOW £61 LNIYdS d3SOd0O¥d : : , .,1.!'.1.:,;_..5.,{..,

o
e R I







F10dONOW £61 LNIYdS d3SOd0¥d




wgpge- :18A87 uequn asuag
wgpo6- :T8A87 uequn
wgpse- :19A@7 uequngns
wapoot- :T8A@7 (AMH uQ) Teuny
wgpGotT~ :T8A87 (umol UuI) (euny
abeuano)
satuepunog A3unod e
peod” AURPUOIBS =~
peoH AuBWT Ud ===
peoy pooyJoqybteN —
pROoY 6UT3O8UUDD =
aJdnjesad peoyd uayio -
000GZ 7 :8t1eds
‘20,87 BE 3@ M,0°67.97 L£ :Buom aJjua)

02S8IXPSYM LNOHLIM
€00c 07 80 :8F B8F INM nuL

OUI [RUOT3IRUUBIUI 9JeM3IJ$0S yjedeispn
8°2A 13NV

() L-V







wapPsS6- :18Ad7 uequngng

N
wgpootT- :I8A@7 (AMH uQ) [euny !
wgpsot - 8A87 (umol uI) teuny
abeuano)
s8tJepunog A3IUNOCYH wm
peoy  AURPUOIIS =
PROH AJRUT UG s
Peoy pooyJdoqybtaN —
PROH BUTIDBUUDD ==
000SZ 7 :@1e2§
'e0.87 6E 37 M,0°6F,9F £ :Buom aujua)

wgpse- :1aA@7 uequn asuag
WEPO6~ :198A87 uequn

14E67 @ QSS9IXPSYM HLIM
€002 10:2S:F 8F INQ nyy

Ul TRUOTIRUJIRIUI BJeM3JOS Y3zedelap
8°2A 13NVd

()%







L
Sep 0S5 02 11:27a columbia telecom corp 4108646478

MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND
TOWER COORDINATOR ’
RECOMMENDATION

APPLICATION NUMBER: 200201-01 DATE: 21 January 2002

REVISED July 12, 2002
Application Information:
Applicant: Sprint PCS
Description: Attach nine three antennas at the 150* 193" level on a new 450 193' |
monopole to be constructed.
Site Location: Beall Farm

12900 Prices Distllery Rond 13201 Lewisdale Road, Clarksburg |

Property Owner: Rudell Beall & Sons, Inc.

Classification in accordance with Zoning Ordinance: RDT
Private Property: [X] By right: [] Special Exception:[X]
Public Property: O By right: [] Special Exception:[]
Mandatory Referral: []

Impact on land-owning agency: N/A

Existing or future public safety telecommunications facilities and plans: None

Co-location options: There are no existing tall structures nearby either the original site or the
new site (see photo # 7) that could support Sprint's antennas (See photos 2 to 5) except for two silos,
which appear to be too short to be capable of providing the desired coverage, and two Allegheny
Power utility poles at what appeared to be higher ground elevations than the proposed site (see
photos 6 and 12).

We asked Sprint to consider replacing the existing Allegheny Power transmission line 50' poles with
poles somewhat taller. Although Allcgheny Power was interested in this option, Sprint submitted RF
contours which showed that the replacement poles, despite the higher ground, would not provide
signal coverage needed to meet all of Sprints service objectives. Or, if used, antennas on a pole of
even 90' in height would most likely create a need for additional antenna sites in the area.
Replacement poles capable of placing antennas at appropriate elevations to provide the desired
coverage, would most likely be just as obtrusive as the proposed tower, and given the higher ground
elevation of the Allegheny pole at the new site, it could perhaps be visible from a greater number of

homes in the area.

We checked other carriers’ confidential annual plans to see if any listed this as an area planned for
service. We found that three carriers planned sites near this location. One has plans for a site 1.8
miles east of the proposed Beall Farm location, one plans for a site 2.6 miles south, and one plans for
a site 2 miles to the northeast.

As illustrated on the latest design plans, this monopole can accommodate up to 2 additional carriers
with antennas also mounted in a threc antenna flush mount configuration. We presume that all other
attachments to the monopole will be limited to the three antenna configuration, also. Since the flush
mounting limits the number of antennas, it may not present as great an opportunity for others to co-
locate at the site” But, depending on the other carriers system designs and service needs, this may be
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an opportunity for co-location.

Implications to surrounding area: In November 2001, prior to Sprint filing its TTFCG
application, we began receiving calls from residents of this community about this monopole. Some
callers knew about the tower because they had secn tests being conducted, others had seen the
Special Exception sign (Special Exception #2495 was filed October 30, 2001). Callers expressed
objection to a tower, stating that it would ruin the scenic views from their homes in what they said
was a historical and agricultural preservation area. '

The TTFCG application was not received until January 21, 2002. On January 22, we conducted an
initial site visit and, coincidentally, met with two residents who had called to complain. They asked
about an opportunity for public input and explained how the tower would ruin their view of the farm
across the valley from their home (see attached photo #1). The site is an area of low rolling hills
with farms and residences. This monopole, once erected, will be plainly visible to the surrounding

homes.

Mr. Critzer, a resident who was referred to us by the Chair of the TTFCG, Jane Lawton, reported that
he represented a number of neighbors that had held a meeting with Mr. Beall, the property owner.
M. Critzer reported that Mr. Beall agreed that another location on a different parcel owned by the
Bealls may be used in lieu of the site proposed. That alternate site is next to wooded parkland, and
the neighbors suggested a tree pole might better conceal the monopole at that location. That
information was provided to Sprint along with a request for Sprint to consider that site in lieu of the
proposed site which the resident group found objectionable. '

On April 9, a second meeting, also arranged by this group of residents, was held at the site to discuss
.| alternative locations for the monopole. In attendance were many neighbors, the property owner, and
Sprint's engineers and its legal and site acquisition team. At the request of Mr. Critzer and Ms.
Lawton, we also attended the meeting along with Amy Rowan, of Ms. Lawton's office, and Martin
Klauber, Peoples Counsel for the County. At the meeting, the Sprint representatives gave a
presentation of the options Sprint considered, the problems with their coverage in that area, and the
accommodations it had made in trying to address the residents’ concerns and minimize the
appearance of the monopole, including lowering the height from 190" to 150' and using just three
antennas, flush mounted instead of the nine antennas attached to a triangular platform as originally

proposed. '

During the meeting, some of the residents expressed a preference for a third site on the Beall
property and Sprint agreed to consider it. Sprint has now performed its analysis and has decided to
pursue use of that alternate site. Some other residents objected to that new location because it was
closer to their homes and more visible to them than the original sitc location. So, even though Sprint
and some residents (residents from 11 properties signed an approval letter to Sprint) may agree to
this new site for the monopole, there is still a potential for controversy over the siting of this
monopole from other residents or property owners (there is one house under construction which
directly overlooks the site - sec photo #13). T

Attachments: Application, photos, and map illustrating the alternative sites referenced above.

Comments: The initial TTFCG application proposed to install a typical triangular platform array of
antennas atop a 150’ monopole on the highest ground on the farm near the bam, silos, and a cow pen.
On reviewing the Special Exception file, we find that Sprint had originally planned for a 190"
monopole but, according to Sprint’s letter to the Board of Appeals, had decided that a shorter 150’
monapole would meet its coverage requirements because it had activated a new site to the west.

With its TTFCG application, Sprint submitted RF contour maps which showed that there is a need

7
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for coverage for this area that antennas on the proposed monopole would meet. We reviewed the RF
contours and agree with that conclusion.

During our initial site visit on January 22, we identified an existing nearby 50' Allegheny Power pole
at Lewisdale Rd and Prices Distillery Rd (see photo 6) that perhaps could provide the desired
coverage, if replaced with a somewhat taller pole. On February 5, after reviewing information from
Allegheny Power about its existing power pole for use by Sprint, we asked Sprint to provide RF
contours for a 120', 90", and 60’ pole at the Allegheny site. We also asked for RF contours from the
monopole as originally proposed at 120, 90", and 60’ elevations, and the results from any drive tests
or balloon tests already performed by Sprint. We asked for RF contours from the alternative site
near the parkland proposed by some residents as well.

In its reply on March 25, Sprint provided drive test results for the proposed site at 150" which
verified the results from the computer model illustrated on the RF contours at the same elevation.
Sprint also provided an RF contour illustrating expected coverage at 120', which Sprint claimed
showed visible reduction in coverage and therefore it did not run RF analysis at the 90' or the 60'
elevation. Based on our review of the RF contours, it appeared to us that there would not be any
significent difference in coverage between antennas at 120" and 150°. We also reviewed the drive test
results for a replacement power pole at 120" and 150', and the RF contours at 150’ at the resident-
suggested location, all of which did not appear to provide as good coverage as a 150' or 120'
monopole at its proposed location on the farm.

At the time of an April 9 meeting with the residents at the site, we were informed by Sprint that it
now proposed only three flush mounted antennas in a “low profile” design, and there would not be
any lights on the monopole. Sprint noted that it would be giving up some of its coverage and receive
diversity for this location in making the antenna changes. Receive diversity means that by utilizing
multiple “diverse” antennas for each of the three sectors of coverage, the radio base station will be
able to select the best signal by comparing the signal strength of different antennas. The equipment
then selects the strongest signal in order to provide the better reception from the cell phones. With
just one antenna per sector, this “receive diversity” cannot be accomplished, so the service may not

be as good as it might be for some callers.

At the April 9 meeting, some residents asked Sprint to consider another alternative location on an
adjacent Beall property off Lewisdale Road (see photos 7, 8 -11, and 13 -14), and for us to review
-the RF contours and drive test results Sprint had on display during the meeting. The Sprint engineers
agreed to provide us with copies of what they showed the residents, and also agreed to consider the
alternative location. The Sprint engineers commented that because of the obviously lower ground
elevation of the proposed new location, the monopole would most likely have to be taller, perhaps up
to 190" high. At the meeting, we asked Sprint’s engineers to run RF contours at 190", 160' and 140’
above ground from the new location to document the need for the increased height. We also asked
| them to consider use of another existing Allegheny Power pole nearer the new location on Lewisdale
Road at Rudale Rd., which is on higher ground than the new location. The engineers agreed to do

that.

On May 2, in follow-up to a telephone convesation with Sprint’s representatives to discuss the status
of the results from the April 9 meeting, we sent Sprint a list of what information we expected to

receive with the revised application.

On July 12, Sprint submitted a request to modify its application to install a 193" monopole at the
altcrnative location suggested by some of the residents. With its request to revise the application,
Sprint attached drive tests only (no RF contour maps were included) for the new location at 190’ and

120’ from two adjacent sites in Frederick County. Sprint noted, however, that it did not believe it
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was within the TTFCG’s authority to request information about coverage from sites outside
Montgomery County.

The drive test results showed that at both 190' and 120", there were some areas receiving slightly
weaker coverage as compared to the original location at 150". Also enclosed with the letter revising
its application, was a copy of a new site plan and an elevation drawing showing the antennas
extending 5' above the top of the monopole, topping out at 198" high. Sprint also provided some
answers to our list of questions from May 2.

Missing from the July 12 submission were copies of the RF contours maps for the new location at
190, 160", and 140’ to justify the new height, which we had requested at the on-sitc meeting in April,
and again in May. Also, the Allegheny pole Sprint looked at was the wrong pole. In addition, we
noticed that part of Sprint’s justification for the height was to provide coverage to areas to the east
which Sprint had not previously mentioned as part of its desired coverage area. Those areas are
along Bethesda Church Road and Haines Road.

On July 19, we requested the missing information and, considering the new coverage areas, we asked
for drive test results, if available, from another adjacent site in Frederick County which Sprint had
shown on its first sct of RF contour maps submitted with its application. Sprint did not provide the
drive test results because according to Sprint it was in Frederick County and also because the final

site had not been selected.

On July 22, we received the RF contours for the new location at the 193 and the 160 level. Based
on our review of the RF contour maps, it appeared that coverage from antennas at 160" is, with a few
minor exceptions that we concluded covered from other Sprint sites, as good as that from antennas at

190 feet.

We also did a comparison of the RF contours between the new proposed location at 160' and the
original location at 120 feet. In this analysis, we found that it appeared that either location will be

able to provide about the same coverage. '

Sprint, in reconsidering the correct Allegheny power pole, assumed it would be replaced with
another tall monopole and concluded that there wasn’t enough ground space for co-locators’
equipment sheds at the power pole. We asked again about the possibility of attaching only Sprint’s
antennas to a 90’ pole replacing the existing 50' power pole.

On July 25, we received the RF contours for the replacement power pole at 90". Sprint concluded
that the location of the pole and at a 90" height would result in substantially diminished and
unreliable coverage to certain areas. Based on our analysis of the RF contours for this location, we
agree that it appears that use of a 90' replacement pole will result in weaker coverage to the

northeast.

On August 20th, we met with Sprint's engineer to discuss our findings. Sprint presented the drive
test results from the additional Frederick County site as we requested earlier, as well as reviewed its
detailcd analysis of the present location. Based on our review of all the RF contours and drive test
results for the new site and its adjacent sites (active and proposed), we conclude that antennas at
approximately 190' (as presently proposed) are needed to provide service close to that which Sprint
desires for this area. Antennas at a lower height would most likely result in a need for a second
antenna location to properly serve the areas to the northeast of the proposed site.

Additionally, when compared to the original site, this coverage is not quite as good. The main

7
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reason for the need for a higher facility at the new site is that the ground elevation is lower there and
the antennas are farther away from the highest ground level, causing a fall-off in signal coverage on
the other side of the hill from the tower at its present location - a "shadowing" effect. We conclude
that Sprint makes a convincing case for coverage in this area and that a new tower is necessary to
providc scrvicc.

This recommendation is conditioned on granting of a Special Exception for the new location and the
new monopole and antenna configuration, and construction of the monopole.

Tower Coordinator Recommendation: = Recommended: I
Not recommended:

Z%LMMEEZ’Z‘L J/ﬂ;/o_z

Signature Date
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1 Case No. S-2495 A-9
12930 Prices Distillery Road
Clarksburg, MD 2087)
July 22, 2002

Katherine Freeman

Executive Secretary to the Board

Montgomery County Board of Appeals
Steila B. Wemcr Council Office Building
100 Maryland Ave.

Rockville, MD 20850

Case No. $-2495

Dear Ms. Freeman:

As zdjacent and adjoining property owners to the Beall Farm, we support the proposed
location for the SprintPCS Telecommunications Monopole Facility to be located ou
Robert Beall’s farm in Clarksburg, Maryland. Our support follows Sprint’s willingness
to accept the alternative location and design for the pole as detailed in their letter dated
May 24 and as recommended by the community. In further communication from Sprint
on July 2, it was confirmed that no lights would be required or installed on the tower. In
addition, the equipment on the ground will be screened inside an 8’ board on board wood
fence. Mr. Beall will plant right up to the facility which will obscure the fence (letters
enclosed).

Following are the signatures of adjacent and adjoining property owners to the Robert
Beall Farm who support Sprint’s request to the Board of Appeals (case No. S-2495) to
grant an exception and allow the installation of the telecommunication facility.

r

Shelley and Nelson Beall A/ gé’ P gg 12 Z A W

12821 Prices Distillery Road
Clarksburg, MD 20871

- Y SO W
Carole and Paul Bergmann Cpsle 2 O""(

12931 Prices Distillery Road -
' Clarksburg, MD 20871

o~

Leonard Cave
12938 Prices Distillery R TEE VR
Clarksburg, MD 20871 l'-J/' =2 =5 - ﬁig i
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2 Case No. S-2495

Lomraine Schack and Michael Critzer /\< g/(j}«\ /7 t @j

12930 Prices Distillery Road
Clarksburg, MD 20871

Anpette Hismeh
13200 Prices Distillery Road
Clarksburg, MD 20871

Barbara and George Kassler
13040 Priccs Distillery Road
Clarksburg, MD 20871

Barbara and David Kaufman
12941 Prices Distillery Road
Clarksburg, MD 20871

Tim and Chris McDermott
26420 Clarksburg Road
Clarksburg, MD 20871

Elaine and Fran Parrv
. 13025 Prices Distillery Road
Clarksburg, MD 20871

Jennifer and Earl Stephenson ¢
13001 Prices DistilleryRoad =~ . =& 21
Clarksburg, MD 20871 A

Mary Beth and Kim Turska
13026 Prices Distillery Road
Clarksburg, MD 20871
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September S, 2002

The Honorable Donald H. Spence, Jr. :
Chairman, Montgomery County Board of Appeals
Executive Office Building

100 Maryland Avenue

Rockville, MD 20850

Re: Specisl Exception Case No. S$-2495 . Proposed Sprint PCS Monapole,

Beslis F Clarksbu

Dear Mr. Spence:

The property that is the subject of this pending Special Exception petition, as
amended, is owned by Rudell Beall & Sons, Inc. who has entered into a lease agreement
with Sprint PCS for its installation, maintenance, and operation of a wircless
telecommunications monopole facility on the property. As President of Rudell Beall &
Sons, Inc., ] hereby state that we are joining in this Special Exception petition as a co-
applicant with Sprint PCS.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

%ﬁ‘a V5 4

Robert Beall
President, Rudell Beall & Sons, Inc.
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DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT -

Douglas M. Duncan ‘ David W, Edgerley
County Pxecutive’” October 3, 2001 Director
Arthar Halmes, Chairman
MNCPPC
$787 Goorgia Aveane

Sitver Speing MD 20910

Re: Support for Additional Commmiéuﬁoﬁ-l’hm Towers in
the Agriculmral zones

Dear Chainnan Holmes:

The purpose o(4is Iefter is to-submit the Agricultual Advisory Committee's
sapport for additioml communicaion-phone towers in the Agricutrural xones of Moutgomery County,

) mmcmﬁwmmcmcdmobﬂ;phmshmmdmmwuymdqlw
society. All businesses indudingagrlmhurehavcbazﬁmdpuﬂybythismdmnloyum .
decisions are made mstsnaly in the ficld. &uhc:mon,inligwmemdonﬂwtmnwu.
zwl,ﬁheﬁdunlhmmnbﬂephawmcmpmsauiﬁm!mdm@aﬁwhm
emergency personnel, and 31l citicns.

. R is the AAC’s firm belief thar additional communication-phane towers are needed in the
rural and agricultural aress of owr County. The sigml strength from the existing towers is not sufficiont %0
mmanmdanmdameﬁmﬁdumoﬂmmwﬂlm“wkm. Given the increasing~
dcmzndandhmwfmthkmmmiaﬁmmhdoy,hdmﬂdmhwmdmﬁlmdﬁk
Couﬂymmcﬁwﬁwwmmwimﬁmwwmkﬂm‘iﬂw&inmmﬂnmlm

The AAC further sdmowledges that communicaticn-phone towers located on famm
properties does nol represent a negative impact to agricubtural operations as the towers are erected on small
parcels of land usually taking up less than ane acre. The rental income W the property owncr also
mmmkhcmdmandopmmmhy&nmbemwfmdamumm

Inamch;sion,ﬂtMCuwmgslthommyCumythinngtm
&wmdimdddﬁmﬂmmdadon—pbmcmhm:wmhﬂzm
outlined in this lemer. - ’

——— ) kawaorwudmaMavmmmkﬁnnyiummmaﬂdﬁm~
of our country. .

SM.

W;M WM/ JVe

William Willard, Chairman
AbshmassTiack(eng2001)

Agricoltural Services Division

18410 Muonastar Road * Dawood, Maryland 20855 « 3015902823, FAX 301/590-2839




Maryland
Department of
Housing and
Community
Development

Division of Historical and

Cultural Programs

100 Community Place
Crownsville, Maryland 21032

410-514-7600
1-800-756-0119

Fax: 410-987-4071
Maryland Relay for the Deaf:
711 or 1-800-735-2258

http//www.dhed state.md.us

Parris N. Glendening
Governor

Raymond A. Skinner
Secretary

Marge Wolf
Deputy Secretary

OPPORTUMITY
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April 11, 2002

Mr. James S. Meenan 111, Environmental Scientist
Marshall Miller & Associates

3913 IHartzdale Drive, Suitc 1306

Camp Hill, PA 17011

Re: Bealls Proposed Wirelese Facility, Lewisdale Road, MM&A # E66554A
Clarksburg, Montgomery County, MD (Section 106 Review — FCC)

Dear Mr. Meenan:

The Maryland Historical Trust received Marshal] Miller & Associates’ submission
regarding the change in location and height for the previously reviewed Bealls Proposed
Wireless lacility. We have reviewed the project information in accordance with Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and are writing with
our determination of effect.

According to the submission, Sprint PCS is now proposing to install a 190-foot monopole
near the National Register eligible Lewisdale Historic District (M-10-36). Although the
tower is likely visible from many of the contributing resources within the historic district,
it would not significantly diminish the integrity of the district. Therefore, we concur that
the proposed undertaking, at the new location, would still havc no adverse effect to
historic properties.

If you havc questions regarding this malter, please contact Tania Georgiou T ully at 410-
514-7636 or wdly@dhed.state.md.us. The federal preservation requirements for this
undertaking have been fulfilled. Please contact the FCC to determine what procedures to
follow.

Sincerel

!

Elizabeth J. Cole R L
Administrator

Project Review & Compliance

EIC/TGT

200201756

cc: Dan Abeyta, Esq., FCC
Ms. Gwen Marcus Wright, Montgomery County

hocd ﬁ«_"ar. "
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BOARD OF APPEALS
for
MONTGOMERY COUNTY
(240)777-6600

Office of Zoning and Administrative Hearings
Stella B. Werner Council Office Building
100 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, Maryland 20850
(240) 777-6660

Case No. S-2495
(OZAH Referral No. 03-2)

PETITION OF SPRINT PCS/APC REALTY AND EQUIPMENT COMPANY, LLC
NOTICE OF MOTION TO AMEND PETITION T

Please tako notice that James R. Michal, Attorney for Sprint PCS/APC Realty and
Equipment Company, LLC, Petitioner, has, by letter dated August 26, 2002, filed 2 motion
pursuant to Section 59-A-4.24 of the Zoning Ordinance to amend its petition for a special
exception, which was filed pursuant to Section 59-G-2.43 (Public Utility Buildings, Public
Utility Structures and Telecommunications Facilities) of the Zoning Ordinance to permit a
telecommunications facility enclosed in a 60 x 60 foot compound which includes a 150 foot
monopole, 9 panel antennas and six equipment cabinets. The amendment reflects a new location
on the Beall farm for the proposed monopole facility and a resulting necessary increase in the
height of the monopole from the proposed 150 feet to 193 feet. Included with the request are (a)
letter from 20 citizens in support; (b) revised color coverage plots - Ex. 11 (2); (c) revised
drawings — Ex. 7; and (d) revised list of adjoining and confronting property owner information
containing original list and new list based on the New Location.

The Hearing Examiner will take the motion to amend under consideration for a period of
ten days from the date of this notice, until September 9, 2002. The additional exhibits can be
reviewed in the Office of Zoning and Administrative Hearings between the hours of 8:30 am.
and 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. Interested partics who object to the granting of the

+ - motion, or who believe that granting the motion would warrant postponement of the scheduled

hearing date for this matter, are requested to so notify this office in writing no later than
September 9, 2002. This matter is currently scheduled for public hearing before the Hearing
Exeminer on October 4, 2002, in the Davidson Memorial Hearing Room, 2™ Floor, Stella B.
Wemer Council Office Building, 100 Maryland Avenue, Rockville, Maryland, at 9:30 a.m. or as
soon thereafter as this matter can be heard,

Clarksburg, Maryland, in the RDT Zone, (Tex Account No, 00016745).

— The subject property is. Part_of Parcel 500, located at 12900 Prices Distillery Road,

Notices forwarded this 29% day of August, 2002, to;

Sprint PCS/APC Realty and Equipment Company, LLC
James R. Michal, Esquire

Charles W. Thompson, Jr., Esquire, County Attorney
Martin Klauber, Esquire, People’s Counsel
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peClicion AGAINST The REQUEST FOR SPECIAL .
exceprTion OF The zoninGg ORVINATNICE TO PERMIT
A TelecommunliCAtions FACILICY on The new
PROPOSED LOCACION

the Followiing PEOPLE ARE OPPOSED TO ThHE CONSTRUCTION
OF 193 FOOT SPRINT COWIER ON The BEALL FARM: ,
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