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RESPONSES OF CELLCO PARTNERSHIP D/B/A VERIZON WIRELESS TO 
CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL INTERROGATORIES 

 
On May 17, 2024, the Connecticut Siting Council (“Council”) issued Interrogatories to 

Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless (“Cellco”), relating to Petition No. 1616.  Below are 

the Petitioner’s responses. 

Notice 

Question No. 1 

 Referencing Petition Attachment 9, has the Department of Transportation (DOT), Town 

of East Haddam (Town), Department of Emergency Services and Public Protection (DESPP) 

and/or any abutting property owners provided comments to Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon 

Wireless (Cellco) since the Petition filing?  If so, please summarize the comments. 

Response 

The Petitioner has received no comments from the DOT, the Town or the DESPP.  

Counsel for the Petitioner received an email from Chet Slabinski, an abutter at 200 Mt. Parnassus 

Road expressing concerns about the proposal.  A copy of Mr. Slabinski’s email and the 

Petitioner’s response are included in Attachment 1. 
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Question No. 2 

 Referencing Petition p. 5 and Attachment 8, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 

notification of the existing structure and of the proposed extended structure is recommended to 

determine if obstruction marking and lighting is required.  Submit a copy of the FAA notice 

filing and the proposed obstruction marking and lighting scheme, if applicable. 

Response 

 Cellco has not yet completed its FAA notification filing and typically would not do so 

until after the project is approved by the Council.  Based on the preliminary Summary Report 

included in the Petition, no obstruction marking or lighting will be required for the proposed 

tower extension.  A copy of the FAA notification will be submitted as soon as it is available.  

Question No. 3 

 Does site construction require the use of a crane?  If so, is notification to FAA required? 

Response 

Yes, Cellco anticipates that its site contractor will use a crane to extend the DESPP 

tower.  The project construction contractor will be responsible for any FAA notifications 

required to use the crane.   

Project Development 

Question No. 4 

 What is the estimated cost of the project? 

Response 

 The Petitioner estimates the cost of the project, as described in the Petition to be 

approximately $250,000. 
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Question No. 5 

 How does the estimated cost of the proposed project compare generally with the costs to 

construct a new facility? 

Response 

 The estimated costs to modify the existing facility referenced in response to Question No. 

4 above, is significantly lower than the cost of constructing a new telecommunications facility at 

the Property which typically can cost between $400,000 and $600,000. 

Question No. 6 

 Is the project, or any portion of the project, proposed to be undertaken by state 

departments, institutions or agencies, or to be funded in whole or in part by the state through any 

contract or grant? 

Response 

 No. 

Existing Facility Site 

Question No. 7 

 Referencing Petition p. 2 and Attachment 9, what state agency (or agencies) owns and 

operates the existing facility? 

Response 

According to the Cellco’s contact at the DESPP, an Amended and Restated MOA (the 

“Amended MOA”) between DOT and DESPP was executed 4/29/2013.  A copy of the Amended 

MOA is included in Attachment 2.   

According to the Amended MOA, DESPP will continue to Manage the DESPP facility. 

Definition of “Manage” or “Management” refers to the rights and responsibilities to operate and 
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maintain the site and the facilities on the site, including the right to remove, replace, modify, 

construct, install, operate, and repair the Telecommunication Facilities; to allow or refuse others 

the use of the Telecommunication Facilities and the site, and to maintain the grounds and all 

structures, fencing and generators on the site.  The Amended MOA will continue until DESPP 

ceases to use the site, in which case management will revert to DOT.  

Question No. 8 

 What is the current lighting scheme at the existing facility site?  During what hours and 

for what activities is it employed? 

Response 

 The current DESPP tower is not marked or lit. 

Question No. 9 

 What is the mesh size of the existing perimeter fence? 

Response 

 The existing fence is an 8-foot-tall black vinyl-coated chain link fence with barbed wires 

and a 1 ¼ inch mesh, using an 11-gauge wire.  The proposed fence will match the existing fence. 

Question No. 10 

 What is the distance from the centerline of the existing lattice tower to the nearest 

property line, nearest residence, and northern boundary of Mt. Parnassus Road? 

Response 

 The centerline of the existing lattice tower is approximately 22 feet from the nearest 

property line to the south; approximately 200 feet to the nearest residence at 200 Mt. Parnassus 

Road: and approximately 64 to the south of the northern boundary along the Mt. Parnassus Road 

right of way. 
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Question No. 11 

 Referencing Petition Attachments 2 and 4 (Sheet Z-2), Cellco’s lease area within the 

existing fenced equipment compound is 12’ X 20’ and Cellco proposes to expand the northwest 

corner of the equipment compound to install its utility equipment.  Is the compound expansion 

area part of the lease? 

Response 

 The small, fenced compound expansion is needed to keep all utility interconnections and 

backboards within the secure facility compound.  This minor modification to the compound 

fence is contemplated in the lease. 

Question No. 12 

 Referencing Petition No. 1130, Exhibit 1, available at the following link - 

pe1130_filing_statepolice_easthaddam.pdf (ct.gov) – how does Cellco’s proposed extension of 

the existing facility comply with the provisions of the 2010 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 

Between DOT and DESPP?  Is the MOA still valid? 

Response 

The 2010 MOA was amended and restated in 2013 and remains valid.  See Cellco’s 

response to Question No. 7 above and Attachment 2 to these responses.  According to the 

Amended MOA, DESPP is responsible for the management of the site.  

Question No. 13 

 Would Cellco’s proposed lattice tower extension and equipment installation comply with 

the Site Installation and Appearance Standards in Attachment D of the MOA and/or any 

applicable updated agreement standards?  Explain. 
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Response 

 Yes.  We do note that the MOA references versions of State and National codes and 

standards in effect at the time the MOA was executed. Cellco will commit to comply with the 

codes and standards in place when its improvements are permitted and completed. 

Existing Facility 

Question No. 14 

 Referencing Exhibit 7 of Petition 1130 – available at 

pe1130_filing_statepolice_easthaddam.pdf (ct.gov) – FAA determined the existing facility “is 

not a hazard for air navigation up to 126’ above ground level” and does not require marking or 

lighting for aviation safety (Emphasis added).  

a. What are the nearest public or private airfields to the existing facility site and 

where are they located? 

b. Has Cellco consulted with the Connecticut Airport Authority regarding the 

proposed tower replacement and height extension? 

Response 

a. The nearest public or private airfield to the existing facility site is the Goodspeed 

airport located approximately 2.8 nautical miles to the southwest. 

 b. Cellco has not consulted with the Connecticut Airport Authority. 

Question No. 15 

 Referencing Petition Attachment 5, Section 1-1 to 1-2, what entity is identified as 

“VS/QV?” 

Response 

The entity identified as VS/QV stands for Valley Shore / Quinebaug Valley. 

https://portal.ct.gov/lib/csc/pending_petitions/petition_1130/pe1130_filing_statepolice_easthaddam.pdf
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Question No. 16 

 Referencing Petition Attachment 1, a lattice tower provides stability needed by DESPP to 

maintain microwave links between its adjacent sites.  What are the advantages and/or 

disadvantages of the existing lattice tower design for Cellco to meet its service objectives? 

Response 

 The tower stability standards needed referenced are more critical for maintaining the 

microwave links used by DESPP.  Cellco’s antenna installation will certainly benefit from these 

higher stability standards, but the standards are less critical to the operation of Cellco’s antennas.   

Proposed Facility Extension and Associated Equipment 

Question No. 17 

 Does Cellco have a lease for the tower extension, equipment installation and required 

ground space?  

Response 

 Yes, the parties have come to an agreement for the expansion and shared use of the 

DESPP tower facility. 

Question No. 18 

 Would the state assume ownership and/or management of the tower extension after 

construction? 

Response 

 Yes.   

Question No. 19 

 Referencing Petition Attachment 4, Sheet Z-1, what are the dimensions of the proposed 

fence expansion area? 
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Response 

The fence expansion area is an irregular shape that is roughly 8 feet deep by 12.5 feet 

wide, total square footage of the area is approximately 134 square feet. 

Question No. 20 

 Referencing Petition Attachment 4, Sheet Z-2, what is the significance of the “4’ CLR” 

note in the expanded fence area? 

Response 

 The “4’ CLR” callout is in reference to the minimum clearance required per NEC from 

the face of the service meter to the metal chain link fence. 

Question No. 21 

 Could the proposed extended facility and existing foundations accommodate an 

additional increase in height?  Explain. 

Response 

Yes.  The tower was originally designed to be 180 feet tall.  The (20-foot) tower sections 

that were installed currently total 120 feet. Cellco is proposing a 40-foot extension which would 

bring the total height of the tower to 160 feet.  There is still room in the original tower and 

foundation design for an additional 20-foot tower extension, if needed to 180 feet. 

Question No. 22 

 Could the proposed extended facility support additional tenants?  If so, at what levels? 

Response 

Yes.  Commercial carriers typically lease a 10-foot vertical space on the tower for their 

equipment.  Subject to separate structural evaluations, two additional carriers could co-locate on 

the proposed tower if the Cellco extension is approved.  Available antenna locations are above 
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and below the proposed Cellco equipment at the 135 foot and 155 foot levels on the tower. 

Question No. 23 

 Have any other carriers expressed an interest in locating at the proposed extended 

facility? 

Response 

No other carriers have expressed an interest in sharing the tower at this time.  

Question No. 24 

 Would the proposed lattice tower extension match the existing lattice tower (ex. finish, 

cross-arm pattern)? 

Response 

 Yes. 

Question No. 25 

 What type of maintenance would be required for the proposed lattice tower extension? 

Response 

 Maintenance of the expanded tower will be the responsibility of the DESPP and will be 

consistent with its current practices.  Cellco’s site technicians will monitor the antennas and cell 

site equipment 24/7/365 from its switch facility.   

Proposed Wireless Services 

Question No. 26 

 Referencing Petition p. 3 and Attachment 3, would the proposed equipment provide 5G 

service? 

Response 

 The proposed Cellco equipment would be capable of providing 5G services. 
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Question No. 27 

 When did Cellco discover a need for service in the surrounding area? 

Response 

 Cellco identified a need for service and a new facility in this portion of East Haddam in 

2022. 

Question No. 28 

 Approximately when did Cellco establish a search ring?  

Response 

 The East Haddam 3 search ring was established in February of 2023. 

Question No. 29 

 Were other potential sites considered for the proposed Cellco installation?  If so, please 

identify the other potential sites and why they were rejected. 

Response 

 Consistent with its site search practices, Cellco first seeks to identify existing towers and 

other tall structures in or near a search area, before considering the development of a new “raw 

land” tower site.  In this instance, Cellco explored the use of three (3) other existing structures in 

the area, in addition to the DESPP tower site.  The existing CTI tower site at 101 Parker Road 

was rejected by RF because it is located too far to the east to satisfy Cellco’s wireless service 

objectives. An existing Silo structure at 91 Maple Avenue was considered and rejected because it 

was not tall enough to meet Cellco’s wireless service objectives.  An existing tower at the East 

Haddam Fire Department, 440 Town Street is too short (45 feet) to satisfy Cellco’s wireless 

service objectives. 
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Question No. 30 

 Referencing Petition Attachment 7, would RF emissions comply with the FCC MPE 

levels at distant, but equivalent or higher elevations than the extended facility, such as the 

property located at 200 Mount Parnassus Road?  Explain. 

Response 

 The dwelling at 200 Mount Parnassus Road is approximately 200 feet from the existing 

tower and at a ground elevation of 611 feet AMSL, which is about 16 feet higher than the ground 

elevation at the existing tower site.  To model this specific case, we can assume that all the 

antenna heights on the tower are 16 feet lower than they are, while leaving all other worst-case 

assumptions in place.  The resulting increase in the overall Maximum Permissible Exposure 

(“MPE”) percentage, predicted for this point in this scenario would be less than 1% and still well 

below the maximum MPE % previously calculated as 8.66% at a point 88 feet from the tower. 

Question No. 31 

 Referencing Petition p. 3 and Attachment 3, provide the approximate square mileage of 

the existing and proposed 700 MHz coverage area and the additional road mileage of proposed 

700 MHz coverage for Route 434 (Mt. Parnassus Road) and surrounding local roads. 

Response 

 Street Name 700 MHz 
 RSRP/ -85 dBm RSRP/ -95 dBm 
Mt. Parnassus Road 2.86 miles 2.97 miles 

Shenanigans Road 0.79 miles 0.79 miles 

Ballahack Road 
Ballahack Road #1 
Ballahack Road # 2 

0.36 miles 
0.64 miles 
0.75 miles 

0.36 miles 
0.64 miles 
0.79 miles 

Bogue Lane 0.6 miles 0.6 miles 

Parker Road 0.95 miles 0.95 miles 
Overall Coverage Footprint 27.2 sq miles 83.6 sq miles 
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Question No. 32 

 Would the proposed extended facility interact with the proposed telecommunications 

facility that is the subject of Council Docket No. 520?  Explain. 

Response 

No.  Given the distance between the two proposed site locations, there would be little or 

no interaction (minimal overlapping coverage) between the 124 Ague Spring Road site and the 

194 Mount Parnassus Road site. 

Energy Backup Power 

Question No. 33 

 Referencing Petition Attachment 1 and Attachment 4, Sheet Z-2, could Cellco tap into 

the existing 1,800-gallon propane tank and/or install its own propane-fueled emergency backup 

generator? 

Response 

As the Council is aware, Cellco’s strong preference is always to own, operate and 

maintain its own cell site equipment, including backup power supply and fuel source at cell site 

locations.  That said, it would be possible, with DESPP’s permission, to tap into the existing 

propane tank and use a propane tank rather than the proposed diesel generator.  There are no on-

site or nearby off-site wetlands or watercourse of concern to Cellco to warrant the use of a 

propane generator. 

Question No. 34 

 Cellco’s emergency backup power source is described as a 50-kW diesel generator: 

a. How often would refueling be required? 

b. How long would the generator be capable of powering Cellco’s equipment 

with the fuel tank at maximum capacity? 
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Response 

 The proposed 50 kW diesel generator proposed at the DESPP site maintains a 210-gallon 

“belly” fuel tank as a part of the generator unit.  At full load, the generator consumes 4.6 gallons 

of fuel per hour and can operate for approximately two before refueling would be required. 

Question No. 35 

Referencing Petition Attachment 4, Sheets Z-2 and D-2, Cellco’s emergency backup 

generator would be sheltered by a weather canopy. Has Cellco installed weather canopies at 

other tower sites?  If so, how effective are weather canopies of this type?  Are there alternate 

shelter designs?  Explain. 

Response 

 The proposed weather canopy will cover Cellco’s equipment cabinets and is designed to 

shelter cell site technicians when servicing outdoor equipment and are effective in doing just 

that.  As the Council is aware, Cellco has, in the past, installed stand-alone equipment shelters at 

its macro-cell sites.  The installation of outdoor equipment cabinets and generators on concrete 

pads also provides Cellco with site development cost savings associated with the shelter. 

Question No. 36 

 Would battery backup power be installed?  How long would a battery backup alone 

supply power to Cellco’s equipment at the extended facility? 

Response 

 Yes.  In addition to its equipment cabinet, Cellco will install a back-up battery cabinet, 

which could provide up to 8 hours of power to the facility if commercial power is interrupted and 

the generator is not operating properly. 
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Public Health and Safety 

Question No. 37 

 Referencing Petition Attachment 1, Sheet Z-2, particularly the note to maintain a 

minimum 3’ separation between conduit and the buried propane tank, could the construction or 

operation of the proposed extended facility impact or interfere with any existing utilities or 

infrastructure within the host parcel?  If so, identify any measures that would be employed to 

protect existing utilities or infrastructure from impact or interference. 

Response 

Typically, underground utility conduits are run along the outside fence line to avoid 

underground utilities for other occupants on the site.  Utilities at this site are anticipated to be on 

the opposite side of the existing propane tank running from the tank to the existing building.  

Other utilities are not believed to be in the area of the proposed conduit.  Call Before You Dig 

(811) shall be contacted for a final check to mark out the site prior to construction. 

Question No. 38 

 Identify the safety standards and/or codes that are applicable to equipment, machinery 

and technology that would be used or operated at the proposed extended facility. 

Response 

 2021 International Building Code (IBC), with the 2022 Connecticut State Building 

Code amendments.  

 National Electric Code (NFPA 70).  

 2021 International Mechanical Code, with the 2022 Connecticut State Building Code 

amendments.  

 2022 Connecticut State Fire Safety Code.  
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 ANSI/TIA-222-H "Structural Standard for Antenna Supporting Structures and 

Antennas and Small Wind Turbine Support Structures".  

 Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). 

Question No. 39 

 Would Cellco’s proposed equipment installation be capable of supporting text-to-911 

service?  Is additional equipment required for this purpose? 

Response 

 Yes. 

Question No. 40 

 Would Cellco’s proposed installation comply with federal E911 requirements and the 

intent of the Warning, Alert and Response Network of 2006? 

Response 

 Yes. 

Question No. 41 

 What measures are existing and proposed for the site to ensure security and deter 

vandalism?  (Including alarms, gates, locks, etc.) 

Response 

 The existing facility compound will be surrounded by an eight (8) foot tall chain link 

security fence and gate.  The gate will be locked with access limited to the DESPP and Cellco. 

Cellco’s wireless equipment will maintain separate silent intrusion alarms which are monitored 

remotely.  

Question No. 42 

 Would any security lighting be installed at the site?  If so, what type and for what 
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purpose?  During what hours and for what activities would it be employed? 

Response 

 Cellco will install motion activated lighting for use by its technicians if a maintenance 

visit needs to occur in the evening.  

Question No. 43 

 What is the noise profile of the proposed 50-kW emergency backup generator?  How 

often would it be run for maintenance purposes, and on what days and at what time would this 

maintenance occur? 

Response 

 According to the manufacturer’s generator specifications, the sound pressure level for a 

50kW generator at 60Hz with full load is approximately 79 dB at a distance of 7m (23’).  Sounds 

levels drop to 64dB with the inclusion of a sound attenuation coverage. 

Cellco’s standard practice is to exercise its generators for approximately 20 minutes 

every two weeks.  Generators are typically exercised on a weekday, during the late morning 

hours.  

Question No. 44 

 Would cumulative operation of the noise-generating equipment at the extended facility 

site comply with state noise standards at the property lines? 

Response 

A noise study would be required to determine the cumulative noise level of all equipment 

at the site and compliance with local/state noise standards.  Cellco would agree to complete such 

a post development study if required by the Council. 
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Question No. 45 

 Could the proposed tower extension be designed with a yield point to ensure the tower 

setback radius remains within the boundaries of the host parcel?  If so, at what height would the 

yield point be installed? 

Response 

According to the “Final Structural Design Drawings for Foundation” and the “Final 

Drawings for Tower” filed with the Council in Petition No. 1130, the existing DESPP tower 

foundation and lattice tower structure was designed to be extended to a height of 180 feet with 

no yield point included. Cellco’s project engineer did reach out to the original tower 

designer/manufacturer (Valmont) who confirmed that adding a yield point at this stage is not 

feasible. 

Question No. 46 

 Referencing Petition Attachment 4, Sheet Z-2, a 4’ lightning rod is depicted as 

“OPTIONAL.”  Does the existing facility host a lightning rod?  Why is a lightning rod optional 

for the extended facility?  Explain. 

Response 

To our knowledge, the lighting rod or lightning terminal protection systems for structures 

are typically not a requirement of national building codes. Lightning rods attract lightning and 

are intended to protect equipment. Under Section 10 in TIA Rev H, it does not appear that a 

lightning rod is required to be installed, however, grounding terminals and electrodes in the 

ground are necessary.  It is Cellco’s practice to install lightning rods on towers and structures and 

the plans have shown it as optional however, the existing lightning rod will likely be relocated to 

the top of the proposed tower extension in this case.  
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Extended Facility Construction 

Question No. 47 

 Provide typical construction workdays and hours, and the anticipated duration of 

construction. 

Response 

 Construction would occur from 7 a.m. to 5 p.m. Monday through Saturday and is 

expected to take 12 months.   

Question No. 48 

 Could Cellco install its meter and utility equipment at a location within the existing 

compound rather than extend the existing compound and fence? 

Response 

Verizon could install a single meter near the proposed equipment inside the existing 

compound.  A meter bank is shown to promote future co-locations by other carriers and the 

location is ideally right next to the main access gate.  It is also in-line with where the main power 

and telco/fiber services enter the compound. 

Question No. 49 

 Would a service outage or a temporary tower be required to maintain DOT, DESPP and 

Town service during the installation of Cellco’s proposed lattice extension and equipment on the 

existing facility?  Explain. 

Response 

 Cellco does not anticipate the need for a temporary tower at this site to maintain DOT, 

DESPP or town service during installation.  The tower extension should allow Cellco to co-

locate without disturbing the existing equipment on the tower.  Temporary service outages may 
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be required for the microwave dishes on the tower so that the crew can safely secure the tower 

extension to the existing tower legs.  Any outage will be coordinated with the DESPP. 

Environmental Effects and Mitigation Measures 

Question No. 50 

 Referencing Petition Attachment 6, the maps on the last two pages are cutoff.  Please re-

submit the maps on larger sized paper. 

Response 

Full size viewshed maps are included in Attachment 3. 

Question No. 51 

 Referencing Petition No. 1130, Exhibit 3, available at the following link - 

pe1130_filing_statepolice_easthaddam.pdf (ct.gov) – the State Historic Preservation Office 

(SHPO) determined that no historic properties would be affected by the 2014 DOT replacement 

tower.  Has Cellco consulted with SHPO regarding the proposed extension of the facility? 

Response 

 Cellco has not yet consulted with the SHPO about the proposed extension of the DESPP 

facility tower.  Cellco has confirmed however, that there are still no historic properties within 0.5 

miles (the Area of Potential Effect, or “APE”) of the existing DESPP facility. 

Question No. 52 

 Where is the nearest national, state and/or locally designated scenic road from the site?  

Characterize the change in visibility, if any, from the nearby scenic road(s) for the proposed 

extended facility versus the existing facility. 

Response 

 The nearest scenic road from the Property is State Route 149-North (a State-designated 

https://portal.ct.gov/lib/csc/pending_petitions/petition_1130/pe1130_filing_statepolice_easthaddam.pdf
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scenic road), approximately 2.8 miles to the west.  The existing DESPP tower is not visible from 

this area today.  The proposed extended DESPP tower will also not be visible from this scenic 

road due to distance and intervening topography and vegetation between the two locations. 

Question No. 53 

 What is the distance and direction of the proposed site/limits of disturbance associated 

with Cellco’s proposed extended facility (fence extension) to the nearest mapped wetland?  What 

type of wetland is located here?  (e.g. stream, highway drainage) 

Response 

Based on a review of publicly available mapping sources, the nearest wetland is 

approximately 300 feet to the north across Mount Parnassus Road, consisting of a forested 

wetland system that serves as a headwater wetland feeding the Hemlock Valley Brook riparian 

corridor. 

Question No. 54 

 Is the existing facility site located in a DEEP Natural Diversity Database buffered area? 

Response 

The existing facility is not located in a DEEP Natural Diversity Database (“NDDB”) 

buffered area.  The nearest NDDB buffered area is located approximately 0.5 miles to the north 

and west of the Facility.  

Question No. 55 

 Referencing Petition Attachment 4, provide the best management practices, including, 

but not limited to, any erosion and sediment control measures, that would be employed during 

construction. 

 



 

 

-21- 
 

Response 

During construction, the contractor will employ best management practices to prevent 

excessive runoff and capture sediment.  All disturbed areas to have a silt fence with hay bales or 

filter socks installed on the downslope side prior to excavation.  All disturbed areas to be 

backfilled and finished with crushed stone within the compound or will be seeded and protected 

with hay until stabilized. 

Question No. 56 

 Referencing Petition Attachment 4, Sheet Z-2, what is the total limit of disturbance for 

the proposed fence extension area?  

Response 

 Total limit of disturbance for the fence extension area is approximately 225 square feet 

including the fence extension and bollards needed to protect the meter bank. 

Question No. 57 

 Referencing Petition Attachment 4, Sheet Z-2, what is the distance of the limit of 

disturbance from the proposed fence extension to the stone wall?  

Response 

The edge of the stone wall is approximately 8 inches from the existing fence line.  The 

limit of disturbance will likely run up to the stone wall while being careful not to disturb the 

integrity of the existing wall when installing footings for the new fence posts. 

Question No. 58 

 Referencing Petition Attachment 6, characterize the change in visibility of the proposed 

extended facility versus the existing facility in the immediate and surrounding area.  
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Response 

The change in visibility of the proposed extended facility tower versus the existing 

facility in the immediate and surrounding area can best be characterized as minor, with a shift to 

what are primarily seasonal views to a greater mix of seasonal and year-round views.  As noted 

in the conclusion to the Visibility Analysis (Petition - Attachment 6), the existing facility is 

visible today primarily within 0.25-mile or less of the site.  The proposed 40-foot extension of 

the tower will make the facility more prominent in some locations, particularly where the current 

facility is visible through intervening vegetation today, as it will rise farther above the tree line. 

Photos 2 and 4, and their corresponding simulations, provide examples.  Notably, no new areas 

of visibility are created by the proposed extension. 

Question No. 59 

 Identify the nearest “Important Bird Area” as designated by the National Audubon 

Society.  

Response 

The nearest Important Bird Area (IBA) to the Facility is located ±0.25 mile to the east, 

which is identified as the Lyme Forest Block and consists of more than 60,000 acres of relatively 

undeveloped forest habitat in the towns of East Haddam, Colchester, Lyme, Old Lyme, East 

Lyme, and Salem.  Although other habitats exist within this IBA, the large forest block provides 

valuable habitat for forest interior neotropical birds.  With the Facility located within perforated 

edge forest habitat in close proximity to Mount Parnassus Road and nearby residential 

developments, combined with minimal tree removal required to accommodate the proposed 

expansion, no adverse impact to this nearby IBA is anticipated. 
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Question No. 60 

 What is the propensity for avian nesting and perching on the proposed extended facility?  

How would this be managed? 

Response 

With Bashan Lake located ±1 mile north of the Facility, the existing tower could be used 

as a nesting site by ospreys.  In general, tower nest deterrent systems provide unreliably 

consistent results that prevent ospreys from nesting.  Should ospreys establish a nest on this 

tower, any construction/maintenance activities would be required to comply with the Federal 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  Perching on towers by several transient avian species is not 

uncommon and typically do not disturb the facilities or the birds themselves. 

Question No. 61 

 Would the proposed extended facility comply with the USFWS Recommended Best 

Practices for Communication Tower Design, Siting, Construction, Operation, Maintenance and 

Decommissioning? (available at https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/usfws-

communication-towerguidance.pdf  

Response 

The Facility would comply with the USFWS tower design, siting, construction, operation 

and maintenance recommended best practices for minimizing the potential impacts to bird 

species.  The 40-foot extension of the self-supporting lattice tower would increase the tower 

height to 161 feet, complying with the recommendation that new towers should be not more than 

199 feet above ground level.  The existing tower is not located within or near wetlands, known 

bird concentration areas or habitat of threatened or endangered species.  Further, the facility does 

not contain guy wires, and will remain unlit. 

https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/usfws-communication-towerguidance.pdf
https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/usfws-communication-towerguidance.pdf
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Existin g fa c ility height is 121 feet AGL ; Pro po sed fa c ility height is 161 feet AGL .
Fo rest c a n o py height is derived fro m  L iDAR da ta .
Study a rea  en c o m pa sses a two -m ile ra dius a n d in c ludes 8,042 a c res.
Existin g c o n ditio n s field verified b y APT  o n  Ja n ua ry 30, 2024
Base Map So urc e: 2019 Aeria l Pho to graph (CT ECO)
Map Date: Feb rua ry 2024

This map depicts areas where the proposed Facility may potentially be visible to the human eye 
without the aid of magnification based on a viewer eye-height of 5 feet above the ground and intervening 
topography, tree canopy and structures. This analysis may not account for all visible locations, as it is 
based on the combination of computer modeling, incorporating the DSM, 2019 digital aerial photographs, and in-field 
observations from publicly-accessible locations. No access to private properties beyond the Host Property was provided 
to APT personnel. This analysis does not claim to depict the only areas, or all locations, where visibility may occur; 
it is intended to provide a representation of those areas where the Facility is likely to be seen.

Limitations

Physical Geography / Background Data
A digita l surfa c e m o del (DSM) was crea ted fro m  the State o f Co n n ec ticut 2016 L iDAR L AS da ta  po in ts. T he DSM c a ptures 
the n a tura l a n d b uilt fea tures o n  the Earth’s surfa c e.
Mun ic ipa l Open  Spa c e, State Recrea tio n  Area s, T ra ils, Co un ty Rec rea tio n  Area s, a n d T o wn  Bo un da ry da ta  o b ta in ed fro m  CT  DEEP.
Sc en ic Ro a ds: CT DOT  State Sc en ic  Highwa ys (2015); Mun ic ipa l Sc en ic Ro a ds (c o m piled b y APT )
Dedicated Open Space & Recreation Areas
Co n n ec ticut Departm en t o f En ergy a n d En viro n m en ta l Pro tec tio n  (DEEP): DEEP Pro perty (Ma y 2007; Federa l Open  
Spa c e (1997); Mun ic ipa l a n d Priva te Open  Spa c e (1997); DEEP Bo a t L a un c hes (1994) 
Co n n ec ticut Fo rest & Parks Asso c ia tio n , Co n n ec ticut Wa lk Bo o ks East & West

Other
CT DOT  Sc en ic  Strips (b a sed o n  Departm en t o f T ra n spo rtatio n  da ta )

**Not all the sources listed above appear on the Viewshed Maps. Only those features within the 
scale of the graphic are shown.

Notes

Data Sources:
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Existin g fa cility height is 121 feet AGL ; Proposed fa cility height is 161 feet AGL .
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This map depicts areas where the proposed Facility may potentially be visible to the human eye 
without the aid of magnification based on a viewer eye-height of 5 feet above the ground and intervening 
topography, tree canopy and structures. This analysis may not account for all visible locations, as it is 
based on the combination of computer modeling, incorporating the DSM, 2019 digital aerial photographs, and in-field 
observations from publicly-accessible locations. No access to private properties beyond the Host Property was provided 
to APT personnel. This analysis does not claim to depict the only areas, or all locations, where visibility may occur; 
it is intended to provide a representation of those areas where the Facility is likely to be seen.

Limitations

Physical Geography / Background Data
A digita l surfa ce m odel (DS M) wa s crea ted from  the S ta te of Con n ecticut 2016 L iDAR L AS  da ta  poin ts. T he DS M ca ptures 
the n a tura l a n d b uilt fea tures on  the Ea rth’s surfa ce.
Mun icipa l Open  S pa ce, S ta te Recrea tion  Area s, T ra ils, Coun ty Recrea tion  Area s, a n d Town  Boun da ry da ta  ob ta in ed from  CT  DEEP.
S cen ic Roa ds: CT DOT  S ta te S cen ic Highwa ys (2015); Mun icipa l S cen ic Roa ds (com piled b y APT )
Dedicated Open Space & Recreation Areas
Con n ecticut Depa rtm en t of En ergy a n d En viron m en ta l Protection  (DEEP): DEEP Property (Ma y 2007; Federa l Open  
S pa ce (1997); Mun icipa l a n d Priva te Open  S pa ce (1997); DEEP Boa t L a un ches (1994) 
Con n ecticut Forest & Pa rks Associa tion , Con n ecticut Wa lk Books Ea st & West
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**Not all the sources listed above appear on the Viewshed Maps. Only those features within the 
scale of the graphic are shown.

Notes

Data Sources:


	Response
	Referencing Petition p. 5 and Attachment 8, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) notification of the existing structure and of the proposed extended structure is recommended to determine if obstruction marking and lighting is required.  Submit a cop...
	Response
	Does site construction require the use of a crane?  If so, is notification to FAA required?
	Response
	Yes, Cellco anticipates that its site contractor will use a crane to extend the DESPP tower.  The project construction contractor will be responsible for any FAA notifications required to use the crane.
	What is the estimated cost of the project?
	Response
	How does the estimated cost of the proposed project compare generally with the costs to construct a new facility?
	Response
	Is the project, or any portion of the project, proposed to be undertaken by state departments, institutions or agencies, or to be funded in whole or in part by the state through any contract or grant?
	Response
	No.
	Response
	Response
	The current DESPP tower is not marked or lit.

	What is the mesh size of the existing perimeter fence?
	Response
	The existing fence is an 8-foot-tall black vinyl-coated chain link fence with barbed wires and a 1 ¼ inch mesh, using an 11-gauge wire.  The proposed fence will match the existing fence.
	Response
	The centerline of the existing lattice tower is approximately 22 feet from the nearest property line to the south; approximately 200 feet to the nearest residence at 200 Mt. Parnassus Road: and approximately 64 to the south of the northern boundary a...
	Response
	The small, fenced compound expansion is needed to keep all utility interconnections and backboards within the secure facility compound.  This minor modification to the compound fence is contemplated in the lease.
	Response
	Would Cellco’s proposed lattice tower extension and equipment installation comply with the Site Installation and Appearance Standards in Attachment D of the MOA and/or any applicable updated agreement standards?  Explain.
	Response
	Referencing Exhibit 7 of Petition 1130 – available at pe1130_filing_statepolice_easthaddam.pdf (ct.gov) – FAA determined the existing facility “is not a hazard for air navigation up to 126’ above ground level” and does not require marking or lighting...
	a. What are the nearest public or private airfields to the existing facility site and where are they located?
	b. Has Cellco consulted with the Connecticut Airport Authority regarding the proposed tower replacement and height extension?
	Response
	a. The nearest public or private airfield to the existing facility site is the Goodspeed airport located approximately 2.8 nautical miles to the southwest.
	b. Cellco has not consulted with the Connecticut Airport Authority.
	Referencing Petition Attachment 5, Section 1-1 to 1-2, what entity is identified as “VS/QV?”
	Response
	The entity identified as VS/QV stands for Valley Shore / Quinebaug Valley.
	Referencing Petition Attachment 1, a lattice tower provides stability needed by DESPP to maintain microwave links between its adjacent sites.  What are the advantages and/or disadvantages of the existing lattice tower design for Cellco to meet its se...
	The tower stability standards needed referenced are more critical for maintaining the microwave links used by DESPP.  Cellco’s antenna installation will certainly benefit from these higher stability standards, but the standards are less critical to t...
	Does Cellco have a lease for the tower extension, equipment installation and required ground space?
	Response
	Yes, the parties have come to an agreement for the expansion and shared use of the DESPP tower facility.
	Would the state assume ownership and/or management of the tower extension after construction?
	Response
	Yes.
	Response
	The fence expansion area is an irregular shape that is roughly 8 feet deep by 12.5 feet wide, total square footage of the area is approximately 134 square feet.
	Referencing Petition Attachment 4, Sheet Z-2, what is the significance of the “4’ CLR” note in the expanded fence area?
	Response
	Could the proposed extended facility and existing foundations accommodate an additional increase in height?  Explain.
	Response
	Yes.  The tower was originally designed to be 180 feet tall.  The (20-foot) tower sections that were installed currently total 120 feet. Cellco is proposing a 40-foot extension which would bring the total height of the tower to 160 feet.  There is sti...
	Response
	Yes.  Commercial carriers typically lease a 10-foot vertical space on the tower for their equipment.  Subject to separate structural evaluations, two additional carriers could co-locate on the proposed tower if the Cellco extension is approved.  Avail...
	Response
	Response
	What type of maintenance would be required for the proposed lattice tower extension?
	Response
	Maintenance of the expanded tower will be the responsibility of the DESPP and will be consistent with its current practices.  Cellco’s site technicians will monitor the antennas and cell site equipment 24/7/365 from its switch facility.
	Referencing Petition p. 3 and Attachment 3, would the proposed equipment provide 5G service?
	Response
	The proposed Cellco equipment would be capable of providing 5G services.
	When did Cellco discover a need for service in the surrounding area?
	Response
	Cellco identified a need for service and a new facility in this portion of East Haddam in 2022.
	Approximately when did Cellco establish a search ring?
	Response
	The East Haddam 3 search ring was established in February of 2023.
	Were other potential sites considered for the proposed Cellco installation?  If so, please identify the other potential sites and why they were rejected.
	Response
	Referencing Petition Attachment 7, would RF emissions comply with the FCC MPE levels at distant, but equivalent or higher elevations than the extended facility, such as the property located at 200 Mount Parnassus Road?  Explain.
	Response
	Referencing Petition p. 3 and Attachment 3, provide the approximate square mileage of the existing and proposed 700 MHz coverage area and the additional road mileage of proposed 700 MHz coverage for Route 434 (Mt. Parnassus Road) and surrounding loca...
	Response
	Would the proposed extended facility interact with the proposed telecommunications facility that is the subject of Council Docket No. 520?  Explain.
	Response
	Response
	Cellco’s emergency backup power source is described as a 50-kW diesel generator:
	a. How often would refueling be required?
	b. How long would the generator be capable of powering Cellco’s equipment with the fuel tank at maximum capacity?
	Response
	The proposed 50 kW diesel generator proposed at the DESPP site maintains a 210-gallon “belly” fuel tank as a part of the generator unit.  At full load, the generator consumes 4.6 gallons of fuel per hour and can operate for approximately two before r...
	Referencing Petition Attachment 4, Sheets Z-2 and D-2, Cellco’s emergency backup generator would be sheltered by a weather canopy. Has Cellco installed weather canopies at other tower sites?  If so, how effective are weather canopies of this type?  Ar...
	Response
	Would battery backup power be installed?  How long would a battery backup alone supply power to Cellco’s equipment at the extended facility?
	Response
	Typically, underground utility conduits are run along the outside fence line to avoid underground utilities for other occupants on the site.  Utilities at this site are anticipated to be on the opposite side of the existing propane tank running from t...
	Question No. 38
	Identify the safety standards and/or codes that are applicable to equipment, machinery and technology that would be used or operated at the proposed extended facility.
	Response
	( 2021 International Building Code (IBC), with the 2022 Connecticut State Building Code amendments.
	( National Electric Code (NFPA 70).
	( 2021 International Mechanical Code, with the 2022 Connecticut State Building Code amendments.
	( 2022 Connecticut State Fire Safety Code.
	( ANSI/TIA-222-H "Structural Standard for Antenna Supporting Structures and Antennas and Small Wind Turbine Support Structures".
	( Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA).
	Would Cellco’s proposed equipment installation be capable of supporting text-to-911 service?  Is additional equipment required for this purpose?
	Response
	Yes.
	Would Cellco’s proposed installation comply with federal E911 requirements and the intent of the Warning, Alert and Response Network of 2006?
	Response
	Response
	The existing facility compound will be surrounded by an eight (8) foot tall chain link security fence and gate.  The gate will be locked with access limited to the DESPP and Cellco. Cellco’s wireless equipment will maintain separate silent intrusion ...
	Response
	Cellco will install motion activated lighting for use by its technicians if a maintenance visit needs to occur in the evening.
	Response
	According to the manufacturer’s generator specifications, the sound pressure level for a 50kW generator at 60Hz with full load is approximately 79 dB at a distance of 7m (23’).  Sounds levels drop to 64dB with the inclusion of a sound attenuation cov...
	Cellco’s standard practice is to exercise its generators for approximately 20 minutes every two weeks.  Generators are typically exercised on a weekday, during the late morning hours.
	A noise study would be required to determine the cumulative noise level of all equipment at the site and compliance with local/state noise standards.  Cellco would agree to complete such a post development study if required by the Council.
	Response
	Response
	To our knowledge, the lighting rod or lightning terminal protection systems for structures are typically not a requirement of national building codes. Lightning rods attract lightning and are intended to protect equipment. Under Section 10 in TIA Rev ...
	Extended Facility Construction
	Construction would occur from 7 a.m. to 5 p.m. Monday through Saturday and is expected to take 12 months.
	Response
	Verizon could install a single meter near the proposed equipment inside the existing compound.  A meter bank is shown to promote future co-locations by other carriers and the location is ideally right next to the main access gate.  It is also in-line ...
	Cellco does not anticipate the need for a temporary tower at this site to maintain DOT, DESPP or town service during installation.  The tower extension should allow Cellco to co-locate without disturbing the existing equipment on the tower.  Temporar...
	Environmental Effects and Mitigation Measures
	Full size viewshed maps are included in Attachment 3.
	Response
	Cellco has not yet consulted with the SHPO about the proposed extension of the DESPP facility tower.  Cellco has confirmed however, that there are still no historic properties within 0.5 miles (the Area of Potential Effect, or “APE”) of the existing ...
	Where is the nearest national, state and/or locally designated scenic road from the site?  Characterize the change in visibility, if any, from the nearby scenic road(s) for the proposed extended facility versus the existing facility.
	Response
	The nearest scenic road from the Property is State Route 149-North (a State-designated scenic road), approximately 2.8 miles to the west.  The existing DESPP tower is not visible from this area today.  The proposed extended DESPP tower will also not ...
	Based on a review of publicly available mapping sources, the nearest wetland is approximately 300 feet to the north across Mount Parnassus Road, consisting of a forested wetland system that serves as a headwater wetland feeding the Hemlock Valley Broo...
	During construction, the contractor will employ best management practices to prevent excessive runoff and capture sediment.  All disturbed areas to have a silt fence with hay bales or filter socks installed on the downslope side prior to excavation.  ...
	The edge of the stone wall is approximately 8 inches from the existing fence line.  The limit of disturbance will likely run up to the stone wall while being careful not to disturb the integrity of the existing wall when installing footings for the ne...
	With Bashan Lake located ±1 mile north of the Facility, the existing tower could be used as a nesting site by ospreys.  In general, tower nest deterrent systems provide unreliably consistent results that prevent ospreys from nesting.  Should ospreys e...
	The Facility would comply with the USFWS tower design, siting, construction, operation and maintenance recommended best practices for minimizing the potential impacts to bird species.  The 40-foot extension of the self-supporting lattice tower would i...
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