DOCKET NO. 185 - 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 70 Herb Road, Sharon, Connecticut.�}
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Findings of Fact



Introduction



Litchfield Acquisition Corporation d/b/a AT&T Wireless Services (AT&T), in accordance with provisions of General Statutes §§ 16-50g through 16-50aa, applied to the Connecticut Siting Council (Council) on November 25, 1997, for the construction, operation, and maintenance of a cellular telecommunications facility and associated equipment at 70 Herb Road (prime site) or 44 Morey Road (alternate site) in the Town of Sharon, Connecticut.  Parties in this proceeding are the applicant and the Town of Sharon.  Springwich Cellular Limited Partnership (SCLP) and Nextel Communications of the Mid-Atlantic, Inc. (Nextel) are intervenors.  Mary I. Whitehead, Laurance and Carol Rand, Fred and Judith Schwerin, Toni Tucker, Jose( and Grace Noyes, and Melvin Elliott, referred to as “Members of the Sharon Community” (MSC), represented by Raymond Devlin, are also intervenors.  (AT&T 1, pp. 3; Transcript, March 5, 1998, 3:00 p.m.(Tr 1), pp. 5, 7, 8, 12; Transcript, March 5, 1998, 7:00 p.m.(Tr 1.1), pp. 5, 6)



Public notice of the application, as required by General Statutes § 16-50l (b) was published in the News-Times (Danbury) on November 12 and November 13, 1997, and the Litchfield County Times on November 7 and November 14, 1997.  The public notice erroneously described the tower at the proposed prime site as being 100 feet in height.  AT&T additionally published a revised public notice on April 27 and April 28, 1998, in the Register Citizen, the News-Times (Danbury), and The Hartford Courant; and on April 23 and April 30, 1998, in the Litchfield County Times.  (AT&T 1, p. 6; AT&T 7; AT&T 19, Attach. A, C)



The Council and its staff made an inspection of the proposed prime site on March 5, 1998.  During the field inspection, the applicant flew a balloon at the proposed tower site to simulate the height of the proposed tower.  (Council Hearing Notice of December 15, 1997; AT&T 1, p. 42; Tr 1, pp. 95, 96)



Pursuant to General Statutes § 16-50m, the Council, after giving due notice thereof, held a public hearing on March 5, 1998, beginning at 3:00 p.m., and reconvening at 7:00 p.m. in the Chapin Meeting Hall, 63 Main Street, Sharon, Connecticut.  The hearing was continued to May 11, 1998, at 10:00 a.m. (Tr 2), May 20, 1998, at 10:30 a.m. (Tr 3), June 1, 1998, at 10:00 a.m. (Tr 4), October 1, 1998, at 1:30 p.m. (Tr 5), and on October 8, 1998, at 2:30 p.m. (Tr 6) at the office of the Council, Ten Franklin Square, New Britain, Connecticut.  (Council Hearing Notice of December 15, 1997, February 5, 1998, March 24, 1998, and September 1, 1998; Tr 1, p. 3; Tr 1.1, p. 4; Tr 2, p. 3; Tr 3, p. 3; Tr 4, p. 3; Tr 5, p. 3; Tr 6, p. 3)



On March 5, 1998, the Council requested that the applicant and intervenors submit briefs regarding whether the applicant’s notice was defective.  On May 11, 1998, the Council ruled that the proceeding would continue because the Council’s hearing notice was proper, the applicant published a corrected notice prior to the May 11, 1998, hearing, and there had been no showing of prejudice to any party, intervenor, or member of the public as a result of the original erroneous notice.  (Tr 1, p. 7; Tr 2, pp. 6-8)



AT&T had proposed, as an alternate, a 100-foot self-supporting monopole tower and associated equipment within a 30-foot by 30-foot leased area, located at 44 Morey Road, in Sharon, Connecticut.  On March 5, 1998, the proposed alternate site at 44 Morey Road was removed from consideration, by the applicant.  (AT&T 1, pp. 3, 8, 13, Attach. 9A; Tr 1, p. 16)



Need



In 1996, the United States Congress recognized a nationwide need for high quality wireless telecommunications services, including cellular telephone service.  Through the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996, Congress seeks to promote competition, encourage technical innovation, and foster lower prices for wireless telecommunications services.  (Telecommunications Act of 1996)



AT&T is licensed by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) as the “A-Band” provider of cellular service within Litchfield County.  (AT&T 1, pp. 4, 36; Tr 2, p. 116)



AT&T’s primary need for this facility is to provide cellular service to Route 7 and areas of the Towns of Sharon and Cornwall, which are currently not served by an adequate signal.  The proposed facility would also improve hand-off capability between AT&T’s existing sites in Kent and Cornwall (Mohawk Mountain).  (AT&T 1, pp. 15, 16; Tr 2, pp. 24, 42, 43; Tr 3, p. 121, Tr 4, p. 18)



Audio quality and service along Route 7, for AT&T’s cellular customers, is poor due to interference, static, and dropped calls.  (AT&T 26; Tr 4, pp. 18-23, 31-34)



SCLP is licensed by the FCC as the “B-Band” provider of cellular service within the State.  (SCLP, Request to Intervene, dated December 16, 1997, AT&T 1, p. 36; Tr 2, p. 117)



SCLP currently has little or no coverage between their Mohawk Mountain and Kent cell sites.  SCLP proposes to co-locate on the proposed tower, which would provide SCLP’s customers additional and improved coverage along Route 7.  (SCLP 1, Question 2, p. 1; SCLP 1, Question 4, pp. 2-4)



Nextel is licensed by the FCC to provide wide area digital enhanced specialized mobile radio services (ESMR) in the State of Connecticut.  (Request to Intervene, dated January 7, 1998; Tr 2, p. 151)



Nextel currently has no coverage along Route 7, or in areas of the Towns of Sharon, Kent, and Cornwall.  Nextel proposes to co-locate on the proposed tower to serve Route 7 and the surrounding area.  (Nextel 1, Question 1B, p. 2; Nextel 6; Tr 2, pp. 135, 136; Tr 4, p. 92)



The site would be shared with other telecommunications providers including SCLP and Nextel, and would provide coverage for other cellular carriers which have roamer agreements with AT&T.  These roamer agreements allow cellular subscribers to continue to communicate as they travel in and out of various cellular carrier territories.  (AT&T 1, p.17; SCLP 1, p. 1; Nextel 1, p. 1, Tr 2, pp. 112, 115, 116 )



AT&T plans to allow, without charge, any local authority or emergency response system to place communications equipment on the proposed monopole.  (AT&T 1, p. 16; Tr 1.1, p. 10)



Cellular Service Design

Cellular service consists of a series of low power transmitter/receiver facilities known as cell sites which transmit and receive signals at a given frequency, while simultaneously maintaining the ability to reuse the same frequency at the same time in different cells (frequency reuse) and to provide uninterrupted service throughout a service area (hand-off).  (AT&T 1, p. 36; AT&T 1, Attach. 17, pp. 2-5) 

Cell site locations are based on the need for continuous coverage across geographical areas, as well as overlapping coverage between sites.  Overlapping coverage is essential to provide for uninterrupted hand-off of calls to other cell sites.  (AT&T 1, Attach 17, pp. 2-4; Tr 1.1, pp. 60, 61)

The noise floor in Litchfield County is approximately -115 dbm.  For analog voice communications, AT&T has designed their system with a signal level of 17 dbm above the noise floor to prevent co-channel interference and an additional 5 dbm to minimize signal fading, for a total of 22 dbm.  A signal level of 22 dbm above the noise floor equates to -93 dbm, which would provide adequate coverage for analog voice communications.  A signal level greater than -85 dbm would provide adequate coverage for digital voice communications.  It is AT&T’s goal to provide -85 dbm coverage along Route 7.  (AT&T 8; Tr 1, 34; Tr 2, p. 56; Tr 3, p. 75; Tr 4, pp. 55, 56)

The standard output for mobile or car-powered cellular telephone units is three watts, and 0.6 watts for portable hand-held units.  The majority of cellular telephones currently sold consist of the .6 watt hand-held units.  ( Tr 2, pp. 52, 53, 99, 100, 121)

AT&T is authorized by the FCC to operate the facility at 500 watts per channel; however, AT&T would not exceed 100 watts per channel at this site.  (AT&T 1, p. 21; AT&T 1, Attach. 10, p. 10; Tr 1, pp. 62, 63)

Alternative Technology

Cell enhancers, repeaters, and microcells are technologies implemented in areas where there is a small coverage gap within an area served by a macrocell.  (AT&T 1, pp. 37, 38; SCLP 5, Question 1, p. 1; Tr 2, p. 102)

A cell enhancer is a low power facility which receives the frequency coming from an existing cell site, and then changes and amplifies the frequency.  A repeater is a low power facility which receives the frequency coming from an existing cell site, and then amplifies and transmits the same frequency.  A microcell is a low power facility resembling a small version of a macrocell site.  (AT&T 1, pp. 37, 38; Tr 4, p. 53)

A microcell operating between 1 watt and 25 watts, constructed above the height of the existing vegetation, would be able to provide cellular coverage for approximately one to two miles, depending on terrain, foliage, and signal fading.  The trees along Route 7 are 65 to 75 feet in height.  (Tr 1 pp. 43, 50, 51, 59, 60; Tr 4, p. 106)



Low height cellular microcell facilities have limited opportunities for co-location with other carriers and have limited capacity.  Nextel’s exclusive vendor does not manufacture microcell equipment.  (SCLP 5, Questions 2; Nextel 5; Question 1 and 2; Tr 1, p. 49; Tr 2, pp. 102, 131, 132)



Tower and Antenna Specifications



The proposed tower would be a self-supporting monopole which would measure approximately 4.25 feet in diameter at the base and would be 150 feet in height.  AT&T could construct a tower and foundation to support an extension of as much as 30 feet to accommodate future tower sharing at the proposed site.  AT&T rejected the development of a 100-foot tower constructed at the proposed site because the reduced height would limit tower sharing, and require additional macrocell facilities to supplement coverage.  (AT&T 1, pp. 18, 19; AT&T 9, Monopole Rendering; Tr 1, p. 64; Tr 1.1, p. 9; Tr 2, p. 143; Tr 5, pp. 37, 38, 43, 140)



The proposed monopole tower would conform to the Electronic Industries Association, EIA/TIA 222-F, Structural Standards for Steel Antenna Towers and Antenna Supporting Structures.  (AT&T 1, p. 19)



A monopole tower could be designed to resemble an evergreen tree and could be engineered in advance to support the appurtenances of five or more carriers seeking to co-locate at the proposed site.  The base of such tower would be approximately seven feet in diameter.  (Tr 2, p. 54; Tr 5, pp. 68-70)



AT&T proposes to install nine (9) cellular panel antennas, measuring approximately 48 inches by 12 inches by 12 inches, at 150 feet AGL at the proposed site. This macrocell facility would consist of a three sector configuration with one transmit and two receive antennas per sector.  AT&T would use .  a maximum of 16 channels per sector for the site, with a maximum operating power of 100 watts per channel.  (AT&T 1, p. 18; AT&T 9, Monopole Rendering; AT&T 1, Attach. 17, Ex. D, p. 1; Tr 1, pp. 61, 62, 64)



SCLP would initially install four cellular omni-directional whip antennas, model ASP 952, measuring 11.75 feet by 45 inches, with the antenna centerline at approximately 140 feet AGL at the proposed site.  Alternatively, SCLP could install 12 Swedcom Model ALP 11011-N directional panel antennas which are approximately 5 feet in height.  SCLP would use a maximum of 45 channels on the site for an omni-directional antenna configuration, with a maximum operating power of 100 watts per channel.  (SCLP 1, Question 1, p. 1; SCLP 2, Response to Questions 8, 9, and 13; AT&T 9, Monopole Rendering; Tr 2, p. 96)



Nextel would attach three omni-directional “whip” antennas, model DB810K, measuring approximately 14 feet by 3 inches, at the top of the tower with the antenna centerline at approximately 162 feet AGL.  Alternatively, Nextel could also install directional panel antennas on the proposed tower.  (Nextel 1, p. 2; Nextel 1, Attach. B; Tr 2, p. 122; Tr 5, p. 31)



Vertical separation between antennas is necessary to prevent co-channel interference.  The minimum vertical separation that SCLP and Nextel would have between their own antennas and AT&T’s antennas is ten feet from the centerline of an antenna to the centerline of another antenna for a full powered macrocell facility.  (SCLP 2, Question 9; Nextel 2, Question 2; Tr 2, p. 176)



SCLP has not confirmed that they would co-locate on a 100-foot tower at the proposed site.  Nextel might not co-locate on a shorter tower constructed at the proposed site if the centerline of their antennas are not at a minimum height of 135 feet AGL.  (Tr 2, pp. 95, 120, 121, 139)



Cellular Coverage



Significant coverage holes, for AT&T’s service, currently exist in the Sharon/Cornwall area due in part to topography.  Existing AT&T cellular sites in Kent (to the south), and Mohawk Mountain (to the north) cannot provide cellular coverage, at a signal level greater than -85 dbm, to approximately 8.7 miles of Route 7 between the intersection of Routes 4 and 7 (Cornwall Bridge), and the intersection of Routes 7 and 341.  (AT&T 1, pp. 15, 16; AT&T 2, p. 1; AT&T 3, Attach. 1, p. 1; Tr 1, p. 47)



AT&T’s drive test data indicates that approximately 7.3 miles of Route 7, between the intersections with Route 341 to Route 4, has a signal level less than -93 dbm, which allows some calls to be completed, but provides poor quality.  (AT&T 24, 26; Tr 4, pp. 18-23, 31-34)



AT&T proposes to use an existing approximately 118-foot tower on Surdan Mountain Road in Sharon, which is being increased in height to 195 feet AGL by Litchfield County Dispatch (LCD). AT&T would mount their antennas at approximately 150 feet AGL.  AT&T’s projected coverage from the LCD tower at 150 feet AGL would not be significantly improved along Routes 7 and 4, near Cornwall Bridge, if the antennas were raised to 195 feet AGL.  This tower would not provide AT&T coverage at -85 dbm to that portion of Route 7 south of the intersection with Route 4; however, this tower would improve hand-off between the proposed site and the existing Mohawk Mountain site.  SCLP and Nextel would not immediately seek to share the LCD facility because it would only provide limited coverage in the area.  (AT&T 1, p. 36; AT&T 2, p. 4, AT&T 3, Attach. 2, AT&T 8, p. 2; Moeller 1, p. 1; Tr 2, pp. 105, 123, 178, 181; Tr 3, p. 60; MSC 14; Tr 5, pp. 15-18, 77)



AT&T, SCLP, and Nextel currently have limited coverage between Cornwall Bridge and the intersection of Routes 7 and 341, as follows:



Existing Coverage Along Route 7 Between Cornwall Bridge and Route 341

�( -85 dbm�( -93 dbm�( -75 dbm�( -90 dbm�Insufficient Signal�Total Miles��AT&T�0�1.4�-�-�7.3    < -93�8.7��SCLP�-�-�.4�1.4�7.3    < -90�8.7��Nextel�-�-� 0�0�8.7    < -90�8.7��	

	(AT&T 3, Attach. 1, p. 1; AT&T 22; AT&T 24; SCLP 1, Question 4, p. 2; Nextel 1, p. 2)



SCLP currently has coverage at a signal level less than -90 dbm along portions of Route 7, providing poor coverage for hand held phones but service for full powered 3-watt phones.  (Moeller 2, p. 2; Tr 2, pp. 64, 99; Tr 3, p. 218)

�

Site Search



In its search for a cell site in the Sharon area, AT&T identified and investigated nine potential sites, including the two proposed in the application.  The remaining seven were rejected for reasons which included insufficient coverage, lack of hand-off capability, and scenic consideration.  (AT&T 1, pp. 39-41; Tr 1.1, p. 66)



AT&T identified eight existing transmitting facilities within a ten mile radius of the proposed site.  Two of the existing transmitting facilities are currently shared with AT&T; one other facility is a “slender mast” incapable of supporting additional antennas; and the others are located a distance greater than 4.5 miles from the proposed site.  (AT&T 1, Attach. 6, pp. 1, 2; AT&T 3, Attach. 1, p. 1; AT&T 3, p. 2)



AT&T met with Town officials on September 25, 1997, to discuss public need, the site selection process, and the environmental effects of the proposed facility in Sharon.  During the pre-application process, the Town suggested that AT&T investigate the use of the proposed LCD facility.  On October 3, 1997,  AT&T representatives, FM Technologies, notified the Town that the LCD tower alone would not provide coverage for the area to be covered by the proposed facility.  (AT&T 1, pp. 35, 36; AT&T 8, p. 2)



Alternative sites modeled for coverage by the MSC are not known to be available or appropriate for telecommunications facility installation, nor were specific factors identified such as site ownership, access, availability of utilities, existing tree heights, slope, and effects on Kent Falls State Park.  (Tr 3, pp. 61, 62, 96, 98)



At the request of the Council, AT&T identified eight additional locations in the Housatonic Valley south of Cornwall Bridge in order to provide additional information regarding the locations, appearances, coverage, and visibility of alternative towers and fill-in sites.  (AT&T 28)



Seven of the eight sites identified by AT&T in the Housatonic Valley were rejected by AT&T for reasons which included excessive slopes, presence of State-owned land, and unavailability.  (AT&T 28; Tr 5, pp. 42-55)



Proposed Prime Site



The proposed site is a 50-foot by 50-foot leased parcel of land within an approximately 160 acre parcel at 70 Herb Road, in Sharon, owned by James Gillespie.  The leased parcel was increased in size, at the Council’s request, from the original 30-foot by 30-foot leased area to a 50-foot by 50-foot leased area to accommodate tower sharing.  The proposed site is at coordinates N 41(- 47(- 25.33( and W 73(- 25(- 31.43(; and has an elevation of 1,088 feet above mean sea level (AMSL).  (AT&T 1, pp. 13, 14; AT&T 2, p. 2; AT&T 10; Tr 1, pp. 22, 23, 37, 38; Tr 1.1, p. 9)



The proposed site lies within an area zoned Rural Residence District.  The Rural Residence District is intended to cover generally undeveloped areas of Town devoted primarily to agricultural, national, estate, and large residential lot usage.  Antennas, towers, and earth station receivers are allowed in any zoning district by “special exception” with preference for towers less than 60 feet in height.  (AT&T 1, pp. 30, 31; AT&T 1, Attach. 14, p. 6; MSC 10, pp. 1, 2; Moeller 1)



The proposed site falls on the boundary of an area of locally high ground, designated by the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), which may be visually significant or otherwise deserving of special protection. (Department of Environmental Protection comments, February 27, 1998)



Vehicular access to the proposed site would extend from Herb Road along an existing ten foot wide gravel drive a distance of approximately 720 feet, extended an additional 480 feet within an access easement to the proposed tower site.  Utilities would be installed underground within the access easement from Herb Road.  (AT&T 1, pp. 14, 20; AT&T 1, Attach. 9, Drawing No. A05197-03, Sheet 2 of 2)



The proposed site would require the removal of approximately ten trees, six inches or greater in diameter, measured at breast height, would require the excavation of approximately 60 cubic yards of earthen material, and would require approximately 75 cubic yards of fill.  No blasting would be required at the proposed site.  Trees in the vicinity of the proposed tower are approximately 65 feet in height.  The proposed site is located on the back side of a rocky knoll, west of the Housatonic River, with the topography dropping off quickly to the east.  (Department of Environmental Protection comments, February 27, 1998; AT&T 2, pp. 2, 5; Tr 1, p. 101; Tr 2, p. 53)



The Gillespie property and surrounding properties are undeveloped or residential in nature.  There is one residence located within 1,000 feet of the proposed site at 80 Herb Road, approximately 900 feet west of the proposed tower location.  (AT&T 1, pp. 30, 31; AT&T 1, Attach. 9, Drawing No. A05197-03)



AT&T would construct a 150-foot self-supporting monopole tower at the proposed site.  AT&T would also install near the base of the tower, a 12-foot by 20-foot single story equipment building with a battery back-up system to maintain power in the event of a power failure.  If a power outage is longer than 24 hours, a gasoline powered electrical generator may be brought to the site.  Both the tower and equipment buildings would be surrounded by an eight-foot high security fence.  (AT&T 1, pp. 13, 14, 18, 19, 20, 26; AT&T 10)



SCLP would install a 12-foot by 26-foot single story equipment building at the proposed site.  SCLP would also install a 4 to 6 hour battery back-up system in the event of a short duration power failure, and would bring in a portable power generator for extended outages.  SCLP could share a permanent generator with other carriers at the proposed site.  (SCLP 1, Question 1, p. 1; SCLP 2, Question 11, and 12, p. 1)



Nextel would install a 10-foot by 20-foot single story equipment building at the proposed site.  Nextel would also use battery back-up in the event of an interruption to the commercial power supply.  (Nextel 1, Question 1A; Nextel 2, Question 5, p. 2)



The proposed equipment buildings would be the only structures within the fall zone of the proposed tower.  (AT&T 10; AT&T 1, Attach. 9, Drawing No. A05197-03)



The proposed tower site has not been identified by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) as an obstruction, and obstruction marking and lighting of this tower would not be necessary, provided the proposed tower is constructed less than 152 feet AGL.  (AT&T 12)



The estimated cost of construction for the proposed tower site for AT&T would be:



	Cell site radio equipment	$225,500.00

	Tower and antennas	76,060.00

	Power Systems	33,450.00

	Building	43,700.00

	Site preparation	37,000.00

	Miscellaneous 	11,200.00

	

	TOTAL	$426,910.00



	(AT&T 1, Attach. 20, p. 1)

Coverage



AT&T’s proposed coverage at -85 dbm along Route 7 between Cornwall Bridge and the intersection of Routes 7 and 341, would be as follows:



AT&T’s Proposed Coverage Along Route 7 Between Cornwall Bridge and Route 341

�(-85 dbm�Insufficient Signal   < -85 dbm�Total Miles ��Prime at 150 AGL�6.1�2.6�8.7��Prime at 130 AGL�5.4�3.3�8.7��Prime at 100 AGL�4.8�3.9�8.7��Mohawk Mountain �0�8.7�8.7��Kent�0�8.7�8.7��LCD�0�8.7�8.7��	

	(AT&T 22; AT&T 2, Attach. B, pp. 1, 2; AT&T 3, Attach. 1 and 2; Tr 1, pp. 28, 29 ,35; Tr 2, p.187)



Contiguous areas which would have coverage at less than -85 dbm along Route 7 between Cornwall Bridge and the intersection of Routes 7 and 341, are as follows:



Contiguous Areas of Insufficient Signal Along Route 7 Between Cornwall Bridge and Route 341

�Cornwall Bridge Area�South Kent Area��Prime at 150 AGL�.5�1.9��Prime at 130 AGL�.5�2.5��Prime at 100 AGL�.5�3.0��	

	(AT&T 1, Attach. 12; AT&T 2, Attach. B, pp. 1, 2; AT&T 3, Attach. 1, 2; AT&T 22; AT&T 24)



AT&T would require fill-in facilities, such as microcells or repeaters, to supplement coverage from the proposed 150-foot tower, along Route 7 near Cornwall Bridge and the intersection of Routes 7 and 341.  (Tr 1, pp. 29-33; Tr 1.1, pp. 57, 62; Tr 2, pp. 45, 161, 173, 174; Tr 5, p. 40) 



AT&T would require a minimum of two 80-foot macrocell facilities located in the Housatonic Valley to provide coverage at -85 dbm along Route 7 between Cornwall Bridge and the intersection of Routes 7 and 341, if the proposed tower were constructed at 100 feet AGL.  (AT&T 2, Attach. B; Tr 5, pp. 35-38)



AT&T would require a minimum of three macrocell facilities located in the Housatonic Valley to provide coverage at -85 dbm along Route 7 between Cornwall Bridge and the intersection of Routes 7 and 341, if the proposed tower were not constructed.  (AT&T 28, Attach. 7, plots 9, 12, and 14; Tr 5, p. 74)



A tower on an alternative site (P01), located immediately north of Kent Falls State Park and east of Route 7, would not provide continuous coverage at -85 dbm to Route 7 between Cornwall Bridge and the intersection of Routes 7 and 341.  Increasing the height of the antennas at the P01 site would not substantially increase coverage to the surrounding area due to the steepness and irregularity of the terrain in the Valley. (MSC 47, MSC 48; Tr 6, pp. 96, 97, 101)



A summary of facility configurations for coverage at -85 dbm to Route 7 between Cornwall Bridge and the intersection of Routes 7 and 341, is as follows:



�Supplemental  Coverage Requirements��150-Foot Tower�A minimum of two microcell facilities located in the Housatonic Valley near Cornwall Bridge and near south Kent.��100-Foot Tower�A minimum of two macrocell facilities in excess of 80 feet AGL, located in the Housatonic Valley near Cornwall Bridge and near south Kent.��No Tower on Herb Road�A minimum of three macrocell facilities located in the Housatonic Valley near Cornwall Bridge, Kent Falls State Park, and south Kent.��

	(AT&T 2, Attach. B; AT&T 28, Attach. 7, plots 9, 12, and 14; Tr 1, pp. 29-33 Tr 2, pp. 45, 161, 173, 174; Tr 5, pp. 35-38, 40, 74)



SCLP’s proposed coverage at -75 dbm and -90 dbm, along Route 7 between Cornwall Bridge and the intersection of Routes 7 and 341, is as follows:



SCLP’s Proposed Coverage Along Route 7 Between Cornwall Bridge and Route 341

�( -75 dbm�( -90 dbm�<-90 dbm�Total Miles ��            Prime at 150 AGL�2.5�7.3�1.4�8.7��            Prime at 130 AGL*�2.8�7.2�1.5�8.7��            Prime at 100 AGL*�2.4�6.7�2.0�8.7��	* Based on the use of directional antennas versus omni-directional antennas

	(SCLP 1, Question 4, p. 3; SCLP 3, Question 14, pp. 2, 3; Tr 2, p. 97)



SCLP could provide coverage to Route 7 from Cornwall Bridge south to the intersection of Routes 7 and 341, and to some local roads with 110-foot towers at the Cornwall Fire Department and a Connecticut Light and Power substation located in the Town of Kent.  (SCLP 6) 



Nextel’s proposed coverage at -75 dbm and -90 dbm, along Route 7 between Cornwall Bridge and the intersection of Routes 7 and 341, is as follows:



Nextel’s Proposed Coverage Along Route 7 Between Cornwall Bridge and Route 341

�( -75 dbm�( -90 dbm�<-90 dbm�Total Miles ��Prime at 150 AGL�4.9�7.9�.8�8.7��Prime at 130 AGL�4.1�6.8�1.9�8.7��Prime at 100 AGL�2.3�5.5�3.2�8.7��	

	(Nextel 6; Tr 2, p. 140; Tr 4, p. 74)



Nextel would require a 200-foot tower located in the Housatonic Valley to provide comparable coverage to Route 7 as would the proposed 150-foot tower.  Three towers with antennas at 100 feet AGL, located along Route 7 in the Housatonic Valley would provide coverage to Route 7, but would only provide coverage to approximately 50% of the area as the proposed 150-foot tower.  (Nextel 7; Tr 5, p. 153)



Coverage plots modeled by the MSC overstate the predicted coverage which may be due to the accuracy of the terrain data, discrepancies between existing antenna heights and those used in the plots (AT&T’s Mohawk Mountain and Kent sites), and the height of the existing vegetation.  (MSC 21; MSC 28; Tr 2, p. 175; Tr 3, p. 88, 92, 96, 183; Tr 4, pp. 59, 98; Tr 6, pp. 114-118)



Environmental Considerations



There would be no air pollutants generated at the site during the normal operation of the cellular facility.  AT&T, SCLP, and Nextel would not install a permanent emergency back-up generator at the proposed site.  (AT&T 1, p. 26; AT&T 1, Attach. 17, Exhibit A, p. 4; SCLP 2, Question 11; Nextel 2, Question 5)



The cumulative worst case radiofrequency (RF) power density for AT&T’s, SCLP’s, and Nextel’s operations at the base of the proposed tower at 100, 130, and 150 feet AGL, assuming all channels are operating at full power, is conservatively below the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) standard, adopted by the FCC, as follows: 



Cumulative Worst Case Radiofrequency Power Density Calculations

�AT&T�SCLP�Nextel�% of Std��100-Foot Tower�.0575�.1997�.0178�48.87��130-Foot Tower�.0340�.1123�.0110�27.38��150-Foot Tower�.0255�.0825�.0084�20.26��	units of measure = milliwatts/cm2

	(AT&T 1, p. 19 and Attach 10; Tr 1, p. 62; SCLP 2, Questions 9 and 13; Nextel 2, Question 2; Nextel 2, Attach. A and p. 1; OET Bulletin No. 65, Evaluating Compliance with FCC Guidelines for Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Radiation, FCC, Office of Engineering and Technology, August 1997)



AT&T’s equipment used at the proposed site would discharge no pollutants to the area surface or groundwater systems.  No water usage or wastewater discharge would be associated with the telecommunications facility.  (AT&T 1, p. 24; AT&T 1, Attach. 17, Exhibit A, p. 3)



There are no wetlands or watercourses within the proposed leased area or access driveway.  The proposed site does not lie within a public water supply watershed.  The proposed site does not contain any known extant populations of federal or State Endangered, Threatened, or Special Concern Species.  The proposed project at the proposed site would have “No Effect” on historical or archeological resources.  (AT&T 1, pp. 31, 32, 42, 43; AT&T 1, Attach. 23, p. 1; AT&T 1, Attach. 21, p. 1)



A Sharon Land Trust parcel is located approximately 1,400 feet northeast of the proposed tower between Morey Road and Herb Road.  A rare barren strawberry (waldsteinia) was discovered on the Sharon Land Trust property by the Nature Conservancy.  (AT&T 16; MSC 1; MSC 33)



Post-construction noise generated at the site would be limited to the operation of the equipment buildings’ heating/cooling equipment and the operation of the emergency generators.  (AT&T 1, Attach. 17, Exhibit A, pp. 4, 5; AT&T 1, p. 27; SCLP 1, Question 1; Nextel 1, Question 1A, p. 2)



Communications towers which are lighted, guyed, and in excess of 400 feet AGL, have been attributed to causing some migratory bird deaths.  (MSC 26)



Scenic Resources



The northwest Connecticut region is a rural area within the state that relies on tourism and related services as a primary industry.  Tourism in the region includes “touring” activities oriented to outdoor recreation and auto itineraries focused on natural beauty and historical sites.  ( MSC 41, p. 30)



The scenic, historic, recreational, and natural areas of the state are important economic assets and contribute significantly to the quality of life.  Accommodating future development, while maintaining the character of the landscape, is an important planning consideration at both the state and local levels.  (Conservation and Development Policies Plan)



The Appalachian Trail traverses National Park Service property which abuts the proposed telecommunications facility property; however, the proposed tower site is located approximately 4,100 feet northwest of the Appalachian Trail.  The Mohawk Trail, a Connecticut Blue Trail, traverses the Town of Cornwall in an easterly direction from Breadloaf Mountain in the Town of Sharon.  The Mohawk Trail is located approximately three miles north of the proposed site.  (AT&T 9, Appalachian Trail Map, dated 1/14/98; AT&T 18; MSC 5)



The proposed tower site is located southwest of the “Ellsworth” section of the Town of Sharon.  Ellsworth is characterized by rolling hills, open pastures and numerous original structures built during the 18th and 19th century.  The Ellsworth section of the Town of Sharon has not been designated as a historic district.  (MSC 3, pp. 1-4; Tr 2, p. 66) 



The segment of the Housatonic River from the Massachusetts/Connecticut border to the Kent Bridge was identified as meeting the eligibility criteria as a component of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System; however, this section of the Housatonic River has not been designated as a Wild and Scenic River. The proposed tower site is located approximately 4,100 feet west of the Housatonic River.  (AT&T 9, Appalachian Trail Map, dated 1/14/98; AT&T 17; Tr 2, pp. 57, 58)



Herb Road was designated as a Sharon Scenic Road by the Board of Selectmen on October 12, 1989.  Non-scenic activities and structures, such as billboards; sand, gravel, and salt piles; refuse disposal; and other unsightly situations are forbidden to be developed within the road right-of-way.  The Scenic Road Ordinance does not regulate land use on property adjacent to a local scenic road.  Herb Road is located approximately 1,000 feet west of the proposed site.  (AT&T 1, Attach. 9, Drawing A05197-03; MSC 19, pp. 1, 6; Tr 2, pp. 65, 69, 70, 74, 86, 87)



Routes 7 and 4, north and west of Cornwall Bridge, for a length of approximately four miles, are designated State Scenic Roads and are approximately two and one-half miles north of the proposed site.  Route 7 south of the Town of Kent’s northern town boundary is also designated a State Scenic Road, and is approximately one mile southeast of the proposed site.  (AT&T 3, Attach. 3, Visibility Analysis Maps; AT&T 15; MSC 42; Tr 2, p. 68)



Visibility



The proposed facility could be designed as an evergreen tree to blend into the surrounding area.  AT&T would paint the proposed monopole tower a sky blue color at the Council’s or Town’s request.  The Town requires the placement of an 8-foot fence around new towers with screening provided by evergreen trees with a minimum height of six feet.  (AT&T 3, p. 2; AT&T 8, p. 3; Tr 1.1, p. 45; MSC 10, p. 39)



Lardner/Klein Landscape Architects, P.C. (LKLA) is preparing a corridor management plan for those sections of Route 7 designated as State Scenic Roads by the Connecticut Department of Transportation.  LKLA used a digital terrain model to determine the viewshed of the proposed tower at 100 feet and 150 feet AGL, as follows:  



Miles of Scenic Road Affected by the Siting of the Proposed Tower

Herb Road�Low Visual Prominence�Moderate Visual Prominence�High Visual Prominence��100 Feet AGL�0.0�0.3�0.0��150 Feet AGL�0.0�0.8�0.0��

	(AT&T 1, Attach. 13, p. 1; AT&T 3, Attach 3, pp. 1, 2)



Acres of land visually affected by the siting of the proposed tower, would be as follows:



Herb Road�Low Visual Prominence�Moderate Visual Prominence�High Visual Prominence�Total��100 Feet AGL�2516�672�218�3,406��150 Feet AGL�1985�1988�927�4,900��

	(AT&T 3, Attach 3, pp. 1, 2)

�

The visibility of the proposed tower from various locations along Routes 4 and 7 would be as follows:



�100 Feet AGL�150 Feet AGL��Route 7:����3,700 Feet North of Cornwall’s Southern Town Boundary�No�No��Near Cornwall’s Southern Town Boundary and Deep Brook�Yes �Yes��3,300 Feet South of Cornwall’s Southern Town Boundary�Possible*�Possible*��Route 4: ����Intersection with Northrup Road�No�No��Intersection with Route 7�No�No��	* Vegetation may obscure the tower.

	(AT&T 1, Attach. 15, pp. 1-4; AT&T 3, Attach 3, p. 1; AT&T 2, Attach. C, Sightline Profile Nos. 4 	and 5)



The visibility of the proposed tower from various locations along the Appalachian Trail (AT) would be as follows:



�100 Feet AGL�150 Feet AGL�Distance (Feet)��AT, Breadloaf Mountain�No�No�17,000��AT, Stewart Hollow Shelter�No�No�5,000��AT, Park Service Island # 2�No�No�4,900��AT, Park Service Island # 1�No�No�5,250��AT, North Gate Field #4�No�No�5,500��AT, North Gate Field #3�No�No�7,200��AT, North Gate Field #2�No�No�7,800��AT, North Gate Field #1�No�No�8,250��Swifts Bridge Area�No�No�10, 900��AT, Silver Hill Campsite�No�No�13,200��Silver Hill #1�No�No�13,000��Silver Hill #2�Possible*�Possible*�14,100��AT, Field of Red Pines�No�No�6,800��AT, Red Cottage Site�No�No�8,800��AT, South Gate�No�No�9, 250��Caleb’s Peak�No�No�17,100��	*Vegetation may obscure the tower



	(AT&T 11; AT&T 14, pp. 1-14)



The proposed 150-foot tower would be visible, based on observations of the balloon flown on March 5, 1998, for approximately 450 to 1,050 feet along Route 7, specifically near telephone and  power line support poles numbered 3507, 4999, and 3508 in Cornwall, and from some locations on Herb and Morey Road including, 12 Herb Road, 44 Morey Road, and 39 Morey Road in Sharon.  (MSC 22; Tr 3, p. 266; Tr 4, p. 112; Tr 5, p. 112)

�

The proximity of the proposed and alternate macrocell sites from the Appalachian Trail (AT), Route 7, and the Housatonic River (HR) measured in feet , would be as follows:



�AT�Route 7�HR��Proposed Site (L17)�4,100�4,900�4,200��P01�1,100�600�1,200��P02�5,800�750�3,700��P03�4,400�700�700��P04�1,200�100�750��P05�5,000�500�1,300��P06�1,650�100�1,250��	

	(AT&T 9; AT&T 28, Attach. 8)



Telecommunications facilities in excess of 80 feet in height, located in the Housatonic Valley, may be more visible from the Appalachian Trail, the Housatonic River, and Route 7 than the proposed prime site tower.  (Tr 5, pp. 117, 118, and 159; Tr 6, pp. 56, 57)



A 100-foot tower or a 150-foot tower, constructed at the proposed site, would be visible from portions of Herb Road during all seasons of the year.  (Tr 2, pp. 53, 54)
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