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Mashpee Planning Board 

Minutes of Meeting 

February 20, 2019 at 7:00 p.m. 

Mashpee Town Hall-Waquoit Meeting Room 

16 Great Neck Road North 

Approved 3/20/19 

 

Present: Vice Chairman Joe Cummings, Dennis Balzarini, David Weeden 

Also:  Evan Lehrer-Town Planner; Charles Rowley-Consulting Engineer 

Absent:  Chairman Mary Waygan, David Kooharian, Robert (Rob) Hansen (Alt.) 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

The Town of Mashpee Planning Board meeting was opened with a quorum in the Waquoit 

Meeting Room at Mashpee Town Hall by Vice Chairman Cummings at 7:03 p.m. on 

Wednesday, February 20, 2019.  The Vice Chair stated that the meeting was being videographed 

and recorded and asked that speakers approach the podium stating their name and business.   

  

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited.   

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES—February 6, 2019 

Minutes were placed on hold to be considered at the next meeting. 

 

APPROVAL NOT REQUIRED 

 Submission of ANR Subdivision Plan by Cape & Islands Engineering for Margaret 

Thurber, Thurber Trust, to Create Four Buildable Lots, Located at 264 Pimlico Pond 

Road-The Vice Chair read the request.  Matt Costa, Cape & Islands Engineering, represented 

applicant, Margaux Thurber.  Mr. Costa summarized the request to subdivide 7.6 acres of land 

into 4 lots that fronted Pimlico Pond Road and Cove Road.  All lots met the frontage and 

minimum lot coverage requirements.  Mr. Costa confirmed that lots 1, 2 and 3 sat on Cove Road.  

The Vice Chair inquired about lot 4, running beside lot 3, and Mr. Costa confirmed that it 

provided access to Wakeby. 

 

Mr. Rowley referenced a series of lots divided previously, on the other side of Cove Road, which 

required improvements to the road, including a turnaround and drainage installation.  Since there 

was time before the necessary endorsement, Mr. Rowley recommended inspection of the 

construction to confirm that access was substantial for a private way.  Mr. Rowley reported 

narrowing of the road, with varied widths, beginning with a sufficiently wide but steep approach, 

which then narrowed driving down the road.   

 

Mr. Weeden inquired about public access to the waterway but Mr. Rowley was unfamiliar with a 

statute as it related to private land.  Mr. Costa confirmed that he was unaware of any deed or 

easement granting access to the public.  Mr. Lehrer reminded the Board that ANR review 

considered only the lot size and adequate frontage to the roadway.  It was confirmed that there 

was a layout of the roadway.   
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Mr. Balzarini stated that he would review the condition of the roadway and whether access was 

adequate.  Mr. Balzarini emphasized the importance of Fire Department accessibility.  Mr. Costa 

requested that the inspection occur on Friday, as the closing was scheduled for Monday, and 

suggested that the Board endorse the plan this evening.  Mr. Rowley, Mr. Lehrer and Board 

members responded that they could not do so. Mr. Costa stated that Fire Department review 

would be considered with the ZBA.  There was discussion about considering the matter at the 

next meeting on March 6, which would be within the 21 day window. 

 

Linda Edson, representing the applicant, reported that the turning area was located before the 

narrowing of the roadway.  Mr. Rowley stated that if that was the location of the turning area, 

there should be adequate access, since the work was completed 20 years prior.  Mr. Costa 

submitted aerial photos showing the pavement, turnaround area and construction.  Board 

members reviewed the photograph and there was consensus that the road was suitable.  Mr. 

Lehrer stated that the lots offered adequate land area and frontage and Mr. Costa’s image showed 

adequate access and with Mr. Rowley’s agreement, suggested a motion could be made to endorse 

the plan. 

 

MOTION:  Mr. Balzarini made a motion to approve Approval Not Required for 264 

Pimlico Pond Road.   

 

Mr. Weeden inquired about the easements and access, but Mr. Lehrer confirmed that the Board 

was considering only the frontage on Cove Road.  Mr. Balzarini stated that the applicant would 

need to seek a building permit.  It was confirmed that plan had been labeled “no determination as 

to compliance with zoning requirements have been made or intended by this endorsement under 

Mass General Law Chapter 41, Section 81.” 

 

Mr. Weeden seconded the motion.  All voted unanimously.   

 

Planning Board members signed the plan and Vice Chair Cummings signed the Notice of Filing. 

 

Mr. Costa referenced the prior meeting, and testimony he missed provided by a member of the 

audience.  Mr. Costa reported that statements made were not true, adding that he had submitted 

documentation to the Planning Board refuting comments made.  Mr. Costa was unsure why the 

individual was deliberately making allegations against him, but was confident his reputation 

would withstand the allegations, adding that his company provided outstanding work for his 

clients.  Mr. Costa asked that the Board, in the future, remain focused on the projects being 

considered.  Mr. Lehrer confirmed that, per Chairman Waygan’s request to submit the 

comments, Town Counsel responded that the Planning Board had no authority to vet or question 

the credibility or licensure of any consultant.  The individual speaking about the credentials of 

the professional was speaking beyond the scope of what the Board should be considering.  Town 

Counsel advised that such issues of defamation created a potential libel situation, particularly 

when documented as part of the public record. 
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NEW BUSINESS 

 None at this time 

 

OLD BUSINESS  

 Municipal Vulnerability Preparedness Program Discussion & Application Process 

Update-Mr. Lehrer noted that he had provided Board members with the draft application, adding 

that he was seeking a letter of support from the Board. 

 

Request for Release of Funds Held in Escrow, 33 Trinity Place, Cotuit Solar-Mr. 

Rowley confirmed that he was still awaiting word from Mr. Geyser regarding the completion of 

the gravel approach.  

 

Consideration & Possible Action to Accept Performance Bond for Lot Releases, 

Ockway Highlands-Mr. Lehrer reported that he had been in contact with Mr. Morin’s bank, 

regarding the agreement that was established between the bank and Mr. Morin.  A tri-party 

agreement among the bank, the Town and Mr. Morin, was now being drafted.  In the event there 

was a default, the Town would be able to utilize the funds to complete the necessary work.  The 

agreement should be ready for the next meeting.   

 

CHAIRMAN’S REPORT 

March 4 Board of Selectmen Meeting-It was confirmed that the next meeting would 

focus on Affordable Housing and would take place on March 4 at 6:30 p.m. 

  

BOARD MEMBER COMMITTEE UPDATES 

Cape Cod Commission-No update 

Community Preservation Committee-No update 

Design Review Committee-No update  

Plan Review-No update 

Environmental Oversight Committee-Vice Chair Cummings reported that the EOC had 

submitted a letter of support for the MVP.  Funds for the Community Gardens had been 

approved by the CPC.  The first shellfish permit was suspended due to theft and there would now 

be a system to tagging bags of shellfish to better identify them.  Johns Pond Association agreed 

to comply with the nutrient Control Bylaw.  Southport would spend $40,000 to irrigate the golf 

course.  The fish ladder would be repaired at Johns Pond.  The Quashnet River restoration 

project would be funded by the Air Force, the CPA and Falmouth’s Childs River Restoration.  It 

was also reported that research was being completed to study issues at Santuit Pond, including 

addressing the herring count and possible dredging to remove phosphorus.  White cedar was 

being considered for the bog restoration. 

Greenway Project & Quashnet Footbridge-No update 

Historic District Commission-No meeting 

MMR Military Civilian Community Council-MMR Joint Land Use Study- No 

update 

 

UPDATES FROM TOWN PLANNER 

950 Falmouth Road Request for Proposal-Mr. Lehrer reported that the RFP for 950 

Falmouth Road had been released for an affordable housing project of up to 69 bedrooms. 
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Interested developers can obtain the RFP from COMMBUYS or from the Town Manager’s 

office. 

 

Proposals from the Town Planner on Zoning Bylaw Amendments:  Temporary/ 

Seasonal Signs and Donation Bins-Mr. Lehrer stated that a packet of bylaw amendments were 

included in packets, to be reviewed, which reflected recommended amendments from the last 

meeting. 

 

ADDITIONAL TOPICS 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

MOTION:  Mr. Balzarini made a motion to adjourn.  Mr. Weeden seconded the motion.  

All voted unanimously.  The meeting ended at 7:49 p.m. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

  

 

Jennifer M. Clifford 

Board Secretary 

 

LIST OF DOCUMENTS PROVIDED 

-Form A, ANR Application for Margaux Thurber, Subdivision Plan for 264 Pimlico Pond Road  

-2/15/19 Letter from Michael Markoff Regarding Cape & Islands Engineering 

-Municipal Vulnerability Preparedness Grant Program FY 19 

-Draft Planning Board Bylaw Amendments 

 



Duval, Klasnick & Thompson LLC    
Counselors at Law 

 

  

210 Broadway, Suite 204, Lynnfield, MA 01940 

3 North Spring Street, Suite 101, Concord, NH 03301 

Direct: (781) 873-0022    www.dkt-legal.com    Mobile: (508) 423-5988 

 
 

 

 
Elizabeth R. Thompson 
Licensed in Massachusetts  
ethompson@dkt-legal.com 

 

 

 

VIA EMAIL ONLY TO EVAN LEHRER AT: ELehrer@mashpeema.gov  

 

 

  

        December 28, 2018 

 

 

Mashpee Planning Board 

Evan Lehrer, Town Planner 

16 Great Neck Road North 

Mashpee, MA 02649 

 

RE:   Request for a Continuance - 101 Red Brook Road, Mashpee, MA 

 

Dear Members of the Planning Board and Mr. Lehrer: 

 

 The law firm of Duval, Klasnick & Thompson, LLC represents Blue Sky Towers II, LLC 

(“Blue Sky” or the “Applicant”), the applicant for a special permit for a wireless 

telecommunications facility to be located at 101 Red Brook Road (Mashpee Fire Station #2) in the 

Town of Mashpee currently scheduled to appear before you on January 2, 2019 at 7:00 PM.  This 

letter is to request a continuance of this scheduled public hearing until such time as the Zoning 

Board of Appeals can hear and decide upon a variance to be filed in connection with this matter. 

 

 On December 28, 2018, we learned from Mr. Lehrer of the existence of a request for 

approval of amendments to the Town of Mashpee Zoning By-laws dated October 7, 1998 and a 

letter dated January 4, 1999 and January 7, 1999 from the Office of the Attorney General 

approving the same.  We have reviewed these documents and concur with the opinion of the Town 

Planner that these documents confirm that our proposed site for a 150 foot monopole-type 

personal wireless service facility located at 101 Red Brook Road, Mashpee, MA requires a 

variance for height from the Zoning Board of Appeals as it is outside of the Wireless Overlay 

District.   

 

 Where said variance could ultimately affect the nature of the proposal that will come 

before the Planning Board for a special permit, and where it will be difficult for the Planning 

Board to review the site in detail until the proposed height is reviewed and voted upon by the 

mailto:ELehrer@mashpeema.gov
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Zoning Board of Appeals, the Applicant respectively requests a continuance of the special permit 

proceedings until the conclusion of the proceedings before the Zoning Board of Appeals.   

 

 

Very truly yours, 

Duval, Klasnick & Thompson LLC 
 

 

 

       /s/ Elizabeth R. Thompson  
      By: Elizabeth R. Thompson 

       Attorney at Law 

 

Cc:  Sean Gormley, Blue Sky Towers II, LLC 

 

  

  

  



























































































 
        Thinking outside the sphere 

 

www.isotrope.im Isotrope, LLC ◦ 503 Main Street ◦ Medfield, MA ◦ 02052  508 359 8833 

 

Review of Blue Sky Towers DRI Application 
for Cell Tower at Mashpee Fire Station 2 

The Cape Cod Commission engaged Isotrope to review the DRI application by Blue Sky Towers II, 

LLC to build a wireless facility and 150-foot monopole cell tower at the Mashpee Fire Station site 

at 101 Red Brook Road. Personal Wireless Service providers T-Mobile and Verizon participate in 

support of the application by providing the required information about wireless coverage needs. 

 

Isotrope focused on the site plans, visual impact analysis, wireless coverage analysis, radio 

frequency energy safety analysis and noise analysis. The wireless coverage analysis is addressed 

under the aegis of the Wireless Technical Bulletin 97-001, as revised. 

Recommendations 
Several suggestions are made in this report: 

• Verizon could provide proof of need for the height by providing coverage analysis 25 feet 

lower and 50 feet lower. (It is explained that height also benefits co-location, so the 

requested information informs the findings, it does not dictate a lower height.) 

• T-Mobile could refocus its coverage analysis on in-building only and overlay coverage 

from both 700 MHz and 2100 MHz licenses. (caveats to this format are discussed in the 

narrative) 

• T-Mobile could provide proof of need for the height by providing coverage analysis 25 

and 50 feet lower. 

• It is not clear why the applicant asserts the facility is in the Mashpee Wireless facilities 

Overlay District. Additional evidence is recommended, as this affects the required findings 

of the Commission. 

• The visual impact analysis contains some discrepancies that could be corrected. (see 

discussion for details) 

Technical Bulletin 
The Wireless Technical Bulletin has performance criteria for a proposed wireless communications 

facility. It also contains submission guidelines for applications. To the extent we identify additional 

material would be helpful, it is recommended herein. This report does not endeavor to perform 

a checklist review of the materials submitted. 
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Location 
The applicant was unable to identify existing structures within the general service area of the 

proposed tower that could be used in lieu of a new tower. If the Commission or the public have 

any suggestions, we and the applicant can review them. 

Dimensional Requirements  

General Height 

The Technical Bulletin imposes an average-height-of-buildings-within-300-feet criterion for 

establishing the permissible tower height. For wireless communication facilities, this criterion is 

generally not viable. Also, because there are so few buildings near the proposed facility, the 

average height criterion is not relevant to the conditions. An average building height criterion can 

be helpful in densely developed areas, such as downtowns. 

 

The Technical Bulletin says the tower design must be camouflaged if it exceeds the height limits 

of the zoning district. The proposed tower arguably does not exceed the zoning height limit in 

Mashpee. This is because the customary district height limit is preempted in the Mashpee zoning 

bylaw for wireless towers. The Mashpee zoning district height limit is preempted by footnote 4 of 

the Mashpee Zoning Bylaw Land Space Requirements Table (§174-31).  The Mashpee zoning 

bylaw has tower height regulations that are like the requirements in the Technical Bulletin. 

(General height, Ground-mounted Height, etc.) Within the Mashpee Wireless Facility Overlay 

District, tower heights may be to 100 feet with a waiver to up to 200 feet allowed under 

appropriate circumstances. 

 

Camouflage under the Technical Bulletin relates to the materials and design of the antenna 

structure, not to the screening by vegetation. If the camouflage requirement applies, additional 

discussion is necessary to address the camouflage requirement. However, because the Mashpee 

height limit is not exceeded, perhaps the Technical Bulletin camouflage requirement does not 

apply, or is eligible for waiver because of the wooded location and visual impact analysis. It is left 

to the Commission to make an interpretation.  

Ground-Mounted Tower Height 

The Technical Bulletin applies a combination height limit for Ground-Mounted Facilities. It invokes 

the average-building-height criterion and allows a tree-height criterion if there are no buildings 

within 300 feet. No 300-foot radius was seen on the submitted plans, however it is safe to observe 

that within 300 feet there is only the fire station building, which is on the same parcel. The tree-

height criterion has the same conflict with good engineering practice, in typical cases, as the 

average-building-height criterion; both are in opposition to the needs of wireless facilities in most 

cases to be near or above the peak building or tree height in a given location. 
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Ground-mounted facilities with no buildings within 300 feet must be surrounded by dense tree 

growth. Regardless of whether this criterion strictly applies in this case, the facility is surrounded 

by dense tree growth to the nearest property lines more than 200 feet away. 

Overlay District Height 

The tower can exceed the foregoing height criteria if it is within a Wireless Facility Overlay District. 

The applicant says the facility is in an overlay district. The 2016 zoning bylaw does not explicitly 

list the map/parcel as being within the overlay district.  

 

The general clause allows parcels that are not subject to certain limitations. The applicant has not 

substantiated whether the proposed site is free of those limitations.  

 

§174-5 C.(2) [The Wireless Facility Overlay District shall include]…  

lands in the Town which are not located within the boundaries of the Mashpee 

National Wildlife Refuge, within one thousand (1,000’) of a Historic District or of 

structures or places listed in the Massachusetts State Register of Historic Places, 

within the Otis A.N.G.B. Accident Prevention Zone within the R-3 or R-5 zoning 

districts or within three hundred (300’) feet of the right of way of any designated 

scenic roadway.1 

 

The parcel is within the R3 District (see footnote). Moreover, there is no evidence of a 1000’radius 

being studied for historic properties. Specific proof that the relevant roads are not designated 

scenic might be requested, as well. 

 

If the facility is not within the overlay district, it appears a variance will be required to satisfy the 

Mashpee zoning bylaw. If so, there might be locations within the overlay district that would not 

require a variance.  

Visual Impact Analysis 
The application includes a visual impact analysis (Exhibit 6) prepared by Virtual Site Simulations, 

LLC (“VSS”) based on a balloon test it conducted from the site. While the general structure of the 

                                                           

 
1 Note that the reference to zoning districts R3 and R5 is not preceded by a comma. Literally, this phrase 
lacking the comma might be intended to mean “within the Otis A.N.G.B. Accident Prevention Zone within 
the R3 or R5 zoning district.” The accident prevention district is in another part of town and overlaps only 
some R3 and R5 territory. It seems unnecessary to invoke R3 and R5 if the accident prevention district is 
the objective (assumes no comma); it also seems unnecessary to invoke the accident prevention district 
separately from the R3 and R5 if all R3 and R5 areas are the objective (missing comma). The latter 
interpretation (missing comma, making the overlay exclusion apply to all R3 and R5) would exclude 
substantial areas in Mashpee, making it very difficult to site a tower without a use variance. 
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photosimulation and visual impact report is consistent with current practice, we note what appear 

to be some discrepancies in scale. 

 

The simulation of location #3 and the simulation of location #4 are markedly different in apparent 

size, despite the fact they are comparable distances from the proposed tower site (0.14 versus 

0.17 miles – a 21% increase in distance).  One would expect a proportional decrease in apparent 

size from photo #3 to photo #4. However, the photo #4 tower and antennas seem to be less than 

half of the size of those in photo #3.  

 

The balloons in the original photos for #3 and #4 are also mismatched. This suggests the original 

photos are taken with different degrees of lens zoom. Best practice favors using 50 to 85 mm 

equivalent focal lengths.2  

 

It appears photo #4 was taken with a wider field of view, suggesting a wide-angle lens. This creates 

an unrealistically distant impression of the tower. The equivalent focal lengths of all images should 

be reported on each photo’s legend. Images should be about 50 mm equivalent focal length, 

except for vista shots, where the viewer might visually attend to the tower, when up to 85 mm 

focal lengths would be appropriate. 

 

The method of inserting the tower image is not disclosed. Best practice is based on a 3D CAD 

model of a tower, in which the image of the tower is corrected for perspective and distance. The 

closer the photo is to the tower, the more perspective (viewing up underneath the antenna 

platforms) the tower image should have. Both the focal length (and corresponding field of view) 

and the 3D model of the tower can be employed in a mathematically rigorous way to produce an 

accurate photosimulation. 

 

The photosimulation service should provide a description of methodology that explains how the 

photos were taken, how the relative size of the tower was established, and how the perspective 

of the tower based on observer distance was established. 

                                                           

 
2 It is customary to refer to focal lengths with respect to traditional 35 mm film formats. Digital cameras 
have different sensor sizes and correspondingly different focal-length-to-field-of-view ratios. This report 
uses 35 mm format equivalent focal lengths to normalize discussion of the images. 
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Photosimulation #3 at 0.14 mi.  Photosimulation #4 at 0.17 mi. 

Same scale from both images.  

Note how the #4 tower seems much more distant despite the minor change in camera distance. 

Noise Analysis 
A professional noise analysis was performed and documented (Exhibit 18) by Modeling 

Specialties. The noise analysis employed best practices to arrive at its conclusions. 

Radio Frequency Energy Safety Analysis 
The radio frequency energy safety analysis prepared by Dr. Haes (Exhibit 19) appropriately 

assesses the combined impact of multiple facilities that could operate at the site. Isotrope agrees 

with the Haes report’s conclusions that the radio frequency emissions will be compliant with 

federal and state guidelines by a substantial margin. The general population will not be exposed 

to unsafe levels of emissions from the proposed facility. 

Co-Location 
The applicant is in the business of providing tower space to wireless carriers and has an incentive 

to provide space to as many co-locators as possible. Two carriers are participating in the process, 

demonstrating commitments to occupy the tower. 

Site Plans 
The site plans (Exhibit 5) Prepared by Pro Terra Design Group show a facility with the typical 

configuration for multiple wireless carriers. The Verizon and T-Mobile equipment are laid out in 

the plan, accompanied by sufficient space reserved on the ground and the tower for two 

additional carriers. The Verizon installation employs the traditional 3-sector antenna arrays 

mounted on a triangular tower platform.  

 

T-Mobile has begun employing four-sector arrays on square platforms. The additional sector 

enables T-Mobile to provide more capacity to the surrounding area by breaking it into four instead 

of three service sectors. The detail plan shows the square platform. The overall plan views of the 

site are simplified by showing the triangular form of the Verizon platform without the square T-
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Mobile platform below it. Provided the reader is aware of this variation in platform design, there 

is no need to correct the drawings.  

 

T-Mobile does not plan to use a generator. Verizon does. One propane tank is proposed, with 

space reserved for a second propane tank in the event another carrier proposed a generator for 

its facility. (The noise study included a hypothetical second generator and other carriers’ 

equipment in a combined noise analysis.) 

Fall Zone 
A fall zone equal to the height of the tower plus appurtenances is required. The proposed tower 

has well more than the required ~150-foot setback from property lines.  

 

A legal interest in the fall zone is required of the applicant, “to meet the requirements of this 

section.” It could be inferred that meeting the requirements means ensuring that in the future 

the fall zone will continue to protect “any property line, road, habitable dwelling, business or 

institutional use, or public recreational area…” The lease area is 100x100 feet, which is not enough 

to cover the fall zone. The applicant suggests “The Owner, the Town of Mashpee, understands 

the nature of the fall zone requirements under the Town and the Cape Cod Commission’s 

regulations.” The Commission could determine whether Town ownership is sufficient to meet this 

requirement, or if additional protections are in order. 

Coverage or Capacity Problem 
The Technical Bulletin seeks a demonstration of a coverage or capacity problem requiring a 

solution. No capacity statistics have been provided for the record, and the applicant’s two tenants 

have provided coverage analysis to support their claims. Note that the determination of a 

“coverage or capacity problem” is not necessarily the same as a determination of a “coverage 

gap” under federal law. 

 

As the Commission is aware, if a proposed wireless facility is not approved and the non-approval 

results in an effective prohibition of the provision of personal wireless service, the applicant has 

recourse under federal law (advice of counsel is always recommended in dealing with the federal 

obligations for the placement of wireless facilities). In this report, the focus is on the applicant’s 

tenants’ description of a “coverage problem” and not on whether there is a significant gap in 

wireless service. 

 

Prospective tenants Verizon and T-Mobile provided coverage analyses of their networks in the 

area of the proposed tower. Verizon notes three roads with 2500-5000 vehicles per day are in the 

affected area, plus streets, residences and businesses within the area of, and including, Red Brook 

Road, Great Oak Road, Great Neck Road South, Monomoscoy Road and Rock Landing Road. 
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Verizon 
Verizon provides coverage maps that rely on its customary signal level thresholds for service to 

areas developed like the Mashpee area is (-95 dBm RSRP). Existing coverage is below this 

threshold in the targeted area. Verizon uses the coverage from its 700 MHz licenses, because this 

is the most optimistic. In other words, 700 MHz goes the farthest through terrain and vegetation, 

so it is a good indicator of the maximum service area available from existing facilities. 

 

The proposed site is on the southern edge of coverage from the existing Mashpee site about 1.5 

miles to the north. Ordinarily, wireless carriers prefer to place new facilities in the middle of the 

area of poorest service. This would be about ¾ mile south of the proposed site, near the 

intersection of Hush Road and Great Oak Road.  

 

To compensate for the proposed location being offset to the north, the Verizon facility design is 

not intended to fully cover a 360-degree service area. Instead, the blue wedges on the coverage 

map show that the proposed facility would focus antennas to the east, south and west, ignoring 

the northerly direction. A location more to the south would better serve the densely developed 

New Seabury area, providing better coverage and more capacity to where the demand for services 

is likely the highest. 

 

There remains a pocket in Popponesset that would not realize substantial improvement in service 

from the proposed facility. Future expansion might need to rely on utility-pole and rooftop-

mounted small cells to provide fill-in coverage and capacity during peak season. 

 

Verizon has provided no data on whether the proposed height is necessary. Clearly, the proposed 

tower is intended to co-locate potentially all four of the current wireless carriers, and establishing 

the minimum height for Verizon is not a way to literally establish the tower height, unless the 

proposed height needs to be mitigated at the expense of potential co-location. 

 

It could be helpful to see projected Verizon coverage from a 125-foot tower (121 ft center) and a 

100-foot tower (96 ft center), overlaid on existing coverage. This helps show how 700 MHz 

coverage would diminish not only for Verizon, put for other potential co-locators, as the height is 

reduced. This will help inform a decision whether 150 feet is reasonable and necessary from the 

standpoint of coverage, co-location and visual impact.  

 

The Verizon drive test map is reasonably consistent with the computer predictions, which 

validates the computer predictions. The drive testing was done with no foliage, so it is expected 

to show better coverage than the computer predictions, which it does. 
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T-Mobile 
T-Mobile makes a slightly different presentation. T-Mobile ignores its 700-MHz frequency band 

and provides coverage analysis for its weakest service – 2100 MHz. This understates the total 

coverage because T-Mobile has a 700 MHz license and is building out a 600 MHz license. These 

lower frequencies penetrate terrain and foliage much better than 2100 MHz. For now, T-Mobile 

focuses on 2100 MHz because it has substantially more capacity than the 700 MHz license. Under 

T-Mobile’s circumstances, we recommend that both the 2100 MHz service and the 700 MHz 

service be shown together. The 700 MHz coverage shows how far the T-Mobile facility can reach 

with a specific grade of service, while the 2100 MHz coverage shows where high demand for 

capacity (densely developed or occupied areas) is best. 

 

T-Mobile also shows two tiers of coverage – in-building (green at -97 dBm, similar to Verizon’s 

maps) and in-vehicle (yellow at -114 dBm, not shown by Verizon). T-Mobile demonstrates that in 

vehicles and outdoors, its existing coverage (at 2100 MHz) in the area near the proposed tower is 

readily available. In-vehicle coverage dissipates in the areas of New Seabury and Popponesset. 

 

T-Mobile’s drive test map is much more pessimistic than the coverage predictions. Since the drive 

testing was performed by a different party than that were the computer predictions, there may 

be some differences in method that are not reconciled. We rely on the computer-predicted maps. 

 

Like Verizon, T-Mobile’s dominant coverage needs are substantially south of the proposed site. T-

Mobile’s best coverage at 2100 MHz falls on the least densely populated area to be served by the 

proposed tower, including the wildlife refuge. 

 

T-Mobile also provides no evidence of the need for the height proposed. The same trade-offs 

between coverage and tower co-location apply to T-Mobile as they do to Verizon (discussed 

above). 

 

T-Mobile could provide coverage maps using the -97 dBm threshold for 2100 MHz (and its 

equivalent at 700 MHz) to illustrate the two stages of in-building coverage available today, and 

with the proposed facility. Then it could add coverage analysis from a 125-foot tower (110 ft 

antenna center height) and a 100-foot tower (85-foot antenna center height). These will inform 

findings about height versus coverage, co-location potential and visual impact. 

Coverage Need in General 
In general, the two sets of coverage analysis suggest that the New Seabury and Popponesset areas 

will obtain improved service from the proposed tower, in addition to the roads and lighter 

development near the proposed tower. However, the sheer density of these areas suggests that 

in the long run, additional facilities will be needed central to New Seabury and Popponesset to 

handle the volume of demand (capacity) and the need for better signal strength (coverage and 
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capacity) in these developed areas. Local regulations should anticipate this future need by 

encouraging low-impact facilities such as small cells on utility poles and rooftops in these densely 

developed areas. 

Telecommunications Act of 1996 
If there is sufficient reason under DRI regulations to not approve the proposed tower, the 

Commission is obliged to avoid making a decision that effectively prohibits the provision of 

personal wireless services in the subject area. Assuming there is what the courts would consider 

to be a significant gap in service, there would have to be alternatives for the applicant’s tenants 

to the proposed tower. An assessment of potential alternative locations would determine 

whether non-approval would cause an effective prohibition. It is encouraging that the Mashpee 

zoning bylaw contemplates wireless facilities on any parcel that complies with the several specific 

limitations. Whether any such parcels are nearby, or potentially farther south has not been 

explored. If the Commission is inclined to not approve the application, further work on 

alternatives is recommended first. 

 

David Maxson, WCP 

August 10, 2018 
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