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STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL 

  
IN RE: 

JOINT PETITION OF NEW CINGULAR WIRELESS 
PCS, LLC ("AT&T") AND MARCUS 
COMMUNICATIONS (“MARCUS”) TO THE 
CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL FOR A 
DECLARATORY RULING THAT NO CERTIFICATE   
OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPATIBILITY  AND 
PUBLIC NEED IS REQUIRED  TO MODIFY AN 
EXISTING WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
FACILITY LOCATED AT 33 MITCHELL DRIVE, 
MANCHESTER, CONNECTICUT  

        PETITION NO. 1692 
 
 
 
          January 8, 2026  

 
RESPONSES OF NEW CINGULAR WIRELESS PCS, LLC (“AT&T”)  

AND MARCUS COMMUNICATIONS, LLC (“MARCUS”)  
TO CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL INTERROGATORIES 

 
Notice 

 
Q1. Referencing Petition section VI, and Attachment 11, has the Town of Manchester (Town), 

abutting property owner(s) and/or any interested person provided direct comments to 
New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC (AT&T) and/or Marcus Communications LLC (Marcus) 
(collectively, Joint Petitioners) since the Petition was filed with the Council? If so, please 
summarize the comments. 

 
A1. No. 
 

Existing Facility and Site 
 
Q2. Referencing Petition Attachment 2, Sheep CP-1, what is the square footage of the existing 

equipment compound? 
 
A2. The existing compound is approximately 5,700 sf. 
 
Q3. Provide the following: 

 
a) Distance from the centerline of the existing lattice tower to the nearest edge of the 

Marcus building; 
b) Distance, direction and address of the nearest property boundary from the centerline of 

the existing lattice tower; 
c) Distance, direction and address of the nearest residential property boundary from the 

centerline of the existing lattice tower;  
d) Address of the nearest residential structure from the existing lattice tower that is located 

467 feet to the southeast per page 1 of Petition Attachment 3. 
 
A3.  The requested measurements are as follows: 
 

a).  The distance from the centerline of the existing tower to the nearest edge of the Marcus 
building is approximately 139’. 
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b). The closest property line is approximately 136’ north of the centerline of the existing 
tower at 184 Sheldon Road, Manchester, CT. 

c). The nearest residential property is located approximately 392’ south of the centerline 
of the existing tower at 1 Northfield Street, Manchester, CT.  

d).  The address is 30 Westfield Street, Manchester, CT.  
 

Proposed Facility Extension and Associated Equipment 
 
Q4. Is the facility extension, or any portion of the facility extension, 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? 

 
A4. No. 
 
Q5. What is the estimated total cost of the proposed facility extension, equipment installations 

and equipment relocations? What entity is responsible for which costs? 
 
A5. Each entity will be responsible for the costs associated with their equipment installations. 

Marcus estimates its costs as $50,000. AT&T estimates its costs as $120,000. 
 
Q6. How would costs be recovered by each of the Joint Petitioners? 
 
A6. AT&T anticipates recovering its costs from customers as part of its normal business 

operations. Marcus anticipates recovering its costs by leasing tower space to 
telecommunications carriers and as part of its normal business operations. 

 
Q7. Would a temporary tower facility be required to maintain existing wireless and emergency 

communications service during the installation of the extension and relocation of existing 
equipment? 

 
A7. At this time, no temporary facility is anticipated to accommodate the proposed tower 

extension and collocation. 
 

Proposed Wireless and Emergency Communications Services 
 

Q8. Referencing Petition Section III and Attachment 1, would AT&T’s proposed wireless 
equipment provide 5G service? 

 
A8.  Yes, the proposed wireless facility would provide 5G service at launch.   
 
Q9. Would AT&T provide FirstNet services from the proposed extended facility? Is the Town 

and/or any of the surrounding municipalities FirstNet subscribers? 
 
A9. Yes, the proposed wireless facility would provide FirstNet service at launch.   
 
Q10. Referencing Petition Attachment 9, provide the coverage footprint in square miles and list 

the main roads that would have reliable service from the proposed AT&T collocation at the 
facility. 
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A10. As stated in Table 1 of the RF Report, the proposed facility will provide 0.88 square miles 
of new coverage at the -83 dBm level and 1.57 square miles of new coverage at the -93 
dBm level. 

 
 With respect to road coverage: 
 
 Main Roads 
 

Street Name 
Distance 

(mi) 
Broad St 0.14 
Deming St 0.04 
E Center St 0.04 
Grove St 0.03 
I 84 0.21 
Laurel St 0.34 
Middle Tpke E 0.12 
Mill St 0.01 
Oakland Rd 0.02 
Oakland St 0.08 
Perkins St 0.01 
South St 0.05 
State Hwy 30 0.09 
Summit St 0.18 
Tolland Tpke 0.27 
Woodbridge St 0.14 

 
 Secondary Roads 
 

Street Name 
Distance 

(mi) 
Ambassador Dr 0.16 
Arnott Rd 0.07 
Auburn Rd 0.03 
Avery St 0.13 
Avondale Rd 0.14 
Barry Rd 0.09 
Beacon St 0.03 
Beelzebub Rd 0.17 
Benedict Dr 0.26 
Bent St 0.11 
Birch Rd 0.11 
Bishop Dr 0.04 
Box Mountain 

Rd 0.16 
Brian Rd 0.03 
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Brookfield Rd 0.14 
Bryan Dr 0.11 
Carolyn Dr 0.01 
Charis Rd 0.14 
Cliffside Dr 0.30 
Colonial Rd 0.03 
Constance Dr 0.05 
Cornwall Dr 0.16 
Crestwood Dr 0.06 
Cushman Dr 0.04 
Deepwood Dr 0.11 
Elizabeth Dr 0.01 
Elvree St 0.29 
Esquire Dr 0.12 
Ferguson Rd 0.20 
Ferndale Dr 0.01 
Foxcroft Dr 0.01 
Frederick Rd 0.04 
Garth Rd 0.17 
Goldmine Rd 0.01 
Green Rd 0.25 
Greenwood Dr 0.32 
Hale Rd 0.21 
Harlan St 0.10 
Hartl Dr 0.14 
Hilliard St 0.06 
Horton Rd 0.03 
Indian Dr 0.06 
Jamie Ln 0.12 
John Dr 0.09 
Karen Dr 0.05 
Kathleen Way 0.05 
Kelly Rd 0.09 
Kennedy Rd 0.42 
Kent Dr 0.03 
Knollwood Rd 0.03 
Lillian Dr 0.02 
Lockwood St 0.01 
Ludlow Rd 0.15 
Lydall St 0.51 
Lynch Dr 0.14 
Mark Ln 0.38 
Mitchell Dr 0.12 
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Montclair Dr 0.12 
Mountain Rd 0.21 
Oak Forest Dr 0.02 
Oakland Ter 0.07 
Oakwood Rd 0.02 
Overlook Dr 0.09 
Parker St 0.68 
Peach Tree Ln 0.10 
Phelps Rd 0.02 
Pine Tree Ln 0.04 
Plaza Dr 0.05 
Plymouth Ln 0.03 
Pond Ln 0.26 
Princeton St 0.05 
Progress Dr 0.76 
Rachel Rd 0.21 
Raymond Rd 0.06 
Richmond Dr 0.04 
Robin Rd 0.05 
Sage Dr 0.02 
Sandra Dr 0.23 
Sanrico Dr 0.39 
Sass Dr 0.03 
Saulters Rd 0.07 
Schaller Rd 0.02 
Scott Dr 0.06 
Sheldon Rd 0.61 
Spruce Ln 0.14 
Starkweather St 0.03 
Tanner St 0.01 
Taylor St 0.15 
Tudor Ln 0.51 
Utopia Rd 0.16 
Vernon St 0.32 
Wellesley Rd 0.04 
Westerly St 0.15 
Westland St 0.06 
Wildwood Dr 0.03 
Woodland Dr 0.15 
Woodland St 0.24 
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Q11. Is the proposed AT&T collocation for coverage, capacity or both? 
 
A11. While the proposed collocation would enhance network capacity in this area, its primary 

purpose is to remedy the significant gap in coverage. 
 
Q12. Referencing Petition Section V and Attachments 5 and 10, provide the coverage footprint 

in square miles and list the main roads that would benefit from improved line-of-sight and 
less interference associated with the proposed extension of the tower and relocation of 
equipment at the facility. 

 
A12. The proposed Doppler Direction Finding (DF) system is designed to detect and 

triangulate interference rather than provide standard two-way radio voice coverage. 
Consequently, the "coverage footprint" is defined by the radio horizon: the distance at 
which the system can effectively "see" an interference source. At the proposed height of 
250’ AGL, the radio horizon extends approximately 22 miles, resulting in a monitoring 
footprint of roughly 1,500 square miles. 

 
Because interference sources are often mobile, the benefit of this system applies to the 
entire transportation network within this radius rather than specific "dead zones." This 
includes all major arteries such as I-84, I-384, I-91, US-6 / US-44, Route 9, Route 15, etc., 
as well as local roadways. 

 
Regarding improvements associated with the proposed tower extension, the extension is 
required for both line-of-sight and electrical isolation. As noted in the Petition, the DF 
array requires 40’ of vertical separation from existing high-power transmitters to 
prevent desensitization. Without the extension to 250’, the local noise floor would likely 
render the system deaf to weak interference signals. Therefore, the proposed extension 
enables a functional monitoring system over that 1,500-square-mile area, compared to 
a baseline condition where the equipment would be technically inoperable due to 
proximity to other antennas. 

 
 

Public Health and Safety 
  
Q13. Would the proposed equipment installation be capable of supporting text-to-911 service 

and comply with federal E911 requirements and the Warning, Alert and Response Network 
Act of 2006? 

 
A13. Yes. 
 
Q14. What measures are proposed for the site to ensure security and deter vandalism? 

(Including alarms, gates, locks, anti-climb fence design, etc.) 
 
A14. The ground-level equipment compound is currently enclosed with a chain-link fence 

accessed only by a locked gate. This facility is located at the rear of the Marcus 
headquarters. There have been no known instances of security breaches and/or 
vandalism since this tower was constructed. Additionally, AT&T provides 24/7 remote 
monitoring of its equipment to detect any potential security breaches and can easily 
contact Marcus and/or the local authorities if any such security breach is detected. 
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Q15. Identify the safety standards and/or codes by which equipment, machinery or technology 
that would be used or operated at the proposed facility site. 

 
A15. The applicable safety standards and design codes are as follows: 
 

- 2021 International Building Code (IBC), with the 2022 Connecticut State Building 
Code amendments.  

- 2020 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 Act (OSHA). 

 
Q16. Would the cumulative operation of the Joint Petitioners’ proposed equipment comply with 

state noise control standards at the property boundaries? 
 
A16. The proposed installation is expected to meet the CTDEEP sound standards under all 

operating conditions, including at and beyond the property lines.  
 
Q17. In the event of a fire at the facility, how would power be turned off to de-energize the 

facility, and what fire safety and management systems exist at the site? 
 
A17. There is an 800 amp breaker located outside the facility which is accessible by the local 

fire department. The Marcus facility has a fire extinguisher and fire alarm. 
 
Q18. Referencing Petition Footnote 1, what is the status of the updated Federal Aviation 

Administration (FAA) Determination? 
 
A18.  FAA ASN 2025-ANE-935-OE is complete, and the Petitioners received a determination 

letter indicating no hazard to air navigation for a total structure height of 270’. See 
Attachment 1. 

 
Q19. Referencing Petition Attachments 1 and 7, at what height would the FAA-required lighting 

and marking be installed? Provide FAA-required lighting and marking details. 
 
A19. Marcus would light the tower per the FAA guidelines for Type E-1 towers (over 200' but 

not more than 350') under FAA AC 70/7460-1M. This means Marcus would place 1 L-
865/865 red/infrared/white medium intensity beacon at the 250' tower apex and 2 L-
810 red/infrared marker lights at the 125' level. 

 
Q20. 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? 

 
A20. Valmont self-supporting towers, like the existing tower at the site, are designed in such 

a way that they do not fall flat, but instead crumple in an “N” fashion in the unlikely event 
of failure. 
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Q21. Referencing Petition Attachment 1, would the existing lightning rod installed at the 185-
foot level of the facility be relocated? Explain. 

 
A21. Yes, the lightning rod will be relocated to the top of the tower at 250’. Also, antennas 

installed at the apex are grounded and provide additional lightning protection. 
 

Emergency Backup Power 
 
Q22. How long would the proposed emergency backup generator run before refueling is 

required in the event of a power outage? 
 
A22. Under full load (100% generator capacity), the generator would consume 1.68 gallons of 

fuel per hour which equates to 61.3 hours of operation (2.55 days) before refueling would 
be necessary. The 20kW generator’s fuel storage capacity is 103 gallons.  

 
Q23. Would the backup generator run periodically for maintenance purposes? If so, at what 

frequency and duration? Would this be scheduled for daytime hours? 
 
A23. Yes, there is a weekly testing which can be set remotely or done onsite. It would run for 

approximately 30 minutes and typically occurs late morning/early afternoon on a 
weekday. 

 
Q24. Referencing Sheet C-1 of Attachment 2, how long would the battery system provide power? 
 
A24. A minimum four hours of battery backup is specified for these antenna systems.   
 

Environmental Effects and Mitigation Measures 
 
Q25. Is the existing facility site located in a DEEP Natural Diversity Database buffered area? 
 
A25. No. An evaluation of possible Federally- and State-listed Endangered, Threatened and 

Special Concern species was performed for the proposed extension and modification of 
the existing facility. Please see Attachment 2. A review of the current NDDB map 
(December 2025) reveals no changes to the nearby NDDB buffered areas proximate to 
the facility as noted in the attached compliance document. 

 
Q26. Referencing Petition Attachment 3 Maps, characterize the current visibility of the existing 

facility and any expected additional visibility of the extended facility from the Hop River 
Linear State Park trails and the Union Village Historic District. What portions of the 
extended facility would be visible from these locations? 

 
A26. Please see Attachment 3 to the Petition which indicates that visibility of the existing 

facility and the proposed extended facility from the Hop River Linear State Park trails 
and the Union Village Historic District is limited and localized.  
 
Hop River Linear State Park 

 
The Hop River Linear State Park trailhead is located on Colonial Road approximately 
0.31 mile northeast of the Facility. Within the two-mile Study Area, the trail extends 
generally north–northeast for approximately 1.71 linear miles. 
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Visibility of the existing facility occurs along a short segment near the beginning of the 
trail, where the facility is intermittently visible for approximately 265’ of trail length at 
a distance of approximately 0.35 mile northeast of the Facility. Based on the viewshed 
mapping, the proposed 80’ extension is predicted to extend the length of this visible trail 
segment by approximately 145’ beyond the area where the existing facility is currently 
visible. 

 
Potential seasonal visibility of the extended facility may occur between the trailhead and 
approximately 0.15 mile northeast of the trailhead. No visibility of either the existing or 
extended facility is indicated from the remaining approximately 1.56 miles of the Hop 
River Linear State Park trail located within the Study Area due to distance, intervening 
topography, and vegetation. 

 
Union Village Historic District 

 
The eastern edge of the Union Village Historic District is located approximately 0.5 mile 
from the Facility and encompasses an area of approximately 63 acres. As shown in 
Attachment 3 to the Petition, existing visibility within the District is limited and occurs 
primarily across the Mansfield Cricket Ground, and extending westward past North 
School Street. 

 
In these areas, the proposed extension expands the mapped area of visibility eastward 
relative to existing conditions. In most portions of the Union Village Historic District, 
however, no additional visibility is indicated due to distance, intervening topography, 
mature vegetation, and existing buildings, residences, and infrastructure. 

 
View 24 in the Visibility Analysis portion of Attachment 3 to the Petition provides a 
representative view from the central/eastern portion of the Union Village Historic 
District. View 23, overlooking Union Pond, was taken from a location just outside the 
northwest corner of the Historic District; however, it is generally representative of 
viewing conditions in that vicinity and is consistent with the limited and intermittent 
visibility indicated farther west. 

 
Q27. Identify the nearest “Important Bird Area” as designated by the National Audubon Society. 
 
A27.  The nearest Important Bird Area (IBA) to the existing facility is located ±2.6 miles to the 

southeast associated with the Meshomasic Forest Block IBA. An evaluation of proximity 
to avian resource areas and its compliance with recommended best practices of the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service for minimizing the potential for 
telecommunications towers to impact bird species was performed for the proposed 
extension and modification of the existing facility. Please see Attachment 3.  

 
Q28. Would the proposed facility extension 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) Explain. 

 
A28. Yes, the proposed facility extension and modification complies with the USFWS best 

practices to minimize potential impacts to bird species. Please see Attachment 3 for a 
detailed evaluation of the facility’s compliance with the USFWS best practices. 
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Facility Extension Construction 

 
Q29. Referencing Petition Section IV-A, what is the approximate limit of disturbance within the 

existing facility compound? 
 
A29. The approximate limit of disturbance within the existing compound will be 1,000 sf. 
 
Q30. Describe how the tower extension would be installed at the existing facility. 
 
A30. A crane would be set up within the existing Marcus facility to fly the extension in sections. 

The extensions will be thru-bolted from the existing tower flange to the extension flange.  
 
Q31. Provide typical construction workdays and hours, and the anticipated duration of 

construction. 
 
A31. The anticipated duration of construction from start to finish is approximately 15 days of 

work. This will take place Monday through Friday between the hours of 8am and 5pm.  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on this day, one original and fifteen (15) hard copies of the foregoing was sent 
via overnight Federal Express and electronically to the Connecticut Siting Council in accordance 
with the Connecticut Siting Council directives. 
 
January 8, 2026 

 
__________________________ 
Daniel Patrick, Esq. 
Lucia Chiocchio, Esq. 
Cuddy & Feder LLP 
445 Hamilton Avenue, 14th Floor 
White Plains, New York 10601 
(914) 761-1300 
 
cc: AT&T 
 Marcus Communications 
 Jesse A. Langer, Esq., Updike, Kelly & Spellacy, P.C. 
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Mail Processing Center
Federal Aviation Administration
Southwest Regional Office
Obstruction Evaluation Group
10101 Hillwood Parkway
Fort Worth, TX 76177

Aeronautical Study No.
2025-ANE-2608-OE
Prior Study No.
2025-ANE-935-OE
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Issued Date: 01/05/2026

MARCUS COMMUNICATIONS
BRUCE MARCUS
PO Box 1498
Manchester, CT 06042

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Antenna Tower Mitchell Dr Tower
County, State: Hartford, Connecticut

Collected Point(s):
Label Latitude Longitude SE DET AGL AMSL
Mitchell Dr Tower 41-47-50.20N 72-30-42.96W 228 Ft 270 Ft 498 Ft

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

As a condition to this Determination, the structure is to be marked/lighted in accordance with FAA Advisory
circular 70/7460-1 M Change 1, Obstruction Marking and Lighting, a med-dual system-Chapters 4,8(M-
Dual),&15.

Any failure or malfunction that lasts more than thirty (30) minutes and affects a top light or flashing obstruction
light, regardless of its position, should be reported immediately to (877) 487-6867 so a Notice to Airmen
(NOTAM) can be issued. As soon as the normal operation is restored, notify the same number.

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

This determination expires on 07/05/2027 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
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(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission
(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power, except
those frequencies specified in the Colo Void Clause Coalition; Antenna System Co-Location; Voluntary Best
Practices, will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including increase to heights,
power, or the addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.This determination includes all
previously filed frequencies and power for this structure.

If construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed, you must submit notice to the FAA within 5 days after
the construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

A copy of this determination will be forwarded to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) because the
structure is subject to their licensing authority.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at 1-718-553-2611, or angelique.m.griffin@faa.gov.
On any future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2025-
ANE-2608-OE.

Signature Control No: 674769600-688707804 ( DNE )
Angelique Griffin
Technician

Attachment(s)
Frequency Data
Map(s)

cc: FCC
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Frequency Data for ASN 2025-ANE-2608-OE

LOW
FREQUENCY

HIGH
FREQUENCY

FREQUENCY
UNIT ERP

ERP
UNIT

450 470 MHz 200 W
617 652 MHz 858.77 W
1995 2020 MHz 1648.39 W
2180 2200 MHz 1849.52 W



TOPO Map for ASN 2025-ANE-2608-OE 
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TOPO Map for ASN 2025-ANE-2608-OE



Sectional Map for ASN 2025-ANE-2608-OE 
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Sectional Map for ASN 2025-ANE-2608-OE



ATTACHMENT 2 



 FWS & NDDB COMPLIANCE 

 
ALL-POINTS TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION, P.C. 

567 VAUXHALL STREET EXTENSION ∙ SUITE 311 ∙ WATERFORD, CT 06385 ∙ PHONE 860-663-1697 
 

 

 
April 7, 2025 
 
 
Marcus Communications, LLC 
33 Mitchell Drive 
Manchester, Connecticut 06042 
 
Re: Proposed 80-foot tower extension to an existing 170-foot-tall self-support tower 
 33 Mitchell Drive, Manchester, CT 
 APT Job No: CT122220 

On behalf of Marcus Communications, LLC (“Marcus”), All-Points Technology Corporation, P.C. (“APT”) 
performed an evaluation with respect to possible Federally- and State-listed, Endangered, Threatened, 
or Special Concern species in order to determine if improvements to the referenced existing 
telecommunication facility (the “Facility”) would result in a potential adverse effect to listed species. 

APT understands that Marcus proposes to install an 80-foot extension to an existing 170-foot-tall self-
support tower and install ground equipment within an existing fenced telecommunications facility 
compound located at 33 Mitchell Drive, Manchester, Connecticut (the “Property”). 

USFWS 

The Federal consultation was completed in accordance with Federal Communications Commission 
(“FCC”) rules implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) and Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act (“ESA”) through the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (“FWS”) Information, 
Planning, and Conservation System (“IPaC”) since the Facility requires Federal action. Based on the 
results of the IPaC review, the following listed1 species are known to occur in the vicinity of the 
Property: 

• tricolored bat (“TCB”; Perimyotis subflavus), Proposed2 Endangered 
• monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus), Proposed2 Threatened 

Please refer to the enclosed official species list. As a result of this preliminary finding, APT performed 
an evaluation to determine if the proposed referenced improvements to the existing Facility would 
result in a likely adverse effect to TCB and monarch butterfly. 
  

 
1 Listing under the federal Endangered Species Act 
2 Federal agencies are required to confer for Proposed listed species with FWS under Section 7(a)(4) of the ESA. 
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Tricolored Bat 

The proposed improvements to the existing Facility would be located within a developed area void of 
vegetation, including trees; trees and tree foliage potentially provide TCB habitat. A review of the 
Connecticut Department of Energy & Environmental Protection (“CTDEEP”) Wildlife Division Natural 
Diversity Data Base (“NDDB”) NLEB habitat map and Connecticut NLEB Observations by Town map3 
revealed that the proposed Facility is not within 150 feet of a known occupied NLEB maternity roost 
tree, is not within 0.25 mile of a known NLEB hibernaculum (TCB also use NLEB hibernaculum), and 
no known observations of NLEB in the town of Manchester. The nearest hibernaculum resource and 
occurrence of NLEB (winter) to the proposed Facility is located ±15.4 miles to the southeast in East 
Granby. 

APT submitted applicable Project information using the NLEB/TCB Determination Key (“DKey”) within 
the IPaC system and received a determination of “no affect” for TCB. Please refer to the enclosed 
FWS March 5, 2025 letter generated by the NLEB/TCB DKey; no further consultation with USFWS is 
required. 

Monarch Butterfly 

FWS has issued a proposed rule with public comments due by March 12, 2025, for listing the monarch 
butterfly as a Threatened Species with protective regulations under section 4(d) of the ESA (a “4(d) 
rule”). No critical habitat is proposed for designation in Connecticut. The purpose of the 4(d) rule is 
intended to improve future conditions so that the monarch migratory populations stabilize and grow. 
Monarch butterfly conservation measures include (1) achieve a significant increase in the availability 
of milkweed and nectar plants in monarch breeding and migratory areas; (2) protect and enhance 
overwintering habitat; (3) avoid and minimize impacts to monarchs and their habitat from insecticides 
and herbicides; and (4) maintain public support for the conservation of monarch butterflies. 

The Property consists of existing Facility sited on an existing developed commercial parcel that does 
not support any appreciable milkweed or nectar plant (pollinator) vegetation. Considering the 
Property’s level of commercial development and improvements to the existing Facility will not result 
in any removal of vegetation, the Property is not considered suitable for planting with milkweed and 
nectar plants to support monarch butterfly habitat. Therefore, the proposed Facility is not anticipated 
to result in a “may affect” determination associated with the 4(d) rule, if officially listed. 

NDDB 

No known areas of State-listed species are currently depicted on the most recent CTDEEP NDDB Maps 
(December 2024) in the location of the existing Facility. Please refer to the enclosed NDDB Map which 
depicts the nearest NDDB buffer ±0.70 miles northwest of the Property. Since the proposed Facility 
and Property are not located within a NDDB buffer area, consultation with CTDEEP is not required in 
accordance with their review policy. 
  

 
3 Connecticut Northern Long-eared bat Observations by Town map. July 24, 2023. Although this map is for northern long-eared bat, 
it can provide ancillary information about the potential for TCB occurrences. 
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Therefore, improvements to the existing Facility are not anticipated to adversely impact any Federal 
or State Threatened, Endangered or Special Concern species. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
All-Points Technology Corporation, P.C. 
 
 
Dean Gustafson 
Senior Biologist 
 
Enclosures



 

 

FWS Letters 
 

 

 Species List 

 NLEB/TCB Determination Key Letter 
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

New England Ecological Services Field Office
70 Commercial Street, Suite 300

Concord, NH 03301-5094
Phone: (603) 223-2541 Fax: (603) 223-0104

In Reply Refer To: 
Project Code: 2025-0064288 
Project Name: Marcus Communication, LLC: Mitchell Drive, Manchester
 
Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project 

location or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

Updated 4/12/2023 - Please review this letter each time you request an Official Species List, we 
will continue to update it with additional information and links to websites may change.  
  
About Official Species Lists  
  
The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the 
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Federal and non-Federal project 
proponents have responsibilities under the Act to consider effects on listed species.  

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed, and candidate species, as 
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your 
proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the 
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the 
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).  

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of 
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please note that under 
50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the Act, the accuracy of this 
species list should be verified after 90 days. The Service recommends that verification be 
completed by visiting the IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and 
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested 
by returning to an existing project’s page in IPaC.  
 
Endangered Species Act Project Review 
 
Please visit the “New England Field Office Endangered Species Project Review and 
Consultation” website for step-by-step instructions on how to consider effects on listed 
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species and prepare and submit a project review package if necessary:  
 
https://www.fws.gov/office/new-england-ecological-services/endangered-species-project-review 
 
*NOTE* Please do not use the Consultation Package Builder tool in IPaC except in specific 
situations following coordination with our office. Please follow the project review guidance on 
our website instead and reference your Project Code in all correspondence.  
 
Northern Long-eared Bat - (Updated 4/12/2023) The Service published a final rule to 
reclassify the northern long-eared bat (NLEB) as endangered on November 30, 2022. The final 
rule went into effect on March 31, 2023. You may utilize the Northern Long-eared Bat 
Rangewide Determination Key available in IPaC. More information about this Determination 
Key and the Interim Consultation Framework are available on the northern long-eared bat 
species page: 
 
https://www.fws.gov/species/northern-long-eared-bat-myotis-septentrionalis

For projects that previously utilized the 4(d) Determination Key, the change in the species’ status 
may trigger the need to re-initiate consultation for any actions that are not completed and for 
which the Federal action agency retains discretion once the new listing determination becomes 
effective.  If your project was not completed by March 31, 2023, and may result in incidental 
take of NLEB, please reach out to our office at newengland@fws.gov to see if reinitiation is 
necessary.

 
Additional Info About Section 7 of the Act  
Under section 7(a)(2) of the Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal 
agencies are required to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered 
species and/or designated critical habitat. If a Federal agency, or its non-Federal 
representative, determines that listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by 
the proposed project, the agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. 
In addition, the Federal agency also may need to consider proposed species and proposed critical 
habitat in the consultation. 50 CFR 402.14(c)(1) specifies the information required for 
consultation under the Act regardless of the format of the evaluation. More information on the 
regulations and procedures for section 7 consultation, including the role of permit or license 
applicants, can be found in the "Endangered Species Consultation Handbook" at:  
 
https://www.fws.gov/service/section-7-consultations 
 
In addition to consultation requirements under Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA, please note that under 
sections 7(a)(1) of the Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal 
agencies are required to utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of 
threatened and endangered species. Please contact NEFO if you would like more information.  
 
Candidate species that appear on the enclosed species list have no current protections under the 
ESA. The species’ occurrence on an official species list does not convey a requirement to 

https://www.fws.gov/species/northern-long-eared-bat-myotis-septentrionalis
mailto:newengland@fws.gov
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF
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▪

consider impacts to this species as you would a proposed, threatened, or endangered species. The 
ESA does not provide for interagency consultations on candidate species under section 7, 
however, the Service recommends that all project proponents incorporate measures into projects 
to benefit candidate species and their habitats wherever possible.  
 
Migratory Birds  
 
In addition to responsibilities to protect threatened and endangered species under the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA), there are additional responsibilities under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA) and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) to protect native birds from 
project-related impacts. Any activity, intentional or unintentional, resulting in take of migratory 
birds, including eagles, is prohibited unless otherwise permitted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)). For more information regarding these 
Acts see:  

https://www.fws.gov/program/migratory-bird-permit 
 
https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/bald-and-golden-eagle-management 
 
Please feel free to contact us at newengland@fws.gov with your Project Code in the subject 
line if you need more information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to federally 
proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical habitat.  
 
Attachment(s): Official Species List 

Attachment(s):

Official Species List

OFFICIAL SPECIES LIST
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the 
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether 
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed 
action".

This species list is provided by:

New England Ecological Services Field Office
70 Commercial Street, Suite 300
Concord, NH 03301-5094
(603) 223-2541

https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations.php
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PROJECT SUMMARY
Project Code: 2025-0064288
Project Name: Marcus Communication, LLC: Mitchell Drive, Manchester
Project Type: Co-location of Towers
Project Description: Marcus Communications, LLC is proposing to place an 80-foot tower 

extension to an existing 170-foot-tall self-support tower at 33 Mitchell 
Drive, Manchester, Connecticut. The extension is necessary for to 
accommodate emergency services equipment.

Project Location:
The approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https:// 
www.google.com/maps/@41.7974356,-72.51160400414201,14z

Counties: Hartford County, Connecticut

https://www.google.com/maps/@41.7974356,-72.51160400414201,14z
https://www.google.com/maps/@41.7974356,-72.51160400414201,14z


Project code: 2025-0064288 03/05/2025 17:18:23 UTC

   5 of 7

1.

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT SPECIES
There is a total of 2 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.

Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include 
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species 
list because a project could affect downstream species.

IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA 
Fisheries , as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the 
Department of Commerce.

See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially 
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office 
if you have questions.

NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an 
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of 
Commerce.

1

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/
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MAMMALS
NAME STATUS

Tricolored Bat Perimyotis subflavus
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/10515

Proposed 
Endangered

INSECTS
NAME STATUS

Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus
There is proposed critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical 
habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743

Proposed 
Threatened

CRITICAL HABITATS
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S 
JURISDICTION.

YOU ARE STILL REQUIRED TO DETERMINE IF YOUR PROJECT(S) MAY HAVE EFFECTS ON ALL 
ABOVE LISTED SPECIES.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/10515
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

New England Ecological Services Field Office
70 Commercial Street, Suite 300

Concord, NH 03301-5094
Phone: (603) 223-2541 Fax: (603) 223-0104

In Reply Refer To: 
Project code: 2025-0064288 
Project Name: Marcus Communication, LLC: Mitchell Drive, Manchester 
 
Federal Nexus: yes  
Federal Action Agency (if applicable): Federal Communications Commission  
 
Subject: Record of project representative’s no effect determination for 'Marcus 

Communication, LLC: Mitchell Drive, Manchester'
 
Dear Deborah Gustafson:

This letter records your determination using the Information for Planning and Consultation 
(IPaC) system provided to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) on March 05, 2025, for 
'Marcus Communication, LLC: Mitchell Drive, Manchester' (here forward, Project). This project 
has been assigned Project Code 2025-0064288 and all future correspondence should clearly 
reference this number. Please carefully review this letter.

Ensuring Accurate Determinations When Using IPaC

The Service developed the IPaC system and associated species’ determination keys in accordance 
with the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA; 87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et 
seq.) and based on a standing analysis. All information submitted by the Project proponent into 
IPaC must accurately represent the full scope and details of the Project.

Failure to accurately represent or implement the Project as detailed in IPaC or the Northern 
Long-eared Bat and Tricolored Bat Range-wide Determination Key (Dkey), invalidates this 
letter. Answers to certain questions in the DKey commit the project proponent to 
implementation of conservation measures that must be followed for the ESA determination to 
remain valid.

Determination for the Northern Long-Eared Bat and/or Tricolored Bat

Based upon your IPaC submission and a standing analysis, your project has reached the 
following effect determinations:

Species Listing Status Determination
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Tricolored Bat (Perimyotis subflavus) Proposed 
Endangered

No effect

 
Federal agencies must consult with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under section 7(a)(2) of the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) when an action may affect a listed species. Tricolored bat is 
proposed for listing as endangered under the ESA, but not yet listed. For actions that may affect a 
proposed species, agencies cannot consult, but they can confer under the authority of section 7(a) 
(4) of the ESA. Such conferences can follow the procedures for a consultation and be adopted as 
such if and when the proposed species is listed. Should the tricolored bat be listed, agencies must 
review projects that are not yet complete, or projects with ongoing effects within the tricolored 
bat range that previously received a NE or NLAA determination from the key to confirm that the 
determination is still accurate.

To make a no effect determination, the full scope of the proposed project implementation (action) 
should not have any effects (either positive or negative), to a federally listed species or 
designated critical habitat. Effects of the action are all consequences to listed species or critical 
habitat that are caused by the proposed action, including the consequences of other activities that 
are caused by the proposed action. A consequence is caused by the proposed action if it would 
not occur but for the proposed action and it is reasonably certain to occur. Effects of the action 
may occur later in time and may include consequences occurring outside the immediate area 
involved in the action. (See § 402.17).

Under Section 7 of the ESA, if a federal action agency makes a no effect determination, no 
consultation with the Service is required (ESA §7). If a proposed Federal action may affect a 
listed species or designated critical habitat, formal consultation is required except when the 
Service concurs, in writing, that a proposed action "is not likely to adversely affect" listed species 
or designated critical habitat [50 CFR §402.02, 50 CFR§402.13].

Other Species and Critical Habitat that May be Present in the Action Area

The IPaC-assisted determination key for the northern long-eared bat and tricolored bat does not 
apply to the following ESA-protected species and/or critical habitat that also may occur in your 
Action area:

Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus Proposed Threatened
 
You may coordinate with our Office to determine whether the Action may affect the animal 
species listed above and, if so, how they may be affected.

 
Next Steps

If there are no updates on listed species, no further consultation/coordination for this project is 
required with respect to the species covered by this key. However, the Service recommends that 
project proponents re-evaluate the Project in IPaC if: 1) the scope, timing, duration, or location 
of the Project changes (includes any project changes or amendments); 2) new information reveals 
the Project may impact (positively or negatively) federally listed species or designated critical 
habitat; or 3) a new species is listed, or critical habitat designated. If any of the above conditions 
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occurs, additional coordination with the Service should take place to ensure compliance with the 
Act.

If you have any questions regarding this letter or need further assistance, please contact the New 
England Ecological Services Field Office and reference Project Code 2025-0064288 associated 
with this Project.
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Action Description
You provided to IPaC the following name and description for the subject Action.

1. Name

Marcus Communication, LLC: Mitchell Drive, Manchester

2. Description

The following description was provided for the project 'Marcus Communication, LLC: Mitchell 
Drive, Manchester':

Marcus Communications, LLC is proposing to place an 80-foot tower extension 
to an existing 170-foot-tall self-support tower at 33 Mitchell Drive, Manchester, 
Connecticut. The extension is necessary for to accommodate emergency services 
equipment.

The approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https:// 
www.google.com/maps/@41.7974356,-72.51160400414201,14z

https://www.google.com/maps/@41.7974356,-72.51160400414201,14z
https://www.google.com/maps/@41.7974356,-72.51160400414201,14z
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1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

DETERMINATION KEY RESULT
Based on the information you provided, you have determined that the Proposed Action will have 
no effect on the species covered by this determination key. Therefore, no consultation with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service pursuant to Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) is required for those species.

QUALIFICATION INTERVIEW
Does the proposed project include, or is it reasonably certain to cause, intentional take of 
listed bats or any other listed species? 
 
Note: Intentional take is defined as take that is the intended result of a project. Intentional take could refer to 
research, direct species management, surveys, and/or studies that include intentional handling/encountering, 
harassment, collection, or capturing of any individual of a federally listed threatened, endangered or proposed 
species?

No
Is the action area wholly within Zone 2 of the year-round active area for northern long- 
eared bat and/or tricolored bat?
Automatically answered
No
Does the action area intersect Zone 1 of the year-round active area for northern long-eared 
bat and/or tricolored bat?
Automatically answered
No
Does any component of the action involve leasing, construction or operation of wind 
turbines? Answer 'yes' if the activities considered are conducted with the intention of 
gathering survey information to inform the leasing, construction, or operation of wind 
turbines. 
 
Note: For federal actions, answer ‘yes’ if the construction or operation of wind power facilities is either (1) part 
of the federal action or (2) would not occur but for a federal agency action (federal permit, funding, etc.).

No
Is the proposed action authorized, permitted, licensed, funded, or being carried out by a 
Federal agency in whole or in part?
Yes
Is the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), 
or Federal Transit Administration (FTA) funding or authorizing the proposed action, in 
whole or in part?
No
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7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Are you an employee of the federal action agency or have you been officially designated in 
writing by the agency as its designated non-federal representative for the purposes of 
Endangered Species Act Section 7 informal consultation per 50 CFR § 402.08? 
 
Note: This key may be used for federal actions and for non-federal actions to facilitate section 7 consultation and 
to help determine whether an incidental take permit may be needed, respectively. This question is for information 
purposes only.

No
Is the lead federal action agency the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) or Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC)? Is the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) or 
Federal Communications Commission (FCC) funding or authorizing the proposed action, 
in whole or in part?
Yes
[Semantic] Is the action area located within 0.5 miles of a known bat hibernaculum? 
 
Note: The map queried for this question contains proprietary information and cannot be displayed. If you need 
additional information, please contact your State wildlife agency.

Automatically answered
No
Does the action area contain any winter roosts or caves (or associated sinkholes, fissures, 
or other karst features), mines, rocky outcroppings, or tunnels that could provide habitat 
for hibernating bats?
No
Does the action area contain (1) talus or (2) anthropogenic or naturally formed rock 
shelters or crevices in rocky outcrops, rock faces or cliffs?
No
Will the action cause effects to a bridge? 
 
Note: Covered bridges should be considered as bridges in this question.

No
Will the action result in effects to a culvert or tunnel at any time of year?
No
Are trees present within 1000 feet of the action area? 
 
Note: If there are trees within the action area that are of a sufficient size to be potential roosts for bats answer 
"Yes". If unsure, additional information defining suitable summer habitat for the northern long-eared bat and 
tricolored bat can be found in Appendix A of the USFWS’ Range-wide Indiana Bat and Northern long-eared bat 
Survey Guidelines at: https://www.fws.gov/media/range-wide-indiana-bat-and-northern-long-eared-bat-survey- 
guidelines.

Yes

https://www.fws.gov/media/range-wide-indiana-bat-and-northern-long-eared-bat-survey-guidelines
https://www.fws.gov/media/range-wide-indiana-bat-and-northern-long-eared-bat-survey-guidelines
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Does the action include the intentional exclusion of bats from a building or structure? 
 
Note: Exclusion is conducted to deny bats’ entry or reentry into a building. To be effective and to avoid harming 
bats, it should be done according to established standards. If your action includes bat exclusion and you are 
unsure whether northern long-eared bats or tricolored bats are present, answer “Yes.” Answer “No” if there are no 
signs of bat use in the building/structure. If unsure, contact your local Ecological Services Field Office to help 
assess whether northern long-eared bats or tricolored bats may be present. Contact a Nuisance Wildlife Control 
Operator (NWCO) for help in how to exclude bats from a structure safely without causing harm to the bats (to 
find a NWCO certified in bat standards, search the Internet using the search term “National Wildlife Control 
Operators Association bats”). Also see the White-Nose Syndrome Response Team's guide for bat control in 
structures.

No
Does the action involve removal, modification, or maintenance of a human-made structure 
(barn, house, or other building) known or suspected to contain roosting bats?
No
Will the action cause construction of one or more new roads open to the public? 
 
For federal actions, answer ‘yes’ when the construction or operation of these facilities is 
either (1) part of the federal action or (2) would not occur but for an action taken by a 
federal agency (federal permit, funding, etc.).
No
Will the action include or cause any construction or other activity that is reasonably certain 
to increase average daily traffic permanently or temporarily on one or more existing roads? 
 
Note: For federal actions, answer ‘yes’ when the construction or operation of these facilities is either (1) part of 
the federal action or (2) would not occur but for an action taken by a federal agency (federal permit, funding, 
etc.). .

No
Will the action include or cause any construction or other activity that is reasonably certain 
to increase the number of travel lanes on an existing thoroughfare? 
 
For federal actions, answer ‘yes’ when the construction or operation of these facilities is 
either (1) part of the federal action or (2) would not occur but for an action taken by a 
federal agency (federal permit, funding, etc.).
No
Will the proposed Action involve the creation of a new water-borne contaminant source 
(e.g., leachate pond, pits containing chemicals that are not NSF/ANSI 60 compliant)? 
 
Note: For information regarding NSF/ANSI 60 please visit https://www.nsf.org/knowledge-library/nsf-ansi- 
standard-60-drinking-water-treatment-chemicals-health-effects

No

https://www.nsf.org/knowledge-library/nsf-ansi-standard-60-drinking-water-treatment-chemicals-health-effects
https://www.nsf.org/knowledge-library/nsf-ansi-standard-60-drinking-water-treatment-chemicals-health-effects
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21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

Will the proposed action involve the creation of a new point source discharge from a 
facility other than a water treatment plant or storm water system?
No
Will the action include drilling or blasting?
No
Will the action involve military training (e.g., smoke operations, obscurant operations, 
exploding munitions, artillery fire, range use, helicopter or fixed wing aircraft use)?
No
Will the proposed action involve the use of herbicides or other pesticides other than 
herbicides (e.g., fungicides, insecticides, or rodenticides)?
No
Will the action include or cause activities that are reasonably certain to cause chronic or 
intense nighttime noise (above current levels of ambient noise in the area) in suitable 
summer habitat for the northern long-eared bat or tricolored bat during the active season? 
 
Chronic noise is noise that is continuous or occurs repeatedly again and again for a long 
time. Sources of chronic or intense noise that could cause adverse effects to bats may 
include, but are not limited to: road traffic; trains; aircraft; industrial activities; gas 
compressor stations; loud music; crowds; oil and gas extraction; construction; and mining. 
 
Note: Additional information defining suitable summer habitat for the northern long-eared bat and tricolored bat 
can be found in Appendix A of the USFWS’ Range-wide Indiana Bat and Northern long-eared bat Survey 
Guidelines at: https://www.fws.gov/media/range-wide-indiana-bat-and-northern-long-eared-bat-survey- 
guidelines.

No
Does the action include, or is it reasonably certain to cause, the use of permanent or 
temporary artificial lighting within 1000 feet of suitable northern long-eared bat or 
tricolored bat roosting habitat? 
 
Note: Additional information defining suitable summer habitat for the northern long-eared bat and tricolored bat 
can be found in Appendix A of the USFWS’ Range-wide Indiana Bat and Northern long-eared bat Survey 
Guidelines at: https://www.fws.gov/media/range-wide-indiana-bat-and-northern-long-eared-bat-survey- 
guidelines.

No
Will the action include tree cutting or other means of knocking down or bringing down 
trees, tree topping, or tree trimming?
No

https://www.fws.gov/media/range-wide-indiana-bat-and-northern-long-eared-bat-survey-guidelines
https://www.fws.gov/media/range-wide-indiana-bat-and-northern-long-eared-bat-survey-guidelines
https://www.fws.gov/media/range-wide-indiana-bat-and-northern-long-eared-bat-survey-guidelines
https://www.fws.gov/media/range-wide-indiana-bat-and-northern-long-eared-bat-survey-guidelines
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28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Will the proposed action result in the use of prescribed fire?  
 
Note: If the prescribed fire action includes other activities than application of fire (e.g., tree cutting, fire line 
preparation) please consider impacts from those activities within the previous representative questions in the key. 
This set of questions only considers impacts from flame and smoke.

No
Does the action area intersect the tricolored bat species list area?
Automatically answered
Yes
[Semantic] Is the action area located within 0.25 miles of a culvert that is known to be 
occupied by northern long-eared or tricolored bats? 
 
Note: The map queried for this question contains proprietary information and cannot be displayed. If you need 
additional information, please contact your State wildlife agency.

Automatically answered
No
Has a presence/probable absence bat survey targeting the tricolored bat and following the 
Service’s Range-wide Indiana Bat and Northern Long-Eared Bat Survey Guidelines been 
conducted within the project area?
No
Is suitable summer habitat for the tricolored bat present within 1000 feet of project 
activities? 
(If unsure, answer ""Yes."") 
 
Note: If there are trees within the action area that may provide potential roosts for tricolored bats (e.g., clusters of 
leaves in live and dead deciduous trees, Spanish moss (Tillandsia usneoides), clusters of dead pine needles of 
large live pines) answer ""Yes."" For a complete definition of suitable summer habitat for the tricolored bat, 
please see Appendix A in the Service's Range-wide Indiana Bat and Northern long-eared Bat Survey Guidelines.

Yes
Do you have any documents that you want to include with this submission?
No

https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/range-wide-indiana-bat-and-northern-long-eared-bat-survey-guidelines
https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/range-wide-indiana-bat-and-northern-long-eared-bat-survey-guidelines
https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/range-wide-indiana-bat-and-northern-long-eared-bat-survey-guidelines
https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/range-wide-indiana-bat-and-northern-long-eared-bat-survey-guidelines
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 AVIAN RESOURCES EVALUATION 

 
ALL-POINTS TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION, P.C. 

567 VAUXHALL STREET EXTENSION ∙ SUITE 311 ∙ WATERFORD, CT 06385 ∙ PHONE 860-663-1697 
 

 

 
May 31, 2025 
 
 
Smartlink 
85 Rangeway Road Building 3, Suite 102 
North Billerica, MA 01852 
 
Re: Proposed Manchester Wireless Telecommunications Facility 
 33 Mitchell Drive, Manchester, Connecticut 
 APT Job No: CT415590 
 
All-Points Technology Corporation, P.C. (“APT”) understands that Smartlink proposes to construct an 
extension of an existing wireless telecommunications facility at 33 Mitchell Drive in Manchester, 
Connecticut (the “Subject Property”). The Subject Property consists of a ±4.49-acre commercially 
developed parcel. The area proposed for the facility, the “Site”, is located in the western portion of the 
Subject Property, which is comprised of a developed and disturbed area associated with the existing 
commercial development. Smartlink proposes to extend a 170-foot-tall self-supporting lattice tower by 
80 feet and install ground equipment within the southern portion of the existing gravel compound area 
which surrounded by a chain-link fence (“Facility”). Access will follow existing paved and gravel areas 
to the compound. 

The purpose of this evaluation is to document the proposed Facility’s proximity to avian resource areas 
and its compliance with recommended guidelines of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(“USFWS”)1 for minimizing the potential for telecommunications towers to impact bird species. It is not 
definitively understood why direct and indirect bird mortality occurs around towers, but evidence 
suggests that night‐migrating songbirds are either attracted to or disoriented by tower obstruction 
warning lighting systems, especially during overcast (i.e., low cloud ceiling), foggy, or other low visibility 
conditions. Additionally, birds moving across the landscape at night can collide with guy wires from 
lighted towers when they are placed in high bird movement areas. Tower height also appears to have 
a relationship to bird collisions with towers greater than 199 feet above ground level (“AGL”) that can 
intercept the average bird flight height resulting in greater potential for collisions. As noted in the USFWS 
guidelines, towers less than 200 feet AGL provide sufficient airspace between the top of the tower and 
average bird flight height, even in weather conditions with low cloud ceiling, thus significantly lessening 
the potential for bird collisions. The proposed Facility consists of an 80-foot extension to an existing 
170-foot-tall self-supporting lattice, the 250-foot-tall tower will remain unguyed, a design consideration 
that limit bird collisions. The FAA has determined that lighting of this Facility is required for aviation 
safety. In accordance with USFWS tower lighting recommendations to minimize bird collisions, flashing 
obstruction avoidance lights will be installed on the Facility. 

 
1 Migratory Bird Program U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service. (2021, March). Recommended Best Practices for Communication Tower 
Design, Siting, Construction, Operation, Maintenance, and Decommissioning. 
https://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/management/usfwscommtowerguidance.pdf 
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APT reviewed several publicly available sources of avian data for the State of Connecticut to provide the 
following information with respect to potential impacts on migratory birds associated with the proposed 
development. This evaluation did not include collection of field data at the Site or surveys for avian 
species. The desktop analysis and attached graphics identify avian resources and their proximities to 
the Subject Property as a means of evaluating the Site’s relationship to potential areas of bird 
concentrations. Information within a ±3-mile radius of the Subject Property is graphically depicted on 
the attached Avian Resources Map. Some of the avian data referenced herein are not located in proximity 
to the Subject Property and are therefore not visible on the referenced map due to its scale that focuses 
on the study area. However, in those cases, the distances separating the Subject Property from the 
resources are identified in the discussions below. 

Proximity to Important Bird Areas 

The National Audubon Society has identified 28 Important Bird Areas (“IBAs”) in Connecticut. IBAs are 
sites that provide essential habitat for breeding, wintering, and/or migrating birds. To achieve this 
designation, an IBA must support species of conservation concern, restricted-range species, species 
vulnerable due to concentration in one general habitat type or biome, or species vulnerable due to their 
occurrence at high densities as a result of their congregatory behavior2. The closest IBA to the host 
Property is the Meshomasic Forest Block located ±2.6 miles southeast of the proposed Facility. This 
resource is an area that covers lands in Hartford and Middlesex County, including Meshomasic State 
Forest and Gay City State Park. 

Due to its distance from the Subject Property, this IBA would not experience an adverse impact resulting 
from the proposed tower extension at this existing Facility. 

Supporting Migratory Bird Data 

The following analysis and attached graphics also identify several additional avian resources and their 
proximities to the Subject Property, as depicted on the attached Avian Resources and Waterfowl Focus 
Area maps. Although these data sources may not represent habitat indicative of important bird areas, 
they may indicate possible bird concentrations3 or migratory pathways. 

Critical Habitat 

Connecticut Critical Habitats depicts the classification and distribution of 25 rare and specialized wildlife 
habitats in the state as designated by the Connecticut Department of Energy & Environmental Protection 
(“DEEP”). It represents a compilation of ecological information collected by state agencies, conservation 
organizations, and individuals. Critical habitats range in size from areas less than one acre to areas that 
are tens of acres in extent. The Connecticut Critical Habitats information can serve to highlight 
ecologically significant areas and to target areas of species diversity for land conservation and protection, 
but may not necessarily be indicative of habitat for bird species. The nearest Critical Habitat to the 
proposed Facility is a palustrine floodplain forest area associated with Hockanum River and located ±2.4 

 
2 http://web4.audubon.org/bird/iba/iba_intro.html 
3 “bird concentrations” is related to the USFWS Revised Voluntary Guidelines for communication Tower Design, Siting, Construction, 
Operation, Retrofitting, and Decommissioning (September 27, 2013) analysis provided at the end of this document 
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miles to the southeast. Based on the distance separating this resource from the proposed Facility, no 
adverse impacts are anticipated. 

Avian Survey Routes and Points 
 

Breeding Bird Survey Route 

The North American Breeding Bird Survey is a cooperative effort between various agencies and 
volunteer groups to monitor the status and trends of North American bird populations.4 Routes are 
randomly located to sample habitats that are representative of an entire region and do not 
necessarily represent concentrations of avifauna or identification of critical avian habitats. Each 
year during the height of the avian breeding season (June for most of the United States) 
participants skilled in avian identification collect bird population data along roadside survey routes. 
Each survey route is ±24.5 miles long and contains 50 stops located at 0.5-mile intervals. At each 
stop, a three-minute count is conducted. During each count, every bird seen or heard within a 
0.25-mile radius is recorded. The resulting data is used by conservation managers, scientists, and 
the general public to estimate population trends and relative abundances and to assess bird 
conservation priorities. The nearest survey route to the Subject Property is the Willimantic Breeding 
Bird Survey Route (Route #18007) located ±4.2 miles to the northeast. This ±24-mile-long bird 
survey route begins in Chaplin and winds its way west through Mansfield and Coventry before 
terminating in Vernon. 

Since bird survey routes represent randomly selected data collection areas, they do not necessarily 
represent a potential restriction to development projects, including the proposed Facility. 

Hawk Watch Site 

The Hawk Migration Association of North America (“HMANA”) is a membership-based organization 
committed to the conservation of raptors through the scientific study, enjoyment, and appreciation 
of raptor migration. HMANA collects hawk count data from almost 200 affiliated raptor monitoring 
sites throughout the United States, Canada, and Mexico, identified as “Hawk Watch Sites.” In 
Connecticut, Hawk Watch Sites are typically situated on prominent hills and mountains that tend 
to concentrate migrating raptors. The nearest Hawk Watch Site, Beelzebub Street, is located in 
South Windsor, is ±1.2 miles to the northwest of the proposed Facility. 

Most hawks migrate during the day (diurnal) to take advantage of two theorized benefits: (1) 
diurnal migration allows for the use of updrafts or rising columns of air called thermals to gain lift 
without flapping thereby reducing energy loss; and, (2) day migrants can search for prey and 
forage as they migrate. 

Based on the distance separating the possible raptor migratory route from the proposed Facility, 
as well as hawk migration behavior occurring during the daytime under favorable weather 
conditions when thermals form, no adverse impacts are anticipated.  

 
4 Pardieck, K.L., Ziolkowski Jr., D.J., Lutmerding, M., Aponte, V.I., and Hudson, M-A.R., 2020, North American Breeding Bird Survey 
Dataset 1966 - 2019: U.S. Geological Survey data release, https://doi.org/10.5066/P9J6QUF6. 
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Bald Eagle Survey Route 

Bald Eagle Survey Routes consist of locations of midwinter bald eagle counts from 1986 to 2005 
with an update provided in 2008. This survey was initiated in 1979 by the National Wildlife 
Federation. This database includes information on statewide, regional, and national trends. Survey 
routes are included in the database only if they were surveyed consistently in at least four years 
and where at least four eagles were counted in a single year. The nearest Bald Eagle Survey Route 
is the Connecticut River Survey Route Number 1A located in the Town of East Windsor along the 
Connecticut River ±6.90 miles west of the Subject Property. 

Bald eagle migration patterns are complex, dependent on age of the individual, climate (particularly 
during the winter), and availability of food.5 Adult birds typically migrate alone and generally as 
needed when food becomes unavailable, although concentrations of migrants can occur at 
communal feeding and roost sites. Migration typically occurs during the middle of day as thermals 
provide opportunities to soar up with limited energetic expense; bald eagle migration altitudes are 
estimated to average 1,500-3,050 meters by ground observers, and multiple stopover points are 
utilized during migration.6  Four adults tracked by fixed-wing aircraft in Montana averaged 98 km/d 
during spring migration and migrated at 200-600 meters above ground (McClelland et al. 1996).7 

In addition, the USFWS’s National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines (May 2007) recommends a 
660-foot buffer to bald eagle nests if the activity will be visible from the nest with an additional 
management practice recommendation of retaining mature trees and old growth stands, 
particularly within 0.5 mile from water. No known bald eagle nests occur in the vicinity of the 
Subject Property. 

Therefore, no adverse impacts to migrating bald eagle are anticipated with development of the 
Facility. This conclusion is based on the distance from the existing tower to the known migratory 
corridor, eagle migration patterns during the daytime under favorable weather conditions when 
thermals form, and compliance with USFWS bald eagle management guidelines. 

Flyways 

The Subject Property is located in Hartford County, ±37.5 miles north of Long Island Sound. The 
Connecticut coast lies within the Atlantic Flyway, one of four generally recognized regional primary 
migratory bird flyways (Mississippi, Central, and Pacific being the others). This regional flyway is used 
by migratory birds travelling to and from summering and wintering grounds. The Atlantic Flyway is 
particularly important for many species of migratory waterfowl and shorebirds, and Connecticut’s coast 
serves as vital stopover habitat. Migratory land birds also stop along coastal habitats before making 
their way inland. Smaller inland migratory flyways (“secondary flyways) are often concentrated along 
major riparian areas as birds use these valuable stopover habitats to rest and refuel on their way further 
inland to their preferred breeding habitats. The Connecticut Migratory Bird Stopover Habitat Project 

 
5 Wright KR. Count trends for migratory Bald Eagles reveal differences between two populations at a spring site along the Lake Ontario 
shoreline. PeerJ. 2016 
6 Mojica, E. K., J. M. Meyers, B. A. Millsap, and K. L. Haley. 2008. Migration of Florida sub-adult bald eagles. Wilson Journal of Ornithology 
120:304–310. 
7 McClelland, B. R., P. T. McClelland, R. E. Yates, E. L. Caton, and M. E. McFadden. 1996. Fledging and migration of juvenile Bald Eagles 
from Glacier National Park, Montana. J. Raptor Res. 30:79-89. 

http://bna.birds.cornell.edu/bna/species/506/articles/species/506/biblio/bib207
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(Stokowski, 2002)8 identified potential flyways along the Housatonic, Naugatuck, Thames, and 
Connecticut Rivers. This study paralleled a similar earlier study conducted by the Silvio O. Conte National 
Fish & Wildlife Refuge (Neotropical Migrant Bird Stopover Habitat Survey9), which consisted of the 
collection of migratory bird data along the Connecticut River and the following major Connecticut River 
tributaries: Farmington, Hockanum, Scantic, Park, Mattabesset, Salmon, and Eight Mile Rivers. Of these 
potential flyways, the nearest to the Subject Property is the Connecticut River, located ±6.80 miles to 
the west. The Hockanum River riparian corridor, located ±1 mile west of the Subject Property, is not 
identified as a potential flyway but potentially forms a secondary flyway as birds disperse from the 
Connecticut River corridor during the spring migration. These major riparian corridors may provide 
secondary flyways as they likely offer more food and protection than more exposed upland sites, 
particularly during the spring migration10. 

Siting of tower structures within flyways can be a concern, particularly for tall towers and even more 
particularly for tall towers with guy wires and lighting.11 The majority of studies on bird mortality due to 
towers focuses on very tall towers (greater than 1,000 feet), illuminated with non-flashing lights, and 
guyed.12 These types of towers, particularly if sited in major migratory pathways, do result in significant 
bird mortality (Manville, 2005)13. More recent studies of short communication towers (less than 300 
feet) reveal that they rarely kill migratory birds14. Studies of mean flight altitude of migrating birds reveal 
flight altitudes of 410 meters (1,350 feet), with flight altitudes on nights with bad weather between 200 
and 300 meters AGL (656 to 984 feet)15. 

No adverse impacts to migrating bird species are anticipated with extension of the Facility, based on its 
design (unguyed), existing nature of the tower with no known bird strike interactions, as well as the 
distances separating the Subject Property from the potential Connecticut and Hockanum River flyways. 
The unguyed and flashing obstruction avoidance lights design of the proposed Facility would also 
mitigate the potential for migratory bird impacts should the Hockanum River be used as a secondary 
flyway. 

  

 
8 Stokowski, J.T. 2002. Migratory Bird Stopover Habitat Project Finishes First Year. Connecticut Wildlife, November/December 2002. P.4. 
9 The Silvio O. Conte National Fish & Wildlife Refuge Neotropical Migrant Bird Stopover Habitat Survey 
http://www.science.smith.edu/stopoverbirds/index.html 
10 The Silvio O. Conte National Fish & Wildlife Refuge Neotropical Migrant Bird Stopover Habitat Survey. 
http://www.science.smith.edu/stopoverbirds/Chapter5_Conclusions&Recommendations.html 
11 Manville, A.M. 2014. Status of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service developments with communication towers with a focus on migratory 
birds: Updates to Service staff involved with tower issues. Webinar Summary Talking Points. Pp. 14 
 Longcore, T., C. Rich, P. Mineau, B. MacDonald, D.G. Bert, L.M. Sullivan, E. Mutrie, S.A. Gauthreaux, M.L. Avery, R.L. Crawford, A.M. 
Manville, E.R. Travis, and D. Drake. 2012a. An estimate of avian mortality at communication towers in the United States and Canada. 
PLoS One 7(4): 1‐17. 
12 Poot, H., B.J. Ens, H. de Vries, M.A.H. Donners, M.R. Wernand, and J.M. Marquenie. 2008. Green light for nocturnally migrating birds. 
Ecology and Society 13(2): 47. 
13 Manville, A.M. II. 2005. Bird strikes and electrocutions at power lines, communications towers, and wind turbines: state of the art 
and state of the science - next steps toward mitigation.  Bird Conservation Implementation in the Americas: Proceedings 3rd International 
Partners in Flight Conference 2002. C.J. Ralph and T.D. Rich, editors. USDA Forest Service General Technical Report PSW-GTR-191. 
Pacific Southwest Research Station, Albany CA. pp. 1-51-1064. 
14 Kerlinger, P. 2000. Avian Mortality at Communication Towers: A Review of Recent Literature, Research, and Methodology. Prepared 
for U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Office of Migratory Bird Management. 
15 Mabee, T.J., B.A. Cooper, J.H. Plissner, D.P. Young. 2006. Nocturnal bird migration over an Appalachian ridge at a proposed wind 
power project. Wildlife Society Bulletin 34:682-690. 
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Waterfowl Focus Areas 

The Atlantic Coast Joint Venture (“ACJV”) is an affiliation of federal, state, regional and local partners 
working together to address bird conservation planning along the Atlantic Flyway. The ACJV has 
identified waterfowl focus areas recognizing the most important habitats for waterfowl along the Atlantic 
Flyway. Connecticut contains several of these waterfowl focus areas. The nearest waterfowl focus area 
to the Subject Property is the Connecticut River and Tidal Wetlands Complex area, located ±12.8 miles 
to the southwest.  Please refer to the attached Connecticut Waterfowl Focus Areas Map. Based on the 
distance of this waterfowl focus area to the Subject Property, no impact to migratory waterfowl would 
result from development of the proposed Facility. 

DEEP Migratory Waterfowl Data 

The DEEP created a Geographic Information System (“GIS”) data layer in 2019 identifying concentration 
areas of migratory waterfowl at specific locations in Connecticut. The intent of this data layer is to assist 
in the identification of migratory waterfowl resource areas in the event of an oil spill or other condition 
that might be a threat to waterfowl species. 

The nearest migratory waterfowl area, the Union Pond in Manchester, is located ±0.70 miles to the 
northwest of the Subject Property. The associated species is identified as Canada goose. Potential 
impacts to this migratory waterfowl area are mitigated by the Facility’s pre-existing nature and the fact 
that it would remain unlit and unguyed. 

DEEP Natural Diversity Data Base 

DEEP’s Natural Diversity Data Base (“NDDB”) program performs hundreds of environmental reviews 
each year to determine the impact of proposed development projects on state-listed species and to help 
landowners conserve the state’s biodiversity. State agencies are required to ensure that any activity 
authorized, funded or performed by a state agency does not threaten the continued existence of 
endangered or threatened species. Maps have been developed to serve as a pre-screening tool to help 
applicants determine if there is a potential impact to state-listed species. 

The NDDB maps represent approximate locations of endangered, threatened and special concern 
species, and significant natural communities in Connecticut. The locations of species and natural 
communities depicted on the maps are based on data collected by DEEP staff, scientists, conservation 
groups, and landowners. In some cases, an occurrence represents a location derived from literature, 
museum records, and/or specimens. These data are compiled and maintained in the NDDB, and maps 
are updated bi-annually. The general locations of species and communities are symbolized as shaded 
areas on the maps. Exact locations have been masked to protect sensitive species from collection and 
disturbance and to protect landowner’s rights whenever species occur on private property. 

According to the available NDDB maps, the proposed Project is not located within any shaded NDDB 
buffer areas. The nearest NDDB area is located ±0.70 miles northwest of the Site and therefore the 
proposed Facility is not anticipated to conflict with any listed rare species. 
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USFWS Communications Towers Compliance 

In 2021, the USFWS issued an update to the original voluntary guidelines for communication towers 
titled Recommended Best Practices for Communication Tower Design, Siting, Construction, Operation, 
Maintenance and Decommissioning16, which recommends the voluntary guidelines listed below. These 
voluntary guidelines are designed to assist tower companies in developing their communication systems 
in a way that minimizes the risk to migratory birds, and threatened and endangered species. APT offers 
the following responses to each of the USFWS recommendations, which are abridged from the original 
document. 

Siting and Construction of New Towers 
 
1. Contact with USFWS Office. Communicate project plans to nearest USFWS Field Office. 
 

The USFWS New England Field Office issued a memorandum on February 5, 2025 (valid until January 
31, 2026) that limits the need to consult with their office for new telecommunication facilities. The 
proposed Facility does not require submission of project plans per this memorandum, particularly 
since this is an extension to an existing facility. 

 
2. Collocation of the communications equipment on an existing communication tower or other structure 

(e.g., billboard, water and transmission tower, distribution pole, or building mounts). This 
recommendation is intended to reduce the number of towers across the landscape. 

 
The project will include an extension to an existing tower to satisfy RF coverage objectives which 
avoids the need to construct of a new tower. 

 
3. All new towers should be sited to minimize environmental impacts to the maximum extent 

practicable. 
 

a. Place new towers within existing "antenna farms" (i.e., clusters of towers) when possible. 
 
There are no existing “antenna farms” in the vicinity of the proposed tower site that would 
satisfy the RF coverage objectives of the Facility. However, this development will utilize an 
existing tower.  
 

b. Select already degraded areas for tower placement. 
 
The Facility will be located in an existing developed/degraded area which includes extension 
to an existing tower. 
 

  

 

16 Migratory Bird Program U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service. (2021, March). Recommended Best Practices for Communication Tower 
Design, Siting, Construction, Operation, Maintenance, and Decommissioning. 
https://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/management/usfwscommtowerguidance.pdf  
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c. Towers should not be sited in or near wetlands, other known bird concentration areas (e.g., 
state or federal refuges, staging areas, rookeries, and Important Bird Areas), or in known 
migratory bird movement routes, daily movement flyways, areas of breeding concentration, 
in habitat of threatened or endangered species, key habitats for Birds of Conservation 
Concern, or near the breeding areas (“leks”) of prairie grouse. 
 
The proposed Facility is associated within an existing telecommunications tower that is not 
within wetlands, known bird concentration area, migratory or daily movement flyways, nor 
would it result in fragmentation of a core forest habitat that could potentially provide habitat 
for Birds of Conservation Concern.  
 
According to the DEEP NDDB mapping, there are no known extant populations of State or 
Federal Threatened or Endangered Avian Species or State Special Concern Avian Species at 
or immediately proximate to the Subject Property. 
 

d. Towers should avoid ridgelines, coastal areas, wetlands or other known bird concentration 
areas. 
 
The Facility is not sited on a ridgeline and is not located within coastal areas, wetlands or 
other known bird concentration areas. 
 

e. Towers and associated facilities should be designed, sited, and constructed so as to avoid 
or minimize habitat loss within and adjacent to the tower "footprint". In addition, several 
shorter, un‐guyed towers may be preferable to one, tall guyed, lit tower. 
 
The proposed modifications would stay within the footprint of the existing 
telecommunications facility compound and therefore not impact any habitat. 
 
The proposed 250-foot-tall lattice tower is self-supporting (no guys). 

 
4. During construction, the following considerations can reduce the risk of take of birds: 
 

a. Schedule all vegetation removal and maintenance (e.g., general landscaping activities, 
trimming, grubbing) activities outside of the peak bird breeding season to reduce the risk of 
bird take. 
 
No tree or vegetation clearing is required for this project, as all proposed work is within the 
existing fenced compound surrounding the existing tower. 
 

b. When vegetation removal activities cannot avoid the bird breeding season, conduct nest 
clearance surveys. 
 
Not applicable. No tree or vegetation clearing is required for this collocation project. 
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c. Prevent the introduction of invasive plants during construction to minimize vegetation 
community degradation by: Use only native and local (when possible) seed stock for all 
temporary and permanent vegetation establishment; and ii. Use vehicle wash stations prior 
to entering sensitive habitat areas to prevent accidental introduction of non‐native plants. 
 
No soil disturbance outside of the existing fenced compound is proposed. Therefore, there 
is little risk of introduction of invasive plants associated with this collocation project. 

 
5. Tower design should consider the following attributes: 

 
a. Tower Height. It is recommended that new towers should be not more than 199 ft. above 

ground level (AGL). 
 
The proposed project does not involve construction of a new tower but an extension of the 
existing tower to 250 feet. The tower will remain self-supported and un-guyed. 
 

b. Guy Wires. We recommend using free standing towers such as lattice towers or monopole 
structures. 
 
The Facility satisfies this recommendation with a self-supporting lattice structure. 
 

c. Lighting System. Lights are a primary source of bird aggregation around towers, thus 
minimizing all light is recommended. No tower lighting is the preferred option if Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations and lighting standards (FAA 2015, 2020, Patterson 
2012) permit. 
 
A FAA aeronautical study (2025-ANE-935-OE, dated May 14, 2025) requires the Facility be 
marked/lighted in accordance with FAA Advisory circular 70/7460-1 M Change 1, Obstruction 
Marking and Lighting, dated October 29, 2024, requiring dual set of medium intensity 
red/white LED beacons on two sides at the apex of the tower. The tower lighting system will 
consist of flashing lights which will minimize bird collisions, preferred over steady beam 
lighting which can attract birds at night. 
 

Operation and Maintenance of All Towers 
 
1. Existing Tower Lighting. We recommend that towers be unlit, when allowed by FAA regulations. 

 
The FAA requires tower lighting for the proposed Facility. Flashing lights will be used to minimized 
bird collisions per the USFWS recommendations on tower lighting. 
 

2. Infrastructure Lighting. We recommend that existing infrastructure be unlit, when allowed by FAA 
regulations. If associated buildings require security or operational lighting, minimize light trespass 
using motion sensors and down‐shielding with minimum intensity light. 
 
Equipment within the compound requires security lighting, which will be set on motion sensors, 
down-shielded and minimum intensity lighting. Building and parking lot lighting already exists on 
the Subject Property associated with the existing commercial operation. 
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3. Vegetation Management. Schedule all vegetation removal and maintenance (e.g., general 
landscaping activities, trimming, grubbing, etc.) activities outside of the peak bird breeding season 
to reduce the risk of bird take. When vegetation removal activities cannot avoid the bird breeding 
season, conduct nest clearance surveys. 
 
Once the Facility is constructed, minimal vegetation maintenance is anticipated and would only occur 
immediately adjacent to the tower compound and access road, both areas of which would support 
limited bird nesting habitat. Therefore, restricting this minimal vegetation maintenance work to 
outside the peak bird breeding season, or the need to perform nest surveys, is not considered 
necessary. 
 

4. Birds Nesting on Towers. If birds are nesting on communication towers that require maintenance 
activities, contact the state natural resource protection agency and/or the USFWS for permits, 
recommendations, and requirements. 
 
Following construction of the Facility, if tower maintenance activities encounter bird nests, DEEP 
Wildlife Division and USFWS will be contacted. 
 

5. Tower Access. Representatives from the USFWS or researchers should be allowed access to the site 
to evaluate bird use, conduct dead‐bird searches, and conduct other research, as necessary. 
 
Smartlink agrees upon advance notice from USFWS, to allow agency representatives access to the 
Facility. 

 
Summary and Conclusions 

Based on the results of this desktop evaluation, no likely adverse impact to migratory bird species would 
result from the proposed Facility. The Facility is not proximate to an IBA and would comply with the 
USFWS tower design, tower lighting, siting, construction, operation, and maintenance recommended 
best practices for minimizing the potential impacts to bird species. 

 
Sincerely, 
All-Points Technology Corporation, P.C. 
 
 
Dean Gustafson 
Senior Biologist 
 
Enclosures



 

 

Figures 
 

 
 Avian Resources Map 
 Connecticut Waterfowl Focus Areas Map 



° ° ° ° °

° ° ° ° °

° ° ° ° °

° ° ° ° °

° ° ° ° °

° ° ° ° °

° ° ° ° °

° °

° °

° ° ° °

° ° ° °

° ° ° °

° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °

° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °

° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °

° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °

° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °

° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °

° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °

° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °

° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °

° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °

° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °

° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °

° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °

° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °

° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °

° °

° °

[b

"S"S

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E E

E

E

E

Tankerhoosen
Wildlife

Management Area

¬«83

¬«194

¬«85

¬«31

¬«30

¬«74

¬«502

¬«534

Hop River State
Park Trail

£¤44

£¤6

£¤44A

£¤5

£¤44

£¤6

§̈¦84

§̈¦291

§̈¦384

Avery Brook
Flood Control Sites 1
and 2

Bolton Lake
Water Access

Manchester Reservoir
Property

Bolton
Lake

Lower

Indian
Notch Park

Bolton Lake Lower
Boat Launch

Bolton
Town Green

John and Frederica
Johnson Memorial Camp

Bolton Notch
State Park

Scenic Reserve
Notch Pond Rear

Rose Farm

Dwyer
Park

Hop River
State Park

Wickham Park

Union Pond

Vietnam Memorial
Park

Clarence J. Jeffords
Memorial Park

Oak Grove
Nature
Center

Unknown

Case
Mountain

Laurel Lake
Attawanhood

Park

Manchester
Golf Course

Charter
Oak Park

Great Cheney
Lawn

Center Springs
Park

Mount
Nebo Park

Connecticut
Valley Girl

Scout Camp

East Hartford Cross
Country Ski and Jogging

Trail

Nicholas
Foran Park

Governor
William

Pitkin Park

Sand
Hill/Nevers

Park Timber Knoll
Open Space

East Windsor
Hill Lot

Spring Road
Veterans

Memorial Park

Town Hall
and Library

Farm Brook
Homeowners
Association

Cutler Ridge
Association

Major Michael
Donnelly
Preserve

High Farms

Chase Orchards
Association

Beechwood
Farms Open

Space

Windshire
Abbe Open

Space

Strong Road
Parcel

Spring Pond
Veterans

Memorial Park

Stonefield
Open
Space

Priest
Farm

Avery Brook
Flood Control
Sites 1 and 2

Rainbow Hills
Open Space

Highgate
Estate

Stoughton Pasture Lot Green Ridge

Bolton Lake Water Access

Belding
Wildlife

Area

Valley
Falls
Park

Tankerhoosen
Lakes Hop River

State
Park Trail

Bolton Lake

Rockville Fish
and Game Club

Bolton
Ponds

Rockville Fish
and Game
Club, Inc.

Meshomasic State
Forest Block

Bolton
Lake

Bolton Notch Pond

Hop River
State Park

V E R N O NV E R N O N

S O U T H  W I N D S O RS O U T H  W I N D S O R

M A N C H E S T E RM A N C H E S T E R

B O L T O NB O L T O N
E A S T  H A R T F O R DE A S T  H A R T F O R D

G L A S T O N B U R YG L A S T O N B U R Y

Beelzebub
Street

CA
Goose

Blackduck /
Mallard / Gw
Teal / Woodduck

Mallard

WILLIMANTIC

80
070

0

55
050

0

60
045
040
0

850
80070

0

550
500

450

80
0750

700650

400
350

300

750700

700 650

500
450

400

350

300

25
0

30
0250

350
300

85
0

80
0

75
0

75070
0

70
0

60
0

60055
0

500 45
0

50045
0

250

200

25
0

20
0

150
10

0

65
0

600

600
550

350

300

250

20
0

75
0

65
0

650

600

150

550

350

750

75
0

65
0

700

550

450

150

100

80
0

80
0

80
0

750

75
0

750

750

750

650

700

650

65
0

650

650

65
0

65
0

65
0

600

60
0

550

550

550

50
0

50
0

350

350

350

400

300

300

350

300

300

35
0

350

350

350

35
0

350

350

35
0

250

250

30
0

300

300

300

300

250

25
0

250

250

250

250

250

150

200

20
0

20
0

20
0

200

100

100

150

150

150

150

150

150

100

150

150

100

150

150

150

150

50

50

50

100

700

500

350

150

150
150

100

100

100

100

WLVH-AM
(Manchester)

Birch Mountain
764.24' AMSL

Box Hill
826.56' AMSL

Green Hill
508.4' AMSL

Laurel Park Hill
268.96' AMSL

Sunset Ridge
203.36' AMSL

Tudor Hill
131.2' AMSL

Whites Hill
757.68' AMSL

Academy Hill
265.68'
AMSL

East Hartford Cross Country
Ski and Jogging Trails

104.96' AMSL

Wickham Hill
104.96' AMSL

Averys Brook

Bigelow Brook

Birch
Mountain

Brook

Bolton Lakes

Bolton
Notch Pond

Brickyard
Pond

Buckland Pond

Case Pond

Clarks Brook

Dobsonville
Pond

Farm
Brook

Folly Brook

Folly Pond

Gages Brook

Globe Hollow
Reservoir

Goulds Pond

Hilliards
Pond

Howard
Reservoir

Keeney
Street Pond

Laurel Lake

Lydall Brook

Miller Pond

Ogden Brook

Plum Gulley
Brook

Porter
Reservoir

Railroad
Brook

Risley
Reservoir

South Fork
Hockanum River

Sperry Pond

Tankerhoosen
Lake

Tankerhoosen
River

Union Pond

Walker
Reservoir

East
Walker

Reservoir
West

Wetherell
Pond

Whaples Brook

Wickham
Reservoir

Wilson Brook

Vintons
Millpond

Red Gates
Pond

Laurel
Lake Dam

Lydall Pond
Number 1 Dam

Lower Bolton
Lake Dam

Case Pond
Upper Dam

Aldon Mill
Pond Dam

Podunk
Pond
Dam

Upper Bolton
Lake Dam

Memorial Hospital

Copyright:(c) 2014 Esri, Sources: Esri, USGS, NOAA, Sources: Esri, Garmin, USGS, NPS

C:
\U

se
rs\

mk
op

e\A
PT

 G
IS

 D
ro

pb
ox

\A
PT

 G
IS 

Te
am

 Fo
lde

r\P
roj

ec
ts\

Sm
art

lin
k\M

an
ch

es
ter

_C
T_

59
0\m

xd
\M

an
ch

es
ter

 _A
via

n R
es

ou
rce

s.m
xd

Avian Resources Map

0.5 0 0.50.25
Miles

4

Proposed Wireless
Telecommunications Facility

Manchester
33 Mitchell Drive

Manchester, Connecticut
Legend
"S Proposed Facility

!!Z Bald Eagle Site*

[b Hawk Watch Site

&- Important Bird Site*
Important Bird Area
Bald Eagle Survey Route*
Breeding Bird Survey Route
Natural Diversity Database (CTDEEP, 12/2024)
Critical Habitat (CTDEEP, 10/2019)

° ° °

° ° °Migratory Waterfowl (CTDEEP, 2019)
Protected Open Space (CTDEEP, 2011)
Federal Open Space (CTDEEP, 2004)*

CT DEP Property (CT DEEP, 12/2010)
State Forest*
State Park
DEP Owned Waterbody
State Park Scenic Reserve
Historic Preserve*
Natural Area Preserve*
Fish Hatchery*
Flood Control
State Park Trail
Water Access
Wildlife Area
Wildlife Sanctuary*
Other
Open Water
Town Boundary

*None within mapped extents
Avian Source Information:
Bald Eagle Sites: U.S. Geological Survey, National Biological Information 
Infrastr, 2008, Midwinter Bald Eagle Counts, 1986-2005 (update 2008).
Hawk Watch Sites: Hawk Migration Association of North America
(HMANA), Hawk Count website: http://hawkcount.org/
sitesel.php?country=USA&stateprov=Connecticut
Migratory Waterfowl: CTDEEP GIS, 2019
Important Bird Sites/Areas: National Audubon Society, 
Audbon Connecticut
http://ct.audubon.org/BirdSci_IBAs.html  
Breeding Bird Survey Routes: Patuxent Wildlife Research Center 
of the U.S. Geological Survey and the Canadian Wildlife Service's
National Wildlife Research Centre 
http://www.nationalatlas.gov/mld/bbsrtsl.html
Base Map Source: ESRI Shaded Relief
Map Date: February 2025

Proposed Wireless 
Telecommunications Facility
Lat: 41 47 50.21
Long: 72 30 42.96
+/- 229' AMSL



""S""S

Upper Thames River
Planning Area

+/- 12.8 Miles to 
Connecticut River and 

Tidal Wetlands Complex

Connecticut River and
Tidal Wetlands Complex

Focus Area

Lower Thames
River System

New Haven Harbor
Focus Area

Fishers Island
Sound Complex

Focus Area

Lower Housatonic
River - Great Meadows

Focus Area

Greater Hammonasset
Complex

Norwalk Islands
Focus Area

Fairfield
County

Hartford
CountyLitchfield

County

Middlesex
County

New Haven
County

New London
County

Tolland
County Windham

County
Facility

Location

Waterfowl Data Source: Atlantic Coast Joint Venture Partnership
Map Date: February 2025

Legend
""S Proposed Facility

Waterfowl Planning Area
Upper Thames River 

Waterfowl Focus Areas
Connecticut River and Tidal Wetlands Complex
Fishers Island Sound Complex

Greater Hammonasset Complex
Lower Housatonic River - Great Meadows
Lower Thames River System
New Haven Harbor
Norwalk Islands

10 0 105
Miles5

Proposed Wireless
Telecommunications Facility

Manchester
33 Mitchell Drive

Manchester, Connecticut

Connecticut Waterfowl 
Focus Areas Map

C:\Users\mkope\APT GIS Dropbox\APT GIS Team Folder\Projects\Smartlink\Manchester_CT_590\mxd\Manchester _ Waterfowl Focus Areas Map.mxd


	Petition No. 1692 - Responses to CSC Interrogatories 1-8-26 4918-8509-6070 v.1
	Attachment 1
	Attachment 1 _ FAA Determination 4911-8515-0854 v.2
	DNE_Letter
	Frequency Data
	Map

	Attachment 2
	Attachment 2 _ USFWS NDDB Report 4910-6016-1926 v.2
	April 7, 2025
	Species List_ New England Ecological Services Field Office.pdf
	United States Department of the Interior
	FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

	Official Species List
	Project summary
	Endangered Species Act species
	Mammals
	Insects

	Critical habitats


	20250305 NE TA TRI_CLR_BAT_RW.pdf
	United States Department of the Interior
	FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

	Determination key result
	Qualification interview



	Attachment 3
	Attachment 3 _ Avian Assessment 4908-5942-5158 v.2
	May 31, 2025




