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On June 19, 2002, Connecticut Siting Council members Brian O’Neill and Edward Wilensky and Council staff David Martin met at the site of a telecommunications tower located at 1330 Chopsey Hill Road, 1000 Trumbull Avenue in Bridgeport. Also in attendance were Stephen Humes, Edward Pietrasz, and Haider Syed representing VoiceStream Wireless and Stephen Howard representing Marcus Communications. Melanie Howlett, an assistant city attorney with the City of Bridgeport, came to the site later during the field review.

This site is the subject of two filings pending before the Council. One filing is Petition 512, which is a request from VoiceStream Wireless to install up to 12 antennas and 6 amplifiers at the 202-foot level of the existing 240-foot lattice tower and to add three equipment cabinets on a 12’ x 12’ concrete pad within the existing, fenced in base compound. This is a revision of VoiceStream’s original request (submitted 5/18/01), which sought to extend the tower an additional 20 feet to the 260-foot level. 

The second filing is from Marcus Communications, which seeks to install two dish antennas with diameters of 3 and 4 feet at the 237-foot level of the tower, one receive antenna at the top of the tower with a centerline height of 247 feet, and two transmit whip antennas at the 217-foot level. Marcus would add its ground equipment to a fenced enclosure next to an existing equipment shelter.

This tower is located in an area that is predominantly residential. There are single family homes on Chopsey Hill Road to the west of the site and multifamily units to the east. There is a school on adjacent property north of the tower and a small park across Trumbull Avenue to the south. The equipment compound at the base of the tower is well-screened from surrounding properties by woods.

Most of the discussion during the field review centered on the structural analyses submitted by the two companies. The structural analysis, prepared by Paul J. Ford and Company, originally submitted by Marcus concluded that the tower needed reinforcement to adequately support the proposed additional antennas and included drawings of recommended reinforcements. 

The VoiceStream analysis, prepared by Tectonic Engineering Consultants, concluded that the tower’s structure could accommodate the additional VoiceStream antennas. This conclusion was based on a previous Tectonic inspection of the tower, which found evidence that reinforcements had been made to the tower. In a structural analysis dated September 8, 2000 submitted for an exempt modification notice from Verizon (EM-VER-015-010126), Tectonic stated, “Each of the K-bracing members in the sections from 0’ to 30’, 100’ to 120’, and 140’ to 150’ are reinforced with a single 2 ½” equal leg angle welded to their entire length.” This observation was based on a tower inspection made on August 29, 2000. The firm also inspected the tower for an AT&T exempt modification notice (TS-AT&T-015-990913) and referred to reinforced members in its structural analysis dated September 2, 1999. The reinforcements appear to have been made prior to Tectonic’s first inspection of the tower in 1998 or 1999. No detailed design drawings are available of the reinforcements. 

At the time of the site review, the representatives of both companies stated that they believed the tower had been reinforced recently. Stephen Howard of Marcus indicated that his company would be submitting a revised structural analysis that would conclude the tower could adequately support both companies’ proposed antennas if the reinforcements have been made. 

On June 21, 2002, Marcus submitted an updated structural analysis from Paul J. Ford and Company. The new analysis takes into consideration the reinforcements observed by Tectonic. Without the specific details of the reinforcing, however, Ford cannot determine if the reinforcements are adequate to support the proposed antennas. Ford concludes that if the reinforcing is adequate then the tower can support Marcus’s antennas. If the reinforcing is not adequate, then the tower needs additional modifications as proposed in Ford’s original structural analysis.

With regard to the Marcus filing, Melanie Howlett expressed some concern about the variance height of the tower as set by the city’s zoning board of appeals. Her concern was that Marcus’s antennas at the top of the tower did not extend beyond the variance height, which would not necessarily coincide with the height of the tower. In the file of a previous exempt modification notification, a letter from Melanie Howlett dated 10/15/99 states that the variance height of this tower is 250 feet.

There was also discussion about antennas on the tower that were inactive and could be removed. However, in a discussion with staff member Martin, Isabelle Tartaglia, who manages the tower, stated that some inactive antennas were removed recently and the antennas currently on the tower are all active. Ms. Tartaglia also confirmed that the beacons at the top of the tower are operating ​​— she had the bulbs changed four months ago.

Given the uncertainty of the existing reinforcements’ capacity to adequately support the proposed antenna loads, the Council, as a condition of approval, should require the applicants to verify the structural adequacy of the tower with the existing reinforcements in place. If the existing reinforcements are found to be inadequate to support the proposed additional antennas, the applicants should be further required to design and install any additional reinforcements needed to make the tower structurally capable of supporting the proposed antennas prior to their installation. The Council should also require the submittal of the conclusions of any additional structural investigation and the drawings of any modifications that might be found to be necessary.
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