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CERTIFICATION OF CONCLUSIONS 

 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that to the best of my knowledge and belief the following is true and 

accurate: 

 

that I have no present or contemplated prospective interest in the real estate or the proposed real 

estate development project that is the subject of this consulting report; 

 

that I have no personal interest or bias with respect to the subject matter of this consulting report 

or the parties involved; 

 

that my compensation is not contingent on any action or event resulting from the analyses, 

opinions, or conclusions in, or use of, this consulting report; 

 

that the assignment was not based on any request for a specific consulting result or a specific 

finding of no impact from the proposed development project; 

 

that, to the best of my knowledge, the statements of fact contained in this report, upon which the 

analyses, opinions and conclusions expressed herein are based, are true and correct; 

 

that the reported analysis, opinions, and conclusions of the undersigned are the best professional 

judgments of the undersigned individual as a real estate analyst, appraiser, and real estate 

counselor; 

 

that this consulting report sets forth the assumptions and limiting conditions (imposed by the 

terms of my assignment or by the undersigned) affecting the analyses, opinions and conclusions 

contained in this consulting report; 

 

nobody other than the undersigned contributed to the data gathering and analyses, conclusions 

and opinions concerning the real estate or the proposed real estate development project that are 

set forth in this consulting report; 

 

that Mr. Michael J. Samuels of Clarion/Samuels Associates inspected the real property that is the 

location of the proposed stealth Treepole installation; that Mr. Samuels personally inspected the 

surrounding residential neighborhoods proximate to the proposed site, externally inspected each 

of the residential units that are subject to retrospective valuations and the comparable sales 

utilized that are also the subject of the consulting analysis, opinions and report; 

 

that the analysis, opinions, and conclusions have been undertaken in accordance with Standard 1 

(Real Estate Appraisal, Development) of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal 

Practice, and this written report itself has been prepared in accordance with Standard 2-2(a) 

(Real Estate Appraisal, Reporting) of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice; 

 

that only a drive-by, exterior inspection, of each of the subject properties was accomplished.  I 

relied upon county records, personal interviews, market data and developer provided information 

as a basis for my analysis; 
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that any residential unit value conclusions presented in the case studies is a retrospective value.  

Care should be taken in the use of such a value estimate; 

 

The analyses, opinions and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared, in 

conformity with the requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics and the Standards of 

Professional Practice of the Appraisal Institute and the Uniform Standards of Professional 

Appraisal Practice. 

 

The use of this report is subject to the requirements of the Appraisal Institute relating to review 

by its duly authorized representatives. 

 

As of the date of this report, Michael J. Samuels has completed the continuing education 

program for Designated Members of the Appraisal Institute; 

 

that Mr. Samuels is a licensed real estate broker in Pennsylvania and a certified general real 

estate appraiser in Pennsylvania, New Jersey and Delaware; and 

 

THAT IN MY OPINION, and based upon the analysis presented in the attached report, 

the granting of approvals necessary prior to the construction of the proposed 

telecommunications antenna and ultimate construction of that antenna will have no 

measurable adverse impact upon the market value of homes in the residential 

neighborhoods proximate to the antenna site. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

CLARION/SAMUELS ASSOCIATES 

 

  
Michael J. Samuels, MAI, CRE, FRICS 

Director, Philadelphia Office 

Pennsylvania Certified General 

Real Estate Appraiser 

Certificate Number GA-000332-L 

 

Date of Report: March 15, 2021 
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I. INTRODUCTORY INFORMATION 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

Clarion/Samuels Associates (“CSA”) has been engaged by Riley Riper Hollin & Colagreco, PC 

on behalf of AT&T Mobility to analyze the potential market impacts of a cellular telephone 

antenna “treepole” (the “Treepole”) proposed to be erected at 940 Unionville-Wawaset Road, 

Unionville, PA, located in Newlin Township.  The Treepole is to be 120 feet (not including a 

lightning rod to be placed on top of the supporting pole).  The antenna array is proposed to be 

disguised as a tree.  The antenna is to be sited on 63.44± acre presenting a cultivated field and 

small, wooded area.  The Treepole is to be situated within the wooded area, but at the end of an 

existing farm driveway access that exposes the Treepole toward the intersection of Oak Tree 

Road and Unionville Wawaset Road.  Specifically, we have been requested to analyze the 

potential impact of the Treepole on area residential property values. 

 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The potential impact of the tower construction was analyzed in the context of its environs, the 

published and unpublished literature on the impact of externalities on residential property values 

and via the development and analysis of case studies related to the erection of cellular telephone 

communications towers proximate to residences and residential subdivisions.  
 

The Subject Property/Neighborhood Impact Analysis 

1) The Treepole site is on a farm located on the north side of Unionville-Wawaset Road 

between its intersections with Bailey Circle and Mitchell Farm Lane Road in Newlin 

Township. 

2) The farm property is a 63.44± acre parcel.   

3) The surrounding land uses include: 

i) ChesLen Preserve, a privately-owned nature preserve adjoining to the west. 

ii) The Newlin Greene Subdivision, both off of Bailey Circle and Newlin Green Circle 

to the east. 

iii) Springhouse Estate Subdivision – Located south of Unionville-Wawaset Road, with 

access off of Oak Tree Road. 

iv) Wiltshire Subdivision – Section on the Whitestone Drive cul-de-sac off of Oak Tree 

Road. 

v) Road frontage single family homes along Unionville Wawaset Road. 

vi) Cultivated farmland north and northwest of the tower site to Kelsall Road 

4) Proposed is a 120± foot treepole to support a cellular antenna array located at 940 

Unionville-Wawaset Road. 

5) Newlin Greene was developed by Newlin Homes.  The subdivision plans initially recorded in 

June 2001 for the first three phases of 40 building lots, with eight additional building lots 

added with the recording of Phase IV for a total of 48 buildable lots. 
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6) The homes closest to the Treepole are located on the west side of Bailey Circle.  The six (6) 

closest homes range from 600’ to 900’ in this location., three (3) are between 900’ and 1,200’ 

and the remainder are greater than 1,200’.   

7) The homes closest to the Treepole within Newlin Greene are 100 Bailey Circle at 625’, 102 

Bailey Circle at 720’. 

8) The homes closest to the Treepole within Springhouse Estates are 844, 843 and 842 

Meadowview Road at 480’, 545’ and 600’ respectively.  The majority of the homes in 

Springhouse Estates are greater than 1,200’ removed from the Treepole location 

9) The photo simulations indicate that the Treepole will be visible to homes 

a) On Bailey Circle in Newlin Green 

b) In the Springhouse Estates subdivision as far south as Barnview Drive 

c) Homes located west of the site on Unionville Wawaset Road 

d) Homes on the north side of Mitchell Farm Lane closest to its intersection with Unionville 

Wawaset Road  

10) The base elevation of the Treepole is to be 464’ with faux branches extending to an elevation 

of approximately 588’ above mean sea level 

11) There are wooded areas between the Treepole location and many of the residences in the 

area. 

 

The Externalities Literature 

1. A level of impact due to a wide range of externalities such as high-tension lines, 

contaminated properties, views, noise, etc…is consistently greater than any measured impact 

that cellular phone towers may have on residential property values.   

2. When externality impacts are measured, property value impact is limited to a short distance, 

over which the impact dissipates and finally disappears.   

3. Over time, the externality is accepted and the adverse impact diminishes. 

4. The impact horizon varies depending upon the intensity of the source.  Even in the case of 

high-tension electrical lines the impact horizon has been measured at 400 to 1,300 feet.   

5. One study indicates that the maximum impact horizon for cellular telephone towers may be 

2% at 200 feet from a 230-foot lattice tower declining to no impact at 650± feet.  The cellular 

telephone horizon measured was based on unobstructed views and proximity primarily to 

lattice (rather than monopole or a treepole, as proposed) towers with heights taller than the 

proposed treepole. 

6. A second study indicates that visibility has a 4x greater impact on property values (9.78% 

versus 2.65%), but suggests a visual or vegetative buffer screening (or camouflaging towers 

to look like trees or flagpoles) could mitigate these impacts.  Several other significant 

conclusions indicated are that proximity to a tower may positively impact property values 

and for home sales post 2009, no negative impacts were measured. 

7. The externalities literature indicate a minimal negative impact from 2.65% declining to 0% 

for residences within 650± feet. 
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Clarion/Samuels Associates Case Studies 

1. Cellular telephone towers show no measurable negative impact on residential property values 

in the communities studied. 

2. Even when analyzing the impact of lattice towers more than twice the height of the Treepole, 

no negative impact on residential property values was measured. 

3. There is no negative impact of telecommunications towers across a broad spectrum of home 

prices studied, ranging from $175,000 to $1,200,000. 

4. There is no measurable impact on residential property values even when the tower is within 

350 feet of the residence and there is no visual screening. 

5. There is no adverse financial impact on neighborhoods and communities. 

 

Study Conclusions 

 

• The Treepole is to be situated amongst a stand of trees that topographically is located 

above the closest subdivision; 

• The Treepole will be visible to most of the homes in the adjacent Newlin Greene 

subdivision (northside of Wawaset Road) due to the rising elevation within the 

subdivision to the cul-de-sac. 

• The Treepole will be visible to homes in the Springhouse Estate subdivision all the way 

to the subdivision entrance at Barnview Drive.      

• The Treepole location is set back from Unionville-Wawaset Road amongst the trees, but 

visibility is enhanced by its location at the end of an existing cut in the trees for a farm 

drive.  The Treepole will be highly visible from the intersection of Unionville Wawaset 

Road and Oak Tree Road. 

• The Treepole will have visibility from the east side of Newlin Green Circle to the east 

and Mitchell Farm Lane to the west.   

• While negative residential value impacts have been measured in many externality impact 

studies, the three published studies of impacts within the United States would indicate 

that there is a de minimis impact on the properties located within 650 feet of the 

Treepole.  There are only three such homes, those located at 842, 843, and 844 

Meadowview Road and one home at 100 Bailey Circle.  The closest home to the Treepole 

is an estimated 480 feet from the Treepole. 

• The one published study which indicates a greater impact due to visibility also concluded 

that there was no negative impact on home sales identified following 2009.  This study 

also concluded that there is a potential benefit for properties located within 2,350 feet of a 

tower due to stronger wireless signal. 

• The Clarion/Samuels Associates studies of monopole towers supporting cellular antennas 

conclude no measurable negative financial impact on residential property values for 

residences within 300 feet of a tower, which would indicate no negative impact on the 

value of the closest residences;  
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Based on a review of the Treepole, its location in relation to nearby residences, a national 

literature review, and case studies conducted at locations around the Delaware Valley it is 

concluded: 

• Some of the homes on Bailey Circle and within Springhouse Estates are within a distance 

that some published studies have measured negative value impacts and these homes will 

have views of the Treepole.  The impacts, if any, per the studies would be de minimis 

(less than 1%). 

• The homes situated on Oak Tree Road and on Unionville Wawaset Road are already 

impacted by their configuration as road frontage lots.  These homes are not negatively 

impacted by the Treepole as they are not proximate to the Treepole and typically have 

limited views.  

• The homes located along Newlin Green Circle are not negatively impacted by the 

Treepole due to their distance from the Treepole.  While many homes in the subdivision 

have views of the Treepole, the type of view combined with the distance to the Treepole 

minimize any potential negative impact. 

• The homes along Whitestone Drive are not considered proximate to the Treepole and 

have little or no view of the Treepole, therefore it is concluded that the Treepole would 

not be negatively impacted by the Treepole. 

• The homes along Mitchell Farm Lane are distant from the Treepole and while visible 

from the entrance to the subdivision most of the homes are sufficiently buffered so as to 

not be negatively impacted by the Treepole. 
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PURPOSE AND FUNCTION OF THE RESEARCH AND REPORT 

 

This report addresses the critical question - Does the location of a Treepole, cellular telephone 

antenna, proximate to residential properties impact property values?   

 

Our work has involved review of historic literature on the impact of externalities on residential 

property value, information in our files about externalities and their off-site impacts and review 

of our past research efforts involving off-site impacts of cellular phone towers, as well as 

collection of new data and new research. 

 

As part of our residential property value impact analysis, we have summarized the literature 

regarding the impact of externalities on residential property values. We have summarized the 

results of similar studies, regarding the impact of cellular towers on residential property values 

we have done in a number of residential neighborhoods in Pennsylvania and New Jersey.  We 

have provided a detailed description of the evaluation of home sales and prices around a cellular 

tower proximate to the Clearview Estates subdivision located in Lower Makefield Township and 

the Belmont Ridge subdivision located in Bensalem Township.  This detailed description can 

help a reader understand the comprehensive level of analysis accomplished prior to presenting 

case study conclusions. 

 

QUALIFICATIONS OF CLARION/SAMUELS ASSOCIATES 

 

Clarion/Samuels Associates is the Philadelphia affiliate of Clarion Associates, a real estate 

counseling, property appraisal and land use and zoning consulting firm founded in 1988.  Clarion 

offices work nationally and sometimes even internationally from our offices in Chapel Hill, 

Chicago, Cincinnati, Denver and Philadelphia on a wide variety of assignments for public sector 

and private sector clients alike including non-profit organizations, units of federal, state and local 

government, major corporations, developers, law firms and financial institutions. 

 

Categories of assignments include: 

 

• Real Estate Appraisal -- valuation of all types of property (commercial, industrial, 

retail, residential, special purpose properties and vacant land) with an emphasis on 

larger properties, unusual valuation situations, land development, and 

condemnation valuation; 

 

• Real Estate Counseling -- feasibility studies, economic and environmental impact 

studies, market studies, due diligence reviews, and highest and best use studies; 

and 

 

• Land Use and Zoning Consulting -- preparation of zoning ordinances, subdivision 

regulations, performance standards, sensitive area plans and ordinances, historic 

preservation plans and preservation ordinances. 

 

The principals of Clarion Associates have a diverse background in real estate analysis, economic 

and market analysis, real estate financial analysis, real estate development, land use planning, 
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land use and zoning law and environmental analysis.  Much of our work in the past decade has 

involved evaluation of the off-site impacts on nearby neighborhoods caused by various types of 

land uses and real estate projects such as shopping centers, airports, quarries, landfills, 

contaminated properties and power lines.  We also have considerable experience in evaluating 

the fiscal impact of development projects, and assisting communities in formulating 

comprehensive programs to preserve their local character while accommodating major 

development projects. 

 

The Clarion research for this assignment was accomplished by Mr. Michael Samuels, Managing 

Director of Clarion’s Philadelphia office. Mr. Samuels has over 40 years of experience in real 

estate investment analysis, valuation, financial and market/feasibility analysis, property 

acquisition and development.  He is the past Director of Operations for The Linpro Company; a 

Philadelphia based commercial and residential developer and was also a Senior Vice President of 

Radnor Financial Group, an equity syndication firm.  He is a Pennsylvania real estate broker, a 

certified general real estate appraiser in Pennsylvania, New Jersey and Delaware and served on 

the Planning Commission in Tredyffrin Township, Pennsylvania for nine years. 
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II. THE SUBJECT PROPERTY/NEIGHBORHOOD IMPACT ANALYSIS 

 

 

SITE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL 

 

We relied upon zoning plans for the subject site that were developed by Velocitel, LLC (civil 

engineers) last revised December 3, 2020.  Additionally we relied upon an elevation view of a 

proposed monopine tower dated December 3, 2020, also prepared by the same engineering 

group.  The owners of record for the subject site are Samuel and George Wickersham.  The 

Wickersham tract is 63.5 acres.  To the west of the Wickersham Tract is an 88.1 acre open 

parcel owned by the Natural Lands Trust known as the ChesLen Preserve.  The Treepole location 

is in the southeast portion of the Wickersham tract, 475 feet northwest of the intersection of 

Unionville Wawaset Road (“Wawaset”) and Oak Tree Road, within an open area amongst a 

stand of trees.  There is a farm roadway that opens the trees and exposes the Treepole to the 

intersection.   
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The owner has agreed to lease the site for use by AT&T Mobility, a 60’ x 60’ area for the 

erection of a 120± foot Treepole with a lightning rod attached above.  Additional site 

development is proposed to include a 6’8” x 6’8” walk-in cabinet mounted on a concrete pad and 

a 20KW diesel powered generator on a concreate pad.  The facility will be accessed by a 12’ 

wide gravel access drive following the route of the existing farm path.  A 7 foot tall chain link 

fence, topped by one foot of barbed wire will surround the entire development area.  The 

proposed facility will generate limited traffic for equipment maintenance (estimated at one time 

per month), no light and no noise.  The Treepole is to be sited such that its location exceeds the 

132’ minimum tower setback by being located 256’ from the property line. 
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EXISTING DEVELOPMENT PATTERNS 

 

To understand the potential impact of a cellular telephone tower on surrounding properties, it is 

necessary to understand the context within which the Treepole is to be constructed. 

 

The Treepole site is to be located in the area of Newlin Township on the northside of Unionville 

Wawaset Road, which is, immediately south of the Wickersham tract.  The border between the 

subject’s Newlin Township and East Marlborough Township is angled through the Springhouse 

Meadows subdivision, lies between the Wiltshire and Newlin Greene subdivisions south of 

Unionville Wawaset Road and follows the southwest border of the Wickersham tract. The 

Treepole site is in an agricultural area of the Township that is surrounded by a mixture of farms 

and residential development.     

 

The neighborhoods closest to the Treepole location are Newlin Greene Subdivision, shown on 

the aerial photograph below outlined in white, the Springhouse Meadow subdivision (blue) and 

the northern portion of the Wiltshire subdivision (purple).   

 

 
 

The Newlin Greene subdivision was developed as four phases over a period of years.  The initial 

subdivision plan was recorded in 2001.  The phase closest to the Treepole consists of 17 single 

family detached homes.  Following is a summary of the subdivision: 
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Newlin Green Subdivision 

Bailey Circle and Loren Lane 

 Min Max Avg 

Lot Size (SF) 32,670 44,997 37,971 

House Size (SF) 3,952 9,059 5,822 

Sale Price $769,000 $1,060,000 $900,786 

 

The average lot size is just under one acre.  The homes are supported by public water and a 

community sewer system.  The homes were constructed and initially occupied between 2004 and 

2007.  This section of the subdivision has historically been surrounded on three sides by 

cultivated lands. 

 

Below is a summary of recent home sales activity in the community: 

 

Year Sales 
Avg. Sale 

Date 
Lot Size Sale Price 

Home Size 

(SF) 
Price/SF 

2018 2 6/22/18 35,611 $908,500  5,199 $174.76 

2019 2 9/28/19 41,404 $855,000  5,423 $157.68 

2020 2 11/3/20 38,594 $1,060,000  6,630 $159.89 

 

In recent years, sales activity has remained steady.  Due to the level of sales, the average sale 

price and achieved price per square foot is highly variable.  This community, like many 

constructed with stucco exteriors in a similar time frame had water infiltration issues.  With the 

cost of remediation ranging from $100,000 to $200,000, the status of the remediation had a large 

impact on the sale price.  Additionally, given the size and price of the homes many homes were 

highly upgraded and altered since original construction.  The house size, design, finishes and 

market acceptance of the finishes also has a large impact on achieved sale price.   

 

To the south of the Treepole and west of Oak Tree Road is the Springhouse Estates Subdivision.  

This subdivision was constructed in the mid to late 1970s.  The subdivision entrance off of Oak 

Tree Road is Barnview Drive.  Meadowview Road is a north-south spine road that ends in cul-

de-sac on the north.  Following is a summary of the subdivision. 

 

Springhouse Estates 

Meadowview Road and Barnview Drive 

 Min Max Avg 

Lot Size (SF) 1.00 4.80 1.24 

House Size (SF) 1,866 4,698 2,485 

Sale Price $69,000  $519,900  $270,313  

The average lot size excludes the 4.80 acre lot, which is an outlier 
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The most recent sales activity in this subdivision is limited to the following: 

 

Springhouse Estates 

Recent Sales History 

Year Sales 
Avg. Sale 

Date 
Lot Size Sale Price 

Home Size 

(SF) 
Price/SF 

2019 1 5/20/19 1.00 $495,000  2,429 $203.79 

2020 3 6/22/20 1.10 $467,967  2,320 $201.74 
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III. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

A public concern has been raised about the potential impact on residential property values for 

properties proximate to the Treepole.  The residential neighborhood proximate to the Treepole 

site consists of existing single-family homes within subdivisions as well as single-family 

detached residences on road frontage lots. 

 

It is imperative to note that the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice Advisory 

Opinion 9 (AO-9) highlights specific guidance for determining the impact of “adverse 

environmental conditions” on prices and values. 

 

AO-9 states that: 

 

• Every analysis of the potential impact of an environmental condition on property value 

“must be based on market data, rather than unsupported opinion or judgment;” and 

• The effect of such environmental conditions “involves the application of one or more 

specialized valuation methods” that must be applied consistent with the requirements 

related to the valuation approaches in USPAP. 

 

The courses and peer-reviewed publications of the appraisal professions define the generally 

accepted methodology for determining the impact of environmental conditions on real estate 

markets property prices, market rents and market value.  Those courses and publications have 

long recognized the following: 

• Proximity to a source of an adverse environmental condition does not automatically cause 

an adverse impact to prices and values of nearby properties. 

• While opinions of homeowners and other non-real estate professionals may have some 

relevance to understanding a marketplace, such opinions are not a substitute for analysis 

of actual sales prices.  As a publication of the Appraisal Institute put it: “the impact [of 

power lines, cell phone towers, etc…] on real estate is determined by the market and not 

by scientific analysis [related to possible health effects.] 

 

As the basis for analyzing the potential impact, if any, of the Treepole on nearby property values, 

we have done the following: 

• Analyzed the neighborhoods adjacent to which the Treepole is proposed to be placed; 

• Reviewed and analyzed previous academic studies of property value impacts; and 

• Summarized the findings of previous Clarion research on the impact of cellular towers on 

residential property values. 

 

We have then analyzed the results of the case studies regarding other tower sites studied and 

compared and contrasted the results with the physical/locational and site/design characteristics of 

the Treepole in order to ascertain what impact, if any, the Treepole may have on property values 

in nearby neighborhoods. 
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EXTERNALITIES LITERATURE REVIEW: GENERAL 

 

There has been a substantial body of work studying the impact of externalities on residential 

property values.  The issue often arises when a property owner seeks to rezone a property 

proximate to an existing neighborhood, or a property is to be developed with a use that the local 

inhabitants deem to be negative.  A search of both popular and academic periodicals revealed the 

following areas of published studies that attempt to measure the impact of the following on 

residential property values. 

• Development Proposals 

• Landfills: Operating and Proposed 

• EPA Regulated Facilities 

• High Voltage (Electric) Transmission Lines (HVTLs) 

• Highways 

• Rail Lines 

• Registered Sex Offenders 

 

Development Proposals 

 

Bill Mundy, MAI, PhD authored an article describing the life cycle of impacts of property 

contamination which, is quite appropriate in describing the life cycle of a development proposal.  

The development proposal becomes known with a rezoning, subdivision or land development 

application.  Fears of how the development will change an area spread.  People start talking 

about their fears of the proposed development’s impact on property values to the point it 

becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy.  Existing resident fear creates a negative perception of a 

neighborhood and the market responds in a negative fashion for a period of time.  Impact 

literature indicates that this reaction and the market response is common, but short lived.  

Typically, after a proposed development is constructed the fears subside, the negative speech 

disappears, and what was once feared becomes a part of the landscape with no negative, and 

sometimes with a positive impact. 

 

An example of this effect is the study, An Empirical Analysis of the Impact of the Construction 

of a Shopping Mall on Housing Prices: Amenity or Disamenity? (E. Kokkelenberg, 1997).  The 

study analyzed the effects of the announcement, construction and operation of the Town Square 

Mall in Vestal, New York.  The analysis focused on the property value impact of three phases of 

the development process.  The conclusions indicated that upon public proposal of the shopping 

center the 13% premium displayed by homes in Vestal, versus neighboring communities, 

declined to a 7% premium.  During construction of the center, the premium increased to 15%, 

above pre-announcement levels, then an additional 3% after construction completion.  A 

decrease in property value relative to non-proximate neighborhoods was short lived.  Once 

construction began, the shopping center was determined to be a positive influence on the 

neighborhood.  Property values rebounded and actually increased relative to other neighborhoods 

following the construction completion. 
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The Effect of Shopping Centers on Single Family Dwellings  

(Glascock, Munneke, and Slawson, 1996) 

 

This study utilized five years of data on 4,213 single-family home sales.  Utilizing a GIS system, 

the impact of distance to the closest shopping center on the price of single-family dwellings was 

analyzed.  Five regression models were developed as part of this study.  The two models that 

explicitly employed distance from the shopping center as an independent variable indicated that 

as distance from the center increased, residential property values decreased.  Another model 

indicated that property values are higher within a .75 mile ring around a shopping center, than 

those located outside of the ring.  Lastly, two models attempting to use continuous variables 

found that home prices peaked at a distance of .40 to .45 miles from the centers studied, beyond 

which property values declined. The study indicated that home prices increased as distance from 

the shopping centers increased to a distance of .45 miles.  Two major shortcomings of this study 

include the lack of discussion of the interface between center and residences and the lack of 

conclusion as to whether the existence of a center decreases property value proximate to the 

center, or increases property value within the .75 mile ring mentioned. 

  

The Impact of a Shopping Center on the Value of Surrounding Properties  

(Colwell and Gujral 1985) 

 

The study analyzed the effect of a neighborhood shopping center on residential property values.  

The analysis studied property values both prior to and after the approval of a neighborhood 

shopping center.  The conclusions indicate that the property value impact is minimal and that the 

affects dissipate over 1,500 feet.  Beyond the 1,500 foot horizon, property values were higher 

after the approval of the shopping center than before the center approval. 

 

Empirical Modeling of the Relative Impacts of Various Sizes of Shopping Centers on the 

Values of Surrounding Residential Properties  

(R. Sirpal, 1994)  

  

The intent was to study the impact of three shopping center complexes of varying sizes on 

residential property values.  The complex sizes ranged from 47,500 SF to 294,191 SF.  The study 

concluded that "at a given radial distance from the shopping center or complex…the property 

values are found higher around a larger shopping center as compared to those around a smaller 

shopping center."  In addition, while in the study there is some evidence, it does not statistically 

conclude that "housing prices rise with an increase in distance from the nearby shopping center, 

reach maximum, and then fall."  The positive nature of the coefficients relating to distance were 

not positive in each model and seemed to coincide with positive coefficients for distance to the 

nearest park, to the nearest elementary school and distance from major intersections.  
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An Empirical Analysis of the Impact of the Construction of a Shopping Mall on Housing 

Prices: Amenity or Disamenity?  

(E. Kokkelenberg, 1997) 

 

The study analyzed the effects of the announcement, construction and operation of the Town 

Square Mall in Vestal, New York.  The analysis focused on the property value impact of three 

phases of the development process.  The conclusions indicated that upon public proposal of the 

shopping center, the 13% premium displayed by homes in Vestal, versus neighboring 

communities, declined to a 7% premium.  During construction of the center, the premium 

increased to 15%, above pre-announcement levels, then an additional 3% after construction 

completion.  The original proposal was for an 844,000 SF enclosed mall with more than 150 

stores.  A power center of 500,000 square feet with 14 tenants was ultimately constructed.  The 

writer believed the change in size and center type could have contributed to the more positive 

response in the later stages of development.  Due to the lack of available data, the study was not 

able to conclude at a statistically significant level that proximity to the center affected the impact 

on property values.  

 

 

 

Landfills: Operating and Proposed 

 

The real estate appraisal and real estate economics literature is inconsistent in the conclusions 

regarding the impact of landfills on nearby property values.  Some studies have found adverse 

impacts while others have found no impacts.1 

 

Other studies have found variations in impacts on prices and values depending upon location in 

relation to a landfill.  For example, one study found impacts to properties on the main access 

road to a landfill but not to other nearby properties.2  Another study found that “the impacts 

which solid waste disposal sites might have on nearby properties are not as clear cut as it may 

appear at first” due to such factors as wind patterns, the quality of the operation of the landfill, 

and the presence or absence of various types of amenities and disamenities in the neighborhoods 

also located near a landfill.3 

 

A study entitled “Price Effects of Landfills on House Values”4 concludes that a landfill can affect 

property values at a rate of 6% per mile, for up to 2.0 miles.  The total negative impact on 

property value was 12% immediately adjacent to the landfill and 6% one mile away.  Beyond 2.0 

miles the analysis did not measure any impact. 

 

 
1 Donald Bleich, PhD, M. Chapman Findlay II, PhD, and G. Michael Phillips, PhD, “An Evaluation of a Well-

Designed Landfill on Surrounding Property Values,” The Appraisal Journal, April 1991, PP 247-252. 

2 Hays B. Gamble and Roger H. Downing, “Effects of Sanitary Landfills on Property Values and Residential 

Development,” Solid and Liquid Wastes: Management, Methods and Socioeconomic Considerations, The 

Pennsylvania Academy of Science, 1984 

3 Joseph Havlicek, Jr., Robert Richardson, and Lloyd Davies, “Measuring the Impacts of Solid Waste Disposal Site 

Location on Property Values,” Urban Economics Report No. 65, University of Chicago, November 1971, P. 869. 

4 Arthur C. Nelson, John Genereux and Michelle Genereux, “Price Effects of Landfills on House Values,” Land 

Economics, November 1992, PP. 359-365 
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The impact conclusions from the Price Effects article are supported by a similar conclusion in an 

article entitled “Do Landfills Always Depress Nearby Property Values?”5  The conclusion of this 

article is that “lower volume” landfills decrease property values at a rate of 1.2% per mile from 

the landfill.  “High volume” landfills (500 tons per day or more) are concluded to decrease 

property values at a rate of 5.9% per mile.  It was also concluded that 20-28% of the low volume 

landfills had no measurable impact, but all high-volume landfills had a negative impact on 

nearby property values. 

 

Reichert, in his 1997 article published in the Appraisal Journal cites the analysis of the effects of 

several landfills on residential property values.  Following is a summary of those studies taken 

from the article. 

 

 
Lastly, a study published by Pennsylvania State University6 concluded no negative impact of 

landfills on property values as a result of proximity and views, but did conclude a negative 

impact related to heavy truck traffic to and from the landfills. 

 

 

EPA Regulated Facilities 

 

While there are no direct studies related to the impacts of EPA regulated facilities, there are 

many studies regarding the impact of adverse environmental conditions, which many times 

occurs in conjunction with regulated facilities.  The impact of being proximate to a facility with 

no evidence of contamination will likely be much less than proximity to a contaminated location.  

The actual impact depends upon the many factors that affect property value such as noise, 

vibration, light, emissions, etc… 

 

In his research on groundwater and soils contamination, Bible7  describes an average negative 

impact of 9% for proximity within 1,000 feet of the contamination.  The study also goes on to 

say that once the contamination was fully remediated home values recovered. 

 

 
5 Richard C. Ready, “Do Landfills Always Depress Nearby Property Values?” Rural Development Paper No. 27, 

Northeast Regional Center for Rural Development, May 2005. 

6 Hays B. Gamble, PhD and Roger H. Downing, “Effects of Sanitary Landfills on Property Values and Residential 

Development”, Chapter 28, Pennsylvania State University. 

 

7 Bible, Douglas S., Chengho Hsieh, Gary Joiner, Chuo-Hsuan Lee, and David W. Volentine. 

"Analysis of the Effects of Contamination by a Creosote Plant on Property Values." The Appraisal Journal Winter 

73.1 (2005): 87-97. 
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The conclusion of no impact related to stigma is consistent throughout much of the valuation 

literature.  To measure a statistically significant impact, the impact has to be identifiable and 

immediate.  With many EPA regulated facilities there is such an immediate impact, but the 

impact, until there is a release or ongoing negative activities, is generally limited and confined to 

a small area in any direction. 

 

High Voltage (Electric) Transmission Lines (HVTLs) 

 

HVTLs have been studied as much as any externality due to the controversial nature of potential 

health effects and their high-profile nature in a community. 

 

Negative impacts have been measured from as little as 0% to as much as 10% of residential 

property values. 

 

One study states, “None of the professionals interviewed indicated any negative impacts on 

residential properties proximate to the lines, but without a direct view.” 

 

HVTL rights-of-way have limited negative impacts, where if the right-of-way was on the edge of 

the property there is no negative impact, but if the right-of-way is through the land itself, the 

impact is measured at -2.1% to -3.4%. (Power Lines and Property Prices, November 2, 2014, 

Real Estate Issues 

 

In Power Lines and Property Values Revisited (Jennifer M. Pitts and Thomas O. Jackson, PhD, 

MAI, Fall 2007, Appraisal Journal) the authors state, “Research shows that the effects of HVTL 

on residential properties are varied and are determined by five interplaying factors: 

 

• Proximity to towers and lines; 

• The view of towers and lines; 

• The type and size of the HVTL structures; 

• The appearance of easement landscaping; and 

• Surrounding topography. 

 

The authors summarize historical studies as having concluded: 

 

• When negative impacts are evident, studies report an average discount of between 1% 

and 10% of property value; 

• The diminution is attributable to the visual unattractiveness of the lines, potential health 

hazards, disturbing sound and safety concerns 

• Impacts diminish as distance from the lines increase and disappear at a distance of 200 

feet from the lines; 

• With unobstructed views, negative impacts can extend up to 1,300 feet; and 

• Value diminution is temporary and usually decreases over time, disappearing entirely in 4 

to 10 years. 
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The Appraisal Journal published a study in the summer 2009 issue entitled, High-Voltage 

Transmission Lines: Proximity, Visibility, and Encumbrance Effects by James A. Chalmers, PhD 

and Frank A. Voorvaart, PhD. 

 

The authors concluded from a literature review: 

 

• Over time, there is consistent pattern with about half of the studies finding negative 

property value effects and half finding none; 

• When effects are found, they tend to be small and usually in the range of 3% to 6%; 

• The effects decay rapidly and usually disappears at about 200 feet to 300 feet; and 

• The effects tended to dissipate over time. 

 

The authors conclude, based on their own research of 1,286 home sales that there is no evidence 

of systematic effects of either proximity or visibility of 345-kV transmission lines on residential 

real estate values and that the encumbrance of the transmission line easement on adjoining 

properties does appear to have a consistent negative effect on value. 

 

Lastly, William N. Kinnard, Jr. PhD, MAI, SREA, CRE, ASA in a presentation summarized 

HVTL impact research as follows: 

 

1. If price decreases do occur, they are usually not large.  Typically, any negative impact 

experienced is likely to be between 2% and 10%; 

2. No reasonable, systematic studies found a price decrease; 

3. Negative price impacts can decrease over time.  They may even disappear over 4 to 10 

years; 

4. The distances over which price impacts occur vary widely.  The limit of any negative 

impact is generally between 200 and 400 feet; and 

5. Factors other than proximity to a high voltage electric transmission line are likely to be 

more important in determining sales price and property value. 

 

 

Highways 

 

Most of the negative affects measured related to proximity to a highway are reflective of the 

impacts of noise, light and motion.  Some examples of conclusions from these studies are 

described. 

 

A 1981 study of residential property value impacts in Northern Virginia analyzed three 

subgroups, an impact zone within 1,125 feet of a highway, a subset of the impact zone, classified 

as abutting properties and a non-impact control area beyond the 1,125-foot boundary of the 

impact zone.  This study measured property value appreciation rates rather than direct value 
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impact.  The conclusions were that there was a measurable impact within the 1,125-foot (two-

tenths of a mile) boundary8 

 

A study was prepared for the Arizona Department of Transportation in 2001 entitled, Impact of 

Highways on Property Values: Case Study of the Superstition Freeway Corridor.  The study 

concluded that 

• Proximity to the freeway was observed to have a negative effect on the value of detached 

single-family homes 

o Abutting the freeway had a negative impact of $4,749 to $7,850; 

o In a broader impact area the negative impact was $2,261 to $4,231; and 

o The impact area where negative effects were measured was as great as ½ mile 

from the highway. 

 

California (Caltrans) review of literature 9 on the impact of highways on single family residential 

property values highlights both the Virginia study referenced above and a 1974 study by 

Gamble, et al.  The Gamble study indicated abutting property had reduced property values of 

6.6%.10 

 

The impact of transit corridors on Residential Property Values by John A. Kilpatrick indicated a 

negative impact due to proximity to a highway, though a positive impact the closer to a highway 

interchange. 

 

 

Rail Lines 

 

A 1999 study entitled, “The effect of freight railroad tracks and train activity on residential 

property values”11 presented several conclusions: 

 

• Proximity to the residence of a rail line has statistically significant negative impact on the 

value of residences; 

• The magnitude of the negative impact is dependent upon the daily trip count; 

• Typically, the price effect is measurable up to 1,250 feet (0.23 miles); 

o The impacts vary with distance: 

▪ 250 feet (0.05) miles  5.0% negative impact 

▪ 250 to 500 feet (0.09 miles) 5.0% negative impact 

▪ 500 to 750 feet (0.14 miles) 7.0% negative impact  

• The lack of a consistent declining pattern was attributed to neighborhood impacts that 

were not measured, rather than a gradient which is more typically found. 

 
8 Langley, C. John, Jr. Highways and Property Values: The Washington Beltway Revisited. In Transportation 

Research Record 812: Economic, Social, and Energy Effects of Highway Transportation. TRB, Washington, DC, 

1981. 

9 http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/vol4/downloads/chap_appdx/AppendixD_PropertyValues_21102011.pdf 

10 Gamble, Hays B. and Thomas B. Davinroy. NCHRP Report 193: Beneficial Effects Associated With Freeway 

Construction, Environmental, Social and Economic. Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, 

Washington, DC, 1978. 

11 Robert A. Simons, PhD and Abdellaziz El Jaouhari, PhD, The Appraisal Journal, Summer 2004, The Appraisal 

Institute, Chicago, IL, PP 223-233. 
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Previously published studies on rail line impacts have indicated negative property value impacts 

range from 2.8% within ¼ mile (1,320 feet) up to a 7%-10% impact within 330 feet. 

 

Registered Sex Offenders 

 

A 2000 study entitled, “The effect of proximity to a registered sex offender’s residence on 

single-family house sale price”12 presented several conclusions: 

 

• Proximity to the residence of a registered sex offender has statistically significant 

negative impact on the value of residences; 

• The magnitude of the negative impact is dependent upon the level of local disclosure 

required; 

• In a location with limited disclosure, the price effect is measurable up to 0.3 miles; 

o The impacts vary with distance: 

▪ 0.1 miles  17.4% negative impact 

▪ 0.1 to 0.2 miles 10.2% negative impact 

▪ 0.2 to 0.3 miles 9.3% negative impact  

• Where passive notification is employed, the price effect is measurable up to 0.2 miles; 

o The impacts vary with distance: 

▪ 0.1 miles  7.5% negative impact 

▪ 0.1 to 0.2 miles 5.0% negative impact 

 

 

  

 
12 James E. Larsen, PhD, Kenneth J. Lowrey, and Joseph W. Coleman, PhD, The Appraisal Journal, July 2003, The 

Appraisal Institute, Chicago, IL, PP 253-265. 
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EXTERNALITIES LITERATURE REVIEW: CELL TOWERS 

 

The preceding report section highlights a variety of areas in which impact studies have been 

conducted, and for which varying levels of impact have been identified.  The interest in 

conducting a study is relative to the potential increase in knowledge that can be derived from 

publishing that study.  There are relatively few published studies on the impact of cellular phone 

towers on residential property values, as there is a consensus that the impacts, if any, are nominal 

and limited in duration.  Following is a summary of some studies that have addressed the impact 

of cellular phone towers on residential property values in the United States. 

 

STUDIES OF PROPERTIES IN THE UNITED STATES 

 

Sandra Bond: The Effect of Distance To Cell Phone Towers On House Prices In Florida 

also referred to in literature reviews as Bond 2007 B or the “Bond Study” 

(Fall 2007, Appraisal Journal) 

 

The purpose of the study (the “Bond” study) was to determine the effect that proximity to a 

cellular telephone tower has on residential property values.  The study was conducted in Orange 

County, Florida in 2004.  The author of the study concluded that proximity to a cellular phone 

tower had minimal impact on residential property values.  The study analyzed sales of single-

family homes in Orange County from 1990 to 2000.  The methodology used in the study was 

multiple regression analysis.  The study analyzed 5,783 single-family residential properties.  The 

variables considered when comparing the properties were sale price, square footage, lot size, age 

of the home and the distance to a cellular tower.  The final conclusion indicated that property 

prices decreased by a little over 2% after a tower was built; however “this effect generally 

diminished with distance from the tower and was almost negligible after 656± feet.” 

 

Regression analysis is often criticized for assumptions applied to the data being analyzed.  

Rather than analyzing the sale of a property on a case by case basis, regression analysis applies 

factors to large populations.  Factors such as options and upgrades, location of an individual 

property within a community such as on a cul-de-sac versus the road into the subdivision and 

market conditions were not taken into consideration as part of this study thus creating a margin 

of error.   

 

Additionally, the mean elevation for the state of Florida is 100 feet above sea level, and the 

topography is relatively level, as opposed to elevations and the slopes in topography for 

Pennsylvania.  Clarion/Samuels Associates contacted Dr. Sandy Bond who provided the 

following photo, which is one of the cellular towers analyzed in the study. 
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Westlake Subdivision – Orange County Florida 

 

The applicability of this study to the subject matter is somewhat limited, in that none of the 

towers studied were concealed as is the case in the present matter.  The cellular towers in this 

study were either tall monopoles, lattice towers or antennas located on high tension support 

towers.  The Bond Study did not attempt to abstract out the impact of the high-tension lines or 

the height of a tower.  Additionally, in each case there was limited or no tree coverage creating 

significant views of the installations.  As shown in the above photo of a tower adjacent to the 

Westlake Subdivision, there is no screening of the cellular tower.  

 

Lastly, Dr. Bond concludes that, “Each geographical location is unique.  Residents’ perceptions 

and assessments of risk vary according to a wide range of processes including psychological, 

social, institutional and cultural.”  This study, as Dr. Bond’s New Zealand based studies 

displayed a negative impact of property values, but a significantly muted result versus the New 

Zealand studies. 

 

A.G. Dorin, Jr and Joseph W. Smith III: The Impact of Communication Towers on 

Residential Property Values  

(March/April 1999 Right-Of-Way) 

 

The study results, published in the Right-of-Way magazine, were entitled “The Impact of 

Communication Towers on Residential Property Values.”  The study was accomplished by a real 

estate consulting firm for “a major cellular phone provider.”  From a universe of 77 tower 

locations in the Richmond, Virginia MSA, six tower locations were studied.  The six studied 

locations represented those locations that were most proximate to residential communities.  

Home prices in the communities studied ranged from $75,000 to $150,000.  The basic 

methodology included gathering home sales around the towers with a wide variation in level of 

visual impact and proximity to the towers.  A total of 140 home sales were analyzed.  Each of the 

home sales was evaluated and rated on the basis of visual impact and physical proximity to the 

telecommunications tower.  Each home sale was then adjusted to reflect a theoretical “common” 

home.  After making adjustments for all variations in physical features and transaction elements, 

the adjusted sale prices were compared to the rating given each home for tower impact.  The 

result should be a strong inverse correlation between high tower impact rating and low adjusted 
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sale price.  The quantitative analysis was then supplemented with interviews of 52 individual 

property owners. 

 

The conclusion of the quantitative portion of the study was “there is no consistent market 

evidence suggesting any negative impact upon improved residential properties exposed to 

such facilities in the areas included in the study.”  The qualitative portion of the study 

supported the quantitative conclusions.  “None of the interviews resulted in a negative response.  

The most common reply was that the tower was perceived as a potential asset because it served 

as a buffer against further development.” 

 

Affuso, Cummings and Le 2017: Wireless Towers and Home Values: An Alternative 

Valuation Approach Using a Spatial Econometric Analysis 

(February 2017 Journal of Real Estate Finance and Economics) 

 

This econometric analysis studied “23,909 residential property sales occurring in Mobile County, 

Alabama between 1999 and 2015.” The analysts conducted a “visibility analysis” using 

Viewshed in ArcGIS and a 30 meter resolution “digital elevation map of Mobile County 

applying an average observer’s eye height to determine how visible a tower is.  In the analysis it 

was important for them to determine if the coefficients related to view and distance were in the 

direction they expected and secondly if the coefficients were statistically significant. 

 

The study came to multiple conclusions and provided some additional insights, without full 

explanation or research.  The study found differential impacts between proximity and view.  

Proximity to a tower had maximum 2.65% negative impact on property value, decreasing and 

disappearing entirely at 2,360 feet from a tower.  The view impact was measured to be greater 

than the proximity impact with the average impact being 9.78%, declining to zero at 2,360 feet 

from the tower. 

 

While in two analyses, the researchers measure some statistically significant impacts due to 

visibility of a tower and much less impacts due to proximity to a tower, they found that the 

“prices of properties purchased in 2009 after the U.S. financial crisis (compared to the baseline 

year 2007) are not statistically significant within 1.88 km from the closest tower (across the first 

three quartiles of the distance to the closest wireless tower).”  In other words, for property sales 

post 2009 the researchers found no negative property value impacts 

 

The large distance horizon studied is in part due to the small number of residences, 69, within 

that distance.  Affuso did not study any impact bands closer than this.  Affuso goes on to state 

that due to the differential and overlapping impacts between view and proximity, “Therefore, it 

may well be that non-visible towers are a potential external benefit for properties located within 

0.72 km of a tower. Although we cannot affirmatively explain this finding, our sense is it may be 

due to enhanced wireless coverage resulting in a stronger wireless signal.” 
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STUDIES OF INTERNATIONAL PROPERTIES (NEW ZEALAND AND AUSTRALIA) 

 

 

Bond and Beamish 2005: Cellular Phone Towers: Perceived Impact on Residents and 

Property Values. 

(2005, Pacific Rim Property Research Journal) 

 

This was a purely Perceptual Study – a survey residents in ten Christchurch, New Zealand 

suburbs—half being study areas (residents living within 300 m [984  feet] of a tower) and half 

being a control group (residents living more than 1 km [3,281  feet] from a tower).  The authors 

aim was to gauge residents’ perceptions about whether and to what extent wireless tower 

proximity influences property values.  Those living far from a tower express less concern than 

those living close to one.  Distance from a tower largely drove respondents’ answers, but in sum, 

the authors find expectations of more than a 20% price reduction for properties within close 

tower proximity. 

 

This study, the first of many studies Dr. Bond conducted, had an expected result, but was 

not a study that measured actual impacts via transactions, only resident perceptions and 

therefor has limited reliability in predicting actual value impacts. 

 

Bond and Wang: The Impact of Cell Phone Towers on House Prices in Residential 

Neighborhoods. 

(Summer 2005, Appraisal Journal) 

 

Following the initial study, Bond and an associate combined a new Perceptual Study with an 

empirical investigation.  Dr. Bond studied 4,000 home sales between 1986 to 2002   

 

The perceptual component outcomes are quite similar to those of Bond and Beamish (2005). 

Their survey’s respondents believe that proximity to a wireless tower causes property values to 

decrease from 10% to more than 20%.   
 

The empirical portion of their study includes approximately 4,000 home sales spanning from 

1986 to 2002 in four different New Zealand suburban communities. The authors’ hedonic model 

includes a dummy variable that captures whether sales occur before or after tower construction.  

 

A potential shortcoming of this study could be the authors’ choice to measure distances from cell 

towers not to individual homes, but rather, to a particular street within the study area. Their 

hedonic models do not account well for actual distances and other factors in predicting the value 

of homes and tower impacts. Their estimations produce mixed results, with negative price 

effects in two suburbs, a positive price effect in a third, and no significance in the fourth. 
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Sandra Bond: Cell Phone Tower Proximity Impacts on House Prices: a New Zealand Case 

Study, also referred to in literature reviews as Bond 2007 A 

(2007, Pacific Rim Property Research Journal) 

 

Using the New Zealand data and a dummy variable to capture if a sale occurs before or after 

tower construction…..the results show sales price reductions of approximately 15% after tower 

construction, diminishing as distance from a tower increases.  Past 300 meters (984 feet), the 

negative price effect is negligible. 

 

This revised study offers a methodological improvement by calculating exact distances between 

towers and included additional value affecting variables.  Using a dummy variable to capture if a 

sale occurs before or after tower construction, the author also accounts for sales price time 

effects by deflating sales prices to the consumer price index, and includes a time of sale variable 

in the estimations.  Using four of the same suburbs from the earlier work of Bond and Wang 

(2005), the results show sales price reductions of approximately 15% after tower 

construction, diminishing as distance from a tower increases.  Past 300m (984 feet), the 

negative price effect is negligible.  Again, as with Bond and Wang (2005), the results lack 

consistency, producing a positive price effect in one of the four neighborhoods.  The 

inconsistency of conclusion was not explained and may suggest a modeling errors or the effect of 

some other unobservable externality.  The inability of the authors, or the data, to explain the 

variability of results decreases the reliability on the reported results. 

 

 

 

Filippova and Rehm 2011: The Impact of Proximity to Cell Phone Towers on Residential 

Property Values 

(Volume 4, No. 3 2011 International Journal of Housing Markets and Analysis) 

 

Investigate tower proximity impacts on property values using property sales data from Auckland, 

New Zealand. Their final dataset includes approximately 56,000 sales observations dating from 

2005 to 2007, and 521 tower locations.  Highly critical of earlier studies’ methodologies, the 

authors emphasize they took care to be sure that integration dates of nearest cell towers did not 

occur after the date of sale.  To account for negative impacts that non-residential areas might 

have on residential area property values the authors divide their sample into two parts. The first 

group includes only the 49 towers within residential areas, and all properties within a 500m 

(1,640± feet) radius of existing towers. They also include a dummy variable for tower type, 

which they describe as lamppost, single monopole, or armed monopole (one with a triangular 

structure at the top).  

 

Generally, their residential area estimations produce no statistical significance.  Given the 

extreme proximity to a tower, the lone exception is for houses located within 100 m (328 feet) 

of an armed monopole, which suffer a 10.7% price reduction.  Estimations for the second group, 

which includes all towers in the entire study area, yield results similar to those in the first group.  

As such, the authors conclude that with the exception of a small number of armed 

monopole towers, wireless tower proximity does not negatively affect sales price. 
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Rajapaksa, et al 2017: The Impact of Cell Phone towers on House Prices: Evidence from 

Brisbane, Australia 

(2017, Society for Environmental Economics and Policy Studies, Published online) 

 

These researchers studied six cell phone towers in two suburbs of Brisbane, Australia.  The 

average distance to a cell tower was 363 meters (1,190 feet).  Multiple hedonic models were 

run, with somewhat differing conclusions.   While each model concluded a negative impact, the 

level of negative impact varied. 

 

The study conclusions were that: 

 

1) The coefficient sign (positive or negative) was in line with the theoretical expectation: as 

the distance from tower increased, so do house values; 

2) The results, show that there is a statistically significant correlation between property 

value and distance from a cell tower are in line with previous research (see Bond and 

Wang 2005 – New Zealand) which clearly shows that the location of cell phone towers 

has a significant influence on house prices; and 

3) However, its impact is very small—1-meter increase of distance from the tower will 

increase property price by 0.018%, or 3.6% over 656 feet.   

 

While both studies (the instant study and Bond and Wang 2005) both conclude a statistically 

significant impact of cell towers on property values, the two studies vary dramatically on the 

level of impact.  The instant study indicates the impact to be no more than 3.6% over 656 

feet.  The instant study conclusion is more consistent with the Bond 2007B study in Florida 

which concluded limited impact up to 600 feet and no impact beyond that horizon. 

 

These analysts also tried to determine if three different types of towers (angular tower, monopole 

and antenna fixed to existing structures) had differential impacts on property values.  The 

authors of the study concluded that the three types of cell phone towers have different visual 

effects which have varying degrees of visual disruptiveness of which angular towers  rate 

highest.  However, from our results, a clear difference between towers, in terms of its 

impact on house values cannot be observed as estimated coefficients are not significant. 

 

Author conclusions: “As we expected, the results clearly show that cell phone towers negatively 

affect adjacent property values, although in a relatively modest way. The negative impact 

decreases with the distance to the tower with by far the largest effect occurring within the first 

200 m (656 feet).  Furthermore, the research confirms that all types of towers exert similar 

impact on property values despite various towers having different visual effects.”  
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EXTERNALITIES LITERATURE REVIEW: CONCLUSIONS 

 

Our review of literature highlights that there are varying levels of impact depending upon the 

proximity, mass and proposed land use. 

• Development Proposals 

• Landfills: Operating and Proposed 

• EPA Regulated Facilities 

• High Voltage (Electric) Transmission Lines (HVTLs) 

• Highways 

• Rail Lines 

• Registered Sex Offenders 

• Cellular telephone antenna towers 

 

Negative residential value impacts, when measured, typically result from a perceived health risk 

(HVTLs and landfills), noise, light, vibration, or safety.  The impacts tend to be limited to a very 

small geographic area and often limited to a short period of time. 

 

While negative residential value impacts have been measured in many externality impact 

studies, the published studies based on neighborhoods in the United States presented 

conclude cellular phone towers have no impact or minimal impact.  In addition, when an 

impact is measured, the impact is small, is limited in distance and degrades rapidly as 

distance from the tower increases.  

 

Sandra Bond 2007 - The final conclusion indicated that property prices decreased by a little over 

2% after a tower was built; however “this effect generally diminished with distance from the 

tower and was almost negligible after 656± feet.” 

 

There is no consistent market evidence suggesting any negative impact upon improved 

residential properties exposed to such facilities in the areas included in the study.” 

 

Affuso, Cummings and Le 2017 – Multiple analyses provide inconsistent conclusions.  The 

measured impacts, for property sales from 1999 to 2009, were 2.65% for proximity and 9.78% 

for views.  However, for property sales post 2009, the researchers found no negative property 

value impacts 

 

A.G. Dorin, Jr and Joseph W. Smith III 1999 - there is no consistent market evidence suggesting 

any negative impact upon improved residential properties exposed to such facilities in the areas 

included in the study. 

 

  



 

AT&T Mobility 

Residential Property Value Impact 
21 

Academic Literature Based Conclusions 

 

The analyses done in the United States and utilizing hedonic methods have been relatively 

consistent.  The results ranged from Dorin’s no measurable negative impact to Bonds 2.0% to 

Affuso’s 2.65% impact for proximity and 9.8% impact for properties with views.  However, the 

Affuso conclusions were not consistent over time and the impacts measured for sales prior to 

2009 was not measured for sales between 2010 and 2015, the final year of the dataset.   

 

All three U.S. based studies and the international studies all agree that the impacts decline with 

distance from a tower. 

 

Maximum impact Radius:  650 feet 

 

Maximum impact within the Radius:  2.50% closest to the tower, decreasing to 0% at the 

limit of the radius (650 feet) 
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CASE STUDIES BY CLARION/SAMUELS ASSOCIATES 

 

Following is a summary of the previous studies analyzing cellular telephone tower impact on 

residential property value conducted by Clarion/Samuels Associates in New Jersey and 

Pennsylvania. 

 

Dalton Meadows, Washington Township, Mercer County, New Jersey 

 

A lattice cellular telephone tower was located at the southern edge of the Dalton Meadows 

subdivision at the time the subdivision was commenced.  This tower is 140-foot tall with 24” 

wide lattice tower supported by guy wires topped by a single triangular antenna array plus a 

municipal service antenna.  The closest properties are located approximately 300 to 325 feet 

south of the cellular tower.  The tower is visible from the entrance to the subdivision and for 

many lots, even at ground level, within the subdivision.  Additionally, the path of travel to the 

subdivision is encumbered by a large lattice tower located at the intersection of Route 33 and 

Tindall Road.  The impact of proximity to and view of the tower were analyzed.  Sales within 

Dalton Meadows that were proximate and had views of the tower were compared to sales in a 

nearby subdivision that did not have a view of any tower and were not proximate to any tower. 

This approach coupled with an analysis of sale prices within the subdivision and a fair share 

market capture rate analysis determined that the location of a cellular telephone tower has no 

impact on the market value of individual single-family residential houses.  Additionally, the 

cellular tower did not impact the market acceptance of the subdivision or the rate of sales as 

compared to other subdivisions not proximate to a cellular tower. 
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Hamilton Park Estates, Hamilton Township, Mercer County, New Jersey 

 

Hamilton Park Estates is located across Hamilton Square-Whitehorse Road from an AT&T 

facility.  Approximately 150 feet off of the road is a 225-foot tall, lattice tower supporting 

several microwave relay dish antennas.  The tower is illuminated with beacon lighting, sidelights 

and a strobe light. The subdivision is encumbered by several sizable easements supporting high-

tension electric lines, gas lines and AT&T telephone lines.   

 

The developer indicated that lots that were encumbered by the easements were discounted, but 

could not quantify the discount.  Exposure time for the encumbered lots was reported to be 

similar to the unencumbers lots.  According to the developer representative there was more 

concern by prospective buyers over high-tension electric transmission lines that run through a 

section of the property than any other factor.  The developer had premiums of $5,000 to $10,000 

for lots within the subdivision that had views of both the AT&T tower and the high-tension 

electric lines, but were not proximate to either.  The developer representative stated that while he 

did not discount any of the home sites because of the views of the tower or transmission lines, he 

estimates that project absorption increased by 12 months (from 5 to 6 years) due to the presence 

of the transmission lines.  There was no indication from this representative that the 

telecommunications tower had any impact on the unit price or rate of sales.   

 

Our analysis included appraising two units within Hamilton Park Estates, a unit proximate to the 

cellular tower and a second unit toward the rear of the development with views of the tower.  

These unit sales were compared with sales within the Hamilton Gate subdivision, which was not 

proximate, nor had views of a cellular phone antenna tower.  The study conclusion is that neither 

proximity nor view had an impact on the market value of residences at Hamilton Park Estates.   
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Mount Rose, Hopewell Township, Mercer County, New Jersey 
 

Mount Rose is located on Province Line Road, just south of Cherry Valley Road.  The 

subdivision is comprised of 16 lots, each in excess of 3 acres in size.  Home prices range from 

$939,000 to $1,230,000.  The development is adjacent to a 185 foot cellular lattice tower 

supported by guy wires.  The tower supports four cellular antenna arrays, plus municipal service 

antennas.   The tower is located approximately 200 feet to the south of the subdivision.  The lot 

closest to the tower was one of the initial lot sales.  The developer achieved a premium on this 

lot, even with direct views of the tower.  The developer reported that no discounts from the 

asking price were required to sell the house on that lot.  Even at a price point from $900,000 to 

$1.2 million, the purchase decision is affected more by the home, lot and location than by the 

presence or absence of a telecommunications tower.  The sales at the Mount Rose subdivision 

indicates that the presence of a telecommunications tower does not impact unit sales or pricing 

even at a home price point in excess of $900,000. 

 

Tredyffrin Township, Chester County, Pennsylvania 

 

A 90-foot tower is located on the north side of the Paoli (volunteer) Fire Company property on 

the west side of Central Avenue in Tredyffrin Township, PA.  This tower is located within 150 

feet of a 59 unit townhouse development.  Unit prices in the development range from $125,000 

to $160,000.  Review of sales figures and discussions with brokers and buyers indicated that 

there was no impact on the purchase decision and no impact on price.  In addition, there was no 

indication that these units took longer to sell than other townhouse units in the same marketplace.  

Uniformly, the anecdotal response was that people buy for location (school district), property 

characteristics and price.  The location of a cellular antenna tower did not influence the decision 

making of buyers or sellers. 
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Routes 3 and 476, Haverford Township, Delaware County, Pennsylvania 
 

This tower is located approximately 200 feet east of Route 476 and adjacent to an established 

residential neighborhood.  The tower was constructed circa October 1997.  Sales of property 

analyzed revealed less than a 1% variation in unit pricing before and after construction of the 

tower.  Additionally, average marketing time for the residential neighborhood units remained 

essentially the same with the average time period being 53 days prior to tower construction and 

55 days post tower construction.  The conclusion is that the tower had no impact on residential 

property values in an adjacent neighborhood. 
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BUCKS COUNTY CASE STUDIES 

 

Two Bucks County case studies were undertaken to determine if the results of tower impact 

research accomplished by Clarion/Samuels Associates and by others hold true in the local 

marketplace.  The issues addressed are: 

 

1. Is there any adverse impact on residential property values due to proximity to a 

telecommunication tower? 

2. If there is any impact, over what distance is there an impact and does this impact 

dissipate with increased distance? 

3. If there is any impact, does the impact diminish over time? 

 

Cellular Tower Locations 

 

One of the critical elements to analyzing the potential impact of the Treepole on residential 

property values is finding an appropriate situation to study.  Many cellular towers are located in 

industrial or commercial areas and are not proximate to residences.  Other cellular towers are 

located on the top of high tension electric transmission towers.  Given the history of studies 

about the impact of high tension electric lines on property values it would be inappropriate to 

utilize these antenna locations due to the inability to parse the electric line impact from the 

antenna impact.   

We looked throughout Central and Lower Bucks County for appropriate tower case studies.  

Municipalities were contacted for the purpose of locating cellular towers proximate to residential 

neighborhoods.  The following municipalities were researched, however the locations of the 

cellular towers and type of towers were not considered good case study candidates for the subject 

site.  The municipalities researched included Newtown Borough, Middletown, Bensalem, Lower 

Southampton, Newtown, Northampton, Warrington, Upper Makefield, Solebury, Wrightstown, 

Northampton, Upper Southampton, Buckingham, New Britain, Plumstead and Hilltown 

Townships. 

Within the search area Clarion/Samuels identified ten sites with cellular towers that were 

proximate to residential neighborhoods.  Eight sites were not considered comparable to the 

subject site due to other externalities that could impact housing prices such as locations behind 

shopping centers and proximate to high tension electric towers.  Two sites, one adjacent to the 

Belmont Ridge subdivision in Bensalem Township and the other adjacent to the Flowers Mill 

subdivision in Middletown Township were deemed to be good case study candidates. 

 

Two case studies were conducted to provide evidence of the level of impact, if any, of proximity 

to and views of cellular phone towers on residential property value.  The first case study 

presented is based on sales in the Clearview Estates subdivision located in Lower Makefield 

Township.  The Clearview Estates study is somewhat different than the subject situation since 

the towers adjacent to the subdivision are lattice towers, with safety lights, over twice the height 

of the Treepole.  The second case study presented is in the Belmont Ridge subdivision in 

Bensalem Township. 

  



 

AT&T Mobility 

Residential Property Value Impact 
27 

CLEARVIEW ESTATES 

 

The Clearview Estates subdivision is located north of Woodside Road in Lower Makefield 

Township, Bucks County.  South of Woodside Road is a lattice tower that supports multiple 

antenna arrays including cellular antennas and three towers which support airplane landing 

beacons for Trenton-Mercer Airport.   Based on information provided by Lower Makefield 

Township and the owner of the antenna tower, we determined that the lattice tower was 

constructed in 2000 and measures 230 feet.  The three beacon light towers were constructed in 

1941 and measure 245 feet.  Clearview Estates is a subdivision of 63 single-family homes.  The 

first settlement for Clearview Estates was May 1998 and the subdivision closed out in March 

2000.  Home sale prices at that time ranged from $370,000 to $503,000 including options and 

upgrades.  In an effort to determine the impact of a cellular tower on property values we could 

not use the original sale dates due to the fact that the cellular tower had yet to be constructed.  

Therefore, we analyzed resales for Clearview Estates.  There have been several properties resold, 

specifically sold in 2004 and 2005 with the average sales ranging from $637,000 to $770,000.  

This increase in home sale price equates to an average increase in value of over 13% per year 

between 1998 and 2005. 

 

The analysis of sales in the Clearview Estates subdivision attempts to determine if the sale prices 

of homes proximate to and with views of a tower complex are impacted by these views by 

comparing them with sales of homes within the subdivision that are not proximate to the towers.  

The home sale we analyzed is 1502 Hayfield Road.  This home is located on one of the two 

entrance roads into the subdivision.  1502 Hayfield Road is the lot adjacent to the lot at the 

subdivision entrance at Hayfield and Woodside Roads.  1502 Hayfield Road is located 540± feet 

from the first beacon light tower and 1,385± feet from the cellular tower.  All three of the 

comparison homes are located in the northeast quadrant of the subdivision approximately 1,400± 

feet from 1505 Hayfield Road.  All three comparison homes are located on the Clearview Drive 

loop road.  The comparison homes are 1,475± to 1,760± from the first beacon light tower and 

2,150± to 2,275± feet from the cellular tower.  
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The following photo shows the views of the tower complex from the intersection of Hayfield and 

Woodside Roads, the entrance to the subdivision.   

 

 
View of tower facing south of Hayfield and Woodside Roads 

 

1502 Hayfield Drive (Subject) 

 

This house settled in April 2005 for $699,500.  The comparable sales utilized to evaluate this 

unit had settlement dates between May 2005 and July 2005.  Prior to adjustment, the home sale 

prices for the comparable sales ranged from $705,000 to $769,900.   

 

 

 
1502 Hayfield Drive 

 



 

AT&T Mobility 

Residential Property Value Impact 
29 

 
View Looking Southeast at 1502 Hayfield Drive and Tower Complex to the Right 

 

On the following page is the adjustment grid for 1502 Hayfield Drive.  Prior to adjustment, the 

prices for the comparable sales ranged from $705,000 to $766,900.  An adjustment was initially 

made for variations in location due to the subject’s location on the access road into the 

subdivision.  Local real estate agents and brokers, contacted indicated that buyers prefer a 

location in the rear of a subdivision versus a home on the main road into a subdivision.  After 

making adjustments for variations in agreement of sale dates, lot size, physical and design 

variations excluding any adjustments related to the location of the cellular phone tower, the value 

of the subject property was indicated at $703,527, $713,211 and $691,741.  The subject property 

sold for $699,500.  If the tower had an impact on the market value of 1502 Hayfield Drive, the 

sale price of the comparables, absent a location (tower proximity/view) adjustment would have 

indicated a conclusion greater than the actual sale price.  In fact, the subject sold for an amount 

within the range of what the comparable sales indicated it should have sold for.  Two of the sales 

indicated a potential minor impact from -.57% to -1.92%.  This level of impact is consistent with 

the Florida Study where there was proximity to and unobstructed views of towers in excess of 

200 feet.  After adjustment, Comparable Sale Number 3 indicated no negative impact on the 

subject property.  The level of adjustment made to this comparable makes its conclusion less 

reliable than the prior two comparable sales.  Lastly, Comparable Number 1, the sale with the 

smallest net adjustment ($1,473) also indicated the least impact (.57%).  The comparables 

indicated a range from no impact to a low level of value impact.  The inconsistent indications 

lessen the reliability of a conclusion of impact or no impact.  The small level potential impact is 

within the margin of error for the methodology applied.   From this analysis we can conclude 

that the tower complex had no impact on the market value of the property located at 1502 

Hayfield Drive, 540± feet from and with unobstructed views of a the nearby tower complex 

with three 245 foot beacon light towers and 1,385 feet from a 230 foot, cellular phone 

tower.   

 

There have been several homes that were originally purchased from the developer in between 

1998 and 2000 time that were later resold.  During 2004 and 2005 there were several homes sold, 

some proximate to the tower complex, and others distant from the tower complex.  The number 
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of homes sold permits an analysis of relative levels of appreciation.  If there was an 

impact/continuing impact of the tower complex on property values it would likely show up as a 

differential appreciate rate with the homes furthest from the tower complex appreciating at a 

more rapid rate than those located close to the tower complex.  The homes proximate to the 

tower complex appreciated at a 13.7% annualized rate while the homes distance from the tower 

complex appreciated at a 13.3% annualized rate.  The relatively equal appreciation rates tend to 

indicate that the marketplace was not differentiating between those homes located close to the 

tower complex versus those located more distant from the tower complex.  
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Clearview Estates Clearview Estates

Sales Comparison Approach - Proximate Unit Analysis Sales Comparison Approach - Original Sale Unit Analysis
Subject Comparable Number: Comparable Number: Comparable Number:

Item: 1 2 3 Item:

Address Clearview  Estates Clearview  Estates Clearview  Estates Clearview  Estates Address

1502 Hayfield Dr 1279 Clearview  Dr 1286 Clearview  Dr 1287 Clearview  Dr

L. Makefield Tow nship L. Makefield Tow nship L. Makefield Tow nship L. Makefield Tow nship

Sale Price $699,500 $705,000 $722,000 $769,900 Sale Price

Price/sf GLA  $220.86 $207.95 $168.84 Price/sf GLA

Value Adjustments Description Adjust. Description Adjust. Description Adjust.

 

Date of sale 04/29/2005 July 2005 $0 July 2005 $0 May 2005 $0 Date of sale

Location street Superior ($7,500)Superior ($7,500)Superior ($7,500) Location

Distance to Cellular Tow er 1,385 2,115 $0 2,110 $0 2,250 $0

Distance to Antenna Tow er 540 1,475 $0 1,575 $0 1,760 $0

Subdivision Appeal/View s Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Subdivision Appeal/View s

Lot Size (Sq. Ft.) 17,468 23,543 ($7,663) 18,680 ($1,529) 54,672 ($14,079)

Design/Amenities/Finishes Inferior ($8,450)Superior ($3,200)Superior ($4,000) Design/Amenities/Finishes

Construction Quality Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Construction Quality

Age/Condition Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Age/Condition

Above grade room count 11/4/3.5 10/4/2.5 $7,500 10/4/3.5 $0 11/5/2.5 ($2,500) Above grade room count

Gross Living Area (s.f.) 3,558 3,192 $14,640 3,472 $3,440 4,560 ($40,080) Gross Living Area (s.f.)

Full Basement Yes Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Full Basement

Functional Utility Good Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Functional Utility

Heating Gas Heat Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Heating

Cooling Central A/C Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Cooling

Garage  2 car garage Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Superior ($10,000) Garage

Options above Base Price Equivalent Equivalent Equivalent Options above Base Price

Water/Sew er Public Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Water/Sew er

Fireplace(s) One One $0 One $0 One $0 Fireplace(s)

Vinyl/Frame Yes Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Vinyl/Frame

Net Adjustment ($1,473) ($8,789) ($78,159)

 Indicated Value of Subject $703,527 $713,211 $691,741

Base $700,000 1997
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1502 Hayfield Drive (Subject Property) 

 

 
Comparable Number 1 - 1279 Clearview Drive 
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Comparable Number 2 – 1286 Clearview Drive 

 

 
Comparable Number 3 – 1287 Clearview Drive 
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BELMONT RIDGE 

 

The Belmont Ridge subdivision is located in Bensalem Township, Bucks County.  Belmont 

Ridge is a subdivision of 149 single-family homes.  The homes in this subdivision were sold 

between 2004 and February 2007.  Prior to the date sales commenced a 140-foot cellular phone 

monopole tower was located immediately northwest of the subdivision.  The tower is located 

approximately 300± to 370± feet northwest of lots located at the end of the Brister Road cul-de-

sac.  The tower is most visible from the homes located in the northwest quadrant of the 

subdivision.  Brister Road has a bend in the road located in the southwest quadrant of the 

subdivision.   

 

 
“X” represents approximate tower location 

 

Homes located north of the bend in Brister Road have views of the tower.  Homes located to the 

east of the bend have limited views of the tower. 

 

The analysis of sales in the Belmont Ridge subdivision attempts to determine if the sale prices of 

homes proximate to and with views of a tower complex are impacted by these views by 

comparing them with sales of homes within the subdivision that are not proximate to the towers.  

CSA analyzed two home sales located at the southern end of the subdivision that are proximate 

to the cellular tower.  The first home sale analyzed is 430 Brister Road.  This home is at the end 

of the Brister Road cul-de-sac and is located 335± feet from the cellular tower.  The second 

home sale analyzed, 435 Brister Road, is an estimated 545± feet from the tower.  All three of the 

comparison homes are located in the southeast quadrant of the subdivision.  The comparison 

homes are 1,500± to 1,680± feet from the cellular tower.  Of the three comparison homes, two 

homes are located on Brister Road and the third home is located on Palton Road.   
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The following photo shows how close the home at 430 Brister Road is to the cellular phone 

tower.  

 

 
 

The following aerial photograph displays the relationship between the location of the cellular 

phone tower ( ), the subject properties  (430 Brister Road) and  (435 Brister Road), and the 

comparable property sales utilized and labeled as follows . 

 

 
 

430 Brister Road 
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The purpose of doing two case studies is 1) to determine if proximity and view and a measurable  

negative impact and 2) to determine if increased distance, without a loss of view has any 

different impact than being proximate to the tower. 

  

430 Brister Road (Subject Property – Case Study #1) 

 

This unit was placed under agreement of sale during August 2005.  The purchase was completed 

in May 2006 for $643,190.  The comparable sales utilized to evaluate this unit had agreement of 

sale dates between September 2004 and March 2005.   

 

 
430 Brister Road 

 

 
View of 430 Brister Road Looking Northeast 
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On the following page is the adjustment grid for 430 Brister Road.  Each of the selected 

comparables were the same model (Bradford II).   

 

Prior to adjustment, the prices for the comparable sales ranged from $529,090 to $587,390.  

After making adjustments for variations in agreement of sale dates, lot size, physical and design 

variations excluding any adjustments related to the location of the cellular phone tower, the value 

of the subject property was indicated at $646,516, $641,325 and $631,516.  The subject property 

sold for $643,190.  If the tower had an impact on the market value of the 430 Brister Road unit, 

the sale price of the comparables, absent a location (tower proximity/view) adjustment would 

have indicated a conclusion greater than the actual sale price.  In fact, the subject sold for an 

amount within the range of what the comparable sales indicated it should have sold for.  From 

this analysis we can conclude that the tower had no impact on the market value of the 

property located at 430 Brister Road, just 335± feet from and with unobstructed views of a 

140 foot, monopole cellular phone tower.   
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Belmont Ridge Belmont Ridge

Sales Comparison Approach - Unit Analysis Sales Comparison Approach - Proximate Unit Analysis
Comparable Number: Subject Comparable Number: Comparable Number: Comparable Number:

Item: 1 2 3

Address Belmont Ridge Belmont Ridge Belmont Ridge Belmont Ridge

430 Brister Rd 409 Brister Rd 328 Palton Rd 406 Brister Rd

Bensalem Tw p Bensalem Tw p Bensalem Tw p Bensalem Tw p

Sale Price $643,190 $563,760 $529,090 $587,390

Price/sf GLA  $153.61 $144.17 $160.05

Adjust. Value Adjustments Description Adjust. Description Adjust. Description Adjust.

 

AOS Date 08/20/2005 Mar-05 $10,000 Sep-04 $46,000 Nov-04 $21,500

Location cul-de-sac Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Distance to Tow er 335 1,679 $0 1,500 $0 1,573 $0

Subdivision Appeal/View s Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Lot Size (Sq. Ft.) 25,474 13,300 $1,826 14,574 $1,635 13,300 $1,826

Design/Amenities/Finishes Inferior $12,000 Superior ($1,500)Superior ($13,500)

Construction Quality Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Age/Condition Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Above grade room count 9/4/2.5 9/4/2.5 $0 9/4/2.5 $0 9/4/2.5 $0

Gross Living Area (s.f.) 3,670 3,670 $0 3,670 $0 3,670 $0

Full Basement Yes Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Functional Utility Good Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Heating Gas Heat Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Cooling Central A/C Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Garage  3 car garage Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Options above Base Price $119,200 Inferior $58,930 Inferior $66,100 Inferior $34,300

Water/Sew er Public Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Fireplace(s) None Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Vinyl/Frame Yes Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Net Adjustment $82,756 $112,235 $44,126

 Indicated Value of Subject $646,516 $641,325 $631,516

base 643190 646000 641000 632000
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435 Brister Road (Subject Property – Case Study #2) 

 

This unit was placed under agreement of sale during May 2005.  The purchase was completed in 

March 2006 for $578,165.  The comparable sales utilized to evaluate this unit had agreement of 

sale dates between September 2004 and March 2005.  Prior to adjustment, the prices for the 

comparable sales ranged from $529,090 to $587,390.   

 

 
435 Brister Road 

 

On the following page is the sales comparison approach adjustment grid for 435 Brister Road.  

Each of the selected comparables was the same model (Bradford II).   

 

Prior to adjustment, the prices for the comparable sales ranged from $529,090 to $587,390.  

After making adjustments for variations in agreement of sale dates, lot size, physical and design 

variations excluding any adjustments related to the location of the cellular phone tower, the value 

of the subject property was indicated at $575,289, $570,098 and $569,289.  The subject property 

sold for $578,165.  If the tower had an impact on the market value of the 435 Brister Road unit, 

the sale price of the comparables, absent a location (tower proximity/view) adjustment would 

have indicated a conclusion greater than the actual sale price.  In fact, the subject sold for an 

amount within the range of what the comparable sales indicated it should have sold for.  From 

this analysis we can conclude that the tower had no impact on the market value of the 

property located at 435 Brister Road, 545± feet from and with unobstructed views of a 140 

foot, monopole cellular phone tower.  The initial case study in Belmont Estates, a home 335± 

feet from a tower, indicated no measurable negative impact on home value.  The second case 

study, with an increase in distance from the tower from 335± to 545± feet displayed the same 

results.  The second case study supports the conclusion of the first study and adds reliability to 

the overall conclusion of the tower having no measurable impact on the value of homes located 

within 545± feet of a tower.  
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Belmont Ridge Belmont Ridge Belmont Ridge

Sales Comparison Approach - Proximate Unit Analysis Sales Comparison Approach - Unit Analysis Sales Comparison Approach - Proximate Unit Analysis
Comparable Number: Subject Comparable Number: Comparable Number: Comparable Number:

Item: 1 2 3 Item:

Address Belmont Ridge Belmont Ridge Belmont Ridge Belmont Ridge Address

204 Tremain Rd 435 Brister Rd 409 Brister Rd 328 Palton Rd 406 Brister Rd

Bensalem Tw p Bensalem Tw p Bensalem Tw p Bensalem Tw p

Sale Price $578,165 $563,760 $529,090 $587,390 Sale Price

Price/sf GLA  $153.61 $144.17 $160.05 Price/sf GLA

Adjust. Value Adjustments Description Adjust. Description Adjust. Description Adjust.

 

AOS Date 05/08/2005 Mar-05 $0 Sep-04 $37,000 Nov-04 $20,500 AOS Date

Location Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Location

Distance to Tow er 545 1,679 $0 1,500 $0 1,573 $0

Subdivision Appeal/View s Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Lot Size (Sq. Ft.) 14,124 13,300 $124 14,574 ($68) 13,300 $124

Design/Amenities/Finishes Inferior $25,000 Inferior $10,500 Superior ($500)

Construction Quality Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Age/Condition Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Age/Condition

Above grade room count 9/4/2.5 9/4/2.5 $0 9/4/2.5 $0 9/4/2.5 $0

Gross Living Area (s.f.) 3,670 3,670 $0 3,670 $0 3,670 $0

Full Basement Yes Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Full Basement

Functional Utility Good Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Heating Gas Heat Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Heating

Cooling Central A/C Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Cooling

Garage  3 car garage Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Garage

Options above Base Price $46,675 Superior ($13,595)Superior ($6,425)Superior ($38,225)

Water/Sew er Public Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Water/Sew er

Fireplace(s) None Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Fireplace(s)

Vinyl/Frame Yes Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Vinyl/Frame

Net Adjustment $11,529 $41,008 ($18,101)

 Indicated Value of Subject $575,289 $570,098 $569,289

base 578000 575000 570000 569000
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Photographs of Belmont Ridge Comparable Sales 

 
Comparable Number 1- 409 Brister Road 

 

 
Comparable Number 2 – 328 Palton Road 
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Comparable Number 3 – 406 Brister Road 
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Belmont Ridge Belmont Ridge

Sales Comparison Approach - Unit Analysis Sales Comparison Approach - Proximate Unit Analysis
Comparable Number: Subject Comparable Number: Comparable Number: Comparable Number:

Item: 1 2 3

Address Belmont Ridge Belmont Ridge Belmont Ridge Belmont Ridge

430 Brister Rd 409 Brister Rd 328 Palton Rd 406 Brister Rd

Bensalem Tw p Bensalem Tw p Bensalem Tw p Bensalem Tw p

Sale Price $643,190 $563,760 $529,090 $587,390

Price/sf GLA  $153.61 $144.17 $160.05

Adjust. Value Adjustments Description Adjust. Description Adjust. Description Adjust.

 

AOS Date 08/20/2005 Mar-05 $10,000 Sep-04 $46,000 Nov-04 $21,500

Location cul-de-sac Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Distance to Tow er 335 1,679 $0 1,500 $0 1,573 $0

Subdivision Appeal/View s Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Lot Size (Sq. Ft.) 25,474 13,300 $1,826 14,574 $1,635 13,300 $1,826

Design/Amenities/Finishes Inferior $12,000 Superior ($1,500)Superior ($13,500)

Construction Quality Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Age/Condition Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Above grade room count 9/4/2.5 9/4/2.5 $0 9/4/2.5 $0 9/4/2.5 $0

Gross Living Area (s.f.) 3,670 3,670 $0 3,670 $0 3,670 $0

Full Basement Yes Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Functional Utility Good Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Heating Gas Heat Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Cooling Central A/C Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Garage  3 car garage Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Options above Base Price $119,200 Inferior $58,930 Inferior $66,100 Inferior $34,300

Water/Sew er Public Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Fireplace(s) None Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Vinyl/Frame Yes Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Net Adjustment $82,756 $112,235 $44,126

 Indicated Value of Subject $646,516 $641,325 $631,516

base 643190 646000 641000 632000
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435 Brister Road (Subject Property – Case Study #2) 

 

This unit was placed under agreement of sale during May 2005.  The purchase was completed in 

March 2006 for $578,165.  The comparable sales utilized to evaluate this unit had agreement of 

sale dates between September 2004 and March 2005.  Prior to adjustment, the prices for the 

comparable sales ranged from $529,090 to $587,390.   

 

 
435 Brister Road 

 

On the following page is the sales comparison approach adjustment grid for 435 Brister Road.  

Each of the selected comparables was the same model (Bradford II).   

 

Prior to adjustment, the prices for the comparable sales ranged from $529,090 to $587,390.  

After making adjustments for variations in agreement of sale dates, lot size, physical and design 

variations excluding any adjustments related to the location of the cellular phone tower, the value 

of the subject property was indicated at $575,289, $570,098 and $569,289.  The subject property 

sold for $578,165.  If the tower had an impact on the market value of the 435 Brister Road unit, 

the sale price of the comparables, absent a location (tower proximity/view) adjustment would 

have indicated a conclusion greater than the actual sale price.  In fact, the subject sold for an 

amount within the range of what the comparable sales indicated it should have sold for.  From 

this analysis we can conclude that the tower had no impact on the market value of the 

property located at 435 Brister Road, 545± feet from and with unobstructed views of a 140 

foot, monopole cellular phone tower.  The initial case study in Belmont Estates, a home 335± 

feet from a tower, indicated no measurable negative impact on home value.  The second case 

study, with an increase in distance from the tower from 335± to 545± feet displayed the same 

results.  The second case study supports the conclusion of the first study and adds reliability to 

the overall conclusion of the tower having no measurable impact on the value of homes located 

within 545± feet of a tower.  
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Belmont Ridge Belmont Ridge Belmont Ridge

Sales Comparison Approach - Proximate Unit Analysis Sales Comparison Approach - Unit Analysis Sales Comparison Approach - Proximate Unit Analysis
Comparable Number: Subject Comparable Number: Comparable Number: Comparable Number:

Item: 1 2 3 Item:

Address Belmont Ridge Belmont Ridge Belmont Ridge Belmont Ridge Address

204 Tremain Rd 435 Brister Rd 409 Brister Rd 328 Palton Rd 406 Brister Rd

Bensalem Tw p Bensalem Tw p Bensalem Tw p Bensalem Tw p

Sale Price $578,165 $563,760 $529,090 $587,390 Sale Price

Price/sf GLA  $153.61 $144.17 $160.05 Price/sf GLA

Adjust. Value Adjustments Description Adjust. Description Adjust. Description Adjust.

 

AOS Date 05/08/2005 Mar-05 $0 Sep-04 $37,000 Nov-04 $20,500 AOS Date

Location Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Location

Distance to Tow er 545 1,679 $0 1,500 $0 1,573 $0

Subdivision Appeal/View s Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Lot Size (Sq. Ft.) 14,124 13,300 $124 14,574 ($68) 13,300 $124

Design/Amenities/Finishes Inferior $25,000 Inferior $10,500 Superior ($500)

Construction Quality Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Age/Condition Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Age/Condition

Above grade room count 9/4/2.5 9/4/2.5 $0 9/4/2.5 $0 9/4/2.5 $0

Gross Living Area (s.f.) 3,670 3,670 $0 3,670 $0 3,670 $0

Full Basement Yes Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Full Basement

Functional Utility Good Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0

Heating Gas Heat Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Heating

Cooling Central A/C Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Cooling

Garage  3 car garage Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Garage

Options above Base Price $46,675 Superior ($13,595)Superior ($6,425)Superior ($38,225)

Water/Sew er Public Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Water/Sew er

Fireplace(s) None Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Fireplace(s)

Vinyl/Frame Yes Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Equivalent $0 Vinyl/Frame

Net Adjustment $11,529 $41,008 ($18,101)

 Indicated Value of Subject $575,289 $570,098 $569,289

base 578000 575000 570000 569000
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Photographs of Belmont Ridge Comparable Sales 

 
Comparable Number 1- 409 Brister Road 

 

 
Comparable Number 2 – 328 Palton Road 
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Comparable Number 3 – 406 Brister Road 
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IV. SUBJECT PROPOSAL IMPACT ANALYSIS/CONCLUSIONS 

 

IMPACT STUDY CONCLUSION SUMMARY 

 

HVTL 

 

• HVTL towers tend to be taller than cellular phone towers; 

• HVTL are often supported by lattice towers rather than monopoles or treepoles, which 

increase the visual impact of the HVTL; 

• With HVTL there tend to be many towers and lines connecting these towers rather than 

being a point source like cellular phone towers; and  

• There are general health concerns related to HVTL lines where there is no similar 

concern for cellular phone towers. 

 

The studies that showed an adverse impact due to HVTL indicated: 

 

• When negative impacts are evident, studies report an average discount of between 1% 

and 10% of property value, with a typically small area of impact in the 3% to 6% range; 

• The diminution is attributable to the visual unattractiveness of the lines, potential health 

hazards, disturbing sound and safety concerns; 

• Impacts diminish as distance from the lines increase, are at their maximum within 200 

feet of the HVTL and tend to disappear between 200 and 400 feet from the lines.  In 

certain areas with unobstructed views, negative impacts can extend up to 1,300 feet; and 

• Value diminution is temporary and usually decreases over time, disappearing entirely in 4 

to 10 years. 

 

A recent study by Roddewig published in Real Estate Issues concluded no adverse impact in any 

of the areas studied.  They also concluded that “sound land use planning and subdivision layout 

procedures can eliminate any adverse impact on prices.” 

 

Shopping Centers 

 

• Property value impacts of shopping centers tend to be positive, but not at a statistically 

significant level; 

• Property value impact is minimal and what impact is measured, dissipated entirely over 

1,500 feet; 

• Property values are negatively impacted due to the public discussions and opposition to a 

development proposal, but rebound after the completion of construction; and 

• The various studies could not find a statistically significant negative impact of shopping 

centers on residential property values. 
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Cellular Phone Towers 

 

• The Clarion/Samuels Associates study conclusions were that cellular phone towers have 

no measurable negative financial impact on residential property values; 

• No negative impacts were measured with towers ranging in size from 90 to 225 feet and 

as close as 200 feet to single family detached residential units and 150 feet to townhouse 

units; 

• The range of home prices in the case studies where no measurable negative financial 

impact was concluded was from $125,000 to $1.2 million; 

• Dr. Sandra Bond – 2% within 200 feet of a 225-foot lattice tower, declining to no impact 

at 650± feet based on regression equation; 

• ROW magazine - no consistent market evidence suggesting any negative impact upon 

improved residential properties exposed to such facilities in the areas included in the 

study; 

• Affuso, Cummings and Le – prior to 2009 impacts as much as 2.65% for proximity and 

9.78% for view.  Post 2009, no impacts were measured; 

• There was no measurable impact on absorption or unit pricing at three subdivisions 

where these elements were studied. 

 

PROPOSAL ANALYSIS 

 

Since there is no direct way of measuring the potential impact of a proposed Treepole, the results 

of local case studies and externality literature can be utilized to infer the potential impact of the 

Treepole on residential property values. 

 

To understand the potential impact the Treepole would have on area properties, it was necessary 

to understand the relationship between the Treepole and the proximate properties.  Since the 

Treepole generates no traffic, noise, light or odors and there is no health risk associated with the 

use, the impacts that could occur are limited to views and proximity. 

 

Photo simulations have been produced to provide insight into what properties might have views 

of the Treepole.  Initially presented is a map of photo locations represented in the simulations 

followed by graphic representations of what the Treepole would look like from those highlighted 

locations. 
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The photo simulations display the view aesthetic at each of the simulation locations presented.  

What is not fully shown are the locational impacts imbedded in the local marketplace.  The 

numbers represent locations on the above aerial.  Each yellow numbered arrow represents views 

of the Treepole.  The white arrows are indicative of locations where there would not be any view 

of the Treepole.   

 

A potential source of property value impact is based on the ability to directly view the Treepole 

from a residential property.  Photo simulations are presented on the following pages.  The 

selected simulations were based on the location of homes that are most proximate to the 

Treepole.   
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Treepole Photo Simulations 

 

The following are the areas of greatest visible impact. 

 

 

View from Intersection Oak Tree and Unionville Wawaset Road 

 
Views from Newlin Greene Subdivision 

View from 102 Bailey Circle Looking West #17 View from Bailey Circle Looking South #16 
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Newlin Greene Circle Looking Southwest # 9 Entrance to Newlin Greene #15 
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Springhouse Estates Subdivision Views 

Looking North from Barnview Road #13 Looking North from Meadowview Drive #14 

 

 

View from Entrance to Subdivision #6 
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The areas of greatest visual impact were displayed above.  The Treepole is clearly visible within 

the Newlin Greene subdivision and at the intersection of Oak Tree Road and Unionville 

Wawaset Road.  There is no denying the size of the Treepole will have a presence for 900 to 

1,200 feet from its location. 

 

The Treepole will be visible to varying degrees over the following distances 

 

Tower Visibility 

Photosim # Location Distance/Direction Extent of Visibility 

10 Kelsal Road 2,000’ North Visible 

11 Mitchell Farm Lane 1,750’ Southwest Barely visible 

13 Springhouse Estates 1,500’ South Visible through trees 

9 Newlin Green Cir. 2,100’ East Visible through tree gaps 

 

The greatest expanse of visibility is across open farm fields and down Unionville Wawaset Road.  

The number of residences being impact by the views is limited, primarily to Newlin Greene and 

a limited number of homes in Springhouse Estates.  Other homes with visibility are on road 

frontage lots along Oak Tree and Unionville Wawaset Roads. 

 

Only one academic study attempted to differentiate the impact of cellular phone tower view on 

residential property values.  The study reported inconsistent conclusions.  First, it states that 

there is a negative 9.8% impact on properties with views of a tower.  Then the authors state that 

for property sales after 2009 there were no measured impacts.  Could it be acceptance of towers?  

Could it be that good cell phone service is becoming a positive amenity that overcomes 

aesthetics?  Could it be that cell phone towers are becoming the equivalent of telephone poles 

and above ground electric wires through neighborhoods?  A negative aesthetic does not always 

lead to a negative impact on property value.  It is likely the case in this instance that views, while 

unpopular will not alter the positive aspects of the home and location that create the demand for 

the location and in turn the value of the location. 

 

On the following pages is an illustration of the physical relationship between the Treepole and 

area properties that will help understand the potential view and proximity impact.  The aerial is 

annotated with distances between the Treepole and existing residences.  The concentric circles 

are reflective of the areas over which academic studies have measured negative property value 

impacts. 
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We undertook an analysis of home proximity to the Treepole within the Newlin Greene 

subdivision.  

 

There is one home, 100 Bailey that can be considered within the 650 foot ring, as the edges of its 

lot are within the 650 foot ring.  The engineering firm identified the house as being 625 feet from 

the Treepole.  The remaining 16 lots (as well as 100 Bailey) are configured as follows: 

 

Distance Ring Number Address 

<650 Feet 1 B-100 

650 Feet to 900 Feet 6 B-102,104,106,108, 101, 103 

900 Feet to 1,200 Feet 3 B-110, 112, 105 

> 1,200 Feet 7 
B-114, 113, 111, 109, 107 

L-201, 200 

Bailey Circle is identified as “B”, Loren Lane identified as “L” 

 

The chart below shows that historically the houses that are more interior to the subdivision, and 

also subsequently more distant from the proposed Treepole have sold for higher prices and for 

higher prices per square foot. 

 

Newlin Greene Houses by Distance from Treepole 

Feet to Treepole Number 

Lot Size 

(SF) 

House 

Size (SF) Price 

Avg. Sale 

Date Price/SF 

<600 1 37,418 5,410 $852,000 5/17/18 $157.49 

600 to 900 6 35,298 5,460 $899,433 8/20/13 $164.74 

900 to 1,200 3 38,420 5,339 $924,800 4/19/09 $173.22 

>1,200 7 39,783 6,472 $912,129 12/12/13 $140.93 

 

Most recent activity in the subdivision was 106 Bailey Circle (located within 900 feet of the 

Treepole) and 200 Loren Lane (greater than 1,200 feet from the Treepole).  Sale information on 

each is as follows: 

 

Most Recent Newlin Greene Subdivision Sales 

Address Lot Size Price Size (SF) Price/SF List Price % of List DOM 

200 Loren Ln  36,024 $1,150,000 7,000 $164.29 $1,399,900 82% 84 

106 Bailey Cir  41,164 $970,000 6,259 $154.98 $949,000 102% 5 

 

The listing agent for 106 Bailey Circle indicated that the proposed Treepole is stimulating sellers 

to list, or consider listing properties, but believes there is no impact on sale price or marketing 

time.  While the seller of 106 Bailey was motivated to move because of the Treepole, the 

property did sell for 102% of the list price and was only on the market for five days.  The listing 

agent believes that there are more serious property issues in the immediate marketplace than the 

Treepole.  These issues that affect sale price include the level of updating and stucco 

remediation.   
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The listing agent for 200 Loren Lane indicated that the proposed Treepole was not an issue.  One 

potential byer asked about it, but it never came up in conversation again.  The house was a 

somewhat difficult sell as the seller was pushing the limits of pricing in the immediate 

marketplace and the home finishes are becoming dated.  Additionally, many buyers want a pool. 

Due to the house being set back off of the cul-de-sac there is a very small rear yard.  Any pool 

would have to be put in a side yard which is not an attractive location.   

 

No analysis was done of the recent sales in the Springhouse Estates subdivision as all of these 

sales were greater than 1,200 feet from the Treepole.  As of this writing there are no homes listed 

for sale in Springhouse Estates. 

 

In testimony, Mr. Gabriel Harrington presented photo simulations of the Treepole from 19 

different locations.  On the following page is a recreation of the location map presented and an 

indication of the distance of each location from the Treepole.   

 

Distance Ring Quantity Numbers 

<600 Feet 3 2, 7, and 9 

601 Feet to 900 Feet 6 1, 3, 6, 8, 10, 16 

901 Feet to 1,200 Feet 3 4, 5, 15 

> 1,200 Feet 7 11, 12, 13, 14, 17, 18, 19 

 

Three of the locations photographed and represented in testimony regarding potential Treepole 

views were 1,600; 2,400; and 2,800 feet; respectively from the Treepole.  

 

Below is the map of photographs presented and a map created by CSA to provide the perspective 

of distance to each of the photo locations. 
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Source: Testimony of Gabriel Harrington 
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Source:  Google Earth Pro and Clarion/Samuels Associates 
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CONCLUSION: IMPACT ON EXISTING RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES 

 

As shown above the concentric circles overlap two residential subdivisions, Newlin Greene to 

the northeast and Springhouse Estates to the south.  The impact horizon from the Bond 2007 

study is 650 feet.  The yellow circle represents the Bond impact horizon.  The Bond 2007 study 

indicated a maximum impact within this radius of 2% closest to the tower, declining to zero 

beyond 650 feet.  The Affuso study indicated a maximum 2.65% negative impact declining to 

zero over 2,350 feet.  The large distance horizon studied is in part due to the small number of 

residences, 69, within that distance.  Affuso did not study any impact bands closer than this.  

Affuso goes on to state that due to the differential and overlapping impacts between view and 

proximity, “Therefore, it may well be that non-visible towers are a potential external benefit for 

properties located within 0.72 km of a tower. Although we cannot affirmatively explain this 

finding, our sense is it may be due to enhanced wireless coverage resulting in a stronger wireless 

signal.” 

 

The Clarion studies presented indicate no negative impact on residential property values, even 

when the home is as close as 300 feet from a tower.    

 

The national literature review indicates that there are many externalities (outside influences) that 

impact property values.  Importantly, the national studies indicate that the impact on property 

values owing to negative externalities decreases as distance from the externality increases.  

Additionally, these same studies conclude that negative impacts tend to decrease with time and 

disappear entirely over a four to 10-year period. 

 

Some observations about the Treepole and the surrounding area: 

• The Treepole location is on a farm with continuing agricultural operations;   

• The Treepole does not add to any odors on the farm, does not have any lights, and does 

not create any vibrations;   

• The Treepole does not have any health consequences associated with it;   

• The Treepole will be visible to a range of residences over a distance of over 2,100 feet, 

with most visibility due to open farm fields and roadway corridors;  

• There are three residences in Springhouse Estates, one in Newlin Greene and one road 

frontage house on Oak Tree within 650 feet of the Treepole; and 

• Previous CSA studies, throughout the Delaware Valley, as well as national literature 

concluded that cellular phone towers have no measurable negative financial impact on 

residential property values when the distance is greater than 650 feet.  These studies 

attempted to independently measure the potential impact of views and proximity. 

• CSA studies have not measured any negative impacts with towers ranging in size from 90 

to 225 feet and as close as 200 feet to single family detached residential units and 150 

feet to townhouse units. 

There are no residential properties within 200 feet of the Treepole location, therefore the 

CSA studies would indicate the Treepole will have no impact on nearby residences. 
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• One study of 225-foot towers located in Florida indicated that there would be as much as 

a 2% negative impact on residential property values for those properties located within 

200 feet of the cellular telephone tower and with an impact horizon of 650± feet. 

This Bond study is the maximum impact that has been measured in a study directly 

measuring the impact of cellular phone towers.  The towers studied were 100 feet taller 

than the Treepole and were located on a flat featureless plain.  The Treepole is shorter, 

and disguises the antenna array in a location appropriate context rather than a lattice 

tower and is not located on a flat featureless plan.  As such, potential impacts would be 

much less than those represented in this Florida study.   

The Bond study would indicate that only the five homes located within 650 feet could be 

negatively impacted.  Given that these homes range from 480 feet to 625 feet from the 

Treepole the negative impacts per the Bond study would be less than one percent.  The 

result is that it would be very difficult to measure any negative impact on these 

residences given the range of issues that determine value in the local marketplace. 

• The range of home prices in the case studies where no measurable negative financial 

impact was concluded was from $125,000 to $1.2 million. 

The home prices in subdivisions proximate to the Treepole are within the range of home 

prices studied, with no impact indicated. 

 

Combining the facts related to the Treepole, the national literature and the CSA case studies, we 

can conclude that the Treepole will not have a measurable negative impact on residential 

property values in the neighborhoods surrounding the subject’s Newlin Township location. 
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ADDENDA 

 

 

CSA NEW JERSEY TELECOMMUNICATION TOWER CASE STUDIES 

 

Dalton Meadows, Washington Township, Mercer County, New Jersey 

 

At the time the subdivision was commenced in 1995/96, a telecommunications tower was located 

at the southern edge of the subdivision on the Suburban Propane property.  This tower was 

approved as the result of litigation between the cellular phone operator and Washington 

Township.  The cellular company sought to build a 150-foot tower, which was finally approved 

for a 140 foot, 24” wide lattice tower supported by guy wires.  This tower was constructed circa 

1992/93.  At the time of our research the tower supported a single triangular antenna array, plus 

certain municipal service antennae.  The tower was located approximately 300 to 325 feet south 

of the rear of the lots located at the end of Anderson Lane (the distance from the subject to the 

rear of the closest lots is 380 feet).  The tower is visible from the entrance to the subdivision and 

for many lots, even at ground level, within the subdivision.  Additionally, the path of travel to the 

subdivision is encumbered by a large lattice tower located at the intersection of Route 33 and 

Tindall Road. 

 

 

Paired Sales Analysis 

 

Through this subdivision we attempted to measure the impact of proximity to the tower and view 

of the tower on property value.  Toward this goal we selected the sales of two units, those on 

Block 8.03 Lot 61 (“proximate” unit – an estimated 355+ feet from the tower) and Block 8.03 

Lot 19 (“view” unit – an estimated 2,050 feet from the tower).  We then used a paired sales 

analysis using comparable sales from a nearby subdivision that was neither proximate to a 

telecommunications tower, nor had views of a tower.   

 

“Proximate” Unit Analysis (24 Anderson Lane) – This unit sold in March 1998 for $276,007.  

The comparable sales utilized to evaluate this unit were located in Country Meadows and sold 

between June 1998 and December 1998.  Prior to adjustment the sale prices ranged from 

$259,000 to $315,800.  After making the necessary adjustments a value range for the 24 

Anderson Lane was indicated at $269,980 to $283,883.  A final retrospective market value 

conclusion was indicated at $277,000. 

 

Each of the selected comparables were from Country Meadows.  Country Meadows was similar 

to Dalton Meadows in lot size, location and house size offered. 

 

After making adjustments for variations in physical aspects of the units and other such items 

required by standards of professional practice, the comparable sales supported the sale price of 

the Dalton Meadows unit located 355 feet from the cellular tower.  If the proximity to the tower 

had an impact on the market value of the Anderson Lane unit, the sale price of the comparables, 

absent a locational adjustment would have indicated a conclusion greater than the actual sale 
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price of Anderson Lane.  The conclusion indicates that proximity to the tower, with views of 

the tower had no impact on the market value of the property.   

 

“View” Unit Analysis (8 Branford Drive) – This unit is located 2,050 feet from the 

telecommunications tower.  There are views of the tower from the lot and the rear of the 

residence.  This home was appraised to determine if views of, but with limited proximity to a 

tower had any impact on property value.  This unit sold in March 1997 for $252,511.  The 

comparable sales utilized to evaluate this unit were located in Country Meadows and sold 

between May 1997 and October 1997.  Prior to adjustment the sale prices ranged from $217,400 

to $232,250.  After making the necessary adjustments a value range for the 8 Branford Drive was 

indicated at $252,162 to $255,770.  A final retrospective market value conclusion was indicated 

at $254,000. 

 

Each of the selected comparables were from Country Meadows.  Country Meadows was similar 

to Dalton Meadows in lot size, location and house size offered. 

 

After making adjustments for variations in physical aspects of the units and other such items 

required by standards of professional practice, the comparable sales supported the sale price of 

the Dalton Meadows unit located 2,050 feet from the cellular tower.  If the views of the tower 

had an impact on the market value of the Branford Drive unit, the sale price of the comparables, 

absent a locational adjustment would have indicated a conclusion greater than the actual sale 

price of Branford Drive.  The conclusion indicates that views of a tower, with limited 

proximity had no impact on the market value of the property.   

 

Average Sale Price Analysis 

 

We further analyzed the sales of units in Dalton Meadows to see if on the average the units 

closest to the tower sold for less than the units in the remainder of the subdivision which, while 

they have views of the tower, are less proximate. 

 

The first table, displaying the average price of sales most proximate to the tower versus the 

average sale price of all units in Dalton Meadows indicates the most proximate units sold for 

1.31% greater than the average, which is expected due to the proximate units being located on 

larger lots than the average for the community as a whole.   

 

Dalton Meadows Sale Experience 

 Average Unit 

Sale Price 

Nominal $ 

Variance 

Percentage 

Variance 

All Sales $273,058   

Tower Proximate Sales $276,637 $3,579 1.31% 

 

Analyzing further, the tower proximate sales in Dalton Meadows all occurred during 1998.  We 

then compared the three sales proximate to the tower with the other 1998 Dalton Meadows sales.  

As is shown in the following table, the proximate sales achieved an average price of $11,102 

more than the non-proximate sales. 
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Dalton Meadows Sale Experience – 1998 

 Average Unit 

Sale Price 

Nominal $ 

Variance 

Percentage 

Variance 

1998 Sales1  $265,535   

Tower Proximate Sales - 1998 $276,637 $11,102 4.18% 
1  1998 subdivision sales, excluding Tower Proximate Sales 

 

The higher average price for the proximate sales makes intuitive sense, given the larger than 

average lots and their cul-de-sac location.  The level of difference also makes sense given the 

fact that the rear of the larger yards are not totally usable due to the requirement to maintain a 

buffer area. 

 

The previous two tables indicate similar conclusions.  Both tend to indicate no negative impact 

on the pricing of the units sold proximate to the tower.  

 

The conclusion of no measurable negative impact was further supported by anecdotal evidence 

from residents of the Dalton Meadows community.  When questioned, typical responses from 

residents ranged from… “what tower?” to … “my husband is in a technical industry and the 

location of the tower had no effect on our purchase.”  

 

Fair Share/Market Capture Analysis 

 

While it may be enough to say that the tower does not have any effect on individual unit 

purchases, is there any market evidence that the presence of a tower has any effect on the general 

market acceptance of the subdivision? 

 

We researched this question via an analysis of the marketplace sales and average sale price 

achieved at various subdivisions that were in the Dalton Meadows competitive marketplace.  

Following is a listing of the relative levels of sales at several subdivisions that are located north 

of Route 130, in the same area as Dalton Meadows.  One can see that Dalton Meadows achieved 

the highest rate of sales amongst the properties researched.  In addition, Dalton Meadows 

achieved the second highest average recorded sale price in the marketplace. 

 

Dalton Meadows Competitive Marketplace 

1995-1998 

Subdivision Avg.  

Sale Price 

Annual 

Absorption 

Dalton Meadows $272,887 2.28 

Beechwood Acres $259,185 1.38 

Saran Woods $261,233 1.67 

Country Meadows $239,912 1.37 

Highlands at Walkers Run $297,741 0.78 

 

The achievement of the most rapid absorption along with a relatively high average sale price for 

the marketplace is an indication of the desirability of Dalton Meadows.  Again, there is no 
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evidence that the subdivision’s proximity to the cellular tower had a negative impact on 

subdivision sales and residential property value. 

  

Lastly, an analysis of Dalton Meadows’ “fair share” and actual capture of the competitive 

marketplace was analyzed.  The fair share calculation is based on the subdivision’s supply as a 

percentage of the total supply in the marketplace.  The capture rate is a calculation of the 

percentage of annual market sales that are captured by the each subdivision.  Of the six 

subdivisions researched, only two achieved a capture of market sales in excess of their 

competitive stature in the marketplace: Beechwood Acres and Dalton Meadows.  These are the 

two subdivisions in the marketplace that are most proximate to a cellular phone tower. 

 

 

Dalton Meadows Marketplace 

Fair Share and Market Capture Rates: 1995-1998 

Subdivision Avg. 

Sale Price 

Fair Share Capture 

Rate 

Capture Rate 

vs Fair Share 

Dalton Meadows $272,887 18.1% 23.1% 1.28x 

Saran Woods $261,233 26.4% 26.3% 1.00x 

Country Meadows $239,912 26.1% 22.7% 0.87x 

Beechwood Acres $259,185 19.9% 20.6% 1.04x 

Highlands at Walkers Run $297,741 9.51% 7.29% 0.77x 

 

 

The cumulative evidence taken from the Dalton Meadows experience is that the location of a 

telecommunications tower: 

 

1. Has no impact on the market value of individual single family residential units in the 

price range of units offered at Dalton Meadows; and 

2. Does not measurably impact the market acceptance of the subdivision, or affect the 

exhibited rate of sales in the subdivision. 

 

 

Hamilton Park Estates, Hamilton Township, Mercer County, New Jersey 

 

Hamilton Park Estates is located across Hamilton Square-Whitehorse Road from an AT&T 

facility.  Approximately 150 feet off of the road is a 225-foot tall, lattice tower supporting 

several microwave relay dish antennae.  The tower is illuminated with beacon lighting, sidelights 

and a strobe light. 

 

The plat of subdivision for Hamilton Park Estates indicates several sizable easements for utility 

rights-of-way.  These easements are provided for high-tension electric lines, gas lines and 

AT&T.  The developer indicated that lots impacted by the easements were discounted, but he 

could not say by how much.  Those lots did not necessarily take any longer to sell than the 

others.  According to the developer, “for some people price is the only factor and they don’t care 

if there is an easement or if they are located next to a power line.”  
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According to the developer representative there was more concern by prospective buyers over 

high-tension electric transmission lines that run through a section of the property than any other 

factor.  He estimated that 90% of buyer questions concerned the high-tension lines. 

 

The lots in the development that back up to Veterans Park had premiums of $5,000 to $10,000 – 

even though all of those lots had views of both the AT&T tower and the high-tension electric 

lines.   

 

The developer representative stated that while he did not discount any of the home sites because 

of the impact of the tower or transmission lines, he estimates that project absorption increased by 

12 months (from 5 to 6 years) due to the presence of the transmission lines.  There was no 

indication from this representative that the telecommunications tower had any impact on the unit 

price or rate of sales.  

 

To test the anecdotal information provided by the developer representative, we appraised two 

units within Hamilton Park Estates, a unit closest to the telecommunications tower (proximate 

unit analysis) and a second unit toward the rear of the development which still had unimpeded 

views of the tower (view unit analysis).  To appraise the Hamilton Park Estates units, we used 

comparable sales from a competitive project (Hamilton Gate), which was not proximate to, nor 

did it have views of, a telecommunications tower.   

 

“Proximate” Unit Analysis (87 Joni Drive) – Located an estimated 300 feet from the AT&T 

tower, this unit sold in April 1997 for $229,100.  The comparable sales utilized to evaluate this 

unit were located in Hamilton Gate and sold between February 1997 and December 1997.  Prior 

to adjustment the sale prices ranged from $184,000 to $268,591.  After making the necessary 

adjustments a value range for the 87 Joni Lane was indicated at $220,402 to $232,076.  A final 

retrospective market value conclusion was indicated at $230,000. 

 

After making adjustments for variations in physical aspects of the units and other such items 

required by standards of professional practice, the comparable sales supported the sale price of 

the Hamilton Park Estates unit located 300 feet from the telecommunications tower.  If the 

proximity to the tower had an impact on the market value of the Joni Drive unit, the sale price of 

the comparables, absent a locational adjustment would have indicated a conclusion greater than 

the actual sale price of Anderson Lane.  The conclusion indicates that proximity to the tower, 

with views of the tower had no impact on the market value of the property.   

 

“View” Unit Analysis (8 Erica Lynne Way) – This unit is located an estimated 800 feet from 

the telecommunications tower.  There are views of the tower from the lot and the front of the 

residence.  This home was appraised to determine if views of, but with lesser proximity to a 

tower had any impact on property value.  This unit sold in December 1997 for $226,075.  The 

comparable sales utilized to evaluate this unit were located in Hamilton Gate and sold between 

June 1997 and December 1997.  Prior to adjustment the sale prices ranged from $218,444 to 

$256,698.  After making the necessary adjustments a value range for the 8 Erica Lynne Way was 

indicated at $220,226 to $235,566.  A final retrospective market value conclusion was indicated 

at $227,000. 
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After making adjustments for variations in physical aspects of the units and other such items 

required by standards of professional practice, the comparable sales supported the sale price of 

the Hamilton Park Estates unit located 800 feet from the cellular tower.  If the views of the tower 

had an impact on the market value of the Erica Lynne Way unit, the sale price of the 

comparables, absent a locational adjustment would have indicated a conclusion greater than the 

actual sale price of unit.  The conclusion indicated is that greater distance to the tower, but 

with significant tower views had no impact on the market value of the property.   

 

We did not apply the Average Sales Price analysis to Hamilton Park Estates as we did to Dalton 

Meadows.  The subdivision is not sufficiently large and the large size of the tower do not allow 

for a significant variation in views from one location to any other within the subdivision. 

 

 

Mount Rose - Hopewell Township, Mercer County, New Jersey 

 

This Hopewell Township subdivision is located on Province Line Road, just south of Cherry 

Valley Road.  The subdivision is comprised of 16 lots, each in excess of 3 acres in size.  Home 

prices range from $939,000 to $1,230,000.  In addition lot premiums being sought were between 

$5,000 and $75,000.  Each home must be a minimum of 4,500 square feet, above grade.   

 

The development is adjacent to a 185 foot (cellular phone) lattice tower supported by guy wires 

similar to, but taller than, the tower adjacent to Dalton Meadows.  The tower supports four 

cellular antenna arrays, plus municipal service antennae.   The tower is located approximately 

200 feet to the south of subdivision lot 9.06.  The development of the subdivision commenced in 

late 1998.  As of the inspection date, three lots have been sold and a fourth is under construction.  

The lot closest to the tower was one of the initial lot sales.  The developer achieved a premium 

on this lot, even with direct views of the tower.  The developer reported that no discounts from 

the asking price were required to sell the house on that lot. 

 

Even at a price point from $900,000 to $1.2 million, the purchase decision is affected more by 

the home, lot and location than by the presence or absence of a telecommunications tower.  The 

experience of the Mount Rose subdivision indicates that the presence of a 

telecommunications tower has not impacted unit sales or pricing even at a price point much 

higher than the area surrounding the subject site. 
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