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Opinion:

Granby Site CT-812

On July 1, 2003, AT&T Wireless PCS, LLC (AT&T) applied to the Connecticut Siting Council (Council) for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need (Certificate) for the construction, maintenance and operation of two wireless telecommunications facilities to be located in the Town of Granby, Connecticut. AT&T identified its two proposed facility sites as CT-810 and CT-812. For each proposed facility site, AT&T offered two alternative locations. This opinion pertains to the CT-812 facility and its two alternative locations. 

The alternative location for CT-812 identified as Site A is located at 8 Upper Meadow Road on a 5.8 parcel owned by Elaine J. Girard. At Site A, AT&T would lease a 100-foot by 100-foot area within which it would construct a 170-foot tall monopole tower in an 80-foot by 80-foot compound enclosed by an 8-foot tall chain link fence and surrounded by evergreen plantings. The tower and the compound could be moved within the lease area to reduce the setback radius’s encroachment on adjacent properties. Access to Site A would extend from Upper Meadow Road along a new gravel drive a distance of approximately 98 feet. Underground utilities would follow the driveway to the compound. The area in which Site A is located is wooded.

The location identified as Site B is located at 10 Day Street South on a 9.47 acre parcel owned by Charles A. Warren, Jr.  At Site B, AT&T would lease a 100-foot by 100-foot parcel and construct a 170-foot tall monopole within an 80-foot by 80-foot compound enclosed by an 8-foot tall chain link security fence. Access to Site B would extend from Day Street South along an existing paved driveway for a distance of approximately 250 feet and then over a new 12-foot wide gravel driveway approximately 435 feet long that would have to cross a wetland area. Underground utilities would follow the driveway to the compound. The area in which Site B is located is wooded.
Site A and Site B would both cover approximately two miles along Route 20. Site A at 170 feet would have slightly better coverage than Site B at 170 feet. A balloon simulation indicates that Site B would be more prominently visible in the local area than Site A.

Verizon has indicated to AT&T a long-term interest in locating antennas on a tower at either site at the 160-foot level. However, the Council believes a 150-foot tower would provide adequate coverage.
There are no known existing populations of state endangered, threatened, or species of special concern at either proposed site. The proposed facility would have no effect on historic, architectural or archaeological resources listed on or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.
The radio frequency power density levels at the base of the proposed tower would be well below federal and State standards for the frequencies used by wireless companies.  If federal or state standards change, the Council will require that the tower be brought into compliance with such standards.  The Council will require that the power densities be remodeled in the event other carriers add antennas to this tower.

In addition to being visible to fewer homes than Site B, Site A would require fewer trees to be cut down and would not require disturbing an area of wetlands. 

For these reasons and based on the record in this proceeding, we find that the effects associated with the construction, operation, and maintenance of a telecommunications facility at the proposed Site A, 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 Site A at 8 Upper Meadow Road to include a monopole tower at a height of 150 feet and deny the certification of Site B at 10 Day Street South, Granby, Connecticut.







