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Opinion
On February 25, 2008, MCF Communications bg, Inc. (MCF) and Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless (Cellco) collectively referred to as the “Applicants,” applied to the Connecticut Siting Council (Council) for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need (Certificate) for the construction, maintenance and operation of a wireless telecommunications facility to be located in the Town of Thompson, Connecticut.  Site A is proposed at 347 Riverside Drive (Route 12) and Site B is proposed at 407 Riverside Drive (Route 12).  
The intervenor in this proceeding is Thompson Hills West Condominium Association (Association).  The Association argued that a third site should be considered on its property.
The proposed facility would be used to provide cellular and personal communication services coverage along Interstate 395, Route 200, Route 193 and Route 12, as well as local roads in the southern portion of Thompson.  

At either site, MCF would construct a 140-foot monopole within a 70-foot by 70-foot compound.  Cellco would locate antennas at the 137-foot level of the tower and install equipment within a 12-foot by 30-foot shelter located at the base of the tower within the compound.  The tower and equipment compound would be designed to accommodate the antennas and equipment of three additional carriers and the town’s public safety entities. 
Proposed Site A is located in the central portion of a commercially zoned, two-acre parcel that is currently used by D&R Tire & Masonry Supply Co. for an office location and storage yard.  Development of the proposed facility would not require grading.  Access to the site would extend southeast from Riverside Drive along an existing gravel driveway for approximately 205 feet then over a new gravel driveway for an additional approximately 20 feet.  Utilities would extend underground to the site from an existing overhead pole within the southern portion of the parcel.  One new 40-foot utility pole would be installed south of the proposed Site A compound to allow installation of underground utilities.  The Applicants could install utilities underground from the existing utility pole northwest of proposed Site A.
The tower setback radius of the proposed Site A tower would extend onto adjacent properties to the north and south by approximately 32 feet.  The tower setback radius would also include the northern portion of the Liberty Glass & Metal building that is located on an adjacent property south of the proposed site and most of the two-story building that is on the host property.  
MCF would design the proposed Site A tower with a yield point at approximately 80 feet above ground level to allow the tower to remain on the host property in the event of a tower failure.
Proposed Site B is located in the eastern portion of a residentially zoned, three acre parcel that is currently used as a residential property.  Development of the proposed site and access road would require grading.  Access to the site would extend east from Riverside Drive along an existing gravel driveway for approximately 230 feet, then over a new gravel driveway for an additional approximately 235 feet.  MCF proposes to install utilities partially overhead and partially underground to the site from an existing overhead pole along Riverside Drive.  Two new 40-foot utility poles would be installed for a distance of approximately 30 feet.  The underground portion of the utility installation would be along the proposed access road for a distance of approximately 230 feet.  However, utilities could be installed underground along the access road to the site.
The tower setback radius would remain within the Site B host property.

The proposed Site A tower would be visible year-round from approximately 22.5 acres and seasonally visible from an additional approximately 5.6 acres within a two-mile radius of the site.  The tower is expected to be visible year-round from three residences along Riverside Drive and seasonally from an additional five residences on Riverside Drive. 
None of the units at the Thompson Hills West Condominium complex would have a view of the proposed Site A tower.  However, a portion of a driveway to one section of the condominium complex affords a view of the proposed Site A tower along the CL&P transmission line right-of-way.
The proposed Site B tower would be visible year-round from approximately 33 acres and seasonally visible from an additional six acres within a two-mile radius of the site.  The tower is expected to be visible year-round from 13 residences along Riverside Drive and three residences along West Side Drive.  The tower would be seasonally visible from one additional residence on Riverside Drive and two additional residences on West Side Drive.  

The Thompson Hill West Condominium complex is adjacent to the proposed Site B facility and 28 of the 42 units located at the complex would have a view of the tower.  An additional six units would have a seasonal view of the proposed tower.
Nine residences are located within 1,000 feet of the proposed Site A tower, the nearest of which is approximately 188 feet northwest of the site. There are 25 residences within 1,000 feet of the proposed Site B tower.  The nearest off-site residence to the Site B facility is approximately 216 feet to the southwest.  
Vegetation in the general area where both sites are located consists of 50-foot to 60-foot deciduous/coniferous trees; however, the Site A host property contains little or no vegetation.  Construction of the Site A facility would not require the removal of trees, while four trees would be removed for the construction of the Site B facility.
Neither proposed site would result in impact to wetland areas.  The nearest wetland to Site A is associated with the French River, located northwest of the site across Riverside Road.  The nearest wetland to Site B is located approximately 122 feet southwest of the proposed compound, within the existing CL&P right-of-way.  MCF would install appropriate erosion and sedimentation controls to be maintained throughout the construction process.  

Neither proposed facility would have an effect on historic, architectural or archeological resources listed on or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  

No federally listed endangered or threatened species are known to occur in Windham County.  Neither proposed site is within the state-listed species or significant natural community areas.

We find that roads in the vicinity of the proposed sites, Interstate 395, Route 200, Route 193, Route 12, and surrounding areas lack wireless telecommunications coverage, resulting in a need for a tower in southern Thompson.  The construction and operation of a tower at either proposed Site A or Site B would enable carriers to provide coverage to this area, as coverage from both sites is comparable.

Based upon all the evidence presented, we find Site A to be superior.  Site A is within a commercially zoned district, with significantly fewer residential properties in the surrounding area.  Visibility of the Site A tower would impact a smaller area and fewer residential properties than a tower at Site B.  A tower located at Site B would have a greater visual impact on the Thompson Hills West Condominium complex.  Also, Site A requires no grading or tree-clearing compared to Site B, which would require such activities.  Finally, the Town of Thompson Planning and Zoning Commission has expressed a preference for the construction of a tower at Site A, rather than Site B, due to existing commercial zoning and existing commercial/industrial uses surrounding the property. 
According to a methodology prescribed by the FCC Office of Engineering and Technology Bulletin No. 65E, Edition 97-01 (August 1997), the combined radio frequency power density levels of the antennas proposed to be installed on the tower have been calculated by Council staff to amount to 8.3% of the FCC’s Maximum Permissible Exposure, as measured at the base of the tower. This percentage is well below federal and state standards established 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 recalculated in the event other carriers add antennas to the tower. The Telecommunications Act of 1996 prohibits any state or local agency from regulating telecommunications towers on the basis of the environmental effects of radio frequency emissions to the extent that such towers and equipment comply with FCC’s regulations concerning such emissions.

Based on the record in this proceeding, the Council finds that the effects associated with the construction, operation, and maintenance of the telecommunications facility at 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, the Council will issue a Certificate for the construction, operation, and maintenance of a 140-foot monopole telecommunications facility at Site A, 347 Riverside Drive (Route 12), Thompson, Connecticut, and deny the certification of Site B. 
















