CROWN S Corporate Park Drive, Suite 101

~ CASTLE Clifton Park, NY 12065

June 3, 2016

Melanie A. Bachman
Acting Executive Director
Connecticut Siting Council
10 Franklin Square

New Britain, CT 06051

RE: Tower Share Application for EyeTower Crown Site BU: 806372
EyeTower Site ID: BDL200
266R Center Street, Manchester, CT 06040
Latitude: 41° 46" 19.0""/ Longitude: -72° 31" 48.8"

Dear Ms. Bachman:

EyeTower is applying for tower share to add five (5) antennas and five (5) lines of coax to the
existing 115-foot monopole tower at 266R Center Street in Manchester, CT. The antennas will be
installed at the 91-foot, 89-foot, and 84-foot level of the 115-foot tower. The tower and property is
owned by Crown Castle. Eyetower also intends to perform ground work in the form of adding a 9’x 9’
pad with a 6’ x 6° building for equipment.

This facility was approved by the by the Connecticut Siting Council on August 24, 1990 in Docket No.
129. There were no conditions listed in this approval.

Please accept this letter as notification pursuant to Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies § 16-50j-
73, for construction that constitutes an exempt modification pursuant to R.C.S.A. § 16-50j-72(b)(2). In
accordance with R.S.C.A. 8 16-50j-73, a copy of this letter is being sent to Mr. Scott Shanley, General
Manager, Town of Manchester, as well as the property owner, and Crown Castle is the tower owner.

1.

2.

The proposed modifications will not result in an increase in the height of the existing tower.
The proposed modifications will not require the extension of the site boundary.

The proposed modification will not increase noise levels at the facility by six decibels or
more, or to levels that exceed state and local criteria.

The operation of the replacement antennas will not increase radio frequency emissions at the
facility to a level at or above the Federal Communication Commission safety standard.

The Foundation for a Wireless World.
CrownCastle.com
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5. The proposed modifications will not cause a change or alteration in the physical or
environmental characteristics of the site.

6. The existing structure and its foundation can support the proposed loading.

For the foregoing reasons, AT&T respectfully submits that the proposed modifications to the
above-reference telecommunications facility constitutes an exempt modification under R.C.S.A. § 16-
50j-72(b)(2). Please send approval/rejection letter to Attn: Jeffrey Barbadora.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey Barbadora

Real Estate Specialist

12 Gill Street, Suite 5800, Woburn, MA 01801
781-729-0053
Jeff.Barbadora@crowncastle.com

Attachments:

Tab 1: Exhibit-1: Compound plan and elevation depicting the planned changes
Tab 2: Exhibit-2: Structural Modification Report
Tab 3: Exhibit-3: General Power Density Table Report (RF Emissions Analysis Report)

cc: Mr. Scott Shanley, General Manager
Town of Manchester
41 Center Street PO Box 191
Manchester, CT 06045-0191

The Foundation for a Wireless World.
CrownCastle.com
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Energy/ Teleccommunications

Peter G. Boucher
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT ﬁl

CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

136 Main Street, Suite 401
New Britain, Connecticut 06051
Phone : 827-7682

August 24, 1990

Mr. David S. Malko

Manager, Engineering and Regulatory Services
Metro Mobile

50 Rockland Road

South Norwalk, CT 06854

RE: DOCKET NO. 129 - Metro Mobile CTS of Hartford, Inc.,
Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public
Need for the construction, maintenance, and operation
of a cellular telephone tower and associated equipment
in the Town of Manchester, Connecticut.

Dear Mr. Malko:

On August 22, 1990, the Siting Council considered and
approved all remaining sections of the Development and
Management Plan (D&M) for this cellular telephone tower
and associated equipment in the Town of Manchester,
Connecticut. This decision confirms use of barbed wire on
the security fence surrounding the cellular site that was"
approved by the Council by its Decision and Order on March
12, 1990.

This approval applies only to the D&M plan submitted for
the Manchester site. Modifications to this D&M Plan
require advance Council notification and approval.
notify the Council when construction is completed.

Please
Enclosed for your use is a copy of the Staff Report
regarding the D&M Plan.

Very truly yours,

W DML,

Gloria Dibble Pond
Chairperson

SMH/smh
enclosure

4706-2
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July 20, 1990

Connecticut Siting Council
136 Main Street

Suite 401 .

New Britain, CT 06051

Attention: Joel M. Rinebold, Executive Director

Re: Docket No. 129 ~ Metro Mobile CTS of Hartford, Inc.
Manchester Cell Site

Dear Mr. Rinebold:

Metro Mobile CTS of Hartford, Inc. ("Metro Mobile") has submitted a
proposed D&M Plan in the above-referenced proceeding and has received
comments on it from the Town of Manchester and the Council.

Metro Mobile intends to construct an eight foot security fence around
the facility with three strands of barbed wire on top. One of the comments
received addresses the potential restriction on the use of barbed wire in
constructing a fence at the proposed facility under Section 47-47 of the
Connecticut General Statutes. This communication sets forth Metro Mobile's
position that Metro Mobile is unaffected by said provision, as well as the
Company's arguments in support of its position that the fencing plans
already submitted are within State laws.

The provision of interest is Section 47-47 of the Connecticut General
Statutes, which reads, in relevant part, as follows:

Barbed wire between adjoining premises or enclosing
grounds of public buildings. No person shall use barbed
wire in the construction of fences or have barbed wire
upon existing fences between his own premises and those
of an adjoining proprietor, within twenty-five rods of
any house or barn belonging to such proprietor, unless
either premises are used in connection with raising
livestock, without first obtaining his written consent

50 Rockland Road « South Norwalk, CT 06854 « (203) 852-9292
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A. THE SITING COUNCIL'S JURISDICTION SUPERSEDES THE RESTRICTIONS IMPOSED
BY C.G.S. SECTION 16-50x.

The Connecticut Siting Council was created with the express purpose of
considering applications for the construction, operation, and maintenance
of certain types of facilities within the state,including the proposed
Manchester facility. The Council's jurisdiction overrides select state and
local laws which would otherwise place restrictions on such activities.
Section 16-50x of ‘the C.G.S. contains the override language, as follows:

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of the general
statutes to the contrary, except as provided in Section
16-243, the council shall have exclusive jurisdiction
over the location and type of facilities and over the
location and type of modifications of facilities subject
to the provisions of subsection (d) of this section.
(emphasis added)

It should be noted that neither Section 16-243 nor subsection (d) of
Section 16-50x modifies the applicability of the section quoted above with

:respect to the proposed Metro Mobile facility.

Whether the proposed facility uses barbed wire is an issue as to the
type of facility to be constructed. Thus, it falls within the exclusive
jurisdiction of the Council and cannot be affected by other statutes or
local regulations.

B. EVEN IF THE COUNCIL'S JURISDICTION DOES NOT SUPERSEDE SECTION 47-47,
METRO MOBILE'S PROPOSED FACILITY WILL NOT COME WITHIN THE AMBIT OF THAT
PROVISION.,

As set forth above, Metro Mobile's position is that the Council's
jurisdiction supersedes the provisions of Section 47-47, and that the
statute is therefore inapplicable to Metro Mobile at the Manchester
facility certificated by the Council. If, however, the Council concludes
that its jurisdiction does not supersede the statute, Metro Mobile contends
that the provisions of the statute are inapplicable to Metro Mobile for the
following reasons.

1. Proposed Fence Not Between Proprietors

The statute prohibits the use of barbed wire ". . . between his own
premises and those of an adjoining proprietor . . . ." 1In Manchester,
Metro Mobile's proposed facility will not border two separate land parcels
except on the east and southwest sides (see page 5 of Tab 1 in the Metro
Mobile Application for the Manchester Site, Siting Council Docket No. 129).
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On the north side of Metro Mobile's facility, the proposed barbed w}rg wi%l
not be between two adjoining proprietors, since Metro Mobile facility is
located on a portion of a parcel owned by S. Mark Stephens.

2. No Houses or Barns Located on Adjacent Property

The statute prohibits the use of barbed wire ". . . within twenty-five

rods of any house or barn belonging to such proprietor . . . ." oOn the

east side of the Metro Mobile facility, there is a strip of land owned by

Kenneth C. Burkamp over which the Consolidated Rail Corporation at one time
had an easement to operate a railway. There are no houses or barns located }
on this parcel, and therefore the prohibition cannot apply to Metro Mobile |
with respect to this parcel. }
\

Similarly, the southwest side of the Metro Mobile facility is bordered by
a parcel owned by Kenneth C. Burkamp. There are no houses or barns located
on this parcel. The prohibition stated in the barbed wire statute
therefore cannot apply to Metro Mobile with respect to this parcel.

Thus, even if the Council finds that its jurisdiction does not
"™ supersede the provisions of Section 47-47 of the C.G.S., those provisions
._-do not apply to Metro Mobile in this case.

Respectfully yours,

bosid A Rt

David S. Malko, P.E.
Manager, Engineering and Regulatory Services

DSM:mb

cc: Service List Docket 129
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT

CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

136 Main Street, Suite 401
New Britain, Connecticut 06051
Phone : 827-7682

June 22, 1990

Metro Mobile CTS of Hartford, Inc.
100 Corporate Drive
Windsor, CT. 06095
Attn: Gary N. Shulman
Vice Pres. & Gen. Mgr,

DOCKET NO. 129 - Metro Mobile.CTS of Hartford, Inc.,
Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need
for the construction, maintenance, and operation of a
cellular telephone tower and associated equipment in the
Town of Manchester, Connecticut.

Dear Mr. Shulman:

At a meeting of the Connecticut Siting Council (Council)
on June 18, 1990, the Council considered and approved the
Development and Management (D&M) Plan for the Manchester
facility except for the subject of fencing to be reserved
for final approval by the Council at a later date.
Pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes Section 47-47, it
states that no barbed wire is permitted on an existing or
newly constructed fence. Enclosed for your reference is a
copy of the staff report for this D&M Plan.

This approval applies only to the Manchester facility.
Modifications to this D&M Plan require advance Council
notification and approval. The Council awaits your
submission of fencing plans, within State laws, that would
meet.Metro Mobile's needs and the Town of Manchester's
requirements.

Very truw

loria Dibble Pond /4’

GDP:SJM:fc

Enclosures (3)

¢cc: Parties of Record
Council Members

4442E-5




-

C (

STATE OF CONNECTICUT

CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

136 Main Street, Suite 401
New Britain, Connecticut 06051
Phone: 827-7682

DOCKET NO. 129
METRO MOBILE CTS OF HARTFORD, INC.
D&M PLAN MANCHESTER CELL SITE - MAY 21, 1990

On May 15, 1990, Metro Mobile CTS of Hartford, Inc. submitted
to the Connecticut Siting Council a D&M Plan for its Manchester
cell site. The plan includes canstruction of a 128 foot tower
including antennas, at a total height of 324 feet above mean
sea level, and a 1l4-foot by 40-foot equipment building
surrounded by an eight foot security fence. In addition,
Metro Mobile would remove an existing one story wood building
from the site. In accordance with Requlations of State
Agencies Section 16-50j-77, Metro Mobile has notified the
Council of its intention to begin access work and clearing, to
be followed immediately by the construction of the tower and
associated equipment upon approval of the D&M Plan by the
Council.

The existing site is flat, paved, and surrounded by buildings
and railroad tracks. All areas disturbed by construction will
be repaved. The right-of-way from Pine Street over the
existing parking lot will be maintained, and all new pavement
will meet the minimum specifications required by the Town.

Metro Mobile proposes to construct the tower foundation and the
building foundation as per manufacturer specifications, soil
test boring logs, and detailed engineering. Underground
grounding will be installed as per Metro Mobile's
specifications. The tower has been moved within the site as
far east as possible to separate the fall zcne of the tower
from a residence located southwest of the tower site.

In preparation of the D&M Plan, Metro Mobile consulted with the
Town of Manchester pursuant to the Council's Decision and
Order. The Manchester Zoning Enforcement Officer recommended
installation of erosion controls prior to the disturbance of
the site. Metro Mobile will abide by this recommendation
through the installation and maintenance of approximately 85
linear feet of hay bales located along the west perimeter of
the site. The Town of Manchester has also provided comments
requesting provisions for landscaping, delineation of areas to
be paved, details regarding modifications to the drainage
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Docket 129
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pattern, removal of barbed wire from the security fence,
maintenance of the right-of-way, and installation of a driveway
apron on Pine Street. Metro Mobile has responded indicating
that it does not believe landscaping is appropriate or
necessary, that all disturbed areas will be repaved, that
drainage patterns will not be affected, that barbed wire on the
security fence is necessary to provide security for its
equipment, that the right-of-way will be maintained, and that
the apron onto Pine Street will not be modified, but if it is,
it will be restored as per Town requirements.

Staff recommends the approval of Town recommendations regarding
erosion control, paving, and right-of-way maintenance. 1In
addition, if dewatering is to be performed during site
construction, the certificate holder must be prepared for
proper disposal of water from dewatering operations.

No staff recommendations regarding site landscaping and the use
of barbed wire in the security fence are made.

All other orders and provisions regarding the D&M Plan have
been complied with.
JMR:bw

4442E
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT

CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

136 Main Street, Suite 401
New Britain, Connecticut 06051
Phone : 827-7682

DOCKET NO. 129
METRO MOBILE CTS OF HARTFORD, INC.
D&M PLAN MANCHESTER CELL SITE
June 18, 1990
Addendum

On Thursday, June 14, 1990, Brian Emerick of the
Connecticut Siting Council (Council) and Fred Cunliffe of
the Council staff met with David Malko of Metro Mobile and
Stuart Popper of the Town of Manchester at the site of a
telecommunications tower and building on Pine Street in
Manchester, Connecticut.

The Town of Manchester recommends landscaping along the
north and east sides of the leased parcel. White Pine or
hemlock were perferred by the town. The town requests that
the plantings be a minimum of four feet in height and four
feet on center as required by town regulations. Metro
Mobile would be willing to move the building and
north-side of the fence several feet to the south and move
the gate closer to the building to accommodate these
plantings.

The town has requested that barbed wire not be used on the
fence and have stated that the use of barbed wire on the
fence is potentially inconsistent with Connecticut General
Statutes section 47-47. No recommendations were made by
the town or applicant for alternate fencing but Metro
Mobile contends that security must be maintained.

Fred Cunliffe
Siting Analyst
4442E-4
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~ Date:_December 13, 1989
< Docket No._129

LIST OF PARTIES AND INTERVENORS - SERVICE LIST

Status Holder Representative
Status Granted (name, address & (name, address &
phone number) phone number)
Party Metro Mobile CTS Robinson & Cole
of Hartford, Inc. One Commercial Plaza
—_—_ 100 Corporate Drive Hartford, CT 06103-3597
| X ] Windsor, CT 06095 . Attn: Earl W. Phillips, Jr.
— Attn: Gary N. Schulman (203) 275-8200
Vice President -
Intervenor and Gen. Mgr.
l I
Rty SNET Cellular,Inc. Peter J. Tyrrell
— 227 Church Street Senior Attorney
—_— New Haven, CT 06506 SNET Cellular, Inc.
l l 227 Church Street
- Room 1021
New Haven, CT 06506
Intervenor ’
[ x |
Party Town of Manchester Mark Pellegrini
Planning & Zoning Comm. Director of Planning
—_ Town Hall and Economic Development
| x| 41 Center Street Town Hall
- Manchester, CT 06040 41 Center Street
Manchester, CT 06040
Intervenor
l I




Date:_pecember 13._1252
Docket No._129

LIST OF PARTIES AND INTERVENQRS - SERVICFE LIST

Status Granted

Status Holder
(name, address &
Phone number)

*——\%
Representative
(name, address g
Phone number)

Party

BN

———

Intervenor

' Cheney Brothers
National Historic
Landmark District

and Cheney National
Historic Commission 4

Bruce J. Comollo
Garrity, Diana, cContj
& Houck

1091 Main Street
Manchester, cT 06040
(203) 643-2181

Party




DOCKET NO. 129 - AN APPLICATION OF : Connecticut Siting
METRO MOBILE CTS OF HARTFORD, INC.,

FOR A CERTIFICATE OF ENVIRONMENTAL : Council
COMPATIBILITY AND PUBLIC NEED FOR

THE CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION, AND : March 12, 1990

MAINTENANCE OF A CELLULAR TELEPHONE
TOWER AND ASSOCIATED EQUIPMENT IN
THE TOWN OF MANCHESTER, CONNECTICUT.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Metro Mobile CTS of Hartford, Inc., in accordance with
provisions of sections 16-50g to 16-50z of the
Connecticut General Statutes (CGS), applied to the
Connecticut Siting Council (Council) on September 29,
1989, for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility
and Public Need (Certificate) for the construction,
maintenance, and operation of a telecommunications
tower, associated equipment, and building to provide
Domestic Public Cellular Radio Telecommunications
Service (cellular service) in the Town of Manchester,
part of the Hartford, Connecticut, New England County
Metropolitan Area ("Hartford NECMA"). (Record)

2. The application was accompanied by proof of service as
required by section 16-501 of the CGS. (Record)

3. Affidavit of newspaper notice as required by section
16-501 of the CGS was supplied by the applicant.
Newspaper notice of this application was published twice
by the applicant in The Hartford Courant. (Metro Mobile
l, pp.4-5, Exhibit 5)

4, The Council and its staff inspected the proposed and
alternate sites in the Town of Manchester, Connecticut,
on December 28, 1989. (Record)

5. Pursuant to section 16-50m of the CGS, the Council,
after giving due notice thereof, held a public hearing
on this application on December 28, 1989, at 3:30 P.M.,
and 7:00 P.M., at the Lincoln Center Hearing Room, 494
Main Street, Manchester, Connecticut. (Record)

6. The parties to the proceeding are the applicant and
those persons and organizations whose names are listed
in the Decision and Order which accompanies these
Findings. (Record)

7. The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) filed
written comments with the Council pursuant to section
16-50j of the CGS. (Record)
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8. In 1981, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC)
recognized a national need for technical improvement,
wide-area coverage, high quality service, and
competitive pricing in mobile telephone service. (Metro
Mobile 1, p.5; Docket 107, Finding of Fact 10)

9. The FCC has pre-empted State regulation in determining
that a public need currently exists for cellular
service, setting technical standards for that service,
and establishing a competitive market. (Metro Mobile 1,
p.6; Docket 107, Finding of Fact 12) :

10. The FCC has determined that the public interest requires
two licenses for cellular service be made available in
each market area or NECMA to provide competition. One
license is awarded to a wireline company, the other to a
non-wireline company. (Metro Mobile 1, pp.6, 10; Docket
107, Finding of Fact 11)

11. Conventional mobile telephone service has been limited
by insufficient frequency availability, inefficient
frequency use, and poor quality of service. These
limitations have resulted in congestion, blocking of
transmission, interference, lack of coverage, and high

. - costs. (Metro Mobile 1, p.5; Docket 107 Finding of Fact

s 9)

12. Cellular service consists of small, overlapping
broadcast regions. These regions or cells are limited
in coverage by the FCC's technical standards governing
transmitting power. The system design provides
frequency reuse and hand-off and would be capable of an
orderly and compatible expansion. (Metro Mobile 1,
pp.13-14, Exhibit 11, p.6)

13. Cell site locations are limited by a basic need for a 10
percent to 20 percent overlap of coverage between cell
sites. Location of cell sites is essential to provide
for uninterrupted hand-off of calls in progress. (Metro
Mobile 1, Exhibit 11, pp.6-7)

14, Presently, the proposed cellular system represents
state-of-the-art technology and Metro Mobile is aware of
no viable alternatives. A mobile satellite service has
been under consideration by the FCC and may become
available in the distant future. (Metro Mobile 1, p.18)

15. Metro Mobile expects digital cellular technology to be
commercially available in the late 1990's. The
- technology would increase the capability of handling
\_/ calls over present cellular technology without having to
add additional sites. (Tr. 12/28/89, pp.33-34)
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16. In selecting a site for the cell, Metro Mobile found no
available structures of adequate height or structural
strength in or near a 0.6 mile theoretical search area
within Manchester. (Metro Mobile 1, Exhibit 11, pp.8-9
and Attachment "A"; Metro Mobile 7)

17. Before selecting the proposed and alternate sites Metro
Mobile considered and rejected four sites within the
search area. One site in an industrial zone to the west
of the alternate cell site location was rejected because
of inadequate space for a cell site. A second area in a
Bl and B2 business zone located along Hartford Road to
the west of Prospect Street was rejected by Metro Mobile
because land uses were mostly small businesses on
shallow lots adjacent to high density residential
development. A third area in a B2 business zone located
along Center Street east and west of Pine Street was
rejected because of adjacent high-density residential
development. A fourth site in a B3 business zone
located near the intersection of High Street and Pine
Street was rejected because it was a small site
surrounded by high-density multi-family dwellings.
(Metro Mobile 1, Exhibit 11, pp.8-9 and Attachment "A";
Metro Mobile 3, Q.5, Attachment 2)

18. At the hearing, attention was brought to a site at the
Town-owned Lincoln Center as a possible location for
Metro Mobile's tower and equipment building. The site
is one-tenth of a mile outside the search area at a
ground elevation of 260 feet AMSL, and is in a
residential zone. The site had no acceptable space to
construct a tower or building. (Metro Mobile 7; Tr.
12/728/89)

W,

19. The applicant had no communication with the Town of
Manchester to share antennas or tower space on Metro
Mobile's proposed tower at the time of the hearing. The
Town had not shown interest in sharing tower space from
the time of the hearing to the close of the record on
February 15, 1990. (Tr. 12/28/89, pp.40, 111, 112;
Record) .

20. The proposed monopole could be designed to handle the
Town of Manchester's police and fire antennas if the
Town were interested. (Tr. 12/28/89, pp.1l05, 109)
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21. The Town of Manchester's Planning and Zoning Commission,
a party to the proceeding, stated that Metro Mobile's
tower at the proposed site would be very obtrusive and
potentially incompatible with surrounding zoning
districts and land uses, while the tower at the
alternate site would be very obtrusive and totally
incompatible with the surrounding Historic and
residential neighborhood. The Town was also
disappointed that Metro Mobile focused on two locations
in the center of the urbanized portion of Manchester.
(Town of Manchester 1; Tr. 12/28/89, p.91)

22. Both 'the proposed and alternate sites would primarily
provide additional cellular traffic handling capacity,
as opposed to providing coverage to an area otherwise
unserved. (Metro Mobile 1, p.1l0)

23. The proposed tower would primarily provide "off-loading"
of calls from existing sites in Hartford, Vernon, and
Glastonbury. (Metro Mobile 1, pp.1l0, 15-16, Exhibit 8,
Exhibit 11, p.10; Metro Mobile 3, Q.12; Tr. 12/28/89,
p.31)

24. The existing Hartford, Glastonbury, and Vernon sites
have been in service for a little over two years. (Tr.
12/728/89, p.25)

25. The interrelationship of the traffic load between all of
the sites in the area, not just one site, is causing the
need for the proposed Manchester site. (Tr. 12/28/89,

p.28)

26. The proposed site would also increase the quality of
coverage in the Manchester area. (Tr. 12/28/89, pp.22,
23)

27. At the time of installation of the proposed Manchester

facility, all existing sites in the area, including the
Manchester site, would be fully sectorized. Such
sectorization provides for increased call handling
capacity within a cell by dividing the geographic
service area into six directional sectors which allows
for additional frequency reuse. Even with
sectorization, the projected cellular traffic demands
and frequency reuse requirements necessitate location of
a site within the Manchester area. Operation of the
proposed facility would off load the existing sites and
improve coverage to the Manchester area. (Metro Mobile
3, Q.7, Q.11, Q.12, Q.13; Tr. 12/28/89, p.26)

28. The proposed site would increase the total cellular
capacity in the Manchester area by up to 3,600 calls per
hour. (Metro Mobile 4, Q.26)
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29‘

30.

31.

Py

32.

33.

With the addition of the proposed Manchester site,
potential frequency interference problems from the
Vernon, Glastonbury, and Hartford sites would be limited
by a reassignment of frequencies recognizing their
coverage areas and overlap. (Metro Mobile 3, Q.8)

The Vernon and Glastonbury sites are currently
omnidirectional sites which normally could accommodate
approximately 45 channels and handle approximately 1,200
calls during the peak hour, however, because of a

-potential frequency separation problem due to the

addition of new sites and the sectorization of
surrounding sites, the Vernon and Glastonbury sites
could only accommodate approximately 30 channels or 800
calls during the peak hour. Hartford is a sectorized
site that can accommodate 12 to 15 channels in each of
its six sectors which can handle approximately 3,600
calls or 600 calls per sector during the peak hour.
(Metro Mobile 3, Q.10; Tr. 12/28/89, pp.20, 27-29)

The Vernon site currently handles approximately 250
calls during the peak hours and approximately 175 calls
per hour averaged over a l1l2-hour business day from 7:00
a.m. to 7:00 p.m. The peak hour occurs during the
afternoon on weekdays. (Metro Mobile 3, Q.1l4; Tr.
12/28/89, pp.26-27)

The Glastonbury site currently handles approximately 300
calls during the peak hours and approximately 250 calls
per hour averaged over a l2-hour business day from 7:00
a.m. to 7:00 p.m. The peak hour occurs during the
afternoon on weekdays. (Metro Mobile 3, Q.14; Tr.
12728/89, pp.26-27)

The Hartford site currently handles approximately 2,225
calls from all six sectors during the peak hours and
approximately 1,610 calls per hour averaged over a
12-hour business day from 7:00 a.m., to 7:00 p.m. The
peak hour occurs during the afternoon on weekdays.
(Metro Mobile 3, Q.14)




,

Docket

129

Findings of Fact

Page 6

34.

35.

36.

37.

Sector three of the existing Hartford cell site is
currently exceeding its 600 call per hour maximum call
handling capacity during its peak hour. This sector
covers parts of Hartford, East Hartford, and
Glastonbury. The proposed Manchester site would provide
relief to this sector. Sector five, the next busiest
sector of the Hartford cell site, covers West Hartford
and is also approaching its 600 call per hour capacity.
A sector is the area within a 60 degree arc with sector
one being between a vector starting at zero degrees and
ending at 60 degrees, sector two between 60 degrees and
120 degrees, sector three between 120 degrees and 180
degrees, sector four between 180 degrees and 240
degrees, sector five between 240 degrees and 300
degrees, and sector six between 300 degrees and 360
degrees. (Metro Mobile 3, Q.15; Metro Mobile 4, Q.24;
Tr. 12/28/89, p.21)

Without the proposed Manchester site, additional
Hartford site sectors and the existing Vernon and
Glastonbury cell sites would begin to exceed their
maximum call handling capacity during 1990. No call
projection data was provided, but Metro Mobile contends
that the Vernon and Glastonbury sites could handle
approximately twice the current demand. (Metro Mobile
3, Q.15; Metro Mobile 4, Q.24, Q.25, Q.27; Tr. 12/28/89,
pp.30-31, 32; Record)

The proposed cellular site would be a triangular 7,600
square foot parcel of land located in the rear of a
larger, 1.35 acre lot at 266 Center Street, Manchester,
Connecticut. The remainder of the lot is used for
storage and manufacturing. The proposed tower would be
located approximately 12 feet west of an abutting
property owned by Kenneth C. Burkamp, which has a metal
storage shed on-site, and approximately 25 feet south of
a manufacturing building owned by S. Mark Stephens,
lessor of the site. The proposed tower would be located
approximately 260 feet south of Center Street and
approximately 140 feet east of the nearest residential
building. (Metro Mobile 1, Exhibit 1, p.1l; Metro Mobile
3, Q.6, Attachment 3; Tr. 12/28/89, pp.15-16, 17, 18)

Access to the proposed site would be over an existing
driveway on land of an adjacent property owner (Kenneth
C. Burkamp) and land of the lessor (S. Mark Stephens).
Vehicular access over the adjacent property is permitted
by a non-exclusive right of passage granted to the
lessor. (Metro Mobile 1, p.9, Exhibit 1, p.l; Metro
Mobile 3, Q.3)
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' 38.
39.
40 .
41.
.r‘-\‘
\wf
42,
43,
k/ 44,

Metro Mobile proposes to construct a 1ll5-foot
self-supporting monopole tower to which two platforms
would be attached. Two 15-foot omnidirectional
call-processing, whip transmit antennas would be mounted
at 113 feet on the corners of the platform with six

11 1/2-foot transmit/receive antennas side mounted with
center of radiation at 106 feet. The total height of
the tower with antennas would be 128 feet above ground
level. (Metro Mobile 1, Exhibit 1, p.8; Tr. 12/28/89,
pp.18, 19, 77, 78)

The horizontal off-set of the antennas placed on the
corners of the platform would be a maximum of 6 1/2 feet
from the tower structure. (Tr. 12/28/89, p.78)

Ground elevation at the proposed site is 196 feet AMSL.
Residential properties in the immediate area on Pine
Street, Park Street, and New Street from where the tower

"would be visible are at an elevation ranging from 198

feet to 220 feet. (Tr. 12/28/89, pp.l1l5-16, 17; Town of
Manchester 1, pp.2-3)

Metro Mobile would raze an abandoned wood-frame building
and construct a 20-foot by 40-foot single-story,
prefabricated concrete building on the proposed site.
The building would house receiving, transmitting,
switching, processing, performance monitoring, and
climate control equipment. The abandoned building could
not be utilized for equipment because it is in poor
condition, and the owner wanted it razed as part of the
lease arrangement. (Metro Mobile 1, p.9; Metro Mobile
3, Q.2)

The alternate site would be on a 50-foot by 85-foot
parcel of land located in the northern portion of a
larger 1.1 acre lot at 218 Hartford Road, Manchester,
Connecticut. The remainder of the lot is used for
manufacturing. The proposed tower would be
approximately 141 feet west of Prospect Street,
approximately 44 feet west of an on-site two story brick
manufacturing building, 46 feet south of Hartford Road,
120 feet east of abutting property also owned by S. Mark
Stephens, and 120 feet north of land owned by Millbridge
Hollow Condominiums. (Metro Mobile 1, Exhibit 2, p.1;
Metro Mobile 3, Q.6, Attachment 3; Tr. 12/28/89, p.18;
Town of Manchester 1, pp.3-4)

The southern boundary of the alternate site lot is 60
feet from the northern edge of Hop Brook. (Town of
Manchester 1, p.4)

Access to the alternate site would be over an existing

driveway and parking lot on land of the lessor (S. Mark
Stephens). (Metro Mobile 1, Exhibit 1, p.9, Exhibit 2,
pp.l, 7; Metro Mobile 3, Q.6, Attachment 3)
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45, The alternate site tower would consist of a 140-foot
self-supporting tower to which two platforms would be
attached. Two 15-foot omnidirectional call-processing,
whip transmit antennas would be mounted at 138-feet on
the corners of the platform with six 11 1/2-foot
transmit/receive antennas side mounted with center of
radiation at 131 feet. The total height of the
alternate site tower with antennas would be 153 feet
above ground level. (Metro Mobile 1, p.8; Exhibit 2,
p.8; Tr. 12/28/89, p. 78)

46. Ground elevation at the alternate site would be at 170
feet "AMSL. (Tr. 12/28/89, p.18)

47. A 20-foot by 40-foot single story building would be
constructed on the alternate site. The building would
house the same equipment as the proposed site. (Metro
Mobile 1, p.9)

48. Minimal site leveling or backfilling would be required
at the proposed site. Removal of an on-site dirt pile
would be required at the alternate site. (Metro Mobile
1, Exhibit 1, p.7, Exhibit 2, p.7; Tr. 12/28/89, p.18)

49, Utility lines for the proposed site would be routed from
Center Street to the proposed cell site over land of the
lessor. Utility lines for the alternate site would be
routed from existing utility poles along Hartford Road
to the alternate site. (Metro Mobile 1, p.9, Exhibit 1,
p.l, Exhibit 2, p.l, Exhibit 9, pp. 1, 11; Tr. 12/28/89,

p.88)

50. The metal storage shed east of the site on adjacent
property owned by Kenneth C. Burkamp, a one-story brick
manufacturing building on the lessor's property, and
property west of the site owned by Kenneth C. Burkamp
would be within the fall zone of the proposed site
tower. Hartford Road, land owned by the Millbridge
Hollow Condominiums, and a two-story brick manufacturing
building on property of the lessor would be within the
fall zone of the alternate site tower. The fall zones
would not be totally within the lessor's properties.
(Town of Manchester 1, p.2; Metro Mobile 3, Q.6,
Attachment 3)
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et 51. The zoning of the proposed cellular site is I,
Industrial. This zone is approximately three acres in
size and is surrounded to the north by a Business zone,
to the east and west by Residential zones, and to the
south by the Cheney Brothers National Historic Landmark
District. The proposed tower would be a use requiring a
special exception under Manchester zoning regqulations.
The zoning of the alternate cellular site is H,
Historical, and is within the Cheney Brothers National
Historic Landmark District. The alternate tower would
be a use requiring a special exception under Manchester
zoning regulations. (Town of Manchester 1, p.2; Metro
Mobile 1, Exhibit 11, Attachment "A"; Metro Mobile 3,
Q.5, Attachment 2)

52. The Cheney Brothers National Historic Landmark District
was established in 1978 through a designation by the
United States Department of the Interior, and is listed
in the National Register of Historic Places. (Town of
Manchester 1, pp.3-4; Tr. 12/28/89, p.59)

53. Metro Mobile does not have any existing towers within a
national landmark district. (Tr. 12/28/89, p.59)

. 54. Within the Cheney Brothers District north of the

‘ alternate site are rehabilitated mill buildings used for
multi-family dwellings and some neighborhood commercial |
purposes. Within the Cheney Brothers District east of

the alternate site are buildings used for commercial

purposes. To the west of the alternate site lot is

property in an industrial zone used for commercial

purposes. (Town of Manchester 1, pp.3-4)

55. The proposed site would be less than 200 feet north of
: the Cheney Brothers Historic District. (Town of
Manchester 1, p.5; Metro Mobile 3, Q.5, Attachment 2)

56. There are approximately 159 residences within a
1,000-foot radius of the proposed tower. The nearest
residence is 140 feet southwest of the proposed
property. There are approximately 24 residences, six
condominium buildings, and two apartment buildings
within a 1,000-foot radius of the alternate cell site.
The nearest residence is 180 feet from the alternate
tower. (Metro Mobile 1, Exhibit 1, p.7, Exhibit 2, p.7,
Exhibit 9, p.12; Tr. 12/28/89, pp.17-18, 103)
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57. The electromagnetic radio frequency power density at the
proposed and alternate sites, assuming all channels
operating simultaneously at maximum allowable power and
broadcasting from the lowest set of antennas would be
0.1124 milliwatts per square centimeter (mW/cm2) at
the proposed site and 0.0737 mW/cm? at the alternate
site, and would be well below the Amerlcan National
Standards Institute standard of 2.92mW/cm2, as adopted
by the State in CGS 22a-162. (Metro Mobile 1, p.l2,
Exhibit 9, pp.2, 12; DEP comments of 12/14/89; Tr.
12/28/89%, p.19)

58. Both -the proposed and alternate towers would be designed
to withstand pressure equivalent to a 90 mph wind with a
1/2-inch solid ice accumulation in accordance with
Electronic Industries Association standard RS-222-D.

The overturn moment for the foundation would be 1.5.

The antenna mounting arrangement, the support brackets,
and the antenna structure would be designed to withstand
125 mph winds. (Metro Mobile 1, Exhibit 1, p.9, Exhibit
2, p.9; Tr. 12/28/89, pp.82-83, 87)

59. According to the Connecticut Historical Commission, "the
prime site,..., does not appear to meet the eligibility
criteria for the National Register of Historic Places,
while the alternate site,...does appear to be of local
historic and architectural significance. Therefore, we
recommend that the proposed telecommunications tower and |
associated equipment shelter be constructed at the 266
Center Street [prime] site." (Metro Mobile 3, Q.1,
Attachment 1) |

60. There are no known extant populations of Connecticut
“Species of Special Concern" or Federal Endangered and
Threatened Species that occur at the site in question.
(Metro Mobile 3, Q.1, Attachment 1; DEP Comments of

12/14/89)
61l. The total estimated cost of construction for the

proposed site is as follows:
Radio equipment $676,500
Tower and antennas 38,800
Power system 18,000
Building 76,600
Miscellaneous 140,200
(Site preparation and

installation

TOTAL $950,100.

(Metro Mobile 1, pp.l16-17, Exhibit 1, p.9)
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62. The total estimated cost of construction for the
alternate site is as follows:
Radio equipment $676,500
Tower and antennas 41,760
Power system 18,000
Building 76,600
Miscellaneous 135,200
(Site preparation and
installation
TOTAL ) $948,060.
(Metro Mobile 1, p.l7, Exhibit 2, p.9)
JAW
4024E




DOCKET NO. 129 - AN APPLICATION OF : Connecticut Siting
METRO MOBILE CTS OF HARTFORD, INC.,

FOR A CERTIFICATE OF ENVIRONMENTAL : Council
COMPATIBILITY AND PUBLIC NEED FOR
THE CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION, AND : March 12, 1990

MAINTENANCE OF A CELLULAR TELEPHONE
TOWER AND ASSOCIATED EQUIPMENT IN
THE TOWN OF MANCHESTER, CONNECTICUT.

OPINTION

On September 29, 1989, Metro Mobile CTS of Hartford, Inc.,
(Metro Mobile) applied to the Connecticut Siting Council
(Council) for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and
Public Need (Certificate) to construct, maintain, and operate a
cellular telecommunications tower, associated equipment, and
building in the Town of Manchester, Connecticut.

A determination of public need for cellular telephone service
has been pre-empted by the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC). Under Connecticut State law, the Council must balance
the need to develop the proposed site as a cellular telephone
facility with the need to protect the environment, including

public health and safety.

In finding a proposed tower site, an applicant must locate a
site or existing tower to share, offering the necessary
coverage that would not have a substantial effect on the
environment and be adequately distant from wetlands, public
recreation areas, and adjacent homes. Because Metro Mobile
does not have the authority to take land through eminent
domain, acquisition of a site requires consent of the property
owners to lease or sell the property. These requirements
restrict the number of potential tower sites within defined
search areas.

The proposed or alternate site would function as a secondary
cellular facility, located near the intersection of three
existing, primary cellular facilities in Hartford, Glastonbury,
and Vernon, Connecticut. Cellular service demand is exceeding
the call-handling capacity of Sector three in Hartford and is
soon expected to exceed the call-handling capacity of the
facilities in Glastonbury and Vernon. The proposed Manchester
site would provide additional overlapping coverage between
these three cells for the continuous transfer of calls in the
Hartford-Glastonbury-Vernon region, in which there are
presently weak signals and interference. The proposed and
alternate sites would provide similar coverage and
call-handling capability throughout the area.
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The proposed site would be leased and developed in the rear of
a privately owned 1.35 acre lot located at 266 Center Street.
The proposed 128-foot, self-supporting monopole tower and
antenna structure would be located approximately 12 feet west
of Kenneth C., Burkamp's property and 140 feet east of the
nearest residential building. The fall zone of the tower could
encompass a metal storage shed on Kenneth C. Burkamp's property
east of the site; a one-story brick manufacturing building on

- the lessor's property; and a portion of the adjacent property

that the nearest residential building is located on, west of
the site., Metro Mobile would raze an abandoned wood-frame
building and construct a single story equipment building,
measuring 20 feet by 40 feet, on the site. Vehicle access to
the proposed site would be over an existing driveway on land of
Kenneth C. Burkamp and land of the lessor permitted by a
non-exclusive right of passage granted by Kenneth C. Burkamp to
the lessor. Utilities from Center Street would be available to
the facility. Minimal site leveling or backfilling would be
required at the site.

The alternate site would be leased and located on the northern
boundary of a 1.1 acre lot at 218 Hartford Road. The 153-foot,
self-supporting monopole tower and antenna structure would be
located 46 feet south of Hartford Road and 120 feet north of
land owned by Millbridge Hollow Condominiums. The fall zone of
the alternate tower could encompass Hartford Road, land owned
by the Millbridge Hollow Condominiums, and a two-story brick
manufacturing building on the lessor's lot. A single story
equipment building, measuring 20 feet by 40 feet, would be
constructed on the site. Vehicle access to the cell site would
be over an existing driveway and parking lot on land of the
lessor. Utilities from existing utility poles along Hartford
Road would be routed to the facility. Removal of an on-site
dirt pile would be required.

Electromagnetic radio frequency power density is a health and
safety concern of the Council. However, the power density
level measured at the base of the proposed tower would be
0.1124 milliwatts per square centimeter (mW/cm2), and at the
base of the alternate tower it would be 0.0737 mW/cm2. These
power densities are well below the American National Standards
Institute (ANSI) safety standard of 2.92 mW/cm?, as adopted
by the State in Connecticut General Statutes Section 22a-162.
The power density would rapidly decrease as distance from the
tower increases.

No wetlands or watercourses exist at either site. No water

flow and/or quality changes would be expected to result from
the construction and operation of either the proposed or the
alternate facilities.
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There are no existing records of federally endangered or
threatened species or Connecticut species of special concern
occurring in the area of the proposed or alternate sites,
according to the latest available information from the
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection Natural
Resources Center,

The proposed facility is located near a historical zone.
However, this historical zone is also a highly urbanized area
that consists of industrial and commercial uses. There is no
reason to believe that the proposed tower would have any
significant effect on the zone. Furthermore, the State
Historical Commission has stated that there would be no
significant effect on the State's historic and architectural
resources at the proposed site.

Moreover the Council believes that the industrial and urban
nature of the proposed site lends itself to a commercial use
such as the proposed cellular telecommunications tower.
Visually, the tower will be acceptable with the site and
surrounding land uses. Furthermore, the height of the tower is
not so great that it will be visually obtrusive in the
immediate area to adjacent residential units, or for any
significant distance to the community in general.

The intrusion of the fall zone on adjacent structures and
property should be avoided whenever possible to maintain a
reasonable setback from other land uses. Nonetheless, the
close proximity of tall urban structures on small urban sites
make this goal impractical if not impossible. Although the
Council will require the tower to be shifted the greatest
distance possible from adjacent properties and structures to
enhance the site, there is insufficient reason to deny the
proposed site due to the location of the tower in relation to
the adjacent land uses, properties, and structures.

In comparison, the alternate site tower would be 25 feet taller
and located within the historic zone. Consequently it is the
opinion of the Council that the proposed site is superior, and
the alternate site should be denied.

Based on its record in this proceeding, the Council is of the
opinion that the effects associated with the construction,
operation, and maintenance of a cellular tower and associated
equipment building at the proposed site, including the effects
on the natural environment; ecological integrity and balance;
public health and safety; scenic, historic, and recreational
values; forests and parks; air and water purity; and fish and
wildlife are not significant either alone or cumulatively with
other effects, are not in conflict with the policies of the
State concerning such effects, and are not sufficient reason to
deny the application for the proposed site.
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The Council will require Metro Mobile to submit a Development
and Management (D&M) plan for approval prior to the
commencement of any construction at the proposed site. This
D&M plan shall include detailed plans of the site preparation
with the final tower height in relation to the site elevation,
and placement of the tower as great a distance as possible from
abutting properties.

JAW

4158E
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DOCKET NO. 129 - AN APPLICATION OF : Connecticut Siting
METRO MOBILE CTS OF HARTFORD, INC.,

FOR A CERTIFICATE OF ENVIRONMENTAL : Council
COMPATIBILITY AND PUBLIC NEED FOR

THE CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION, AND : March 12, 1990

MAINTENANCE OF A CELLULAR TELEPHONE
TOWER AND ASSOCIATED EQUIPMENT IN
THE TOWN OF MANCHESTER, CONNECTICUT.

DECISTION AND ORDETR

Pursuant to the foregoing Findings of Fact and Opinion, the
Connecticut Siting Council finds that the effects associated
with the construction, operation, and maintenance of a cellular
telephone facility at the proposed Manchester site, including
effects on the natural environment; ecological integrity and
balance; forests and parks; air and water purity; and fish and
wildlife are not significant either alone or cumulatively with
other effects, are not in conflict with the policies of the
State concerning such effects, and are not sufficient reason to
deny the application, and therefore directs that a Certificate
of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need, as provided by
Section 16-50k of the General Statutes of Connecticut (CGS), be
issued to Metro Mobile CTS of Hartford, Inc., for the
construction, operation, and maintenance of a cellular
telecommunications tower, associated equipment, and building at
the proposed site in Manchester, Connecticut.

The facility shall be constructed, operated, and maintained
substantially as specified in the Council's record in this
matter, and subject to the following conditions:

1. The monopole tower including antennas and associated
equipment shall not exceed a height of 128 feet above
ground level, 324 feet AMSL.

2. The facility shall be constructed in accordance with the
State of Connecticut Basic Building Code.

3. The Certificate Holder shall prepare a Development and
Management (D&M) plan for this site in compliance with
Sections 16-50j-75 through 16-50j-77 of the Regulations
of State Agencies. The D&M plan shall include detailed
plans of the site preparation with a soil boring report;
plans, design details, and specifications for the tower
foundation; and a site plan with placement of the tower
as far removed from abutting properties and structures
as possible.

4. The Certificate Holder shall prepare the D&M plan in
consultation with the Town of Manchester which may
provide its comments to the Council within 20 days of
submission to the Town.
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5. The Certificate Holder shall comply with any future
radio frequency (RF) standard promulgated by State or
federal requlatory agencies. Upon the establishment of
any new governmental RF standards, the facility granted
in this Decision and Order shall be brought into
compliance with such standards.

6. The Certificate Holder shall provide the Council a
recalculated report of power density if and when
additional channels over the proposed 90 channels,
higher wattage over the proposed 100 watts per channel,
or if other circumstances in operation cause a change in
power density above the levels originally calculated in
the application.

7. The Certificate Holder shall permit public or private
entities to share space on the tower for fair
consideration, or shall provide any requesting entity
with speC1f1c legal, technical, environmental, or
economic reasons precluding such tower sharing.

8. If this facility does not initially prov1de, or
permanently ceases to provide cellular service follow1ng
the completion of construction, this Decision and Order

: -shall be void, and the tower and all associated

~ equipment in this application shall be dismantled and

removed or reapplication of any new use shall be made to
the Council before any such new use is made.

9. Unless otherwise approved by the Council, this Decision
and Order shall be void if construction authorized
herein is not completed within three years of the
effective date of this Decision and Order.

Pursuant to Section 16-50p of the CGS, we hereby direct that a
copy of the Findings of Fact, Opinion, and Decision and Order
be served on each person <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>