DOCKET NO. 184 - An application by Litchfield Acquisition Corporation d/b/a AT&T Wireless Services for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need for construction, maintenance, and operation of a telecommunications tower and associated equipment located at 670 Town Hill Road, or approximately 700 feet southeast from the intersection of Routes 219 and 202 on South End Fire District property, New Hartford, Connecticut.�
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On November 18, 1997, Litchfield Acquisition Corporation d/b/a AT&T Wireless Services (AT&T) applied to the Connecticut Siting Council (Council) for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need (Certificate) to construct, operate, and maintain a cellular telecommunications tower, building, and associated equipment in the Town of New Hartford, Connecticut.  Subsequently, Springwich Cellular Limited Partnership (SCLP) and Nextel Communications of the Mid-Atlantic, Inc. (Nextel) intervened in the proceeding and expressed a willingness to share the proposed prime or alternate telecommunications facilities.





The public need for cellular telephone facilities has been determined by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) which has declared a general public need for wireless service, established a market structure for system development, and developed technical standards that have restricted the design of facilities. These pre-emptive determinations by the FCC have resulted in a system of numerous cellular telecommunications facilities in nearly all areas of the country.  Connecticut State law directs the Council to balance the need for development of proposed cellular telecommunications facilities with the need to protect the environment, including public health and safety.





The purpose of the proposed facility is to expand and improve existing cellular and wireless telecommunications services in the New Hartford area, particularly along portions of U.S. Route 202, a major highway in Litchfield County.  In addition, the proposed facility would expand and improve service to portions of State 219.





To accomodate tower sharing at the request of the Council, AT&T proposed a prime site that would consist of a 30-foot by 30-foot fenced compound, a two-story equipment building, underground utilities, and a 100-foot monopole.  The alternate site would consist of a 50-foot by 50-foot fenced compound, single story equipment buildings, underground utilities, and a 90- or 113-foot monopole tower.  





The proposed prime site is on a 85.8 acre parcel located at 670 Town Hill Road (a.k.a. State Route 219). This property is wooded and undeveloped with tree heights upwards to 65 feet and with slopes ranging between six to nine percent.  Vehicular access to the proposed prime site would be east off Town Hill Road.  Approximately 120 cubic yards of cut and fill would be required to construct the access road and site.  The proposed prime site is zoned Residential (R-80).  The nearest home abutting the lessor’s property would be about 925 feet southwest of the proposed prime tower.  Camp Trinita would be located about 500 feet west across Town Hill Road from the proposed prime tower.





The proposed alternate site is on a 2.4-acre parcel owned by the Town of New Hartford’s South End Fire District.  The alternate site is located 105 feet east of Antolini Road adjacent to the parking lot of the firehouse and 325 feet north of the Ann Antolini Elementary School.  The proposed alternate site is situated on an edge of a cleared area bordered by trees with heights upwards to 85 feet and has a slope of seven percent.  Although the South End Fire District property and adjacent properties are zoned Residential (R-80), the Town has developed their properties for public use with the firehouse, salt storage area, and the elementary school.  The nearest homes are located 875 feet from the proposed alternate site.  Other land uses adjacent to the alternate site include the Route 202 and 219 intersection, and Town open space east and south of the elementary school. Adjacent to the proposed alternate site is an existing 60-foot lattice tower owned by the South End Fire District which would be removed if this site were approved.  U.S. Route 202, that is located directly north of the proposed alternate site, is designated a Scenic Road by the State.





At the proposed prime site, inland wetlands and intermittent watercourses have been delineated on the lessor’s property in the vicinity of the proposed site.  No inland wetlands or watercourses exist at the proposed alternate site. There are no known or existing populations of federal or State endangered, threatened, or special concern species occurring on either site.





The Council has carefully analyzed and considered propagation coverage from all carriers, environmental effects, use of existing structures, and tower sharing to provide the best coverage with the least effects on the public.  Because the proposed tower in New Hartford is part of an integrated cellular system and would be handing-off traffic with adjacent cell sites including a facility proposed in Barkhamsted, we have considered this decision in conjunction with the proposed facility in Barkhamsted.  Our intent is to balance the development of high quality wireless telecommunications infrastructure on a regional basis with provisions to protect the community and environment from the development of unnecessary or inadequate facilities.





The Council only approves the construction of a new tower if: no other alternative to share an existing tower or structure exists; the Council finds a technical need for a new tower at a particular site based on a detailed analysis of propagation, capacity, signal strength, and facility sharing; and the need for the facility outweighs the environmental effects of the facility after a detailed analysis of the effects on scenic resources, land use, ecological resources, and human health through worst-case modeling of radio frequency power density consistent with federal guidelines.  This practice is supported by federal law and State law and policy.





Of the two proposed sites, the alternate site would have the least effect on environmental resources.  No inland wetlands or watercourses are in proximity of the proposed alternate site and fewer trees would need to be removed, and minimal grading would be necessary to construct the proposed alternate site. Although both the proposed prime and alternate sites are located on watershed land classified by the Department of Environmental Protection as “AA”, these potential impacts can be mitigated with provisions for the prevention and containment of spills and/or other discharge into surface water and groundwater bodies within a development and management plan.





When issuing a Certificate for a telecommunications facility, the Council may impose such reasonable conditions as it deems necessary to promote shared use of such facilities and avoid the unnecessary proliferation of towers in the State as mandated by General Statutes ( 16-50p.  Because the proposed prime site is more remote than the proposed alternate site, it does not offer the same opportunities for tower sharing by public safety organizations or the removal of an existing 60-foot tower.  To accommodate this sharing, AT&T has proposed to increase the proposed alternate tower from 90 feet to 113 to minimize interference between each carriers’ antennas.  The proposed alternate site tower is the only facility that would improve the coverage for and be shared by the South End Fire District.  Consequently, this facility would better fulfill the State’s tower sharing policy to avoid the unnecessary proliferation of towers.  In addition, the proposed alternate tower would replace an existing 60-foot lattice tower to achieve a zero net gain of tower structures.  





We are concerned about the effect of the proposed alternate tower on the adjacent scenic road; however, the proposed tower would not substantially affect the scenic quality at this location and does not justify dismissal of this site.  We further believe that development of the proposed alternate tower adjacent to the existing firehouse and the Town’s salt storage area would be consistent with existing land uses.  In addition, the Town supports the proposed alternate site.





Electromagnetic radio frequency power density levels are a concern of the Council.  However, the radio frequency power densities at the base of the proposed alternate site tower would be below federal and State standards for the frequencies used by the wireless companies.  If federal or State standards change, we will require that this tower be brought into compliance with such standards.  Furthermore, because of its proximity to the Ann Antolini Elementary School, we shall order that the applicant remodel worst-case radio frequency power density levels after all carriers have confirmed antenna locations, antenna type and gain, transmitter power, and channels to be operated.





Based on the record in this proceeding, we find that the effects associated with the construction, operation, and maintenance of the telecommunications facility at the proposed alternate site, including effects on the natural environment; ecological integrity and balance; public health and safety; scenic, historic, and recreational values; forests and parks; air and water purity; and fish and wildlife are not disproportionate either alone or cumulatively with other effects when compared to need, are not in conflict with policies of the State concerning such effects, and are not sufficient reason to deny this application.  Therefore, we will issue a Certificate for the construction, operation, and maintenance of a telecommunications facility at the proposed alternate site located at 20 Antolini Road, New Hartford, Connecticut.  The Council denies certification of the prime site.





Our decision will be conditioned upon the Certificate Holder submitting a Development and Management Plan for approval by the Council prior to commencement of any construction at the facility site.
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