November 23, 2010
Christopher B. Fisher, Esq.

Daniel M. Laub, Esq.

Cuddy & Feder, LLP
445 Hamilton Avenue, 14th Floor
White Plains, NY 10601
RE:
DOCKET NO. 411 - New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC application for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need for the construction, maintenance and management of a telecommunications facility located at 1363 Boston Post Road, Old Saybrook, Connecticut.
Dear Attorneys Fisher and Laub:

The Connecticut Siting Council (Council) requests your responses to the enclosed questions no later than December 21, 2010. To help expedite the Council’s review, please file individual responses as soon as they are available.

Please forward an original and 15 copies to this office and a PDF version to be filed electronically.  In accordance with the State Solid Waste Management Plan, the Council is requesting that all filings be submitted on recyclable paper, primarily regular weight white office paper.  Please avoid using heavy stock paper, colored paper, and metal or plastic binders and separators. Fewer copies of bulk material may be provided as appropriate.

Yours very truly,

Linda Roberts
Executive Director

LR/cdm

c:
Council Members


Michele Briggs, AT&T


Parties and Intervenors

Docket 411: AT&T
Old Saybrook, Connecticut

Pre-Hearing Interrogatories, Set One 
1. How many of the return receipts for the notices sent to abutting landowners did AT&T receive? If some return receipts were not received, did AT&T make other attempts to notify the landowners? If yes, explain.
2. What were the approximate center and radius of AT&T’s search ring for this area?
3. What would be the quantities of cut and fill required at the proposed site?
4. Would any blasting be required at the proposed site?

5. Do the construction cost estimates provided for this site include the costs of antennas and related equipment? If not, provide the costs of this equipment.

6. Has the Town of Old Saybrook indicated any interest in placing antennas on the proposed tower? 
7. What are AT&T’s licensed frequencies in this part of the state?
8. What is AT&T’s design signal strength for in-vehicle coverage? For in-building coverage?

9. What is AT&T’s existing signal strength in the area that would be covered by the proposed facility?

10. Did AT&T do any drive tests to determine signal strength in the target coverage area? If so, provide the results of these tests.

11. What would be the total area, in square miles, that AT&T could cover from the proposed site? At what signal strengths and at what frequencies?
12. List the main transportation arteries AT&T is seeking to cover from this site and identify the lengths of the existing, respective coverage gaps.
13. What distances on these transportation arteries could AT&T cover from the proposed site?
14. Does AT&T have any statistics on dropped calls in the vicinity of the proposed facility? If so, what do they indicate? Does AT&T have any other indicators of substandard service in this area? If so, what do they indicate?
15. Identify, by address, sites with which AT&T’s antennas at the proposed site would hand off signals – include type and height of structure and height of AT&T’s antennas on each structure and distance and direction from the proposed tower.

16. What is the minimum height at which AT&T could achieve its coverage objectives from the proposed site?

17. Provide propagation maps showing what AT&T’s coverage would be if its antennas were mounted 10 feet below the minimum required height.
18. What would AT&T use for back up power at this site? Would any fuel be stored on site?

19. Would the setback radius of the tower extend onto any adjacent properties? If so, by how much and who owns these properties?
20. Is the proposed facility within the Coastal Area as defined by the Connecticut Coastal Management Act (CCMA)? Within the Coastal Boundary? Would any Coastal Resources be affected by the proposed facility?
