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Findings of Fact

Introduction
1. Pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes § 16-50g et seq., and Connecticut Agencies Regulations § 16-50j-1 et seq., Sprint Spectrum (Sprint), L.P. applied to the Connecticut Siting Council (Council) on November 17, 2003 for a certificate of environmental compatibility and public need authorizing the construction, operation, and maintenance of a telecommunications facility to be located in Torrington, Connecticut. (Sprint 1, p. 1)

2. In its application, Sprint proposes two alternative sites as the possible location of its prospective facility. The first site, identified as Candidate A, is located on Burr Mountain Road on property owned by O&G Industries. The second site, identified as Candidate B, is located at the corner of Jordan Lane and Laurelton Drive on property owned by Derwin and Alma Vaill. (Sprint 1, p. 1)
3. Sprint is a Delaware limited partnership, which is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Sprint Corporation, a Kansas corporation. Sprint Corporation is a wholly-owned subsidiary of WirelessCo, L.P., a Delaware limited partnership. Sprint is authorized to construct, operate, and manage a wireless personal communications system using the radio authorization license held by WirelessCo, L.P. (Sprint 1, p. 2)

4. The party in this proceeding is the applicant. Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless (Verizon) is an intervenor. (Tr. 1, p. 5)
5. Pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-50l(b), Sprint had public notice of this application published in the Waterbury Republican American on November 4 and 5, 2003 and in the Torrington Register Citizen on November 5, 2003. (Sprint 1, p. 3; Sprint 3, Response 1)

6. Sprint sent notification, by certified mail, of its filing of an application with the Council to all owners of property abutting the two proposed sites on November 4, 2003. (Sprint 1, p. 3)

7. Return receipts were received from 31 of Candidate A’s 32 abutting property owners. A receipt was not received from Robert Perol. Mr. Perol was sent another copy of the notice via first class mail, no return receipt requested, on December 2, 2003. Return receipts were received from 23 of Candidate B’s 24 abutting property owners. A receipt was not received from Gerald E. Vaill. Mr. Vaill was sent another copy of the notice via first class mail, no return receipt requested, on December 3, 2003. (Sprint letter dated December 5, 2003)
8. As part of its application procedure, Sprint sent a copy of its application on November 17, 2003 to the City of Torrington’s Chief Elected Official, City Planner, Zoning and Inland Wetlands Enforcement Officer, Building Official, and Chairmen of the Planning and Zoning Commission/Flood and Erosion Control Board, and Inland Wetlands Commission; to the State Senator and State Representatives for the City of Torrington; and to the Litchfield Hills Council of Elected Officials (the regional planning agency of which Torrington is a member). (Sprint 1, Tab 4)
9. Because the property on which the Candidate A site is located abuts the Winchester town boundary, Sprint sent a copy of its application on November 17, 2003 to the Town of Winchester’s Chief Elected Official, Town Planner, Environmental Director, Inland Wetlands Agent, and Chairmen of the Planning and Zoning Commission, Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Commission, and Conservation Commission; to the State Senator and State Representative for the Town of Winchester; and to the Litchfield Hills Council of Elected Officials (the regional planning agency of which Winchester is a member). (Sprint 1, Tab 4)
10. Pursuant to CGS § 16-50l(b), Sprint sent copies of its application on November 17 or 18, 2003 to the Connecticut Attorney General; to the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection; to the Connecticut Department of Health; to the Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control; to the Connecticut Department of Economic and Community Development; to the Council on Environmental Quality; to the Office of Policy and Management; to the Connecticut Department of Transportation; to the Connecticut Historical Commission; to the Connecticut Trust for Historic Preservation; to the Federal Communications Commission; and to the Federal Aviation Administration. (Sprint 1, Tab 4)

11. Pursuant to CGS § 16-50l, the Council solicited comments on Sprint’s application from the following state departments and agencies: Department of Environmental Protection, Department of Public Health, Council on Environmental Quality, Department of Public Utility Control, Office of Policy and Management, Department of Economic and Community Development, and the Department of Transportation. The Council’s letter requesting comments was sent on January 5, 2004. (CSC Hearing Package dated January 5, 2004)
12. The Connecticut Department of Transportation (ConnDOT) had no comments on the application. (ConnDOT letter dated February 23, 2004)

13. Comments on the application were received from the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection. (DEP letter dated March 11, 2004)

14. No comments were received from the Department of Public Health, Council on Environmental Quality, Department of Public Utility Control, Office of Policy and Management, and Department of Economic and Community Development. (Record)

15. Pursuant to CGS § 16-50m, the Council, after giving due notice thereof, held a public hearing on March 2, 2004, beginning at 3:30 p.m. and continuing at 7:00 p.m. in Torrington, Connecticut. ( Tr. 1, pp. 3-6)
16. The Council and its staff made inspections of the proposed prime and alternate sites on March 2, 2004.  On the day of the field review, Sprint flew balloons at both prospective sites. The balloons were aloft by 9:30 a.m. The balloon at Candidate A was flown at approximately 200 feet. The balloon at Candidate B was flown at approximately 125 feet. Flight conditions were good in the morning and allowed the balloons to reach their full heights until shortly after 1:00 p.m. Wind velocity increased shortly before the Council’s site visit and knocked both balloons down. The Vaill property balloon was reflown in time for the Council’s inspection of that property. The balloon on the O&G property was also reflown. Both balloons were kept up until 6:00 p.m. (Tr. 1, pp. 13 ff.)

Public Need for Service

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

18. The Telecommunications Act of 1996, a Federal law passed by the United States Congress, 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. This Act also blocks the Council from prohibiting or acting with the effect of prohibiting the provision of personal wireless service. (Council Administrative Notice, Telecommunications Act of 1996)

19. The Telecommunications Act of 1996 prohibits local and state bodies from discriminating among providers of functionally equivalent services. (Council Administrative Notice, Telecommunications Act of 1996)

20. Sprint is licensed by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) to provide wireless telecommunication service in thirty-two major United States trading areas, including Connecticut. (Sprint 1, p. 2)

21. Sprint’s antennas at this site would comply with the requirements of the Wireless Communications and Public Safety Act of 1999 (the 911 Act). (Sprint 3, Response 6)

22. At the time of application, Sprint had a significant gap in its coverage along Route 8 in the Torrington area, which lies within Metropolitan Trading Area 1 (New York) and Basic Trading Area 318 (New Haven). Locating a facility in Torrington would help Sprint fulfill its FCC license requirements. (Sprint 1, pp. 2-4)

23. At the time of application, Sprint was experiencing a greater than 2 percent level of dropped calls in the vicinity of the proposed sites. (Sprint 3, Response 10)

24. Sprint’s coverage gap was identified through customer feedback, baseline drive data of existing network coverage and a review of call data collected at the network switching station from Sprint’s existing sites in the vicinity. (Sprint 1, p. 4)
25. Sprint would offer this facility for use by competing telecommunication service providers.  Sprint Sites, USA has initiated discussion with competing wireless carriers. On the basis of these discussions, Cingular and Verizon have expressed an interest in collocating on this facility. (Sprint 1, p. 6)

PCS Service Design
Sprint

26. Sprint is a telecommunications company that provides wireless communication services known as Personal Communication Services (PCS). PCS technology is an all-digital system that works on a higher frequency signal than analog cellular service. Higher frequency signals are limited in the geographic area in which a cell site is able to transmit because the signals degrade quickly in hilly areas and in areas of dense foliage. (Sprint 1, p. 8)

27. Sprint has implemented a digital code division multiple access network to provide a P.02 grade of service. A P.02 grade of service means that a subscriber of the system will be able to place calls ninety-eight percent of the time during the busiest (peak) hours of the day. (Sprint 1, p. 15)

28. Microcells and/or repeaters are not viable technological alternatives for providing coverage for the area Sprint seeks to cover. Microcells and repeaters are low power and used mainly for filling small coverage gaps. Numerous microcells or repeaters would be needed to fill Sprint’s significant, existing coverage gap. (Sprint 1, pp. 8-9)

29. At either site, Sprint would install nine panel antennas in a three-sector array on a triangular platform. The centerline of the antennas at Candidate A would be 195 feet. At Candidate B, the antenna centerline would be 120 feet. (Sprint 1, Tab 9)

30. At Candidate A, Sprint’s antennas would cover 5.4 miles on Route 8. At Candidate B, they would cover 6.2 miles on Route 8. (Sprint 3, Response 12)

31. Sprint’s antennas at Candidate A would cover a total area of 13.8 square miles. At Candidate B, they would cover a total area of 11.1 square miles. (Sprint 3, Response 13)

32. The Candidate A site would provide 3.5 miles of coverage along Route 183. Candidate B would provide 1.5 miles of coverage along Route 183. (Tr. 1, pp. 36-37)

33. Sprint would need an additional tower to complete coverage on Route 183 if Candidate B were to be developed. (Tr. 1, 49)

34. The minimum antenna centerline at Candidate A that would allow Sprint to achieve its coverage objectives would be 195 feet AGL. (Sprint 1, p. 14)

35. The minimum antenna centerline at Candidate B that would allow Sprint to achieve its coverage objectives would be 120 feet AGL. (Sprint 1, p. 14)

36. Sprint considers an acceptable signal strength to be -94 dBm for rural areas and -79 to -84 dBm for urban areas. (Sprint 1, p. 15)

37. Sprint’s existing strength of signal in the area that would be served by the proposed sites varies from -90 dBm to the noise threshold – the minimum signal level any device can detect. (Sprint 3, Response 2)

38. From either proposed site, Sprint’s antennas would hand off traffic to existing sites at 15 Oakdale Avenue in Winsted to the north and at Torrington Towers, east of Rt. 202 and south of Rt. 4, to the south. (Tr. 1, pp. 34-35)
39. Sprint would prefer to develop Candidate A. (Tr. 1, p. 51)

Verizon

40. At the date of this application, Verizon had only recently acquired a PCS license for Litchfield County and had not constructed any facilities in the Torrington area. Consequently, Verizon has no coverage or signal strength in the vicinity of the proposed site. (Verizon 1, Response 1)

41. Verizon’s antennas at this location would operate in the PCS block of frequencies, transmitting in the 1970-9175 MHz band. (Verizon 1, Response 8)

42. Verizon has established a signal threshold of -85 dBm throughout the areas covered by its PCS service. (Verizon 1, Response 1)

43. Verizon’s objectives for locating on this facility are to provide coverage along Routes 8 and 183 in the northerly portions of Torrington. From this site, Verizon would hand off calls to a proposed roof-top facility at 52 Summer Street in Torrington and a Council-approved co-location at 15 Oakdale Avenue in Winchester. (Verizon 1, Response 2)
44. Verizon would install 12 PCS panel antennas at the 185-foot level of the Candidate A tower or at the 110-foot level on the Candidate B tower. The antennas would be mounted to a triangular platform. (Verizon 1, Response 5)

45. The minimum height at which Verizon could achieve its coverage objectives is 185 feet at Candidate A and 110 feet at Candidate B. Verizon would prefer Candidate A. (Verizon 1, Response 6)

46. Verizon’s antennas would cover approximately 4 miles on Route 8 and 2.5 miles on Route 183. (Verizon 1, Response 9)

47. From Candidate A, Verizon’s antennas would cover a total area of approximately 9 square miles. From Candidate B, they would cover approximately 7 square miles. (Verizon 1, Response 10)

48. From either proposed site, Verizon would hand off traffic to the 15 Oakdale Avenue facility in Winsted to the north and to the Torrington Towers facility to the south. (Tr. 1, p. 71)

49. Verizon’s ground equipment would be contained within a 12-foot by 30-foot equipment shelter, which would include a diesel generator to provide back-up power for emergency use. The generator would have a tertiary containment system to minimize the risk of diesel spills. (Tr. 1, p. 69)

50. Verizon’s predicted signal propagation indicates a consistently stronger level of coverage along Route 8, as well as better overall coverage along Route 183 and surrounding areas, from the Candidate A site. (Verizon 1, Response 6)

Municipal Consultation
51. On April 30, 2003, Sprint filed a 60-day notice with the City of Torrington and Town of Winchester of its intent to file an application for a telecommunications facility with the Council. (Sprint 1, p. 6)

52. After filing its 60-day notice, Sprint discovered that one of the property lines of the O&G property was incorrect. Sprint corrected the error and refiled its 60-day notice on September 5, 2003. Included with Sprint’s notice was a package of materials that included: National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) reviews, a radio-frequency engineering report, site plans, and a Visual Resource Evaluation report. (Sprint 1, pp. 6-7)
53. In response to its 60-day notice, Sprint received three pieces of correspondence from the City of Torrington. In a letter dated September 17, 2003, the Torrington City Planner expressed the City’s interest in locating antennas on the proposed facility. In a letter dated September 23, 2003, Officer Thomas Vannini of the Torrington Police Department wrote that the City had an “extreme interest” in putting antennas on Sprint’s proposed facility. In a letter dated September 24, 2003, Torrington’s Assistant City Engineer expressed interest in using Sprint’s proposed facility for public works department and water pollution control authority antennas. (Sprint 1, p. 7; Tab9)
54. The Torrington Police Department has coverage gaps in its public safety communication system in the northwest corner of the city, also referred to as the Burrville area. 
(Tr. 1, p. 9)

55. The Torrington Police Department would prefer the site off Winsted Road (Candidate A) as the location for its antennas. (Tr. 1, p. 9)

56. Sprint would provide space on its tower for City antennas at no charge. (Tr. 1, p. 14)

57. Sprint did not receive any comments from the Town of Winchester in response to its 60-day notice. (Sprint 1, p. 8)

Site Search
58. Sprint used computer modeling to identify an area within which a telecommunications facility could provide the requisite coverage and designated a search ring for the identified area. (Sprint 1, p. 9)

59. Sprint found no existing buildings, structures, or towers that could be used to meet its coverage objectives in the search ring area. (Sprint 1, p. 9)

60. Sprint considered ten different properties as potential locations for its proposed facility. These properties and their respective site suitability are listed below.

	Location:
	Determination of Suitability:

	Burr Mountain Road
	Candidate A

	Jordan Lane & Laurelton Drive
	Candidate B

	300 Torringford Street
	Does not connect to CT33XCO80 (52 Summer Street, Torrington)

	2788 Winsted Street
	Withdrawn due to soil contamination at the site.

	Greenwood Road
	Withdrawn because the property owner is not interested.

	100 South Road
	Withdrawn because the property owner is not interested.

	2904 Winsted Road
	Withdrawn due to wetlands issues.

	Saw Mill Hill Road – Cardinal


	Does not connect to CT33XC081 (Winsted).



	Saw Mill Hill Road – Silo
	Does not connect to CT33XC081 (Winsted).



	Starks Hill Road
	Does not connect to CT33XC081 (Winsted).




(Sprint 1, p. 10)

Project Description
61. At either proposed site Sprint would design and construct a monopole in accordance with the American National Standards Institutes/Electronic Industries Association’s Manual #222 - Revision F, “Structural Standards for Steel Antenna Towers and Antenna Support Structures.”  (Sprint 1, p. 13)

62. Either site would be equipped with a battery back-up system that could realistically be expected to last approximately six to eight hours at 50% load during a power outage. For prolonged power outages, Sprint could bring a diesel powered generator to the facility as a temporary measure. (Sprint 1, p. 14)
Candidate A

63. Sprint’s Candidate A site is located on a 191 acre property in northeast Torrington between the Paugnut State Forest and Route 8. The property is owned by O&G Industries, Inc. (O&G) (Sprint 1, p. 4)
64. The north side of O&G’s property is an active quarry. The south side, where Sprint’s proposed site is located, is undeveloped. (Sprint 1, p. 10)

65. The Candidate A facility would consist of a 75-foot by 75-foot compound within a 100-foot by 100-foot lease area. The facility would have a 198-foot monopole with a top-mounted triangular platform to support twelve antennas with centerlines of 195 feet. The monopole would be designed to accommodate a total of six carriers. The compound would be enclosed by a 6-foot high chain link fence with barbed wire on top and would include a concrete equipment pad for the equipment that transmits and processes the wireless signals. (Sprint 1, p. 13)
66. A tower of 198 feet in height at the Candidate A site would be required to broadcast Sprint’s signal over Burr Mountain to the north. (Tr. 1, p. 40 ff.)

67. The monopole would be located at 41º 52’ 23.72” N latitude and 73º 05’ 18.26” W longitude. The ground elevation at its base would be 1044.6’ AMSL. (Sprint 1, Tab 5, Drawing C-1) 

68. The O&G property is zoned Industrial. (Sprint 1, Tab5 – Location Map)
69. Torrington’s zoning regulations identify Industrial zoning districts as a preferred location for new, free standing telecommunications towers. (Sprint 1; Torrington Zoning Regulations, p. 142)

70. The closest residence to Candidate A is approximately 425 feet away and is owned by Barry A. Southworth at 340 Burr Mountain Road. (Sprint 3, Response 14)

71. There are two residences within 1,000 feet of Candidate A. (Sprint 3, Response 15)

72. The tower setback radius at Candidate A would encroach onto two adjacent properties — approximately 55 feet onto the property of Barry Southworth and approximately 50 feet onto the property of Thomas and Pamela Benjamin. (Sprint 1, p. 12; Tab 5, Map C-1)

73. The proposed facility’s location is surrounded by ledge outcroppings, which make any relocation difficult. (Sprint 1, p. 12)

74. Sprint would be willing to design a yield point in its proposed tower in order to effectively reduce the setback radius and keep it within the O&G property. (Sprint 1, p. 12)
75. Access to Candidate A would be over a 580-foot long, 12-foot wide gravel drive that would extend from Burr Mountain Road to the facility compound. (Sprint 1, p. 12)

76. Overhead utilities to the facility would run parallel to the access drive overhead from Burr Mountain Road. (Sprint 1, p. 12)

77. Utilities would be extended overhead due to evidence of shallow depth of ledge rock along the Candidate A access road and the expense of installing underground utilities. (Tr. 1, p. 37)
78. The estimated cost of Candidate A is as follows:

Site Work

$  90,000

Monopole

    40,000

Electric & Telephone         30,000

Foundation

  150,000

Landscaping

    10,000

Road

  
    25,000
Total


$345,000

(Sprint 3, Response 17)

Candidate B
79. Sprint’s Candidate B site is located on a 41 acre property in northeast Torrington, east of Route 8. The property is owned by Derwin and Alma Vaill.  (Sprint 1, p. 4)
80. The Vaill property is zoned R-25 (single family dwellings, 25,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size) and was undeveloped at the time of Sprint’s application. (Sprint 1, p. 10)

81. Telecommunications facilities are allowed in R-25 zones as a Special Exception Use. (Sprint 1, Bulk filed Torrington Zoning Regulations p. 142)
82. The Candidate B facility would consist of a 70-foot by 70-foot compound within a 100-foot by 100-foot lease area. Sprint would construct a 122-foot tall monopole which would have a top-mounted triangular platform to support twelve antennas with centerlines of 




120 feet. The Candidate B monopole would be designed to support a total of three carriers. The compound would be enclosed by 6-foot high chain link fence topped with barbed wire and would include a concrete equipment pad for the equipment that transmits and processes the wireless signals. (Sprint 1, p. 13)
83. The monopole would be located at 41º 50’ 48.71” N latitude and 73º 05’ 29.78” W longitude. The ground elevation at its base would be 1007’ AMSL. (Sprint 1, Tab 6, Drawing C-1)

84. The closest residence to Candidate B is approximately 531 feet away and is owned by Gerald E. Vaill at 157 Laurelton Drive. (Sprint 3, Response 14)

85. There are five residences within 1,000 feet of Candidate B. (Sprint 3, Response 15)

86. Access to the facility would be over a 925-foot long, 12-foot wide gravel access drive from the corner of Jordan Lane and Laurelton Drive. This drive would lie within an existing 20-foot access and utility easement. (Sprint 1, p. 12)

87. At the point where the access road would meet the public street, the access road would be very close to the property line of the adjacent property. (Tr. 1, p. 25)

88. Underground utilities will run parallel to the access drive from SNET utility pole #2652 to the facility compound. (Sprint 1, p. 12)

89. The tower setback radius at Candidate B lies completely within the Vaill property boundaries. (Sprint 1, Tab 6, Map C-1)
90. The estimated cost of Candidate B is as follows:

Site Work

$  90,000

Monopole

    35,000

Electric & Telephone
    30,000

Foundation

  150,000

Landscaping

    10,000

Road


    20,000
Total


$335,000

(Sprint 3, Response 17)

Environmental Considerations
91. Sprint’s ground support equipment would be of a solid-state nature, which limits noise emissions. Any noise emitted by the equipment would be within the DEP standards. (Sprint 1, p. 14)

92. Sprint’s tower would be grounded using its standard configuration, which consists of solid tinned bare copper wire ground leads bonded to both the tower base and buried ground ring comprised of solid tinned bare copper wire and 10-foot long service ground electrodes. (Sprint 3, Response 20)
93. Candidate A is located in an undeveloped, forested area of hemlocks and black birch, with oaks, beech and mountain laurel also present. (DEP letter of March 11, 2004)

94. Candidate B is located in a semi-open area within a large wooded area. Some previous cutting of trees is evident around the proposed compound site. (DEP letter of March 11, 2004)

95. A total of 96 trees, 30 with diameters greater than 12 inches at breast height (dbh), would be removed to construct the access drive and compound at Candidate A. (Sprint 1, p. 12)

96. DEP recommends saving a 42” dbh white pine tree at the Candidate A site located approximately 25 yards up the proposed access road from Burr Mountain Road and 23 feet to the east of the flagged centerline of the access road. (DEP letter of March 11, 2004)
97. A total of 60 trees, 20 with diameters greater than 12 inches dbh, would be removed to construct the access drive and compound at Candidate B. (Sprint 1, pp. 12-13)

98. Development of Candidate A would require 1,886 cubic yards of cut and 508 cubic yards of fill for a net cut of approximately 1,378 cubic yards. Development of Candidate B would require 3,222 cubic yards of cut and 577 cubic yards of fill for a net cut of approximately 2,471 cubic yards. (Sprint 3, Response 21)

99. Prior to any land disturbance activities, Sprint would install sediment barriers downslope of all areas where soil would be exposed. After site work is completed, disturbed areas would be permanently stabilized with seem and mulch. (Sprint 1, p. 17)
100. The closest wetland area to Candidate A is approximately 50 feet to the northeast of the proposed lease area. (Sprint 1, p. 18; Tab5, Map C-1)

101. No wetlands are within 200 feet of Candidate B. (Sprint 1, p. 19)

102. No known extant populations of Federal or State Endangered, Threatened or Special Concern Species occur at either proposed site. (Sprint 1, p. 21)

103. Using a methodology set forth in the OET Bulletin No. 65, of the Federal Communications Commission, the worst case power density at the base of the proposed tower at Candidate A, with Sprint and Verizon antennas on the tower, would represent 4.17% of the Maximum Permissible Exposure. At Candidate B, the worst case power density would represent 15.12% of the Maximum Permissible Exposure.  (Sprint 1, p. 25; Verizon 1, Response 8)

104. An aeronautical study determined that the heights of the proposed monopoles would not require notification to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or lighting or other markings. (Sprint 1, p. 26)
105. Neither proposed site would have an effect on Connecticut’s historical, architectural or archaeological resources. (Sprint 1, p. 27; Tabs 19 & 20)

106. Blasting may be required at either Candidate site pending the results of a geotechnical investigation. (Sprint 3, Response 22; Tr. 1, p. 15)
Visibility
107. The monopole proposed for Candidate A would be visible year-round from approximately 92 acres in the surrounding vicinity. Most of this acreage would be to the east of the site — along Greenwoods Road, Route 183, Route 8, Pinewoods Road, and select areas within the Torrington Industrial Park — and to the immediate west in Burr Pond State Park. (Sprint 1, p. 24)
108. The tower at the Candidate A site should be partially visible during winter months in areas along Burr Mountain Road, Hayden Hill Road, Winburton Drive, and Winsted Road. This site should also be seasonally visible near the boat launch in Burr Pond State Park. (Sprint 1, p. 24)

109. The Candidate A tower would be partially visible from some portions of Burr Pond State Park. (Tr. 1, pp. 29 ff.)

110. The portions of the park that would have some views of the tower include the pond, the pond’s circumferential trail especially on the western and southern sides of the pond, the picnic area jutting into the pond from the beach area, and the main parking lot of the park. (DEP letter of March 11, 2004)

111. The Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection indicated a preference for Candidate B because of the potential visual impacts of Candidate A on Burr Pond State Park. (DEP letter dated March 11, 2004)

112. Approximately 8 to 12 homes would have a year-round view of the Candidate A site. (Sprint 3, Response 16)

113. The monopole proposed for Candidate B would be visible year-round from approximately 79 acres in the surrounding vicinity. Most of this acreage would be to the south and west of the proposed facility along portions of Greenwoods Road, Winsted Road, Baltic Road, and Route 8. (Sprint 1, p. 24)

114. The Candidate B tower would be seasonally visible from portions of the East Lawn Country Club. The nearest residential subdivision (encompassing Laurelton and Jordon Drives, Marshall Street, and Nilsen Lane) located to the east of this site would not be visibly impacted by the facility. (Sprint 1, pp. 24-25)

115. Approximately 6 to 10 homes would have year-round views of the Candidate B tower.  This tower might also have some limited visibility from two condominium developments. (Sprint 3, Response 16)

116. The Connecticut Walk Book identifies public hiking trails in the vicinity of Candidate A. Most of the length of these trails traverses heavily wooded areas which would not have views of the Candidate A facility. There is expected to be some limited seasonal visibility from trails adjacent to the Burr Pond State Park boat launch area. (Sprint 1, p. 25)
Map 1
Locations of Proposed Sites
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(Sprint 1, Tab 7)

Map 2
Site Visibility
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(Sprint 1, Tab 16)

Map 3
Existing Sprint Coverage
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(Sprint 1, Tab 15)

Map 4

Sprint Coverage from O&G Site at 195’
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Map 5

Sprint Coverage from Vaill Site at 120’
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  (Sprint 3)

Map 6
Sprint System Coverage with Candidate A
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(Sprint 1, Tab 15)

Map 7
Sprint System Coverage with Candidate B
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(Sprint 1, Tab 15)

Map 8
Existing Verizon Coverage
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        (Verizon 1, Tab 1)

Map 9
Verizon Coverage with Candidate A
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         (Verizon 1, Tab 1)

Map 10
Verizon Coverage with Candidate B
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