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Findings of Fact

Introduction

1. Pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes § 16-50g et seq., and the Regulations of Connecticut  State Agencies § 16-50j-1 et seq., Sprint Spectrum (Sprint), L.P. applied to the Connecticut Siting Council (Council) on December 24, 2003 for a certificate of environmental compatibility and public need (Certificate) authorizing the construction, operation, and maintenance of a telecommunications facility at One Westerberg Drive in Farmington, Connecticut.  (Sprint 1, p. 1)
2. Sprint’s proposed facility would include a 156-foot tall monopole designed as a flagpole. (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. T-Mobile and Nextel are intervenors.  (Tr. 1, pp. 5-6)
5. AT&T Wireless had been an intervenor in this proceeding but withdrew prior to the public hearing. (Record)

6. Pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-50l(b), Sprint had public notice of this application published in the Hartford Courant on November 20 and 25, 2003 and in the Valley News on November 20 and 27, 2003. (Sprint 1, p. 3) 
7. Sprint sent notification of its filing of an application with the Council to all owners of property abutting the proposed site on November 19, 2003. This notification was sent by certified mail, and Sprint received return receipts from 33 of the 37 property owners to whom notice was sent. Sprint sent another copy of the notification, to those property owners from whom return receipts were not received, via first class mail, no return receipt requested, on December 19, 2003. (Sprint 1, p. 3)
8. 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 February 5, 2004. (CSC Hearing Package dated February 5, 2004)
9. As part of its application procedure, Sprint sent a copy of its application to the Town of Farmington’s Chief Elected Official, Town Planner, Chairman of the Planning and Zoning and Inland Wetlands Commission, and Chairman of the Conservation Commission; to the State Senator and State Representative for the Town of Farmington; to the Capitol Region Council of Governments and Central Connecticut Regional Planning Agency; to the Connecticut Attorney General; to the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (DEP); 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 (ConnDOT); 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)
10. The Connecticut Department of Transportation responded to the Council’s solicitation and had no comments on the application. (ConnDOT letter dated April 7, 2004)

11. No other state agency responded with comments about Sprint’s applications. (Record)
12. Pursuant to CGS § 16-50m, the Council, after giving due notice thereof, held a public hearing on April 13, 2004, beginning at 3:00 p.m. and continuing at 7:00 p.m. in Farmington, Connecticut. (Tr. 1, pp. 2-6)
13. The Council and its staff made an inspection of the proposed site on April 13, 2004.  On the day of the field review, Sprint attempted to fly a balloon at the site.  Wind and rain prevented any sustained flight of a balloon at the proposed height.  (Tr. 1, p. 18)
Public Need for Cellular Service
14. 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)
15. 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. 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)
16. 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)
17. 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)
18. Sprint’s antenna deployment at this site would comply with E911 requirements. (Sprint 2, Response 10)
Service Design

Sprint
19. Sprint would install three directional antennas in a three-sector configuration inside the proposed flagpole tower with a centerline height of 150 feet above grade. (Sprint 2, Response 16)
20. Sprint’s objectives for this proposed facility are to cover existing service gaps on and around Route 10 and Route 4 where Sprint had a significant gap in service at the time of application. (Sprint 1, p. 4; Sprint 2, Response 9)

21. Sprint used drive test data from surrounding existing facilities, call statistics, and propagation models to determine the location and extent of its existing coverage gap. (Sprint 2, Response 2)

22. Sprint performed a drive test to validate the propagation model used to predict the coverage likely to be obtained from the proposed tower. The test validated Sprint’s propagation model. (Sprint 2, Response 4)

23. Sprint’s existing signal strength in the vicinity of the proposed site varies between -90 dBm to below the noise threshold, although some of the higher elevations in the surrounding area may exceed -90 dBm. (Sprint 2, Response 23

24. Sprint considers acceptable signal strength to be -94 dBm in rural areas and -79 to -84 dBm in urban areas. (Sprint 1, p. 12)

25. With its antennas on this tower, Sprint’s signal strength in the vicinity would be greater than -85 dBm. (Tr. 1, p. 27)

26. The minimum height at which Sprint could achieve its coverage objectives from this tower would be 150 feet. (Sprint 1, p. 12)

27. From this site, Sprint would hand off traffic to the following existing facilities:

	Site
	Address
	City
	Latitude
	Longitude
	Height (feet)

	CT33XC533
	10 Redwood Lane
	Avon
	41-46-20.28
	-72-52-48.36
	                  88

	CT03XC100
	3A Birdseye Rd
	Farmington
	41-42-54
	-72-48-37.08
	                140

	CT03XC085
	Lot 40, Camp Rd
	Farmington
	41-41-56.04
	-72-53-26.16
	                  77

	CT03XC053
	81 Montevideo Rd
	Avon
	41-48-10.08
	-72-48-39.6
	                142

	CT33XC534
	319-321 New Britain 
Ave
	Farmington
	41-45-0
	-72-52-22.08
	                170


(Sprint 2, Response 11)
28. 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. 13)
29. Sprint statistics on the incidence of dropped calls in the vicinity of this site indicate that the number of dropped calls in the area exceeds 2 percent. (Sprint 2, Response 5)
30. The size of the coverage gap Sprint is seeking to cover with the proposed facility is significant enough that technologies such as repeaters and microcells, which are typically used for filling small gaps in coverage or for providing service in buildings, are not viable options for providing the requisite service level. (Sprint 1, p. 8)
31. Sprint’s antennas would cover 2.2 miles along Route 4 and 2.5 miles along Route 10. (Sprint 2, Response 7)
32. Sprint’s antennas at the proposed facility would cover a total of 6.4 square miles. (Sprint 2, Response 8)
33. Sprint anticipates not being required to split this cell for at least five years. (Sprint 1, p. 14)
T-Mobile
34. T-Mobile’s existing signal strength in the vicinity of the proposed site is between -90 dBm and -110 dBm. (T-Mobile 1, Response 1)

35. At the time of application, T-Mobile was experiencing an average of 300 dropped calls per day in the vicinity of the proposed facility. (T-Mobile 1, Response 3)

36. T-Mobile’s objective at this site is to provide reliable in-car coverage greater than or equal to -84 dBm along Routes 4 and 10. (T-Mobile 1, Response 2)

37. With antennas at this location, T-Mobile would be able to provide reliable in-car coverage at -84 dBm. (Tr. 1, p. 54)

38. At this location, T-Mobile would install three panel antennas with a centerline height of 130 feet. (T-Mobile 1, Response 4)

39. The minimum height at which T-Mobile could meet its coverage objectives at this location is 130 feet. (T-Mobile 1, Response 5)

40. From this location, T-Mobile’s antennas could provide reliable in-car coverage for 2 miles along Route 4 and 2 miles along Route 10. (T-Mobile 1, Response 8)

41. The total area T-Mobile’s antennas could provide reliable in-car coverage from this location would be approximately 3.5 square miles. (T-Mobile 1, Response 9)

42. From this location, T-Mobile’s antennas would hand off traffic to the following existing sites:

	Site
	Address
	City
	Direction

	CT11-376
	376 Deercliff Road
	Avon
	northeast

	CT11-168
	263 Farmington Ave
	Farmington
	east

	CT11-134
	200 Colt Highway
	Farmington
	south

	CT11-380
	10 Redwood Lane
	Avon
	northwest

	(T-Mobile 1, Response 6)


43. T-Mobile requires at least six feet between the tips of antennas to avoid interference problems. Based on this requirement, antennas that are separated by less than ten feet at their radiation centers could create interference problems. (Tr. 2, pp. 10-11)

Nextel
44. At the time of application, Nextel was experiencing coverage gaps along Routes 4 and 10. Nextel identified these gaps through the receipt of numerous customer complaints of dropped calls and lack of service along these roadways and the surrounding areas. Placing its antennas on the proposed tower would enable Nextel to remedy these coverage gaps. (Nextel 1, R.3)

45. Nextel is experiencing an average daily drop call rate of just over 5% in the area that would be served by the proposed facility. Nextel’s dropped call objective is less than 2%. (Nextel 1, R.4)

46. Nextel’s minimum signal strength required to provide adequate coverage is -81 dBm. (Nextel 1, R.2)

47. Nextel’s existing signal strength in the vicinity of the proposed site ranges from -81 dBm to no service. Nextel customers do not have adequate signal strength northwest of the intersection of Routes 4 and 10 to place or receive reliable calls in-building, in-car, or on-street. (Nextel 1, R.1)

48. With antennas at this location, Nextel’s signal strength would be -81 dBm. (Tr. 1, p. 67)

49. Around the 120-foot height, Nextel would install six antennas inside the proposed flagpole. (Nextel 1, R.5)

50. Nextel’s six antennas would be stacked three antennas on top of three antennas. (Tr. 1, p. 61)

51. Nextel requires a minimum height of 120 feet for its antennas to achieve its coverage objectives at this location. (Nextel 1, R.6)

52. Nextel would shift its antennas downward two feet on the tower in order to gain a six-foot tip-to-tip separation from the T-Mobile antennas above them. (Tr. 2, p. 14) 

53. Nextel’s antennas would hand off traffic to the following locations: to the north along Route 10, a water tank on Tower Drive in Avon; to the west on Route 4, an existing tower on Sylvan Avenue in Farmington; to the south along Route 10, an existing tower on Sparks Street in Plainville; also to the south, an existing tower off Route 6 in Bristol; and to the east, an existing tower near Birdseye Road in Farmington. (Nextel 1, R.7)
54. Nextel’s antennas would cover approximately 4 miles along Route 10 and 2.9 miles along Route 4. (Nextel 1, R.9)

55. Nextel’s antennas would cover a total area of approximately 9.5 square miles. (Nextel 1, R.10)

Verizon

56. Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless would be interested in locating antennas at the 140-foot level of the proposed flagpole formerly reserved by AT&T Wireless. Verizon Wireless notified the Council of its interest in a letter read into the record by Attorney Regan, Sprint’s representative. (Tr. 1, pp. 30 ff.)
Municipal Consultation

57. The Town of Farmington published a Request for Proposals (RFP) for the lease of municipal property at 1 Westerberg Drive for the construction of a communication tower and support facility on September 8, 2002. (Sprint 2, Response 22, Attachment)

58. The Town of Farmington published its RFP after Sprint had established its search ring in this area. (Sprint 2, Response 23)

59. The Town required that a telecommunications tower at its offered site be designed as a flagpole. (Tr. 1, p. 34)

60. Sprint responded to Farmington’s RFP with a proposal to construct a stealth flagpole. (Sprint 1, p. 6)
61. At a meeting held on January 21, 2003, Farmington Town Manager Kathleen Eagen recommended Sprint’s proposal to the Town’s Planning and Zoning Commission. The Commission gave its consent to proceed with the project and a lease for the site. (Sprint 1, p. 6)
62. The Farmington Town Council approved a lease with Sprint on June 24, 2003. (Sprint 1, p. 6)

63. Sprint filed its 60-day notice of its intent to apply for a Council certificate for a telecommunication facility in Farmington on June 30, 2003. Its notice included a letter to the Chairman of the Town Council, a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review, radio-frequency coverage information, a site plan, and a visual resource evaluation report. (Sprint 1, p. 6)

64. In a letter dated September 4, 2003, the Farmington Town Manager informed the Council that the Town’s lease agreement with Sprint had been approved. The lease provides for the construction of a 156-foot tower capable of supporting four carriers. (Sprint 1, p. 6)
65. In its lease agreement with Sprint, the Town of Farmington retains the right to place antennas on the proposed tower free of charge. (Sprint 2, Response 22)
Site Search

66. After its coverage gap in the vicinity of Route 10 was analyzed, Sprint created a Search Ring to identify an area where a telecommunications facility could provide the requisite coverage. Sprint determined the boundaries of the Search Ring by placing multiple sites (50-100) in locations that might meet its coverage objective then running propagation models on the sites. Sprint formed its Search Ring around the sites that best met its coverage objective. (Sprint 1, p. 8)
67. After the Search Ring was established, Sprint’s Real Estate Department looked for existing buildings, structures, and towers that could be used as sites from which to meet its coverage objectives. No suitable existing structures or towers were found that could meet Sprint’s objectives. (Sprint 1, p. 8)
68. Sprint researched a number of properties as potential locations for their proposed facility. These properties and the determination of their suitability are listed in the table below.
	Location:
	Reason for Rejection:

	1 Westerberg Drive
	Proposed candidate.

	44 Main Street
	Issues with historic district.

	31 Town Farm Road
	Property owner not interested in 

leasing to Sprint.

	Waterville Road and Route 10

- SNET
	Not suitable due to building restrictions.

	691 Waterville Road
	Not suitable due to parcel size.

	575 Waterville Road
	Issues with flood plain.

	Waterville Road and Route 10
	Issues with SHPO, flood plain,

and wetlands.

	165 Deercliff Road
	Property owner not interested in 

leasing to Sprint.

	1371 Farmington Avenue
	Does not provide sufficient coverage 
to Route 10.

	Deercliff Road, Avon
	Located too far north to 
sufficiently cover Route 10.

	(Sprint 1, pp. 10-13)


Project Description
69. Sprint’s proposed facility would be located on a 28.2 acre parcel owned by the Town of Farmington and used by the Town for its Sewage Treatment Facility. Sprint would lease a 100-foot by 100-foot area within which it would develop a 50-foot by 50-foot compound. Sprint would erect a 156-foot tall monopole that would be camouflaged as a flagpole. The flagpole/monopole would be capable of supporting a total of four carriers. Sprint’s antennas would be installed at the 150-foot level. (Sprint 1, p. 9 ff.)
70. The bottom portion of the proposed flagpole tower would be built of steel. The top portion of the tower would be built from a RF transparent material designed to match the steel bottom in appearance and color. All antennas and coaxial cables would be concealed within the flagpole. (Sprint 2, Response 25)

71. The Town of Farmington, at its discretion, would be responsible for flying a 10-foot by 15-foot flag from the flagpole. (Tr. 1, p. 24 ff.)
72. As part of its lease arrangement, Sprint would pay the Town a lump sum fee for the Town’s assumption of responsibility for flying and maintaining a flag at the site. (Tr. 1, pp. 32, 88 ff.) 

73. The Town’s property is located a Flood Protection zoning district. (Sprint 1, Tab 5, Drawing T-1)

74. Sprint’s monopole would be located at 41º 43’ 49.77” N latitude and 72º 50’ 7.75” W longitude. The ground elevation at the base of the tower would be 163 feet AMSL. (Sprint 1, Tab 5, Drawing S-1)

75. The monopole would be constructed 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. 11)
76. The compound would be enclosed by a 12-foot chain link fence. Within the compound, Sprint would install a 4-inch deep gravel/crushed stone treatment over a geotextile fabric. Sprint’s ground equipment would located on a 9-foot 6-inch by 26-foot raised steel platform set on a concrete pier foundation. The platform would raise Sprint’s equipment to a height of 172.5 feet AMSL (approximately 8 feet above ground level). (Sprint 1, p. 11)
77. Other carriers who would use this facility would also have to raise their ground equipment to a level above the base flood elevation. Verizon, which normally uses a shelter to house its equipment, would have to elevate its shelter above the base flood elevation. (Tr. 1, pp. 27 ff.)

78. The proposed tower’s setback radius would encompass a portion of an adjacent property to the west by approximately 23 feet. The Town of Farmington owns the adjacent property. (Sprint 1, Tab 5, Drawing SC-1)

79. Access to the compound would be via a paved drive off of Round Hill Road near its intersection with Lenola Drive. Sprint would develop a 40-foot long, 12-foot wide gravel access drive off of this existing paved drive. (Sprint 1, p. 10)
80. Underground utility service to the compound would be provided from an existing utility pole (CL&P #2883) that is adjacent to the compound’s proposed site. (Sprint 1, p. 10; Tab 5, Drawing SC-2)

81. The closest residence to the proposed facility is located 890 feet away and is owned by Karen Carroll. (Sprint 1, Tab 5, Drawing S-2)

82. There are four residences within 1,000 feet of the property line, and two residences located within 1,000 feet of the proposed tower. (Sprint 2, Response 15)

83. Sprint’s facility would be equipped with a battery back-up system that could be realistically expected to last approximately six to eight hours at a 50% load. For power outages lasting longer than 24 hours, Sprint might bring in a diesel powered emergency generator on a temporary basis. (Sprint 1, pp. 11-12)

84. The estimated costs of developing this facility are as follows:

Site Work 

 
$20,000.00

Flagpole


  28,000.00

Electrical & Telephone

  15,000.00

Foundation 


  25,000.00

Landscaping


    5,000.00

Access Road


  10,000.00
Total


            $103,000.00

(Sprint 1, Tab 13)
Environmental Considerations
85. The proposed facility site lies within the 100 year flood plain of the Farmington River where the base flood elevation is 171.5 feet AMSL. To accommodate the flooding potential, Sprint would elevate its ground equipment on a platform the base of which would be at elevation 172.5 feet AMSL. In addition, modified riprap would be placed adjacent to the equipment pier foundations and the monopole foundation. The drilled pier foundation would also be designed to adequately support the 156-foot monopole within the floodplain. (Sprint 1, p. 21)
86. Sprint’s facility would be compliant with the minimum National Flood Insurance Program standards. (Sprint 1, Tab 18) 

87. Wetland soils were identified within the proposed ground lease area of the facility. They are located approximately 10 feet east of the proposed fenced compound and are part of the floodplain wetlands system. (Sprint 1, p. 19)
88. Based on a methodology set forth in the OET Bulletin No. 65, of the Federal Communications Commission, the combined total worst case power density for Sprint, T-Mobile, and Nextel antennas measured at the base of the proposed tower would represent 14.73% of the Maximum Permissible Exposure. (Sprint 1, Tab 16)
89. Sprint does not anticipate any blasting at this site. (Sprint 2, Response 14)
90. Sprint would plant 22 evergreen trees in a staggered row around the facility’s fence to help diminish the visual impact of the facility compound. (Sprint 1, p. 17)

91. No known extant populations of Federal or State Endangered, Threatened or Special Concern Species occur at Sprint’s proposed site. (Sprint 1, Tab 17)
92. The development of the proposed facility would have no effect on Connecticut’s archaeological heritage or upon properties of traditional cultural importance to Connecticut’s Native American Communities. (Sprint 1, Tab 17)
Visibility
93. Sprint’s proposed tower would be visible year round from approximately 530 acres in the surrounding vicinity. (Sprint 1, p. 19)
94. Sprint’s proposed tower would be seasonally visible from approximately 33 acres in the surrounding vicinity. (Sprint 2, Response 18)

95. Sprint’s proposed tower would have some year-round visibility from the Farmington Historic District, which is located approximately half a mile to the southeast of the site. Topography and tree cover should keep visibility to a minimal level. (Sprint 2, Response 19)

96. Much of the area of visibility lies within the Town of Farmington’s sewage treatment plant property on which the facility would be located, the nearby Tunxis Plantation Golf Course, and portions of the Farmington River’s floodplains. (Sprint 1, p. 19; Tab 15)

97. Some portions of the Metacomet Trial, which runs along a ridge line to the east of the proposed facility, might have views of the flagpole tower from a distance of more than two miles. (Sprint 1, pp. 19-20)

98. Some select residential areas would have spot views of the proposed tower. These areas are located east of the Farmington River, in the north and south ends of the historic district. (Tr. 1, p. 19)
Map 1

Location Map
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    (Sprint 1, Tab 6)
Map 2
Sprint’s Existing Coverage
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(Sprint 1, Tab 14)
Map 3
Sprint’s Coverage with Site
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(Sprint 1, Tab 14)

Map 7 

T-Mobile Coverage without Site
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 (T-Mobile 1, Exhibit 11.1)

Map 8

T-Mobile Coverage with Site
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  (T-Mobile 1, Exhibit 11.1)

Map 9

Existing Nextel Coverage
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(Nextel 1, Exhibit A)

Map 10

Nextel Coverage from Site
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          (Nextel 1, Exhibit A)

Map 11

Nextel Composite Coverage
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            (Nextel 1, Exhibit A)

Map 12
Visibility Map
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     (Sprint 1, Tab 15)







