
TO: House Consumer Affairs Committee 

Subcommittee on Telecommunications 

FROM: Melissa Anese, Government Relations Associate 

DATE: 6/12/2019 

RE: CCAP Comments on Wireless Small Cell Siting 

Thank you for this opportunity to submit comments on the topic of wireless small cell citing on 

behalf of the County Commissioners Association of Pennsylvania (CCAP), a non-profit, non-

partisan association representing the commonwealth’s 67 counties.  

According to the Federal Communications Commission, about 800,000 Pennsylvanians lack 

access to high-speed broadband internet, although recent research completed by Penn 

State/Center for Rural PA indicates that number is much higher. Counties recognize that high-

quality communication infrastructure is essential to our communities and critical for education, 

employment, economic development and the provision of efficient and effective services to our 

residents. In fact, rural broadband expansion is a top priority for counties in 2019, and CCAP 

supports moves toward closing the technology access gap and looks forward to working with 

the General Assembly on issues related to accessing technology more broadly.  

Counties also welcome opportunities to improve infrastructure and technology, including 

implementation of 5G, and believe that expansion will come, but not without a balance of both 

municipal and wireless provider needs. When considering legislation about small cell 

development and deployment, we ask that local governments have a seat at the table.  

Already, the recent FCC ruling regarding the permit review process for 5G systems has placed 

significant restrictions on the ability of local governments to have a say in the siting decisions of 

5G systems. In the ruling, Streamlining Deployment of Next Generation Wireless Infrastructure 

Declaratory Ruling and Third Report and Order, limitations were set on fees local governments 

may charge telecommunications companies for the placement, construction and co-location of 

new wireless facilities, setting fees at $500 for up to five sites and $100 per site thereafter. The 

ruling also constrains local governments to 60 days to evaluate applications for wireless 

companies to attach small cells to existing structures and 90 days for entirely new structures. 

These new orders represent limits that were deemed appropriate by the federal government in 

their interpretation of what was in the best interest of all parties involved and should not be 

restricted further. 



With that in mind, counties urge the General Assembly not to impose further limitations on the 

ability of local government to regulate small cell facilities within the right-of way or the ability to 

protect the integrity of historical areas and structures. In prior sessions, legislation would have 

allowed wireless providers to collocate small cell facilities on utility poles, traffic lights and other 

structures within public rights-of-way as a use by right not subject to zoning review or approval. 

This strips away local governments’ ability to require wireless facilities to meet the same 

requirements as other facilities in the same zoning district, meaning the best interest of both 

neighborhoods and residents may not be considered. While local zoning codes and permit 

processes may need to be reviewed and updated to facilitate development of this infrastructure, 

local government must be there to negotiate with industry partners in order to get the best 

outcomes for their residents.  

 

Finally, we ask the General Assembly to consider the potential strain to local governments that 

could occur if tighter application timelines would be imposed, as has been suggested previously. 

Depending on the volume of facilities that could be contained in a single application, it could 

take much longer for smaller municipalities with limited staff and resources who do not have the 

capacity to properly assess the application and potential effects of the proposed wireless 

locations. In addition, if legislation were to place an arbitrary cap on fees for review of a permit 

application and this cap is not sufficient to cover the cost of reviewing applications (again, with 

potentially up to 20 facilities on a single application), municipalities and their taxpayers could 

end up being forced to make up the difference. 

 

Again, counties agree that that high quality communication infrastructure is critical for every day 

functions and we welcome advancements in this and in technology as a whole. However, we 

would further note that while there have been numerous discussions about the need to expand 

rural broadband capacity, focusing on small cell expansion does not necessarily address this 

need. Although small cells may bring more capacity to an already serviced area to meet 

demand, it may not increase access to those who do not have it. If small cell placement is 

focused in urban areas as a result, it will not close the technological divide, but rather continue 

to broaden the gap for rural communities where towers are also needed. 

 

We urge the General Assembly to consider the overall needs of Pennsylvania in this area, and 

believe that all of these discussions need to be partnership between the General Assembly, 

providers and local governments to assure the best interests of our communities remain at the 

forefront. 

 

Thank you for your attention to these comments, and please feel free to contact us with any 

further questions.  

 


