STATE OF CONNECTICUT

CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL
Ten Franklin Square
New Britain, Connecticut 06051
Phone: (860) 827-2935
June 12, 2000 Fax: (860) 827-2950

Christopher B. Fisher, Esq.
Cuddy & Feder & Worby LLP
90 Maple Avenue

White Plains, NY 10601-5196

RE: TS-AT&T-034-000518 - AT&T Wireless Services request for an order to approve tower sharing
at an existing telecommunications facility located at 36 Sugar Hollow Road in Danbury,
Connecticut.

Dear Mr. Fisher

At a public meeting held June 7, 2000, the Connecticut Siting Council (Council) ruled that the shared use
of this existing tower site is technically, legally, environmentally, and economically feasible and meets
public safety concerns, and therefore, in compliance with General Statutes § 16-50aa, the Council has
ordered the shared use of this facility to avoid the unnecessary proliferation of tower structures. This
facility has also been carefully modeled to ensure that radio frequency emissions are conservatively below
State and federal standards applicable to the frequencies now used on this tower.

This decision is under the exclusive jurisdiction of the Council. Any additional change to this facility
may require an explicit request to this agency pursuant to General Statutes § 16-50aa or notice pursuant to
Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies Section 16-50j-73, as applicable. Such request or notice shall
include all relevant information regarding the proposed change with cumulative worst-case modeling of
radio frequency exposure at the closest point uncontrolled access to the tower base, consistent with
Federal Communications Commission, Office of Engineering and Technology, Bulletin 65. Any
deviation from this format may result in the Council implementing enforcement proceedings pursuant to
General Statutes § 16-50u including, without limitation, imposition of expenses resulting from such
failure and of civil penalties in an amount not less than one thousand dollars per day for each day of
construction or operation in material violation.

This decision applies only to this request for tower sharing and is not applicable to any other request or
construction.

The proposed shared use is to be implemented as specified in your letter dated May 17, 2000.

Thank you for your attention and cooperation.

Very truly yours,

Mortimer A. Gelston
Chairman

MAG/RKE/jlh

c: Honorable Gene F. Eriquez, Mayor, City of Danbury
Michael Murphy, AT&T Wireless
Jennifer Young Gaudet, Pinnacle Site Development, Inc.
J. Brendan Sharkey, VoiceStream Wireless
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NEIL J. ALEXANDER (also CT)
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DANIEL F. LEARY (also CT)

BARRY E. LONG

CUDDY & FEDER & WORBY LLP

90 MAPLE AVENUE
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(914) 761-1300
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ANDREW A. GLICKSON (also CT)

733 SUMMER STREET DEBORAH S. LEWIS (also CT)
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May 17, 200%?;%@?

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS WQ}%
1 (¢ 4"&/"\\
Mr. Joel Rinebold . S~

Connecticut Siting Council

10 Franklin Square M,

New Britain, Connecticut 06051 e Q. 7
s 26
\ZQJ{/’ <, e

Re:  AT&T Wireless Services request for the Shared Use of a ' ﬂ”’ff‘\,f

Tower Facility at 36 Sugar Hollow Road, Danbury, Connecticut

Dear Mr. Rinebold:

On behalf of AT&T Wireless PCS, LLC d/b/a AT&T Wireless Services, we
respectfully enclose an original and twenty copies of its request for the shared use of a tower
with respect to the above mentioned facility, together with a check for $500.00, the filing fee.
We would appreciate it if this matter were placed on the next available agenda by the Council
to approve the application and issue an order for shared use by AT&T. Should the Council or
staff have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Encls. ‘
cc: Christopher B. Fisher, Esq.
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May 17, 2000

TELECOPIER (212) 949-6346

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS

Hon. Mortimer A. Gelston, Chairman and Members
of the Siting Council

Connecticut Siting Council

10 Franklin Square

New Britain, CT 06051

Re:  Request by AT&T Wireless Services for an Order to Approve the Shared Use
of a Tower Facility at 36 Sugar Hollow Road, Danbury, Connecticut

Hon. Mortimer Gelston, Chairman and Members of the Siting Council:

Pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes §16-50aa, AT&T Wireless PCS LLC, by and
through its agent AT&T Wireless Services, Inc., d/b/a AT&T Wireless Services, (hereinafter
referred to as “the Applicant,” or “AT&T™) hereby requests an order from the Connecticut
Siting Council (“Council™) to approve the proposed shared use by the Applicant of a tower
located at 36 Sugar Hollow Road in Danbury, Connecticut (the “Property”). The tower,
currently under construction pursuant to approvals granted by the City of Danbury, is owned
and operated by Omnipoint Communications, Inc. ( “Omnipoint™). AT&T proposes to install
antennas on the tower, and to install related equipment within Omnipoint’s leased compound
area. The Applicant requests that the Council find that the proposed shared use of the tower
satisfies the criteria stated in §16-50aa and issue an order approving the proposed use.

The Omnipoint Facility

The Omnipoint tower is a 108-foot monopole located within an L-shaped compound of
approximately 1,100 square feet on the Property. Omnipoint’s panel antennas are located on a
platform at the top of the tower with equipment at grade within the compound. Omnipoint and
AT&T have agreed to mutually acceptable terms and conditions for the proposed shared use of

C&F&W: 260365, 01
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this tower, and Omnipoint has authorized AT&T to act on its behalf to apply for all necessary
local, state and federal permits, approvals, and authorizations which may be required for the
proposed shared use of this facility. See lease signature page annexed hereto as Exhibit A.

AT&T Wireless's Facility

AT&T is licensed by the Federal Communications Commission to provide PCS
wireless telecommunications service in the State of Connecticut, which includes the area to be
served by the proposed installation. As shown on the attached site plan drawings and tower
elevations, AT&T proposes to install up to nine panel antennas, Allgon Model 7184 or
comparable, on a low-profile platform with centerlines at approximately 95° AGL. AT&T’s
associated equipment will be located on a concrete pad, approximately 10’ x 16°, located near
the base of the tower.

Tower Sharing

C.G.S. §16-50aa (c) (1) provides that, upon written request, "if the council finds that
the proposed shared use of the facility is technically, legally, environmentally and
economically feasible and meets public safety concerns, the council shall issue an order
approving such shared use." Further, upon approval of such shared use, it is exclusive and no
local zoning or land use approvals are required. C.G.S. §16-50x. AT&T’s shared use of the
Omnipoint tower satisfies the criteria set forth in C.G.S. §16-50aa as follows:

A. Technical Feasibility - The existing tower was designed to accommodate
multiple carriers. AT&T is the second carrier proposed to locate on the tower which
was designed for three carriers. As confirmed by Putnam Engineering, PLLC, in a
letter dated March 30, 2000 and annexed hereto as Exhibit B, the tower is structurally
sound and capable of supporting the proposed antennas. The proposed shared use of
this tower therefore is technically feasible.

B. Legal Feasibility Under C.G.S. § 16-50aa, the Council has been authorized to
issue orders approving the proposed shared use of a tower facility such as the
Omnipoint facility on Sugar Hollow Road in Danbury. (Public Acts 93-268, Section 2;
and 94-242, Section 6 (c)). This authority compliments the Council's prior-existing
authority under C.G.S. § 16-50p to issue orders approving the construction of new
towers that are subject to the Council's jurisdiction. C.G.S. § 16-50x (a) vests
exclusive jurisdiction over these tacilities in the Council, which shall "give such
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consideration to other state laws and municipal regulations as it shall deem appropriate"
in ruling on requests for the shared use of tower facilities. Pursuant to statutory
authority vested in the Council, an order by the Council approving AT&T’s shared use
would permit the Applicant to obtain a building permit for the proposed installation at
the property.

C. Environmental Feasibility AT&T's proposed shared use of the Omnipoint
facility would have a minimal environmental eftect, for the following reasons:

1. The proposed installation would have an insignificant incremental visual impact,
and would not cause any signiticant change or alteration in the physical or
environmental characteristics of the existing tower site. In particular, the
proposed AT&T installation would not increase the height of the existing tower,
and would not extend the boundaries of the existing Omnipoint compound area.

2. The proposed installation would not increase the noise levels at the existing
facility by six decibels or more.

3. Operation of AT&T’s antennas at this site would not exceed the total radio
frequency electromagnetic radiation power density level adopted by the FCC
and Connecticut Department of Health. The “worst case” exposure calculated
for the operation of this facility for both carriers, would be approximately
0.109% of the standard. See Bell Labs Report dated May 16, 2000 annexed
hereto as Exhibit C;

4. The proposed installation would not require any water or sanitary facilities, or
generate air emissions or discharges to water or sanitary facilities, or generate
air emissions or discharges to water bodies. After construction is complete
(approximately two weeks), the proposed installation would not generate any
traffic other than for periodic maintenance visits.

The proposed use of this facility would therefore have a minimal environmental effect,
and is environmentally feasible.

E. Economic Feasibility As previously mentioned, Omnipoint and AT&T have
entered into an agreement to share the use of the existing tower on terms agreeable to
the parties. The proposed tower sharing is therefore economically feasible.
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F. Public Safety Concerns As stated above, and evidenced in the Bell Labs
Report annexed hereto as Exhibit C, the operation of AT&T’s antennas at this site
would not exceed the total radio frequency electromagnetic radiation power density
level adopted by the FCC and Connecticut Department of Health. The existing tower
is structurally capable of supporting the proposed AT&T antennas. The size and
location of the tower and the compound design have been approved by the City of
Danbury. Omnipoint and AT&T are not aware of any other public safety concerns
relative to the proposed sharing of the existing tower. In fact, the provision of new or
improved phone service through shared use of the existing tower is expected to enhance
the safety and welfare of area residents and travelers.

Conclusion

As delineated above, AT&T’s proposed shared use of the Omnipoint tower facility
under construction at 36 Sugar Hollow Road in Danbury, Connecticut satisfies the criteria set
forth in C.G.S. §16-50aa, and advances the General Assembly's and the Siting Council's goal
of preventing the proliferation of towers in Connecticut. The Applicant therefore requests that
the Siting Council issue an order approving the proposed shared use.

Respectfully submitted,

C(h"'ristopher B. Fishef, Esq.
On Behalf of AT&T Wireless

cc: Mayor, City of Danbury
Michael Murphy, AT&T Wireless
Jennifer Gaudet, Pinnacle
Brendan Sharkey, Esq.
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15. Licensee Contact for Emergency: Network Operations Center — (800) 832-6662

14. Licensee’s Address for Notice Purposes: AT&T Wireless Services, Inc.
15 East Midland Avenue
Paramus, New Jersey 07652
Attn: Legal Department

Licensoy: \. oint Communications, Inc.

By: _\ y
Title: _\ TEXM XDIRECTOR
Date: M/\Zq\f %9

Licensee: AT&T Wireless Services, Inc.

T \200 S e

Title: __System Development Manager

Date: ?I/z,?/ 79

Attachments:

Exhibit 1: Description of Antennas/Dishes Locations

Exhibit 2: Description of Equipment Shelter/Room/Cabinet Locations
Exhibit 3: Plans and Specifications

Exhibit 4: Existing Liens, Rights-of-Way, Easements and Mortgages

Exhibit 5: Current Communications Users of Site (including frequencies)
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March 30, 2000

Mr. Michael Murphy

AT&T Wireless PCS

149 Water Street

Norwalk, Connecticut 06854

RE:  Structural Evaluation for Co-Location

(Omnipoint / Indian Trading Post)

36 Sugar Hollow Road

Danbury, Connecticut
AT&T SITE: CT-070
P/EJOB#: 7419
Dear Mr. Murphy:
Putnam Engineering has reviewed the proposed Structural Tower Drawings prepared by
Omnipoint for the above referenced site location. The Drawings #205714-B, numbered 1
through 9, have been designed for multiple carriers at 105’ AGL, 95’ AGL and 85’ AGL.
Putnam Engineering has reviewed the Drawings and found acceptable loading capacity
for AT&T Wireless to co-locate at this facility at an elevation of approximately 98 feet to
the tips of antennas.

Please contact my office if you have any questions or comments.

Sincerely,

Howard A. Kelly, P.E,

HAK/rk

cc: Robert Cameron, Putnam Engineering
Carmen Chapman, ATTWS
Jennifer Gaudet, Pinnacle
Joanne Desjardins, Pinnacle /
Chris Fisher, Cuddy Feder & Worby

(File L00132)

102 GLENEIDA AVENUE, CARMEL, NEW YORK 10512 « PHONE (914)225-3060° FAX (914)225-2955
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pCS Site CT-070.1.3: Danbury, CT - 3

An Analysis of the Radiofrequency Egvironment in the
Vicinity of 2 Proposcd Personal Communications Services Installation
Site CT-070.1.3:

36 Sugar Hollow Road, Danbury, Connecticut

Summary

This report i¢ an analysis of the radiofrequency (RF) environment surrounding the AT&T
Wireless Services personal communications services (PCS) facility proposed for installation in
Danbury, CT, The analysis, which includes contributions from the existing Omnipoint PCS
antennas, utilizes engineering data provided by AT&T Wireless topether with well-cstablished
analytical techniques for calculating the RF Felds associated with PCS transmitting ankennas.
Worst-case assumptions were used to ensure safe-side estimates, i e., (he actual values will be
significantly lower than the corresponding analytioal values. The maximum level of RE encrgy
assosiated with each wransmitting anienna was compored with the appropriate frequency-
dependent cxposure limlt, and these individuel comparisons were combined 1o ensure that the
tota! RF environment is in compliance with safety guidelines.

S

\ The recults of this analysis indicate that the total moximum level of RF energy in areas normally
accessible to the public is below all applicable health and safety limits- Specifically, the
maximom level of RF energy assosinted with sirultaneous and continuous operalion of all
proposed Wil existing transmiiters will be Tess than 0.109% of the safety eriteria adopted by the
Federal Communications Commission as mandated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996.
The Telecommunications Act of 1096 is the applicable Federal law with respect 10 consideration
of the environmental effects of RF emissions in the siting of personal wireless facilities.

The total maximum level of RF enorgy will alsa be \ess thaa 0.109% of the exposure limits of
ANSI, IEEE, NCRP and the limits used by all states that regulate RF exposwe.

MAY 16 2009 15:21
, 19085825232 POGE. 04




MAY :
oo 16,2000 15138 FR ATET WIRELESS SUCS

i A - —
e S 283 831 40@3 TO 919147615372 P.@5/16
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1. Introduction

This report was prepared in response to & request from AT&T Wirelcss Services for an analysis
of the radiofrequency (RF) environment in the viciaity of the praposed personal communicarions
services (PCS) facility, and an opinion regarding the concer for public health associated with
long-term EXpOSUre in this environment. The analysis includes contributions to the RF
environment from operation of the existing Omnipoint PCS antennas.

The Telecommunications Act of 1996(1] is the applicable Federgl law with respect 10
consideration of environmental cffects of RF emissions in the siting of wireless facilities,
Regarding personal wireless services, ©.8. PCS and cellular radio, Section 704 of the
Telccommunicivions Act of 1996 states the following:

"No State or local goveminent of ingtrumentality thereot may regulate the placoment.
construction, and modification of personal wireless service facilities on the basis of the
environmental effects of radio frequency cmissions to the extent that such facilities
comply with the Cotmmission's regulations concem ing sueh emissions.”

Therefore, the purpose of this report is to ensuré that the total RF environment associated with
the proposed and existing facilities complies with Federal Communications Commission (FCC)
guidelines as required by the ‘Celecommunjcations Act of 1996.

3. Technical Data ‘

The proposed AT&T Wireless Servicos PCS antennas are 10 be mounted on a monopole {ocated
at 36 Suger Hollow Road in Danbury, CT. Existing at the site are Omnipoint PCS antennas. The

PCS antennas transmit at frequencics botween 1030 and 1990 million-herte (MHz).

i The actual RF power propagated. from 2 PCS untenna Is usually 1888 than 10 watts per transmitter
(channel) snd the actual roral RF power is ugually less than 200 watys per sector (assuming the
\ maxiraum number of transmitters are installed and operate simultaneously and continuously).
' These are extremely low power systems when corpared with other familiar radio systems such
as AM, FM, and television broadcsst, which operate upwards of 50,000 watts. The sttaghed
figure, which depicts the electromaguetic spectrum, liste familiar uses of R energy. Table 1
Jisis engineering specifications for the proposed and existing installations.

3, Enviroumcatal Levels of R¥ Energy

The antennas used for PCS radio propagate most of the RF energy 1 a relatively narrow beam
(in the vertical plane) dicected toward the horizon. The small amount of energy that s dirceted
along radials below the horizon results in @ RE envirowment directly under the antennas that is
not remarkably different from the environment at points more distsnl,

The methodology used to calculats the exposure jevels follows that outlined by the FCC in OET
Bulletin No. 65' and is explained 1 detail in the Appendix. For the case at hand, the maximal
potential exposure levels associated with simullaneous and condinuols operaion of ull proposed
and existing transmitters can be readily calculated at any point in & plane at any height above
grade. Based on the intormation shown in Table 1, the maximum power densities associated
with the proposed sad existing antennas al 6 & and 16 B sbove grade ace shown in Table ZA.

{, Federal Communications Commission Office of Engineering & Technology. Evaluating Compliancé with
FCC Guidelines for Human Exposure to Radinfrequency Radiarion, OEY Builetin No. 65, Edition 97:01
(August 1997). '

MAY 16 2800 iS:21-
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The values shown for 16 ft sbove grade are representative of the maximum power density
immediately outside the second floor of neatby buildings (Rssurning jevel terrain). These levels
are also shown in Table 2A as 8 percentage of the FCC's maximun permissible exposure (MPE)
values found in the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (specifically, in the FCC Guidelines Jor
Evaluating the Environmental Effects of Radiofrequency Radiarion {2):

The power density values shown in Table 2A and 2B aro the theoretical maxima that could occur
and are not typical values. For example, the calculations include the effect of 100% field
reinforcement from in-phase reflcetions. The aseumplion was also made that cach {ransmaifeer
operates continuously ay maximuth power: However, the intermiitent nagute of the transmission
fom collular radio systems will result in tine-weighted-average values that will be lower than
those shown in Tables 24 snd 2B. Expericnce has shown that the analytical techaique used is
extromely conservative. That is, actual power density levels have always becn found t0 be
smaller than the cotresponding calculated lovels [3). Alse. jevels Inside nearby homes snd
buildings. particularly this building, will be lower then those immediately outside because of the
high attenuation of comman building materials at these frequencies and, hence, Will not bo
significantly different from typical ambien levels.

4. Coraparison of Eavironmental Levels with RF Safety Criteria
Tables 2A and 2B show the calculated RF power density levels in the vicinity of the proposed
and existing installations; Table 3 shows federal, state and consensus exposure limits for human
exposure to RY enecrgy at the frequencies of interest. Becausé the MPEs vary with frequency, the
caloulated RF levels for each transmitting antenna must first be compased to the appropriate
[ MPE (the individua) percentagss are shown in Tables 2A and 2B), and the results of these
' compnrisonsjcomhined wefore compliance Wit safety guidelines can we shown. With respect to
FCC limits for public exposwe, comparisons of the weighted combined analytical results
indicate that the tota) maximal level associaed with these antennas in areas notmally accessible
1o the public will be less than 0.109% of the MPE.

5, Discussion of Safety Criteria

publicity given to speculation About possible associations between health effcots and exposure 10
magnetic fields from electric-pawer distribution lines, electric ehavers and from the use of hand-
held cellular telephones has heightened concern among some members of the public about the
possibility that health effects inay be assoclated With any exposure to electromagaetic energy.
Many people feel uneasy about new or anfamiliac technology and often want absolute proof that
something:is safe. Such absolute guarantees are not possible since it is virtually impossible 1o
prove that something does not exist. However, sound judgments can be made as Lo the safety of
a physic:": ~gent based on the weight of the pertinent scientific evidence. This ig exactly how

[

it safety goidelines are developed.

)

"The overwhelming weight of seientific svidence unequivocally Indicates that biological effects
associated with exposuré to RF energy are threshold effects, 1.8, pnless the exposure level is
sufficiently high the effect will not occur regardless of exposure durgtion. {(Unlike ionizing
radiation, &.g., X-rays and nuclear radiation, repeated exposures 10 low level RF radiation, or
ponionizing radiarion, are not cumulative.) Thus, it is relatively slraightforward to derive safety
limits. By adding safety factors to the threshold level at which the most gonsitive effect oceurs,
conservative exposuré guidclines have been doveloped to ensure safely.

MAY 16 2000 15:21
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At present, theie ate more than 10,000 repotts iy the scientific literatuie which address the
subjeet of RF biceffects. These reports, most of which describe the vesults of epidomiology
studies, enimal and cell-culrure spidies, have been critically reviewed by leading researchers in
the field and all new studies are continuously being reviewed by various groups and
organizations Whose interest is developing health standards. These Include the Us.
Environmental Protection Agency, the National Institutc for Occupationa) Safety and Health, the
National Council on Radiation Protection and Measvrements, the stapdards committees
sponsored by the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers, the International Radiation
Protection Association under the sponsorship of the World Health Organization, and the National
Radiotogical Protection Board of the UK. All of these groups have recently either reaffirmed
existing health standards, developed and adopted new health standards, of proposed health
standards for exposure 10 RF energy.

For example, in 1986, the Nationa! Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements (NCRP)
published recommended limits for oocupational and public gxposure[4). Theso recommendations
were based on the results of an extensive critical review of the scientific Jiteravure by 2
committee of the leading researchers in the field of biotlectromagnetics. The literature selected
included many consroversial studies reporting effects at Jow levels, The results of all studies
were weighed, analyzed 2nd a consensus obtained establishing 4 conservative threshold upon
which safety guidelines should be based. This threshold corresponds t0 the level at which the
most sensitive, reproducible effects that could b8 related to liuman health were reported in the
scientific literature. Safery factors werc incorporated to ENSWE that the resulting guidelines
would be at ‘~2st ten {0 fifty times lower than the established threshold, even under worst-case
exposure conditions. The NCRP recommended that continuous occupational exposuce Of
exposure of the public should not exceed approximately those values indicated in Table 3. (Sce
Table 3 for a summary of the corresponding safety criteria recommended by various
organizations throughout the world.)

In July of 1986, the Environmental Protection Agency published & sotice in the Federal Registet.
calling for public comyment on recommended guidance for exposure of the publie(S). Three
different limits were proposed. In 1987 the EPA abandoned its efforts and failed to adopl official
federal exposure guidelines. However, in 1993 and 1996 the EPA, in its comments on the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rule Making to adopt safety guidelines(6), recommended adoption of the
1986 NCRP limits{4].

fn September 1991, the RF safety standard developed by Subcommittee 4 of the fastitute of
£)ectncal and Electronics Enginecrs (IEEE) Svandards Coordinating Cummities 8CC-28 was
approved by the \EEE Standards Board[7). (Until 1988 ILEE SCC-28 was known as the
American National Standards [nstitute (ANSD C95 Commiuec—-established in 1959) In
November. 1992, the ANSI Roard of Stagdards Reyiew approved the \ERE standard for use as an
American National Standard. The limits of this standnrd ate identical to the 1982 ANSI
RFPGs[8) for occupalional exposure and approximalely one-fifth of these values for exposure of
the general public at the frequencics of interest- Like those of the NCRP, these Jimits resulted
from an extensive critical review of the scientific fiterature by 2 Jarge committee of preeminently
qualified s~ientists, most of whom were from academia and from rasearch laboratories of federal
public health agencies.

The panels of scientists from the World Jealth Organization's International Commissian o1 Non-
{onizing Radiation Protcction (ICNIRP){9] and the Nationa! Radielogical Protection Board in the
United Kingdom[10} independently developed and in 1993 published guidelines sim ilar to those

P.@?7/16
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of ANSUVIEEE. In 1997, after another eritical review of the latest seientifie evidence, [CNIRP
reaffirmed the limits published in 1993{11)- Also. what was formerly the USSR, which
teaditionally had the lowest exposur® guides, twice has revisod upward is limits for public
exposure. Thus: {here is a CONVEIEINg consensus of the world's scientific community as to what
constitutes safe levels of exposure.

Finally, in implementing the National Environmental Policy Act regarding potentially hazardous
RE radiation from radio services regulated by the FCC, the Coramission's Rules require that
licensees filing applications after January 1 1997° ensure that their facilities will comply with
the 1996 FCC MPE \lmits outlived in 47 CFR §1.1310[3]’. (Under the temms of the
Telecommunications A<t of 1996, no local goverhment may regulate the placement of wireless
facilitics based on RF emissions 1o the exient that these emissions comply with the ¥CcC

regulations (1}.)

With respect to the proposed and existing anievnas, be assured that the actual gxposure levels in
the vicinity of the Danbury, CT installstion Will be below aity health standard used anywhere in
the world and literally thousands of times pelow any level reparted to be associated with any
verifiable functional chenge in humans or laboratory animals. This holds true even when all
ransmitters operate simulranoously and cantimuously af their highest power. Power density
\evels of this magnitude are not even subject of speculation with rogard to an association with
adverse health effects.

6. ¥or Further Information
) Anyone interested can obiain additional information about the environmental impact of PCS and
cellular radio commuynications from:

Dr. Robert Cleveland, Jr. .

Federal Communications Commission, Office of Engineering and Technology
Room 7002,

9000 M Strest NW

Washington, DC 20554

(202) 4) 8-2422

s i e e ——

)

2. The FCC extended the wansition period to Oclober 15, 1997, Second Mentorandum Oginion and Order and Natice of Proposed
Rulemaking, ET Docket 93-82. FCC §7-303, adopted AUgUst 28, 1997, Prior W@ thig date the FCC required mwst tjzensees ©
cotipty with- 1982 ANS1 C95.1 IMIGS.

3. Althaugh all FCC licengeen will be sequired 10 vomply with 47 CFR §).1310 limits, the FCC will continue 1o exclude certun land

mobite services from proving compliance with these Timits 47 CFR §1.1307. Pravisusly, ulthough licenscet nad 1 comply with the

1882 ANS! €95.1 limits, the ¥CC catagoricnlly exclugded tond mobile services, incluling puging, coliular, ESMR. angd Lwo-wiy

radio, fram hazerd analyses becanze “individually or cumlatively they do not hRve B sipnificont effect on the quality of the humun
environment*{1 2}, The FCC peinted gut thul {herc wia no evidents of exceystve exposwr= 10 RY radintion during routing normal
gperat. o T these vndio gervices.

MAY 16 2009 15:22
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4. Conclusion

This report is an analysis of the radiotrequency (RF) environment currounding the ATET
Wiraless Services personal communications services (PCS) facility proposed [or installation in
Danbury. CT. The analysis, which includes contributions from the existing Omuipoint PCS
antennas, utilizes enginesring data provided by AT&T Wiseless fogether with \well-established
analytical techniques for calculating the RF fields associated With PCS transmitting antennas.
Worst-case assumptions were used to ensure safe-side estimates, i.¢., the actunl values will be
signifieantly 1727 than the corresponding analytical values. The maximum level of RF energy
associated with each lransmifting anicnn2 was compared with the appropriatc frequency-
dependent exposure limit, and these individual comparisons were combined to ensure that the

total RF environmeut is in compliance with safety guidelines.

The results of this aualysis indicate that the total maximun Jevel of RF energy in areas normally
accessible to the public i below all applicable hoalth and safety Hmits. Specifically, the
maximum level of RF energy associated with simultaneous and continuous operation of all
proposad and existing iransmitrers will be less than 0.109% of the safety criteria adopred by the
Federal Communications Commission as mandated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996.
The Telecommunications Act of 1996 is the applicable Federal law with respect to consideration
of the environmental affects of RF ewmissions in the siting of personal wireless facilities.

I The toral maximam level of RF energy will also be less {han 0.109% of the exposure limits of
l,| ANS!, IEEE, NCRP and the limits used by all states that regulate RF exposure.
I
|
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Evaluating the Environmental Bffects of Radiofrequency Radiation.” (August 6, 1996)

[3] Petersen, R.C., and Testagrossa, P.A., “Radiofrequency Fields Associated with Cellular-
Radio Cell-Site Antennas,” Bioelectromugnetics, Vol. 13, No. 6. (1992)

(4] Blological Effects and Exposure Criteria for Radio Frequency Electromagnetic F ields,
NCRP Report No. 86, National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements,
Bethesda, MD. (1986)

{81 Federal Register, Vol, 51, No. 146, Wednesday, July 30, 1986.

{6] Notice ‘of Proposcd Rule Making In the Malier of Guidelines for Eveluating the
Environmental Effects of Rudiafrequency Radiarion, August 13, 1993, ET Docket No. 93-62

(11 IEEE Standard for Safety Levels with Respect 10 Human Exposure o Radlo Freguency
Electromaghetic Fields, 3 kHz 10 300 GFHz, ANSVIEEE C95.1-1992, Institute of Electrical
and Electronics Engineers, Piscatawey, NJ. (1991)

(8) American National Standard Safety Levels with Respeer to Human Exposure 10 Radio
Frequency Electromagnetic Fields, 300 kHz 1o 100 GHz ANSI €95.1-1982, American
National Standards Institate, New York, NY. (1982)

'! 9) Electromagnetic Fields (300 Hz to 300 GHz), Envitonmental Health Criteria 137, World
' Health Organization, Geneve. Swirzerland. (1993)

i (10] Board Statement on Resirictions on Iluman Exposure 10 Staric and Time Vurying
' Electromaghelic Fields and Radiation, Documents of the NRPB, Vol. 4, No. 5, National
Radiological Protection Board, Chilton. Didcot, Oxon, United Kingdom. (1993)

nn “QGuidelines for Limiting Exposurs 10 Time-Varying Electric, Magnetic, and
Floctromagnetic Fields (up to 300 GHz) - ICNIRP Guidelines,” Heulrh Physics, Yol. 74,
No. 4, pp. 494-522. (1998)

(12 Action by the Commission February 12, 1987, by Second Report and Order (FCC 87-63),
and Third Nolice of Proposed Rulemaking (FCC 87-64), General Docket No. 79144,

Enclosure: Figure. Elestromagnelic Spestrum
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ns for the Proposcd and Existing Rudio Systems

Table 1: Engincering Specificatio
panbury, CT

AT&T Wircless Omunipoint’

Site Spesifications

oy watts -
8.75 wallt

oo watly
4.0 watty

et s e WP

. __masigom ERE! per chaonel .o —
petual rghdimd power per__v.-"!:_laﬂg_l'_ .

actunt rainl rodiated power pee sector 18 walts

,._'!immt.!.ran_am!y_rsemmaa,., ..... Y ..

_mw.ﬁsm;mmm.__‘._. L persestor . .. )persector

._g\mbﬁ..ﬁzssw.nnssmes“_ e .d._.z..,es.rnysssgv,,_.m._.......l..mr,.l;zeagz,.h,.
8 par sector 2 per sector

mnximum number of trangmitters

,_ﬂms_s:ﬂ.m!.erz.s,e.nﬁsuaé.u._ U P B IO R
gatenna centorline height abuve grade 94 £t { 10006
__ antonns mEnUfACHEE e Allgon, .- _DAPA_ ..o

)L L B oamX L

. ....“,,.".,m..,_'.ﬁ,e.ie!.m.!aaf_.,..,-. )

BB e s o6 SERL e

it
' ._.-_.M..--.-,.ﬁ...._...%!\?_'_ [ e Qirectional |
0° 2

! dowytilt

RUE. L) S

prB-

gircetionsl.._...

e ot S

i€ 1§ Nt e actunl pover cadiued from the wiennd.

1 g{lmm Radigred Pouser « ERP {s & meacare of how well an awtenna congenuriles RF encrgy.
£ an grémary 100 walt light bulb with thal fram 0 100 waw spot-hght. Even though buth are

o ilugtrate the differoncs, compere the brightaess o
¢ cuncenuwales iha hight in one direstion. ln this direciion, the spetelight < ectively oppeass 10 he

emitling fate then 100 waué, 10 ather direciions, there is simost no light smixed by the spot-tight ond it elfeutivaly appeass 1 B much less thun

100 wers,

‘1 100 wats, the spet-1ight appenss hrightc? heeuuse
! » somu of these specifications ar pascd on (ypled

1 site configerations tof this eosrier in thig reglon,
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Table 2As Calenlnted Maximum Levels and the Levels a3 # Percentape of 1996 FCC MPEs*
for the Proposed and Existing Autennas, panbury, CT

Power Donsity (mW/em®)

ATST.Wirelass o - Y I N L R
<0.00022 <0,00027 0.022% 0.027%

TOTAL 0.087% L 0.109%

Omunipoint

» MPE: The FCC timits for pheximurm permigsible expoiue (same os 1986 NCRY limits 2t the freyuencies of inierast)
$ AMOGL: above wean prade level

Table 2B: Calculated Levels at Base of Structure and the Levels as 2 Percentage of 1996 FCC
~ MPEs* for the Proposed and Existing Antennas, Danbury, CT

power Deasity (mW/em®) v, of MPEs*

AT&T Wireless o ~ <0000)30 | SOOI ..000130% . Dones%.
Omnipoint <0.000016 | <0.000020 0.00016% | 0.00020%

1
TOTAL | 0.00146% ‘ 0.00185%

: « MPE: The ecC frltg for mpximum permissible expOsure (same a8 1986 NCRI timils &t the froquencies of inetest)
i £ AMGL: shove mean grods level

May 16 2998 15:23
19985825038 PAGE., 12




MAY 16 208@ 15:
oseroe 16,270 15142 FR ATET WIRELESS SUCS

R T
| 203 831 4833 TO 919147615372

P.13/16

PCS Site CT-070.1 4. panbury, CT - 12

Table 3: Sammary of Tnternotional Fedcrsl, State and Consensus Safety Critoris {or Exposurd
10 Radiofrequency Encrgy at Frequencies Used for PCS and Cellslar Radio Syslems

oy

Organbation/Gnvcrnmnt Arency Exposvee
Pupulation

Power Density (mw/em))

n a ke + R @ et

Celilar Radio PCS

e

Intcenational Safety Crllaﬂu/Recanm:mdadom

tnternational Commissi;m on Non-lonizing Radiation Occupational 2.06 4.87
Protsction (1997) e o T —
(Health Physics 74:4, 494-522. 1998)' public 0.41 0.98
mions! Radiologiesl rotection Bowrd ocaputional | 3. _\ e
| QuREB, 1993) oulie | 219 10,00
i Federal Requirements
Foderal Communications Commission QOccupationsl \: AT ___\_“__ 500
(47 CFR§1. 1310) Public 0.55 1.00
| Consengus Standurds and Recommendationy
Aserican Nationat Standards Instirte - Qccupationt! . .\_....,.........3 75 __..___\m_“__mg,,gq R
(ANSI C95.1- 1982) _ Public 2.5
Institute of Electricai and Electronics Engineers \N_‘q«;_cu_gg,t_igmu \ L2 __\ .-
| (ANSINEEE C95.1-1999 Edition)” Public 0.58
Nationg! Council on Radiation protection & Measurements | Ocgupetional _ 1. R 7 I P
| _QICEI’ Repurt 86, 1986) publie 0.5
State Codes |
| New lerscy (NIAC 1:28-42) public 2,78 5.00 J
Massachusetts (D arment of Health 105 CMR 122) public 0.55 1.00
{ New York Stass Public j 0.55 1,00 )
NOTES

'ES:
1. Reaflirmed in 1957 and published with modification in 1998,
2. Incorporaling {EEE Stondsrd C95. 1-1991 ond 1EEE grandard C95.10-1998.
3. Stat of New York Department of Health follows NCRI Repori 86,

MAY 16 2000 15:24
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APPENDIX - Anaiyties! Technique
This appeadix describes the methodology used to predict the radiofrequenty (RF) elemon\ag\mic
environment surrounding the roposed AT&T PCS antennas. As 3 conservative Measure, the
methodology applies uyorst-case” conditions that resuit in an over-gstimate of the RY epvironment, €
the ealculations nclude the effect of field reinforcoment from in-phase reflections. Therefore, the
predicted values are the theoretical maxima that could oseur and not typical values: The actual powe?
density levels have always been found to be smaaller than the corresponding predicted jevels’. The

methodology destribed follows that outlined by the Federal Communications Commission (FRCC)in their
OET Bulietin No. 65"

For each transmiming antenud, the maxirum RE power density at 6 & above grade wa
performing & series of power deasity prediotions for depression angles below the horizon from 5°
This was done using the verijcal gain paitern of cach antenna provided by the anteund manufacturer and

by using the follmving equation:

S Z(N xPy % Gy x1,64)
4nR

and
S =4xS

where:
S = plane wave equivalent power density
S = factor of 4 assumes 2 100% grovnd reflection (resnlting in a doubling
of the ficld strength ond 2 four-fold increasé in power density)
= maximum number of transmitters (channels)
N = actug) power per channel input to the antehnd
= far-field gain (nuteric) of the antentd relaiive to 2 half-wave dipale in the
direction of point of intercst
R =distance (radlal ot slant) from the antonna conter to point of interest
164 =gain of a half-wave dipole (2.15 dB) over an isotropi¢ radiator

P
Ge

'_—-’-_ﬂ—'-—_-‘_’-_
4, Petersen, R.C.y and Testagross3, p.A., Radiofrequency Fields Assoriated with Cellutar-Radio Cell-Site Antennes,
Bioclecmmagnetic:, vel. 13, No. 6 (1992)-

5, Federal Comraunications Commission Offico of Engineeting & ‘Technology, Evaluating Compliance with FCC
Guidelines for Human Exposure 10 Radiofreguency Radiation, OFET Bulletin No. ¢5, Edition 97-01 (August 1997

MoV 16 PPAR 15:24
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Antenae eanserline
height tovs grade
H

6 £ above geade

P.15716

y

Based on the rechnica) specifi

(Spuss) associated
is calculated &s follows:

mMay 16 2008 15:24

cations for the
with the AT&

site outlined in Table {, the m

T PCS antennas oceurs al 8 Jepression angle of 3

R = (H-6)/sin 6= (956)/8in (309 = 178 &t

Gype= 0.60 dBd (from antenna slevation gain patiern)

Py = ERP/Ganx o e e = 4,0) WATLS PET channel
100 ToaRd /10) P

.t xPx10“"" x1.64

S,w - 4X 47:&2
8chxd. OV 1 chx10®H 0 x) 64

= 4%
ax3.14x(178 fixi 2in/ fn<2.54cm/in)z

Spax = 6.49 % 107 W/cm? = 0.000649 mW/em?

0.000649"%/
__-oi-:lw-’i-—/”'- x100% = 0.065%
uﬂ’

AND % of MPE =

19985825038

aximum RF power density
0° below the horizon and
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‘Jonizing Radiation
1

Non-lonizing Radiation
| —

AM Radio: 535 - 1605 kHz

CB Radio: 27 MHz
Cordless Phones: 49 MHz
TV Ch 2-6: 54-88 MHz

FM Radio: 88- 108 MHz
Marine Radio: 160 MHz

TV Cnh7-13:. 174 - 216 MHz

TV UHF Ch 14-69: 470 - 800 MHz

Celtutar Radio, Specialized

806 - 946 MHzZ
Anltheft devices: 10-20 kHiz
Microwave oven. 915 and

Personal Cammunication Services:
§ door openers: 10.5 GHz

intrusion alamms

Mobile Radio, Paging:

and/or 915 MHz

2450 MHz
1800 - 2200 MHz

J e"‘“.'.f"

Power Microwave radio: 7-40 GHz
mﬂgﬂmg Satellite oogacaﬁﬂnmoa AggIN-NNm GHz
?
— 103 ——+—10°—3 — 109 —— +—10*—— 10"5——+—10'"—4
60Hz 1kHz 1MHz 1GHz  Frequency (Hz) == -

Lucent Technologies - Proprietary

Use pursuasi to Com

pany inshuctions
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