












































































































































































In srurunary, Application #98-0272,.01 does not meet the regulations 
governing the Comprehensive Plan for Wifeless Communications in the 
Pinelands as the proposed site is located in a residential area and nrunerous 
alternative existing structures for cell antenna placement have been 
demonstrated. The visual impact as well as possible noise pollution and 
health concerns on the residential area surrounding this proposed 200 foot 
tower will be tremendous. As previously stated, the most suitable site which 
is zoned for a tower of this magnitude is located just 2 miles from proposed 
site #9, outside of the protected area of the Pinelands, in Bell Atlantic 
Mobile's own back yard. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Lynda A. Medvec 

--



The Pinelands Coilllnission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, New Jersey 08064 

Attention: Terrance Moore, Executive Director 

July 24, i 998 

Re: Cellular Telephone Tower Application #98-0272.01 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

I am a resident of Evesham Township, NJ located at 5 Yorkshire Court 
in Little Mill Acres Development. The site for proposed cellular tower #9 
(application #98-0272.01) is located approximately 100 feet from my home. 
The close proximity of a 200 foot tower to my family's home, especially the 
bedroom areas, is quite alarming. I would, therefore, like to voice my 
concern and state reasons why I feel this site does not comply with the 
guidelines set forth in the regulations governing the Comprehensive Plan for 
Wireless Connnunications in the Pinelands. 

According to the criteria for Rural Development areas in Regulation 
#8, new towers are to be located in non-residential zones. The site for 
proposed cell tower #9 and the surrounding areas are zoned Rural 
Development #2. Application #98-0272.01 describes the northern and 
eastern areas adjacent to the site as "residential type development" under 
Existing Site Conditions. Also, secion 4 part 2 refers to "numerous _ 
residential lots" are located in this area. 

According to Regulation #7, utilization of existing structures ml!St be 
demonstrated. Application #98-0272.01 section 3 states that "there is no 
existing structure with the necessary height or structural capacity to be 
expanded to the necessary height for multiple users." I find this statement 
difficult to comprehend. Nunierous existing strucures are located within 2 or 
3 miles of this proposed site. These include three water towers, two of which 
are located in the Kings Grant section of Marlton and one in Berlin, a Sprint 
PCS tower located in Voorhees, Kettle Run Fire Station located on the comer 



of Chestnut and Hopewell Roads as well as numerous electrical towers 
owned by Atlantic Electric. Bell Atlantic Mobile reportedly attempted to 
lease the existing tower at the Kettle Run Fire Station but it was "too 
expensive." I would like to review their cost analysis of leasing an existing 
structure versus building a new structure. Regardless of cost, this 
demonstrates that alternative existing structures are available for placement of 
a cell antenna. 

However, ifBell Atlantic Mobile is focused on constructing a new 
structure in order to recoup costs through leasing to other companies, they did 
not have to look farther than their own back yard. Bell Atlantic Mobile owns 
a 6 acre parcel of land zoned business/industrial located approxin1ately 2 
miles from proposed cell tower #9 on Cooper Road near Route 73 in 
Voorhees Township bordering Berlin and soutl1em Evesham Township. This 
site would service Evesham Township, Medford, Waterford, Berlin, 
Voorhees Township and Berlin Baro as stated in section 1 of Application 
#98-0272.01. 

Section 4 part 1 and 2 of tl1e application have eluded to the fact that a 
dense forest exists south and west of the site which "would completely 
obscure any view of the tower from ... Kettle Run Road." The trees which 
comprise this "dense forest" are deciduous trees, 50 to 60 feet in height, 
which lose their leaves from the end of October until the middle of May. As 
my property runs parallel to the "dense forest" situated west of the proposed 
tower, I can attest to the fact that during late fall, winter and early spring there 
is no "dense canopy" to obscure the view of the tower from travelers along 
Kettle Run Road. 

Section 4 part v of application #98-0272.01 states the proposed site is 
"set back 300 feet from Chestnut Avenue" thereby placing the structure -
approximately 100 feet from my property which is located is a residentfai 
development. The proposed 20 feet wide landscape buffer and 7 foot high 
chain link fence will notminimize the visual impact of a 200 foot tower 
adjacent to a ranch style home. 111e tower will be approximately.140 feet 

· from my sons' bedrooms, who are 9, 11, and 12 years old. There is 
significant controversy concerning potential health risks from living under 
towers. Why place our children, as well as ourselves; in potential jeopardy if 
there are safer alternatives? 



Section 4 part ii states that the two :'y" camps west of the site are 
"located between 750 to 1000 feet away." Camp Moore is located in the 
dense forest to the west of the proposed tower. My property runs 
approximately 500 feet side by side with Camp Moore toward Kettle Run 
Road. The children from Camp Moore play games and roam the woods 
located 35 feet from the proposed site and have been seen wandering on the 
open field designated for the proposed tower. The swimming area for the 
YMCA camp is located approximately 750 and 1000 feet away from the 
proposed site. 

Section 4 part vi denotes that Evesham's zoning ordinance for Rural 
Development #2 allows public service infrastructure as a conditional use. 
However, Zoning Code #160-37 in the Master Plan for Evesham Township 
states "tanks, towers or other structures to provide for water, electricity, 
radio, telephone or similiar provisions shall not be permitted in 
residential zones." (See Attached Zoning Code) 

Application #98-0272.01 also lacks infonnation needed to address the 
foundation for the tower, fall zone area and possible use of large air 
conditioning units required to cool equipment. The foundation for the tower 
is of concern as residents in the surrounding area including Little Mill Acres 
Development obtain their water via wells ranging from 60 to 360 feet deep. 
Our well is only 66 feet in depth. 

Our home and Camp Moore are clearly within the fall zone of the 
proposed 200 foot tower. Despite all safety precautions when constructing a 
tower, natural disasters do occur which can cause towers to fall as 
demonstrated in Maine after a severe ice storm. · · 

Our family resides in a quite, serene neighborhood far away fro111 _l?usy 
highways, airports and industry. If large air conditioning units are used on 
this site, significant noise pollution will greatly impact upon this peaceful 
country-like setting. My husband and I relocated from notl1ern New Jersey to 
raise our family in this country-like environment. I grew up in the flight path 
of Newark Airport and did not relocate to raise a family under a tower. I am 
in disbelief that I am fighting against the construction of a 200 foot tower 
proposed 100 feet from my property while residing in the protected area of 
the Pinelands. 



In swmnary, Application #98-0272.91 does not meet the regulations 
governing the Comprehensive Plan for Wireless Communications in the 
Pinelands as the proposed site is located in a residential area and numerous 
alternative existing structures for cell antenna placement have been 
demonstrated. 111e visual impact as well as possible noise pollution and 
health concerns on the residential area surrounding this proposed 200 foot 
tower will be tremendous. As previously stated, the most suitable site which 
is zoned for a tower of this magnitude is located just 2 1niles from proposed 

. site #9, outside of the protected area of the Pinelands, in Bell Atlantic 
Mobile's own back yard. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Lynda A. Medvec 

'. 



a. Front yard: fifty (50) feet. 

b. Rear yard: fifty (50) feet. 

c. Side yard: fifceen (15) feet, thirty~five (35) feet aggregate. 

d. Frontage: one hundred (!00) feet. 

e. Impervious coverage limit: fifteen percent (15 3) of the parcel. 

'. \ § 160-37. Tanks and towers. 
~ 

Tanks, towers or other structures to provide for water, electricity, radio, telephone 
or similar provisions shall not be permitted in residential zones. 

§ 160-38. Transfers of density. 

A. Forest Area. Residential dwelling units on 1.0 acre lots existing as of January 
14, 1981 shall be permitted in the FA and FW Zones, provided that: 

l. The owner of the lot proposed for development acquires sufficient vacant . 
contiguous or non-contiguous land which, when combined with the acreage 
of the lot proposed for development, equals at lease 20 acres if development 
is proposed in the FA Zone and at least 12 acres if development is proposed 
in the FW Zone. 

2. All lands acquired pursuant to subsection I above, which may or may not be 
developable, are located within the same zoning district where development 
is proposed; 

3. All non-contiguous lands acquired pursuant to subsections 1 and 2 above are 
permanently dedicated as open space through recordation of a deed to the 
property ·with no further development permitted except agricultural, forestry 
and low intensity recreational uses. Any such deed restriction shall be in a 

160 - 109 



Pinelands Commission 
P.O.Box7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Dear Mr. Moore, 

July 27, 1998 

This letter is in reference to the Bell Atlantic Application #98-0272.01 submitted to the 
Pinelands Commission for the construction of a 200 foot lattice cell tower, 345 square foot 
modular building and other site additions. 

I am writing to protest the potential construction of this Bell Atlantic 200 foot lattice cell 
tower, 345 square foot modular building and other related site additions on Block 66, Lots 
1.01.and 1.02 in Evesham Township, Burlington County. This property is a private residence 
on. Chestnut Avenue, totally surrounded by private residences in Little Mill Acres and along 
Chestnut Avenue and situated next to a YMCA Children's summer camp and family swim 
club. There has been no formal notification of the application to build this tower complex and 
our community has discovered the plan by accident. 

I understand the Pinelands Commission is now reviewing the various Cellular Providers' 
(Bell Atlantic, Comcast, Nextel) Comprehensive Plan for compliance with Pinelands 
Commission regulations. These regulations were established to minimize impacts to th<:i 
Pinelands area. Regulation 7 requires that the cellular providers use existing structures 
wherever possible. Regulation 8 requires that when a new tower must be built because there 
are no viable alternatives, that tower be to be sited to avoid visual impacts to scenic areas 
and residential areas. 

The plan drafted by the Cellular Providers notes that they perform a general survey for 
suitable existing structures within a five-mile radius before proposing a new tower. Less than 
two miles from the proposed Little Mill Acres tower, there are several existing structures that 

· would appear to be viable alternatives. There are two water towers, a Sprint PCS tower and 
numerous electrical power towers - all at a greater height than the stated requirement, and 
all within two miles of the proposed new tower. Within a 3 to 5 mile radius of the proposed 
tower, there are dozens of existing structures and/or available industrialfcommercial land that 
would be much more suitable than the residential community of the proposed site. 

The Pinelands Commission held a session on July 9, 1998 to solicit public comment on 
the Comprehensive Plan. The Cellular providers presented their plans, but provided no 
information on existing structures. In fact, the only informati9n on existing structures was 
presented by Atlantic Electric, trying to convince the Providers to use their electric towers 
instead of the current plan to erect new towers. At this same session, it was learned that, 
while the Comprehensive Plan was not yet approved by the Commission, Bell Atlantic had 
already submitted an application to erect the Little Mill Acres Tower. 

Along with the tower application, Bell Atlantic provided an Environmental Impact Report 
specific to the Little Mill Acres Tower. My neighbors and I were amazed to discover that 
there is still no information provided on existing structures investigated and reasons these 



alternatives were rejected. The proposed location is in the middle of residential homes and is 
100 feet south of Little Mill Acres home development and about 50 feet east of the YMCA 
children's Camp Moore. 

This Environmental Impact Report states that "adjacent to the site, in the northern and 
eastern direction is a residential type development, in the western direction is a densely 
populated deciduous tree region." More specifically, homes are situated on either side and 
directly across the street of the proposed tower and also about 100 feet behind (to the north) 
is th~ Little Mill Acres community, and about 50 feet west is the YMCA camp. 

The report states that the proposed facility will meet the needs of Evesham, Medford, 
Waterford, Berlin, Voorhees T-0wnships and Berlin Boro. Several of these areas are not even 
in the Pinelands; in fact, the proposed tower siting is only about a mile inside the Pinelands 
border. This does not represent "a demonstrated need to locate the facility in the Pinelands." 

Concerning recreation facilities and campgrounds at Marlton Lakes and YMCA Camp 
Moore lakes, the report states "The dense forest areas. b.etween the proposed tower site and 
these recreation areas, as well as the distance, will eliminate or minimize visual impacts and 
any direct line of sight of the tower." A visit to Marlton Lakes would make one question that 
assertion. Many years age, the Berlin Water Tower was erected to the dismay of Marlton 
Lakes residents. Despite an abundance of trees around the lake, the trees do little to block 
the view across the lake. The proposed tower is much closer to existing homes and would 
dominate the skyline from all directions. 

I question th~fn';t~ity, feasibility, aesthetics and safety of placing a 200-foot lattice 
tower plus an accompanying utility building complex in a Rural Development Zone in the 
middle of a stable residential community and right next to a Children's camp. A survey of the 
surrounding area would suggest a better alternative. The most obvious location can be found 

. less than two miles from the proposed site. This property is outside the Pinelands area. It is 
located on the border of Berlin and Voorhees (two of the towns to be served by the proposed 
tower) at the intersection of Rt. 73 and Cooper Rd, two major thoroughfares. It is located 

. near some of the other towers mentioned above, so this would not spoil a currently pristine 
area. The property is zoned Economic Industrial Business. Visible inspection of this property 
shows that about five of the six acres are paved as a parking lot, and at least two to three of 
those acres are vacant. The property owner is Bell Atlantic. ~ _ ,-

Cc Sincerely, 

atrici J. Carr 
1 Yorkshire Ct 
Evesham, NJ 08053-7104 



Pinelands Commission 
P. 0. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Dear Mr. Moore, 

July 27, 1998 
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This letter is in reference to the Comprehensive Plan for Wireless Communications 
Facilities in the Pinelands. 

I am writing to protest the potential construction of a Bell Atlantic 200 foot lattice cell tower, 
345 square foot modular building and other related site additions on Block 66, Lots 1.01.and 
1.02 in Evesham Township, Burlington County. This property is a private residence on 
Chestnut Avenue, totally surrounded by private residences in Little Mill Acres and along 
Chestnut Avenue and situated next to a YMCA Children's summer camp and family swim 
club. There has been no formal notification of the application to build this tower complex and 
our community has discovered the plan by accident. 

I understand the.Pinelands Commission is now reviewing the various Cellular Providers' 
(Bell Atlantic, Comcast, Nextel) Comprehensive Plan for compliance with Pinelands 
Commission regulations. These regulations were established to minimize impacts to the 
Pinelands area. Regulation 7 requires that the cellular providers use existing structures 
wherever possible. Regulation 8 requires that when a new tower must be built because there 
are no viable alternatives, that tower be to be sited to avoid visual impacts to scenic areas 
and residential areas. 

The plan drafted by the Cellular Providers notes that they perform a general survey for 
suitable existing structures within a five-mile radius before proposing a new tower. less than 
two miles from the proposed Little Mill Acres tower, there are several existing structures that 
would appear to be viable alternatives. There are two water towers, a Sprint PCS tower and 

· numerous electrical powe; towers - all ata greater height than the stated requirement, and 
all within two miles of the proposed new tower. Within a 3 to 5 mile radius of the proposed 
tower, there are dozens of existing structures and/or available industrial/commercial land that 
would be much more suitable than the residential community of the proposed site.,-

The Pinelands Commission held a session on July 9, 1998 to solicit public comment on 
the Comprehensive Plan. The Cellular providers presented their plans, but provlded no 
information on existing structures. In fact, the only information on existing !'tn1ctures was 
presented by Atlantic Electric, trying to convince the Providers to use their electric towers 
instead of the current plan to erect new towers. At this same session, it was learned that, 
while the Comprehensive Plan was not yet approved by the Commission, Bell Atlantic had 
already submitted an application to erect the little Mill Acres Tower. 

Along with the tower application, Bell Atlantic provided an Environmental Impact Report 
specific to the Little Mill Acres Tower. My neighbors and I were amazed to discover that 
there is still no information provided on existing structures investigated and reasons these 
alternatives were rejected. The proposed location is in the middle of residential homes and is 



100 feet south of Little Mill Acres home development and about 50 feet east of the YMCA 
children's Camp Moore. 

This Environmental Impact Report states that "adjacent to the site, in the northern and 
eastern direction is a residential type development, iri the western direction is a densely 
populated deciduous tree region." More specifically, homes are situated on either side and 
directly across the street of the proposed tower and also about 100 feet behind .(to the north) 
is the Little Mill Acres community, and about 50 feet west is the YMCA camp. 

The report states that the proposed facility will meet the needs of Evesham, Medford, 
Waterford, Berlin, Voorhees Townships and Berlin Boro. Several of these areas are not even. 
in the Pinelands; in fact, the proposed tower siting is only about a mile inside the Pinelands 
border. This does not represent ~a demonstrated need to locate·the facility in the Pinelands." 

Concerning recreation facilities and campgrounds at Marlton Lakes and YMCA Camp 
Moore lakes, the report states "The dense forest areas between the proposed tower site and 
these recreation areas, as well as the distance, will eliminate or minimize visual impacts and 
any direct line of sight of the tower." A visit to Marlton Lakes would make one question that 
assertion. Many years age, the Berlin Water Tower was erected to the dismay of Marlton 
Lakes residents. Despite an abundange of trees around the lake, the trees ·do little to block 
the view across the lake. The proposed tower is much closer to existing homes and would 
dominate the skyline from all directions. 

I question the legality, necessity, feasibility, aesthetics and safety of placing a 200-foot 
lattice tower plus an accompanying utility building complex in a Rural Development Zone in 
the middle of a stable residential community and right next to a Children's camp. A survey of 
the surrounding area would suggest a better alternative. The most obvious location can be 
found less than two miles from the proposed site. This property is outside the Pinelands 
area. lfis located on the border of Berlin and Voorhees (two of the towns to be served by the 
proposed tower) at the intersection of Rt. 73 and Cooper Rd, two major thoroughfares. It is 
located near some of the other towers mentioned above, so this would not spoil a currently 

. pristine area. The property is zoned Economic Industrial Business. Visible inspection of this 
property shows that about five of the six acres are paved as a parking lot, and at least two to 
three of those acres are vacant. The property owner is Bell Atlantic. 

Cc 
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Mr. Moore, Director . 
Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

279 Chestnut Avenue 
Evesham Township, NJ 08053 
July29, 1998 

re: Comprehensive Plan for Wireless Communication 

. Dear Mr. Moore: 

In 1989 we purchased the property on which we built our family 

home in Evesham Township. We had a clear understanding of zoning 

restrictions and the character of this residential neighborhood. This prnperty 

ls located twenty-two feet from the land parcel where a proposed cell tower 

(facility #9) might now be erected. We strenuously object to this major change 

to the complexion of our immediate surroundings. 

While perusing the application for facility #9, we found that it ls 

loaded with misrepresentations. We will attempt to clarify some of these overt 

distortions. 

• There are various existing structures in the local area which might 

accommodate the necessary equipment. 

• There are large stretches of land without residential development in the 

local area. 

• Camp Moore (YMCA Children's Camp) ls located within I 00 feet hot 750 feet 

as stated in the application. 

• The forest canopy will do nothing to obscure the tower, whicl:l wi_ll be Visible 

for multiple miles. The proposed site ls an open field and there ls minimal 

tree growth along the parcel of land on Chestnut Avenue. 

• The visual intrusion will be significant in this residential neighborhood. 



Locating this tower in a residential neighborhood will place a 

substantial hardship on area property owners as well as a visual intrusion to 

thousands of people In the local area. There are existing sites with the proper 

zoning for such structures. 

While the company makes appeals for public health and safety, 

one cannot escape the profit motive. No one wants Bell Atlantic Mobile profit 

to dictate the quality of lives in this local area. 

Robert E. Mitchell 
Rita Riebel Mitchell 



COALITION AGAINST TOXICS 

July 29, 1998 

Terry Moore, Executive Director 
Pinelands Commission 
P.O.Box7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

223 Park Avenue 
Atco, New Jersey 08004 

(609) 767-1110 
_ .... -.......................... -............ -

WYNNE FALKOWSKI 
CHAIRPERSON 

DAVID C. COPELAND 
VICE-CHAIRMAN 

JANENOGAKI 
SECRETARY-TREASURER 

Re: Pinelands Comprehensive Plan for Wireless Communication Facilities within the Pinelands 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

The following comments relative to the above-referenced plan represent Coalition Against Toxics' 
opposition to siting a cellular tower in a residential area of Evesham Township (9BP) and our 
opposition to siting a cellular tower (SBP-CP) in the "Pygmy Pine" area of the Pinelands. 

The proposed Pinelands Comprehensive Plan for Wireless Communications Facilities Within the 
Pinelands indicates that towers should be· focated wherever possible on existing structures and 
away from residential, recreational and environmentally sensitive areas. Towers 9 and S violate 
the criteria, and should be eliminated from the plan. 

Other proposed towers may also violate the standards; our comments are limited to just these two 
proposed structures which we have had the opportunity to personally review. However, we are 
opposed to any new towers which don't strictly meet to the standards set forth in the plan. 

We recognize the need for adequate telephone communications, but feel the applicant should 
adhere to the Pineland's Comprehensive Plan and place their equipment on existing structures or 
construct new towers in commercially zoned areas away from homes, recreational facilities, and 

_environmentally sensitive areas . 

• siM''··~~~· 
Wynn~owski, Chairperson 
Coalition Against Toxics 

AffiUated with the NJ COALITION FOR ALTERNATIVES TO PESTICIDES, NJ CLEAN WATER ACTION, 
NJ CITIZEN ACTION, and THE NATIONAL CAMPAlCN AGAlNST TOXIC HAZARDS 
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Preservation Alliance 
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114 Hanover Street Pemberton. New Jersey 08068 Phone 609.894:800lJ'-raiSfmil~-609.s949455 

July 30, 1998 

Terrence Moore 
Executive Director 
The Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Re: Proposed Cellular Telephone Tower Plan for the Pinelands 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

This letter is to provide the Pinelands Commission with the views of the 
Pinelands Preservation Alliance ("PP A") regarding the proposed plan (the "Plan") 
submitted by three cellular telephone service providers (the "Providers") for 
consideration by the Pinelands Commission under the Comprehensive Management 
Plan. As explained below, PPA submits that the Plan should not be approved in its 
current fonn, but that the Commission should require the Providers to provide 
additional information, and to alter certain proposed locations for new towers, 
before giving the Plan final consideration. 

PP A is an alliance of conservation-minded citizens and environmental 
organizations that is devoted to preserving the natural and cultural resources of the 
New Jersey Pinelands. The scenic and aesthetic values of the Pinelands are among 
its most precious resources. PPA is deeply concerned that the Provider's proposed 
Plan may cause unjustified and unnecessary damage to the Pinelands, and that the 
Plan as currently proposed is likely to fail in achieving its own stated purposes and 
the objectives of the Comprehensive Management Plan (the "CMP"). 

Because the Providers seek to build new facilities in areas other than 
Regional Growth Areas and Pinelands Towns, the CMP requires that the Providers 
to submit "a comprehensive plan for the entire Pinelands Area" which 
"demonstrate[s]" compliance with several specific requirements, including that 
(a) facilities in the Preservation, Forest and other specified areas are "the least 

number necessary to provide adequate service," 
(b) "[t]here is a demonstrated need for the facility ... as well as a demonstrated 

need to locate the facility in the Pinelands .. .," 
( c) each antenna "utilizes an existing communications or other suitable 

structure, to the extent practicable." 
The current Plan fails to satisfy these requirements because, while the Plan makes 
numerous representations with respect to these requirements, it does not 



demonstrate compliance with these provisions. 

The building of numerous new, very tall cellular telephone towers presents exactly the 
kind of piecemeal, incremental degradation that most threatens the Pinelands today. In many 
instances, the Providers can be expected to argue that it is appropriate to build a new tower in a 
given place because there are already homes, buildings or other structures in the area. In many 
instances, the Providers will propose to build a tower in places that today are still relatively 
pristine. In either case, the presence of cellular telephone towers is sure to draw others who will 
assert that now the damage is done, let there be a little more. This argument knows no bounds. 

· The Commission and its staff have accomplished a great deal in bringing the 
Providers to put forward the current Plan -- a significant improvement over the Providers' 
original plans. Nevertheless, we believe the Plan is still deficient under 
the CMP and must be further improved before it is ready for the Commission's approval. 

These comments are organized to provide separate substantive explanations of the 
deficiencies we believe exist in the current Plan, and the reasons in each case that these 
deficiencies cause the Plan, in its current form, to fail under the legal requirements of the CMP. 

1. Towers In Preservation and Forest Areas 

PPA is very concerned that the proposed Plan includes three new towers [2, 5, 7], plus 
one possible new tower [6], in the Preservation Area, and one possible new tower [22] in the 
Forest Area. PPA is opposed to having any new towers built in these areas if it is humanly 
possible. Because the proposed Plan provides such a vague description of the proposed towers, 
we cannot evaluate whether all or any of these towers are genuinely necessary to provide 
adequate service, based on the current Plan document. For this reason, PPA submits that the 
Plan should not be approved. At an absolute minimum, the Commission must scrutinize these 
facilities very, very carefully -- because these facilities compromise the integrity of the places we 
value most highly for preservation. 

Moreover, one of these facilities, No. 5, is a new tower which the Providers propose to 
build within a dwarf or pygmy pine forest along Route 72 .. PP A believes this towershoiild not 
be built. Clearly, the visual impact of such a tower is vastly exaggerated if placed in the pygmy 
pine forest, and it is difficult to guess how the industry would mitigate that impact in any 
sufficient manner. Because it appears to us that it will be impossible to meet the siting 
requirements for this tower, this tower should be relocated outside the pygmy pine. forest. 

While the exact location of this tower is not stated in the Plan, the location of the symbol 
on the Providers' map and the comments of tl1e Bell Atlantic Mobile representative in the 
attached news story appear to demonstrate that the Providers seek the right to build the tower 

2 



within the heart of the West Plains near the county line along Route 72. In addition, we are 
highly skeptical that this site is necessary for any reason. We recently tested cellular service 
along Route 72, during mid-day on a weekday, and found that existing service was just fine, 
except for a very short stretch beginning at the junction with Route 539, where the road dips into 
a depression. This location is about 4 miles east of the colmty line at which the Providers' map 
places tower No. 5. 

The pygmy pine forests are so extraordinary -- and their scenic value is so easily damaged 
-- that the Commission simply should not permit this tower, and should not approve the current 
Plan so long as it includes this location for a new tower. There is no genuine public need for a 
tower in this location. The purpose of this tower clearly is not to provide service to Pin elands 
residents, but to upgrade the service available to people driving along Route 72 to and from the 
beach. We believe that any safety requirements can be more than adequately satisfied with 
multiple antennas placed on the existing telephone poles in the very small stretch that may 
currently represent a "dead zone" in service (and can be augmented with call boxes for those 
individuals who do not have a cell phone.) 

Similar concerns arise because the current Plan includes two towers [14, 21] which the 
Plan itself states are to be located in or near Wild & Scenic Rivers, the Great Egg Harbor and 
Maurice Rivers, and one [l 6] to be located on the Mullica River. The current Plan is simply too 
vague to evaluate these proposed facilities in any reliable way. For this reason, the Plan 
unquestionably fails to demonstrate compliance with the CMP requirements. 

The CMP requires that the Plan "shall ... demonstrate," for any tower to be located in 
any area other than a Regional Growth Area or certain Pinelands Towns, that the tower is needed 
to serve the local communications needs of the Pin elands and that the facilitiy cannot use 
existing structures. See NJAS 7:50-5.4(c)l, 3 & 6 (emphasis added). The current Plan patently 

. fails to demonstrate compliance with the need and use of existing structure requirements as to 
facilities Nos. 2, 5, 6, 7, 14, 16, 21 and 22. Of these, our greatest concerns lie with facilities 
Nos. 5, 14, 16 and 21. 

2. Concerns Arising From Bifurcated Approval Process 

The proposed Plan asks the Pinelands Commission to approve the number and very 
approximate location for towers before the Providers give specific information about any of the 
actual towers, including their actual location. 111e current Plan does not provide meartingful 
information about the details of individual towers, or of how Providers will meet site-specific 
requirements, and the Providers have given only the most approximate locations for these towers 
in the form of symbols on a map. The vagueness of the Plan in these respects creates a number 
of concerns for us. 
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First, it must be made absolutely clear to the public and the industry that approval of this 
or a similar Plan would be only the first step in the process of public review and Collllllission 
evaluation of the actual cellular facilities and towers. Each individual tower must meet siting 
requirements before it can be.built. It may be that some towers cannot meet these requirements. 

Second, the Plan does not give meaningful information on the sites proposed for scenic 
river corridors -- and it does not address the requirements for Scenic Corridors in general. Scenic 
Corridors under the regulations include not only the Mullica River, but also all roadways and 
many other rivers and streams. 

Third, we do not believe the map the industry has produced is sufficiently reliable, 
because the Providers are unwilling even to specify the area they believe the circles and triangles 
on the map actually represent. The fact that the industry has not even given coordinates or other 
descriptions of the areas represented by each .symbol on the map calls the reliability of the map 
itself into question. Indeed, there are rumors about Providers negotiating witl1 land owners for 
placement of towers in sites that appear to be quite distant from the corresponding symbol on the 
Providers' map, suggesting that the map may be significantly misleading in at least some 
instances. 

Fourth, the anecdotal evidence of PP A and of several of the individuals who testified at 
the public hearing on this matter strongly suggest that existing service is already very good in the 
vicinity of at least some of the proposed new towers. The current Plan provides no explanation 
of this fact, and no meaningful data to support the placement of the facilities making up the 
overall array. The anecdotal experiences, combined witl1 the lack of hard data justifying the 
pattern, call into question whether the Plan does in fact "demonstrate" a minimU111 number of 
facilities and maximU111 use of existing structures as the CMP requires. 

Fifth, PPA is currently attempting to obtain access to the so-called ANET data the 
Providers have submitted to the Collllllission' s consultants, but the Providers appear to be 
resisting public access to all or part of this data. Assuming the Providers continue to oppose 
public access to all or some of the data, a lack of public access would profoundly undermine the 
entire process leading to approval of the Plan. PP A believes that if the Collllllission relies, either 
directly or indirectly through its consultants and staff, on information that is not availal)le to the 
public, this element of secrecy would make a mockery of the public participation process which 
the Collllllission' s procedures guarantee, and which the Collllllission so far has applied to this 
particular issue. 

In light of these facts, the vagueness of the Plan creates the possibility that,.even ifthe 
Collllllission approved the Plan, the Plan may not succeed. As the Commission has recognized 
in the past, the entire array of facilities depends on the location of each one of the other facilities. 
If one tower is removed from the array, or has to be located sufficiently far from the place 
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identified in the Plan, it is quite possible that the Providers will assert the entire Plan must be 
changed -- and that additional towers must be build -- in order to provide complete coverage. 
We are concerned that this approach could put undue pressure on the Commission in each site 
application process -- or may lead Providers to demand additional new towers beyond those 
many new towers proposed in this Plan. In that case, the Plan will have failed to achieve the 
purposes and requirements of the CMP. 

These concerns lead PPA to believe that the current Plan should not be approved until the 
Providers: 

a. give more meaningful, and substantially more specific, infonnation on the 
location of each tower for which they have not already submitted individual site 
applications, 

b. address what will happen in each case if a facility ultimately cannot be built where 
it is currently proposed. That is, the Providers should provide a back-up plan for 
each new facility, 

c. give sufficient information demonstrating that the Plan can satisfy the Scenic 
Corridors and Wild and Scenic Rivers requirements, and 

d. require that any data the Providers seek to rely upon, or ask the Commission to 
consider, in order to demonstrate compliance with the CMP requirements be made 
available for public review and copying. 

Without this information, we believe that the current Plan does not meet the requirements 
of NJ AS 7:50-5.4(c)l, 3 & 6, because it is too vague to "demonstrate" the need for each 
proposed facility or that the facilities will be located on existing structures to the maximum 
extent possible. For the same reason, this plan does not satisfy 7:50-5.4(c)6, because it does not 
demonstrate that the fewest possible facilities are proposed for the areas designated in the 
regulations. Again, the Plan makes many representations as to compliance, but does not 
demonstrate compliance with these requirements. 

3. Use of Existing Structures 

PP A submits that the proposed Plan does not meet the regulatory requirement' that it 
demonstrate use of existing facilities wherever possible, because the Plan makes no reliable 
commitment to place the seven facilities in its Group 2 list on existing structures. 

The Plan proposes seven facilities that may be located on existing structures, but carefully 
reserves the right to btiild new towers for these facilities if the Providers determine they are 
unable to use existing structures. The Plan merely says that "Final decisions will be made when 

5 



the facility application is pursued." 

In light of the fact that the industry is not making any genuine or reliable commitment to 
use existing structures for these seven facilities, PPA submits that the Conunission (a) should 
assume in evaluating the Plan that all these towers will actually be new towers, and (b) should . 
not approve the Plan, because the Providers have not demonstrated compliance with NJAS 7:50-
5.4( c)3. Alternatively, the Conunission should approve the Plan only upon the Providers 
obtaining contractual collUilitments sufficient to ensure that all seven facilities will be placed on 
existing structures. 

In addition, some of the individuals who testified at the public hearing on the Plan stated 
as to specific towers that they were aware of existing structures nearby, but the Plan did not 
contemplate using those structures. Again, the combination of this anecdotal evidence and the 
Providers' unwillingness or inability to provide justifications for the choices they have made in 
proposing certain facilities for new towers and certain for existing structures, make it impossible 
to conclude that the cun'ent Plan meets the requirements the CMP places upon it. 

We note, moreover, the efforts of Atlantic Energy, or Connectiv, to volunteer its existing 
facilities as sites for cell phone antennas: Because the use of existing structures can vhtually 
eliminate most problems with the Plan, we would expect the Providers to embrace this offer and 
tell the Commission and the public what it is doing to take advantage of these existing structures. 
The Providers, however, have not done so. This fact again calls into question the reliability of 
the Plan as cUTI"ently proposed. 

4. Industry Participation 

The cun"ent Plan is presented by only a segment of the cellular telephone industry, those 
providing service in the 800 MHZ range. The CMP requires that all providers of "the same ,type 
of service" present a joint plan. The Providers interpret "the same type of service" to include 
only those using the 800 MHZ range, and to exclude other providers of telephone service, such 
as the PCS providers. 

PP A believes it is unfortunate that the Providers here are taking that approac;\1,_because it 
means that this Plan is not truly comprehensive. From the consumer's point of view, all 
segments of the industry, the Providers here as well as the PCS industry, would provide the same 
type of service, so the restrictive definition of the CMP appears not only unfortunate in 
nan"owing the scope and utility of this plan, but also rather artificial. 

In light of these concerns, we believe that, at a minimum, the Providers and the 
Commission staff should provide the Commission and the public more detailed information 
about exactly how exclusion of other providers may limit the current Plan, how other providers 
may require additional facilities beyond those set forth in the Plan, and whether the Commission 
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can refuse to approve additional facilities in the Pinelands if other providers come forward later 
on and claim the right to build new towers. 

5. Co-location Provisions 

The Plan contains relatively detailed commitments on co-location of different Providers' 
antennas on a given tower. However, the Plan leaves open the possibility that in some cases a 
Provider may not be pem1itted to locate on one of the proposed facilities. Thus, it appears a 
provider might in that case make a claim for the right to build a tower or install new facilities 
beyond those contemplated in the Plan. 

We believe that the Commission should make clear in approving any Plan that a 
participating Provider will not be permitted to seek approval for additional facilities just because 
it cannot reach agreement with another Provider on co-location. Only in this fashion can the 
Plan satisfy the requirement that it provide for "the joint construction and use of the least number 
of facilities" as required by NJAS 7:50-5.4(c)6. In its current form, the Plan does not meet this 
requirement. 

In conclusion, PPA strongly objects to building new towers in our most sensitive and 
extraordinary Pinelands habitats. We hope that the staff and the Coinmission will talc« the steps 
necessary to protect these precious and irreplaceable landscapes. We also believe that the 
vagueness of the current Plan makes it impossible for the Commission to determine that the Plan 
meets the CMP requirements. While we applaud the efforts of the Commission and the 
Commission staff to bring the Plan up to the standards of the CMP, we believe the Plan just is 
not there yet. 

Sincerely, 

arleton K. Montgome 
Executive Director 
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Battle brews over big towers.in Bainegat's dwarf forest 
. •The Pinelands Preservation Alliance doesn't want to' 
seethe area's unique pygmy pines overshadowed by 
cell-phone towers. 

By MICHAELS. YAPLE """'- . 
BARNEGAT TOWNSHIP - Carleton Montgomecy stands 

off ofROute 72. overlooking a carpet of greenpiI)"3 stretch-
ing to the horizon III either direction. . 

"It's globally rare, almost unique In the United Slate.," 
he said of the area where driven can actually see over the 
top of the forest · · 

& executive director of the Pineland• Preservation Al
liance, Montgomecy doesn't want to see N"'!" Jersey's 
unique ~pine" forest be the site of new construction 

'I 
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received nnmerous griP"3 aboutpoorcovenge.Uttolighout 
the pinelands' million acres. . 
. In fact, some people who attended last week's Pin elands 
Commission heatjng - 1'00Ple lll:e fire .chie/3 and eve11 . 
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Forest pin a 

(Continued from Page Cl) 
There are only two other 

places In the country with a' 
pygmy pine forcs!, according to 
Andy Windisch, an ecologist for: 
both The Nature Conseivancy 

but we atill need to provide ser- and the New Jersey Natural Her-
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tire plan, but it ls against any- government approvals. 
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towen proposed along three taki!li people's written testlmo
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9164/006 

Re: Comprehensive Plan for Wireless Communication Facilities in the Pinelands 
Response to Public Hearing Comments 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

We are in receipt of a notice that the comment period in the above-referenced matter has 
been extended until July 31, 1998. We are also in receipt of a copy of a letter dated July 13, 
1998 from Stephen M. Aspero, Esq., submitted on behalf of GPU. Telcom Services, Inc. and 
Jersey Central Power & Light Co. d/b/a GPU Energy. 

Our clients have reviewed the location of the GPU infrastructure in the northeast sector of 
the Pinelands area and have determined that none of the infrastructure available is suitable, at 
this time, to serve the needs of the CPs. In addition, Bell Atlantic Mobile and GPU have recently 
revived negotiations on a master lease agreement. If such a master lease agreen1ent is reached 
and if collocation on the GPU towers will satisfy the service needs of the CPs, these towers may 
be considered in the future. At this time, however, these towers do not meet service needs as 
identified in the proposed Comprehensive Plan. We appreciate GPU Telcom's commitment to 
allow use of its facilities on a fair and reasonable basis and where feasible, on a collocation basis. 
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If appropriate, these CPs would take advantage of these towers, but cannot given the cunent 
configuration of the towers and the needs analysis. 

MJG/ew 

Cc: Heidi Hemmer 
Warren Stillwell, Esq. 
S. Thomas Gagliano, Esq. 

::ODMAIPCDOCS\GHCDOCS\967611 

MICHAEL J. GROSS 
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July 31, 1998 

Mr. Terrance Moore 
Pineland Commission 
POBox7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Dear Mr. Moore, 

Jack J. Salemi 
5 Bridlewood Ct. 
Tabernacle, NJ 08088 

Thank you for having Betsy Piner and John Stokes ask for, and receive the 
consultants teclmical report regarding site #7 in Woodland Twp. I reviewed their report 
yesterday, and not being an engineer to understand the graphs, I did my own field test this 
morning. 

DATE: 

TIME: 

CONDITIONS: 

DRIVE LOCATIONS: 

RESULTS: 

CONCLUSION: 

7/3119.8 

08:15 AM 

Rainy 

From RT. 206, and RT. 70 (Red Lion Circle) East Bound 
to Rt. 72 ( 4 Mile Circle), then to Pemberton. 

No interference or loss of communication, while traveling 
along this route. 

I called my home using my standard car phone, under 
the Comcast service. At Rt. 206 and Rt. 70 (Red Lion 
Circle), the reception was not as clear as traveling East 
Bound on Rt. 70 and actually improved the closer{cdrove to 
RT. 72 (4 Mile Circle). 

There is cell phone coverage here under the Comcasf 
network, using the 5 towers already constructed in the 
general area. The consultants original recommendation 
to move Site #7 in Woodland Twp. to Rt. 70 and Rt.206 
(Red Lion Circle) should be carried out, and Site #7 in 
Woodland Twp. should be eliminated. 
THERE IS NO NEED FOR SITE 7 IN WOODLAND 
TWP., DUE TO ALREADY EXISTING COVERAGE. 



While at the Fann Fair in Lumberton, NJ on Friday, 7/24/98, my wife, Michele; my 
three children and myself, along with Carl Pulaski, a neighbor, stopped at the Comcast 
Booth. We spoke to their representative Mr. Thomas J. Wolfe, He stated, "Comcast has 
full State of New Jersey Coverage". He is the Sales Manager for Nationwide Roadside 
Assistance, Cellular/Digital Phone Sales. He is located at the Heritage Bldg. 703 Stokes 
Road in Medford, NJ 08055. Phone 1-800-IN TOWN-I. He gave me his card and wrote 
the coverage area on the back. (Copies included) 

I hope the Pineland Commission makes the correct decision concerning site #7, 
and minimizing the tower construction in the entire Pineland Region. 

PLEASE CONSIDER: * There is existing coverage concerning site #7, 
consequently, this location is not needed. 

* Their will be visual impact at site #7. This 180 ft. tower 
will far exceed the height of the trees, photo's submitted 
in Mays Landing. 

* Site #7 is part of the most pristine of the Pineland Region 
and should be preserved, not visually polluted 

* Property value issues, under equal conditions, people 
prefer a home without any questionable problems and 
towers are perceived as questionable health problems. 
(Article submitted in Mays Landing). 

* Bell Atlantic Rep., Harry Fisher, stated under oath, at 's 
Woodland Township's initial meeting, that if you took the 
existing towers and overlap the areas of coverage, there 
is coverage with some dead spots. Bell Atlantic should 
Erect the Rt. 206 & Rt. 70 Location, or co-locate on 
the existing Comcast towers. 

* Utilize the Atlantic Electric already existing towers, i\S per 
Michele Costello, Atlantic Electric Rep. (609) 62S-S820. 

* 911 Emergency Issue is not reliable service, do to the 
fact that it is impossible to pin-point the exact location of 
the call. It is simply a good back-up for the· already 
widely used 2-way radio system. 

* Electric fences surrounding each tower site are a concern 
for children and wildlife. 

* Back-up fuel driven generators at each tower site in the 
dry forest region is a forest fire concern. 



* Building an access road to serve site #7 would mean the 
removal of many trees in this pristine area. Each 
location must be luminated 100% of the day and night. 
Each location must nm an air condition unit for cooling, 
what is the level of noise emitted. NOISE POLLUTION. 

*Foundation 40 ft. deep into drinking wells of people who 
live in the area of each 180 ft tower. ' 

* Electro Magnetic Energy emitted off every tower is an 
untested science. Steven Foster, the cell phone 
spokesman for the cell industry, was quoted as saying 
ttiat, "It is beyond the ability of science to prove there 's 
a hazard. People are asking questions that basically can't 
be answered". Asbury Park Press 7 /24/94. 

* Senator Byron Baer, requesting a Senate hearing of the 
safety of Driving and talking on a cell phone. The cell 
phone future is uncertain. 

* Dr. John Violanti, at the Rochester Institution of 
Technology, conducted a 5 year study of drivingltakling 
on a cell phone. He concluded there is a 34% greater 
chance of causing an accident while driving. Dr. Violanti 
phone# 716-475-2393. 

People love the. Pinelands Region for the beauty it offers to bike, nature hike, boat, r, t!fS f.i'i.) 
fish, ·camp and get away from reality. · The Pineland Preservation Alliance has stated that-\..~'/-" # 
70% of the Pinelands already has coverage. Let's keep it pristine and do what is right for 
the area, not the industry. 

Sincerely, 

fot~· 
Jack J. Salemi 
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Mr. Moore, Director 

The Pinelands Commission 

PO Box7 

New Lisbon, New Jersey 08064 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

Mr. & Mrs. John G. Takacs 

8 Hampshire Court 

Evesham Twp., NJ 08053 

Re: Comprehensive Plan 

Application No.: 98-0272.0i 

We are writing this letter to express our objection to the above application by Bell Atlantic 

Mobile to erect a 200 foot cellular tower at 282 Chestnut Avenue, Evesham Township, New 
. . ' . . ; . -

Jersey. Our property borders Chestnut Avenue and Jt is approxirniitely two. blocks from the . ' . _., 

p~oposed site ... ;Notwithstanding Bell Atlantic'~ representations, this tower would. lie visible from. 
. . -- - . - . - . 

our house .. 

We have reviewed Urban Engineers, foe. letter dated 5-19-98 and addressed to William 

Harrison, Esquire. His evident from this letter that the proposed site does not satisfy the 

requirements of N.J.A.C. 7:50-5, et seq. The report is full of unsubstantiated statements and, 

quite frankly, misleading fucts. 

In particular, the code at section 7:50-5.4(c)3 mandates that "the antenna utilizeSs) all 

existing communications on other suitable structure ... The engineer's report claims that there exists 

no existing structure ... for multiple users." However, the report does not set forth why Bell 

Atlantic needs an antenna for multiple users. Evidently, there exist pre-existirig structures to both 

sa(isfyJhe code requirements as well as Bell Atlantic's requirements. However, Bell Atlantic does 
- . . . .. • • . . ._ .- . • .· . . -· • .l· . ·, . ' 

not want to simply meet their needs. They clearly want to build a large, unsightly, 200 foot tower 

in the middle of a relatively urban suburban area in the pinelands, the.n subcontract this tower's 



capabilities out to other cell phone providers. This is not acceptable and should be rejected solely 

on this basis. 

To impose a cell phone tower next to a YMCA camp amongst numerous residential 

properties will most certainly denigrate the aesthetics of our community, as well as the 

surrounding pinelands. This proposal is in contravention of the N.J.A.C. and the very essence of 

what the pinelands are meant to be. 

Ostensibly, Bell Atlantic wishes to enhance their service in our vicinity, and therefore, 

should be relegated to use pre-existing structures throughout the area. It is an insult to hide 

behind this pretense and ask that a tower be placed in an area that is an enclave of tranquillity 

within an ever increasing urbanized environment purely for economic reasons. The Pinelands 

Commission was not established to sanction this offensive corporate behavior and should deny 

Bell Atlantic's proposed plan as too vis.ually obtrusive _upon the recreational fucilities, major and 

minor roadways, existing residences and the many trails ·and paths that exist throughout the 

wooded area in the immediate and proximate area 

We trust this letter conveys our strong opposition to Bell Atlantic's proposal. Should this 

tower be built, it will only serve as an excuse for another entity to seek further devastation of a 

fragile environmental area The Pinelands Commission needs to preserve and enhance the 

aesthetics of our area and carefully adhere to its mandates. 

Sincerely, 

QJ(fv. ~{.~~. 9'£.::jfJ£J 
Mr. and Mrs. John G. Takacs 
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THE PINELANDS COMMISSION 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Attn: Mr. Terrence D. Moore, Director 

August 3, 1998 

Re: PROPOSED CELL TOWERFACALITIES PLAN 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

I attended the meeting hosted by the Pinelands Commission held on July 9'h 
concerning the revised cell tower plan. 

It was encouraging to hear that the new plan proposed 16 new towers as opposed 
to 26 in the previous request. However, as reflected by the many comments made at the 
meeting, the recent plan still lacks clarity with regard to specific locations. It is very 
difficult to assess the impact on local land use when a tower could be located within five 
miles from where it is shown on the proposed siting map. 

For instance, within five miles of the proposed site in the Beckerville area of 
Manchester Township is our POR-LI (Pinelands Office Research-Light Industrial} zone. 
Recently adopted ordinance 98-008 added regulations for the location and approval of 
wireless telecommunications towers and antennas within the township. If locations were 
more site specific, the proposed tower could be shown in that zone where it would be 
deemed a permitted use, and could be designed and regulated by ordinance .. Further, 
Manchester Township Ordinance 98-008 and the Master Plan for tower locations would 
be in agreement. 



We ask that the Pinelands Commission take our concerns into consideration 
before final adoption of the plan. 

Thank you. 




