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These are complex issues, involving predictive outcomes and radio engineering science. 
Giant telecommunications companies such as AT&T have readily access to and can easily 
afford to pay persons holding themselves out as experts to testify on the company’s behalf 
on such issues. Small groups of homeowners rarely if ever have access to such experts and 
few can afford to retain the experts that they do find. When both sides do present expert 
evidence, resolving the conflicting testimony in these “battles of the experts” is often quite 
challenging for the Board.  Losing parties can seek judicial review but here too the cards 
are stacked against the homeowners.  Giant companies such as AT&T can readily afford to 
hire lawyers to pursue litigation, including appeals if necessary to the state Supreme Court. 
For homeowners, on the other hand, tens of thousands of dollars in lawyers’ fees is 
typically a staggering burden. 
  
AT&T’s bid to install a 100 foot monopole adjacent to the Sea Pines Village to the east and 
less than 500 feet south of a number of homes within the town limits of Bethany Beach is 
an apt illustration of the terribly costly burden of the current rules. The first AT&T 
application was filed in 2009 and five years later the matter is still not finally resolved. 
After holding hearings, the Board has issued three rulings over the years, the last two 
denying the AT&T applications. The first two rulings were reversed in court, with AT&T 
taking the matter all the way to the Delaware Supreme Court. Judicial review of the third 
ruling is still pending.   
 
The amendments proposed by SPV would eliminate such costly and protracted proceedings 
and replace them with a “go-no go” rule. If the proposed tower was more than a 1,000 feet 
from a residentially zoned lot, for example, it could be built without a hearing. If the tower 
would be closer than 1,000 feet, or whatever other setback the Council adopts, the 
application would be denied without a hearing.  
 
 
 
BBLA respectfully urges the County Council promptly to adopt the “go-no go approach 
proposed by the Sea Pines Village Home Owners Association and other Sussex residents.   
 
 
     
       Sincerely, 
 
                                                                                     /s/ Michael S. Horne 
 
       Michael S. Horne, President 

 


