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Rock Creek Park Wireless Telecommunication Facilities 
Plan/EA Public Scoping Comment Analysis Report 

Introduction and Guide 

INTRODUCTION 

On April 9, 2007 Rock Creek Park released the Public Scoping Brochure for 
the Telecommunications Facilities Plan/EA for public review and comment.  
The public was invited to submit comments on the scope of the planning 
process and potential alternatives through May 13, 2007.  Two public scoping 
meetings were held during the scoping period, on April 24 and 25, 2007, at the 
Rock Creek Park Nature Center. Both meetings presented information about 
current Rock Creek Park telecommunication facilities management and the 
planning processes.  Park staff and other National Park Service (NPS) 
specialists were on hand to answer questions and provide additional 
information to workshop participants.  During the scoping period, 30 pieces of 
correspondence were entered into the Planning, Environment, and Public 
Comment (PEPC) system either from direct entry by the commenter, or 
uploading of emails, faxes, and hard copy letters by NPS staff. 
 

THE COMMENT ANALYSIS PROCESS 

Comment analysis is a process used to compile and correlate similar public 
comments into a format that can be used by decision makers and the Rock 
Creek Park telecommunications planning team. Comment analysis assists the 
team in organizing, clarifying, and addressing technical information pursuant 
to National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations. It also aids in 
identifying the topics and issues to be evaluated and considered throughout 
the planning process.  
 
The process includes five main components:  

• developing a coding structure 
• employing a comment database for comment management 
• reading and coding of public comments 
• interpreting and analyzing the comments to identify issues and themes 
• preparing a comment summary 

 
A coding structure was developed to help sort comments into logical groups by 
topics and issues. The coding structure was derived from an analysis of the 
range of topics discussed during internal NPS scoping, past planning 
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documents, and the comments themselves. The coding structure was designed 
to capture all comment content rather than to restrict or exclude any ideas.  
 
The NPS PEPC database was used for management of the comments. The 
database stores the full text of all correspondence and allows each comment to 
be coded by topic and issue. Some outputs from the database include tallies of 
the total number of correspondences and comments received, sorting and 
reporting of comments by a particular topic or issue, and demographic 
information regarding the sources of the comments. 
 
Analysis of the public comments involved the assignment of the codes to 
statements made by the public in their letters, email messages, and written 
comment forms. All comments were read and analyzed, including those of a 
technical nature; opinions, feelings, and preferences of one element or one 
potential alternative over another; and comments of a personal or 
philosophical nature.  
 
Although the analysis process attempts to capture the full range of public 
concerns, this content analysis report should be used with caution. Comments 
from people who chose to respond do not necessarily represent the sentiments 
of the entire public. Furthermore, this was not a vote- counting process, and 
the emphasis was on the content of the comment rather than the number of 
times a comment was received.  
 

DEFINITION OF TERMS 

Primary terms used in the document are defined below. 
 
Correspondence: A correspondence is the entire document received from a 
commenter. It can be in the form of a letter, email, written comment form, 
note card, open house transcript, or petition.   
 
Comment: A comment is a portion of the text within a correspondence that 
addresses a single subject. It could include such information as an expression 
of support or opposition to the use of a potential management tool, additional 
data regarding the existing condition, or an opinion debating the adequacy of 
an analysis. 
 
Code: A grouping centered on a common subject. The codes were developed 
during the scoping process and are used to track major subjects throughout the 
EA process.  
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Concern: Concerns are subdivisions of codes.  Each code was further 
separated into several concern statements to provide a better focus on the 
content of comments.  

GUIDE TO THIS DOCUMENT 

This report is organized as follows: 
 
Content Analysis Report-  This is the basic report produced from PEPC that 
provides information on the numbers and types of comments received, 
organized by code.  The first section of the report provides a summary of the 
number of comments that were coded under each topic.  The second section 
provides general demographic information, such as the states where 
commenters live, the number of letters received from different categories of 
organizations, etc. 
 
Public Comment Report-  This report lists the substantive comments received 
during the scoping process.  These comments are organized by codes and 
further organized into concern statements.  Below each concern statement are 
representative quotes, which have been taken directly from the text of the 
public's comments and further clarify the concern statements.   
 
Index By Organization Type-  This list identifies all of the codes that were 
assigned to each individual piece of correspondence and is arranged by 
organization type.  Individual commenters are also included in this report and 
are identified as Unaffiliated Individuals. 
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CONTENT ANALYSIS REPORT    

Comment Distribution by Code 

(Note: Each comment may have multiple codes. As a result, the total number 
of comments may be different than the actual comment totals) 

Code Description 
Number of 
Comments 

PSV001 Oppose Private Initiatives on Public 
Land 1    

PSHS001 Driver Distraction 3    
PSPN001 Public Participation 5    
PSVE001 Aesthetics 3    

PSVE005 Prohibit Cell Phone Use on Trails-
Except in Emergencies 1    

PSVE010 Park Valued for Bird Sightings 3    
PSWH001 Bird Habitat Reduction 3    
PSWH005 Facility Impacts on Bird Wellbeing 14    
PSWH010 Bird Safety:Predators 1    
PSWH020 Migratory Birds 1    
PSWH025 Species of Special Concern 1    
PSWH030 Non- Bird Species 2    
PSWH035 Invasive Species 2    

PSALT001 Reconsideration of Special Use 
Permits 1    

PSALT002 Extension of Rights- of- Way Permits 1    

PSALT003 Charge Rents to Facilities Located in 
Park 1    

PSALT005 Co- Location 7    

PSALT007 Oppose Construction of New Cellular 
Facilities in Park 4    

PSALT010 Location of New Facilities- Site 
Specific 3    

PSALT015 Telecommunications Coverage Gaps 6    

PSALT020 Entire Park Coverage Not Necessary 1    

PSALT025 Coverage in Non- Park Areas 3    

PSALT030 Consider Alternative Technologies 
Based on Desired Level of Coverage 1    

PSALT035 
Consider Impacts of Entire 
Construction Process on Park 
Environment 

3    

PSALT036 Cumulative Impacts 1    

PSALT038 All Parks Adopt Similar Siting Policy 
and Procedures 1    

PSALT040 Facility Design 14    
PSALT045 Limit Number of Facilities in Park 5    
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Correspondence Distribution by Correspondence Type 

 
Type Number of Correspondences  
Letter 4     
Other 14     
Transcript 2     
Web Form 10     
Total 30     
 

Correspondence Signature Count by Organization Type 

 
Organization 
Type Number of Correspondences  

Business 1     
State 
Government 2     

Unaffiliated 
Individual 27     

Total 30     
 

Correspondence Distribution by State 

 

State Number of Correspondences Percentage 

DC 2    6.67%    
FL 1    3.33%    
MD 7   20.00%    
Unspecified 20 66.67% 
Total 30    100% 
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ROCK CREEK PARK WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
FACILITIES MANAGEMENT PLAN/EA PUBLIC COMMENT 

REPORT 

PSALT001 -  Reconsideration of Special Use Permits  
   Concern ID:  14555  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments request reconsideration of special use permits if 
providers charge prohibitive rates to share their facilities or 
otherwise discourage co- location.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 18  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 54088  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: Verizon should cut rental fees. NPS should 
refuse re- issue of special use permit if Verizon does not comply.  

PSALT002 -  Extension of Rights- of- Way Permits  
   Concern ID:  14557  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments advocate the extension rather than renewal of rights-
of- way-  permits in order to expedite process.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 27  Organization: Verizon Wireless- Counsel  

    Comment ID: 54250  Organization Type: Business  
     Representative Quote: timely completion will enable the Service 

to simply extend, rather than renew, the rights- of- way permits for 
the two presently permitted cell phone structures at the tennis 
center and the maintenance yard. The simpler extension process, 
expressly provided for in the present permit, will minimize 
expenditures of staff resources and costs for both the Service and 
VZW.  

PSALT003 -  Charge Rents to Facilities Located in Park  
   Concern ID:  14558  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments propose charging rent to cellular facilities already 
located in park.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 26  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 54371  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: The NPS should charge a rental for each 
site or facility and charge an annual surcharge to offset damage to 
the Park's scenic and environmental values. This money could be 
used to upgrade the Nature Center and its program.  

PSALT005 -  Co- Location  
   Concern ID:  14560  
   CONCERN Comments propose that existing cellular facilities should be used 
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STATEMENT:  by multiple providers before new ones are constructed.  
       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 2  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 54067  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: NPS should REQUIRE that 
telecommunications companies use existing facilities and share 
facilities (co- location) at market rates  

       
      Corr. ID: 5  Organization: MOS  
    Comment ID: 54047  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: There should be no reason why competing 
cell companies can't share existing towers.  

       
      Corr. ID: 9  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 53853  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: Where possible, new antennas should be 
mounted on existing structures  

       
      Corr. ID: 10  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 53849  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: Before additional towers are constructed 
on National Park Service land, it is imperative that existing facilities 
are fully utilized  

       
      Corr. ID: 10  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 53847  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: One condition of having such a tower on 
public land should be that it be available to other carriers.  

       
      Corr. ID: 26  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54365  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: The Park Service must require that 
telecommunications companies use existing facilities and share 
facilities at market rates. Duplication is a danger with four main cell 
phone companies in the area. NPS permits and agreements should 
require upfront that companies will provide access to existing or 
new facilities at market costs  

       
      Corr. ID: 26  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54366  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: it is puzzling that no other company is 
using the Verizon tower near the maintenance yard. T- Mobile said 
they have no service on Military Road why aren't they using the 
Verizon tower or the many structures at St. John's school?  

PSALT007 -  Oppose Construction of New Cellular Facilities in Park  
   Concern ID:  14561  
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   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

Comments oppose construction of new cellular facilities in the 
park.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 6  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 54032  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: Please do not put this tower on Park land, 
if it has to be built at all  

       
      Corr. ID: 8  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54029  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: I am against the construction of a new cell 
phone tower within the park.  

       
      Corr. ID: 27  Organization: Verizon Wireless- Counsel  
    Comment ID: 54256  Organization Type: Business  
     Representative Quote: VZW suggests the addition of a fourth 

alterative: a Plan that would prohibit any new telecommunications 
facilities within the Park. Addressing this option in a forthright 
manner assures that these interests will have their point of view 
assessed and considered which will ensure the legal sufficiency of 
the document and facilitate completion of the actual Plan.  

       
      Corr. ID: 30  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54552  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: So my recommendation would be unless 
it's a dire necessity involving public safety, I would see no need for 
any additional telecommunications facilities in the park. My 
recommendation would also echo a lot of Neal Fitzpatrick's, who 
spoke last night, and said that the no action alternative is the best 
one available.  

PSALT010 -  Location of New Facilities- Site Specific  
   Concern ID:  14562  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments pinpoint general or specific areas in the park where new 
facilities should not be located.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 9  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 53860  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: New towers should not be constructed in 
areas of heavy bird use, especially the park's western ridge.  

       
      Corr. ID: 23  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54092  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: No towers on Pierce Mill.  
       
      Corr. ID: 27  Organization: Verizon Wireless- Counsel  



 11

    Comment ID: 54251  Organization Type: Business  
     Representative Quote: A second alternative keyed to the recently 

adopted General Management Plan strikes us as reasonable. It is 
our expectation that such an alternative would provide for 
approval of other telecommunications facilities within the Park as 
long as the facilities are located at suitable sites where Park 
resources and values would not be impaired. The development of 
appropriate location criteria, as well as identification of areas that 
would be off limits to new facilities, should be the focus of this 
alternative.  

 

PSALT015 -  Telecommunications Coverage Gaps  
   Concern ID:  14564  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments address telecommunications gaps in the park. These 
comments do not necessarily support or oppose entire park 
coverage, they merely discuss gaps and why they should or should 
not be covered.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 7  Organization: T- Mobile Northeast LLC  

    Comment ID: 54031  Organization Type: Business  
     Representative Quote: I look forward to working with NPS in the 

development of a consistent framework to address 
telecommunications gaps in the Rock Creek Park area  

       
      Corr. ID: 17  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54087  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: There is a public benefit for emergency 
purposes but no commercial/business benefit to 100% coverage in 
areas without vehicles or pedestrians.  

       
      Corr. ID: 26  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54357  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: A number of people tell me that they find 
adequate cell phone access on Beach Drive  

       
      Corr. ID: 26  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54358  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: The NPS should make a check using cell 
phones, because the survey and map discussed at the hearing seem 
flawed.  

       
      Corr. ID: 27  Organization: Verizon Wireless- Counsel  
    Comment ID: 54253  Organization Type: Business  
     Representative Quote: The third alternative of assuring cell phone 

coverage throughout the Park is consistent with the statutory 
mandate of the 1996 Telecommunications Act. Given this mandate, 
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such an alternative is reasonable' and necessary the context of a 
NEPA document ? even though the Service must fulfill other 
mandates (e.g., 1916 National Park Organic Act; 16 U.S.C. § 1) that 
might restrict a full coverage.  

       
      Corr. ID: 30  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54550  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: And I think one of the speakers referred to 
that area as not having coverage. And maybe I'm not reading that 
map right. 
But with regard to the area on Beach Drive there, I think there is a 
police station in that area, which would be available to respond to 
any emergencies.  

 

PSALT020 -  Entire Park Coverage Not Necessary  
   Concern ID:  14565  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments express that cellular coverage of the entire park is 
unnecessary.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 17  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 54086  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: All of the park does not need to be covered 
by service.  

PSALT025 -  Coverage in Non- Park Areas  
   Concern ID:  14566  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
These comments express concern about the park making decisions 
based on provision of coverage in non- park areas. These 
comments specifically relate to Broad Branch Road.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 20  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 54095  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: Why is NPS concerned about coverage in 
Broad Branch Road, which is not in the park?  

       
      Corr. ID: 26  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54359  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: Broad Branch Road is not a Park road, and 
the NPS should not be concerned about coverage there,  

       
      Corr. ID: 30  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54553  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: With respect to cell phone coverage, I also 
take issue with the implication that the National Park Service 
should be should concern itself with whether or not there is 



 13

coverage along Broad Branch Road. My understanding is that 
except for a very small portion of Broad Branch Road that links up 
with Beach Drive, that whole section of Broad Branch Road in red 
is outside the park boundary. And therefore, the park service 
would have no authority, in my opinion, to provide 
telecommunications facilities inside the park for areas outside the 
park, or for adjoining property owners.  

PSALT030 -  Consider Alternative Technologies Based on Desired Level of 
Coverage  
   Concern ID:  14567  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments ask that decisions about the type of technology used 
and types of facilities constructed be based upon the level of 
coverage the park deems necessary (i.e. emergency versus full).  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 11  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 54079  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: How do the alternatives consider the level 
of coverage (i.e. emergency coverage v. full)? Does all of the park 
need to be covered? If yes, what is the most effective way to do this? 
Can alternative technologies be used?  

PSALT035 -  Consider Impacts of Entire Construction Process on Park 
Environment  
   Concern ID:  14568  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments ask for a holistic approach to assessing the impacts of 
cellular facilities beyond impacts on wildlife and habitat. Entire 
construction process should be evaluated for best alternatives (i.e. 
if trenching is needed, consider boring).  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 1  Organization: University of Miami  

    Comment ID: 54077  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: In considering this alternative, NPS would 
have to survey the terrain in order to assure that no wildlife 
territory is being affected by the trenches/pipelines.  

       
      Corr. ID: 24  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54090  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: Make sure we know the full impact of the 
proposal beyond just the facility (like trenching).  

PSALT036 -  Cumulative Impacts  
   Concern ID:  14569  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments ask the NPS to consider the combined impacts of all 
cellular facilities in the park and not just those of the proposed 
facility.  
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   Representative 
Quote(s):  

Corr. ID: 9  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 53856  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: The permit process should take into 
consideration the cumulative impact of all towers in the park, not 
just the one under consideration.  

PSALT038 -  All Parks Adopt Similar Siting Policy and Procedures  
   Concern ID:  14570  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments express desire for continuity between parks in the 
policy and procedures for siting cellular facilities.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 25  Organization: Maryland Dept of Planning 

    Comment ID: 54385  Organization Type: State Government  
     Representative Quote: Maryland- National Park and Planning 

Commission (both in Montgomery and Prince George's Counties) 
stated that it has "a policy and procedures for administering the 
siting of wireless telecommunications facilities on park property. 
Montgomery County has successfully used these procedures for the 
past ten (10) years. The objective of the Commission would be that 
all park jurisdictions would adopt some form of similar 
procedures."  

PSALT040 -  Facility Design  
   Concern ID:  14571  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments include those that have suggestions about facility design
and/or reference methodologies, studies or data that should be 
included in the analysis of facility design and construction of new 
cellular facilities.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 1  Organization: University of Miami  

    Comment ID: 54076  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: To my knowledge broad band cables are 
safe for the public, don't get down during storms and rapid winds, 
and do not commit other land uses, which makes them to have an 
outstanding benefit- cost balance  

       
      Corr. ID: 1  Organization: University of Miami  
    Comment ID: 54075  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: Using the terms given in the background 
information of the brochure, it looks that NPS has only considered 
the transmission, emission and reception of data via aereal cables, 
and has not evaluated the option to bury the wires and only in 
highly necessary places, connect them to main towers. Impacts to 
wildlife - specially birds, which you give remarked importance-  
and its habitat could result to be less harmful if considering the 
digging of a 2 to 3 feet deep trench to place a highly capable and 
durable broad band cable.  
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      Corr. ID: 2  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54069  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: The NPS should seek expert information 
on new technologies, which may make towers and current facilities 
unnecessary.  

       
      Corr. ID: 7  Organization: T- Mobile Northeast LLC  
    Comment ID: 54030  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: I will be providing, under separate cover, 
examples of existing stealth telecommunications structures that are 
designed for the type of wooded environment that is prevalent at 
Rock Creek Park.  

       
      Corr. ID: 16  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54085  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: The proper terminology for the existing 
facilities is poles, structures (which is the fairest term), or facilities. 
The use of the word "towers" is misleading. You cannot know until 
the end of a process what kind of facility it will be. Technology has 
improved for alternatives such as tree poles to address visual 
concerns. Silos are being used more and more and in the right 
context could be used at Rock Creek Park.  

       
      Corr. ID: 24  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54091  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: If trenching is needed, consider boring.  
       
      Corr. ID: 26  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54364  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: Any tower or facility should have no lights 
and no guy wires.  

       
      Corr. ID: 26  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54372  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: NPS should gather expert information on 
new technologies, now and in the future, since they may cut the 
damage done by current cell phone technology.  

       
      Corr. ID: 28  Organization: Maryland Department of the 

Environment  
    Comment ID: 54247  Organization Type: State Government  
     Representative Quote: Copies of the documents were circulated 

throughout MDE for review, and it has been determined that this 
project is consistent with MDE's plans, programs and objectives.  

PSALT045 -  Limit Number of Facilities in Park  
   Concern ID:  14572  
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   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

Comments request that the park limit the number of facilities in the 
park and express visitors' general desire to have a minimal number 
of facilities in the park.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 5  Organization: MOS  

    Comment ID: 54045  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: Please restrict the use of cell towers in all 
national parks.  

       
      Corr. ID: 10  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 53848  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: I do not think that additional cell phone 
towers are needed in Rock Creek Park.  

       
      Corr. ID: 13  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54081  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: The public does not want a lot of towers in 
the park. Instead they want the minimum number of towers 
needed.  

       
      Corr. ID: 26  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54360  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: New telecommunications facilities should 
be sited inside the Park ONLY if sites outside the Park, or on 
existing structures, do not provide basic coverage.  

PSHS001 -  Driver Distraction  
   Concern ID:  14575  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments refer specifically to the risk of driver distraction while 
talking on a cellular phone.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 6  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 54034  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: they...encourage driver distraction in the 
Park...  

       
      Corr. ID: 15  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54083  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: Consider the safety of cell phone users 
driving through the park.  

       
      Corr. ID: 30  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54551  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: And of course the other thing is people in 
the District of Columbia aren't supposed to be using telephones 
when they're driving in a car, unless they're not hand held.  
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PSPN001 -  Public Participation  
   Concern ID:  14576  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments address the need for public participation in the 
planning process for each new proposed cellular facility in Rock 
Creek Park. Comments include a desire for better publicity of 
public meetings as well as a desire for inclusion in all decisions 
regarding cellular facility construction in park.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 2  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 54068  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: NPS should hold a PUBLIC hearing on 
every new site and on each permit renewal.  

       
      Corr. ID: 3  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54057  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: Any future decisions on sites for 
telecommunications systems should be open to public input.  

       
      Corr. ID: 10  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 53845  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: After the fact, I learned about the "public 
meetings" held on April 24 and 25, 2006. In the future, on such an 
important issue, more effort should be made to publicize these 
meetings in local media - -  such as the Northwest Current, and 
local list serves. With more publicity, I'm sure that you would find 
that many people in the neighborhood care about protecting this 
important resource.  

       
      Corr. ID: 22  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54093  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: Criteria identified in this plan should never 
prevent us from considering impacts (any) when individual 
applications are received. Do NEPA on every application.  

       
      Corr. ID: 26  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54369  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: NPS should state that they will hold a 
public hearing for every Proposed site and for every permit renewal 
now and in the future.  

PSV001 -  Oppose Private Initiatives on Public Land  
   Concern ID:  14577  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments are concerned about invasive private initiatives taking 
precedence on public land and oppose construction of new cellular 
facilities in Rock Creek Park.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 6  Organization: Not Specified  



 18

    Comment ID: 54033  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: Why should the public allow private 
towers in the Park? There are many others who would like to 
provide "public service" in the Parks. How does one stop once on 
the slippery slope?  

PSVE001 -  Aesthetics  
   Concern ID:  14578  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments express concerns about cellular phone facilities 
adversely affecting aesthetics of park or wildlife viewing.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 2  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 54062  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: I have concerns that adding more wireless 
telecommunications towers may adversely affect the aesthetics of 
the park  

       
      Corr. ID: 6  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54035  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: they are eyesoars...  
       
      Corr. ID: 26  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54362  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: New facilities and structures should be 
unobtrusive and protect the scenery of the Park.  

PSVE005 -  Prohibit Cell Phone Use on Trails- Except in Emergencies  
   Concern ID:  14580  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments pertain to the value of a cell phone free environment to 
their visit and do not want others to use phones on trails except in 
emergency situations.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 26  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 54376  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: NPS should make a rule that cell phones 
are not to be used on trails except in emergency. We must protect 
the quiet and restful ambience of the Park.  

PSVE010 -  Park Valued for Bird Sightings  
   Concern ID:  14581  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments highlight the value of the park as a bird watching venue.

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 2  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 54060  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
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     Representative Quote: As a regular bird watcher at Rock Creek 
Park, I have concerns that adding more wireless 
telecommunications towers may adversely affect my reasons (and 
the reasons of dozens of other birders I encounter there regularly) 
for visiting the park  

       
      Corr. ID: 3  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54056  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: park is an important corridor for 
neotropical migrants and is a treasure appreciated by people from 
around the region and beyond for the warbler migration every 
spring.  

       
      Corr. ID: 30  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54549  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: I've been birding in Rock Creek Park for 
the past 13 years, during the spring and fall migrations. During that 
time, I've run into a number 
of birders. Each year there seems to be more and more. Because 
this is one of the best areas on the east coast, and especially the 
Mid- Atlantic region, for viewing a wide variety of species of the 
neo tropical migrating birds.  

PSWH001 -  Bird Habitat Reduction  
   Concern ID:  14582  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments express concern about facilty impacts on bird 
nesting/stopover habitat.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 2  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 54061  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: I have concerns that adding more wireless 
telecommunications towers may adversely affect...reduc[e] bird 
habitat, increas[e] bird hazards...  

       
      Corr. ID: 4  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54053  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: Parts of Rock Creek Park are not just good 
for birds, they are critical to their survival. The high ridges of the 
park around the nature center, maintenance yard, and other areas 
not only host nesting Neotropical migrants no longer found 
elsewhere in the Nation's Capital- - they have proved to be 
unparalleled migration stopovers for dozens of bird species, many 
of which have declining populations.  

       
      Corr. ID: 9  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 53859  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: In addition, I ask that assessments of future 
tower applications measure not only bird mortality from tower 
strikes, but also the impact of a tower on nearby bird habitat.  
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PSWH005 -  Facility Impacts on Bird Wellbeing  
   Concern ID:  14583  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments make suggestions and/or reference methodologies, 
studies or data that should be included in the analysis of site 
location, design, and construction for new cellular facilities vis- à-
vis bird wellbeing.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 14  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 54082  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: Look at the Federal Communication 
Commission draft guidelines on bird friendly towers (this can be 
found at the American Bird Conservancy website).  

PSWH010 -  Bird Safety:Predators  
   Concern ID:  14584  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments discuss the possible future impacts of cellular facility 
construction on the introduction or spread of bird predator species 
in the park.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 9  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 53861  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: Clearing land for a tower not only removes 
trees and shrubs used for nesting and shelter, but also provides a 
corridor for predators and invasive plants into surrounding areas. 

PSWH020 -  Migratory Birds  
   Concern ID:  14585  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments express concerns about the impact of cellular facilities 
on migratory bird species.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 4  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 54052  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: Many Neotropical birds migrate at night 
and research is showing that under certain weather conditions and 
in certain geophysical circumstances, such as those that exist in the 
park (e.g. wooded rises and ridges), improper or impulsive 
decisions on where to put towers can be disastrous to birds  

PSWH025 -  Species of Special Concern  
   Concern ID:  14586  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments are concerned with the impact of cellular facilities on 
threatened or endangered species in the park.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 9  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 53850  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
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     Representative Quote: Each year, reported migrants include many 
species of special conservation concern, such as Acadian 
Flycatcher, Black- crowned Night Heron, Broad- winged Hawk, 
Brown Creeper, Brown Thrasher, Cerulean Warbler, Eastern 
Towhee, and Field Sparrow. At many sites in North America, 
communications towers have been implicated in the deaths of 
migrant songbirds, either from collisions with the tower itself or 
from disorientation due to tower lighting.  

PSWH030 -  Non- Bird Species  
   Concern ID:  14587  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments address the potential impacts of cellular facility 
construction on non- bird species.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 4  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 54054  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: research is showing that under certain 
weather conditions and in certain geophysical circumstances, such 
as those that exist in the park (e.g. wooded rises and ridges), 
improper or impulsive decisions on where to put towers can be 
disastrous to birds and perhaps bats.  

       
      Corr. ID: 12  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54080  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: Look at research regarding potential 
impact of cellular communications on bees.  

PSWH035 -  Invasive Species  
   Concern ID:  14588  
   CONCERN 

STATEMENT:  
Comments discuss the possible future impacts of cellular facility 
construction on the introduction or spread of invasive plant or 
animal species in the park.  

       
   Representative 

Quote(s):  
Corr. ID: 9  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 53862  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: Clearing land for a tower not only removes 
trees and shrubs used for nesting and shelter, but also provides a 
corridor for predators and invasive plants into surrounding areas  

       
      Corr. ID: 21  Organization: Not Specified  
    Comment ID: 54094  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

     Representative Quote: Would forest clearing increase edge and 
increase the cowbird population?  
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 Comment Analysis by Organization Type 

Org Type 

 
Organization 

Corr. 
ID Code Description 

Business     
 Verizon 

Wireless-
Counsel 

27 PSALT002 Extension of Rights- of- Way 
Permits 

   PSALT007 Oppose Construction of New 
Cellular Facilities in Park 

   PSALT010 Location of New Facilities- Site 
Specific 

   PSALT015 Telecommunications Coverage 
Gaps 

 T- Mobile 
Northeast LLC 

7 PSALT015 Telecommunications Coverage 
Gaps 

State 
Government 

    

 Maryland 
Department of 
the Environment 

28 PSALT040 Facility Design 

 Maryland Dept of 
Planning 

25 PSALT038 All Parks Adopt Similar Siting 
Policy and Procedures 

Unaffiliated 
Individual 

    

 MOS 5 PSALT005 Co- Location 
   PSALT045 Limit Number of Facilities in 

Park 

   PSALT040 Facility Design 
 University of 

Miami 
1 PSALT035 Consider Impacts of Entire 

Construction Process on Park 
Environment 

   PSALT040 Facility Design 

 N/A 2 PSALT005 Co- Location 

   PSALT040 Facility Design 

   PSALT045 Limit Number of Facilities in 
Park 

   PSPN001 Public Participation 
   PSVE001 Aesthetics 
   PSVE010 Park Valued for Bird Sightings 

   PSWH001 Bird Habitat Reduction 
   PSWH005 Facility Impacts on Bird 

Wellbeing 



 23

  3 PSPN001 Public Participation 
   PSVE010 Park Valued for Bird Sightings 

   PSWH005 Facility Impacts on Bird 
Wellbeing 

  4 PSWH001 Bird Habitat Reduction 
   PSWH005 Facility Impacts on Bird 

Wellbeing 
   PSWH020 Migratory Birds 
   PSWH030 Non- Bird Species 
  6 PSALT007 Oppose Construction of New 

Cellular Facilities in Park 

   PSHS001 Driver Distraction 
   PSV001 Oppose Private Initiatives on 

Public Land 
   PSVE001 Aesthetics 
   PSWH005 Facility Impacts on Bird 

Wellbeing 
  8 PSALT007 Oppose Construction of New 

Cellular Facilities in Park 

  9 PSALT005 Co- Location 
   PSALT010 Location of New Facilities- Site 

Specific 
   PSALT036 Cumulative Impacts 
   PSALT040 Facility Design 
   PSDUP Duplicate Comment 
   PSWH001 Bird Habitat Reduction 
   PSWH005 Facility Impacts on Bird 

Wellbeing 
   PSWH010 Bird Safety:Predators 
   PSWH025 Species of Special Concern 

   PSWH035 Invasive Species 
  10 PSALT005 Co- Location 
   PSALT045 Limit Number of Facilities in 

Park 
   PSPN001 Public Participation 
  11 PSALT030 Consider Alternative 

Technologies Based on Desired 
Level of Coverage 

  12 PSWH030 Non- Bird Species 
  13 PSALT045 Limit Number of Facilities in 

Park 
  14 PSWH005 Facility Impacts on Bird 

Wellbeing  

 


