SUPPLEMENTAL ZONING MEMORANDUM
TO:

South Hadley Planning Board

DATE:

July 5, 2018

APPLICANT:

Industrial Tower and Wireless, LLC
40 Lone Street
Marshfield, Massachusetts, 02050

Co-Applicant #1:

T-Mobile Northeast, LLC

Co-Applicant #2:

Sprint Spectrum L.P.

Site Address:

4+\- Acres, Hadley Street, South Hadley, MA.

Parcel ID:

Lot B-7 Plan Book 205, Page 18

I.

SUPPLEMENTATION TO ALTERNATIVE SITES ANALYSIS

Since 2014, the Carriers have been searching for sites for a new tower and
telecommunications facility to replace the existing personal wireless communications antennas
and equipment at the existing smokestack at the Mount Tom Power Station in Holyoke, MA
owned by the Mt. Tom Generating Company (“MTGC”). T-Mobile currently has a wireless
facility at the smokestack with antennas installed at a height of approximately 330 feet. Sprint
Spectrum L.P. (“Sprint”) has a wireless facility at the smokestack, installed at a height of 202
feet. T-Mobile and Sprint each received site lease termination notices from MTGC in September,
2014, due to the closure of the power station and planned dismantling of the smokestack. After
the receipt of the termination notices, T-Mobile and Sprint entered into discussions with MTGC
to allow the carriers to construct a 199-foot monopole on their property to replace the
smokestack. Without a replacement site for their wireless facilities, T-Mobile and Sprint would
have a significant gap in coverage resulting from the removal of their antennas and equipment
currently operating on the smokestack. The Carriers proceeded with permitting of an alternative
location on MTGC’s property with the City of Holyoke. However, MTGC decided not to allow a
telecommunications facility to be sited on their property due to considerations for the planned
future redevelopment of the property. That decision led the Carriers to look for alternative sites
in the area surrounding the MTGC property.
For the past three years, the Carriers and Industrial Tower and Wireless, LLC (“ITW”)
have looked for replacement sites for the MTGC property. The location in Holyoke for a viable
replacement site is limited by local topography caused by the high terrain of Mt. Tom and the
low elevations along the Connecticut River. There is only a narrow band of land along the
Connecticut River that can provide coverage into the gap caused by the loss of the smokestack.
ITW’s efforts are noted in its Alternative Site Analysis attached as Exhibit 19 to the original
ITW Zoning Memorandum. This analysis considered 9 properties in South Hadley and was
explained in detail by ITW’s site acquisition specialist, John Champ, in his oral testimony before
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the South Hadley Planning Board. Mr. Champ discussed the sites in South Hadley as well as
efforts in Holyoke for an alternative site, such as the Holyoke Country Club and sites further
south along the Connecticut River. No alternative sites could be located in Holyoke that were
both available and able to fill the gap in coverage sought to be filled by the Carriers along
Interstate Route 91 and surrounding areas. The Carriers’ own efforts in South Hadley and
Holyoke are reflected in the attached annotated maps that reflect sites that were considered but
were not viable or were unavailable. See Exhibit 1 (Annotated Map of South Hadley) and
Exhibit 2 (Annotated map of Holyoke) attached hereto and incorporated by reference herein.
T-Mobile analyzed the area surrounding the MTGC property for alternative sites. In
investigating the search area, it was determined that there were no available existing structures
that could accommodate a wireless facility, as the only existing structure within the area with
suitable height is the smokestack, which is no longer available. Moreover, their investigation
determined that no properties in the area between Mt. Tom and the Connecticut River, located
along Route 5, were viable due to small lot size, set back issues and terrain constraints.
Based upon the efforts of the Carriers and ITW, there are no known available and viable
alternative sites for a telecommunications facility other than the proposed site on South Hadley
Street.
II.

RESPONSE TO ISSUES FROM RESIDENTS AT PUBLIC HEARING

During the April 30, 2018 public hearing before the Planning Board, a number of
community members commented on and/or had questions about the Project. The following is a
summary of those comments/questions and ITW’s responses to the same.
1) Coverage Overlap on Alternative, Existing Structures
There are no other existing structures or towers upon which T-Mobile or Sprint could
locate their telecommunications antenna and equipment that would provide service to the
Coverage Gap. The two closest structures that presently support telecommunications antenna and
equipment (South Hadley Monopole and South Hadley Water Tank, see Existing Tower Map
attached to the original ITW Zoning Memorandum), are too far away from the Coverage Gap to
be able to provide service thereto. Any placement of the Carriers’ antenna on those existing
structures would result in a failure to fill the Coverage Gap, and an unnecessary overlapping of a
coverage area that is already serviced by the Carriers.
2) Visibility from Surrounding Properties & Roadways; Stealthing of Tower
The proposed Telecommunications Facility is located and designed to limit, to the fullest
extent possible, views from adjacent properties, residential neighbors, adjacent roadways and
other areas of Town. The proposed Telecommunications Facility is not expected to have any
impact on scenic roadways within the Town of South Hadley. While Route 47 has been
designated a scenic highway, the monopole and the related equipment and fencing is set back
well off of Hadley Street, is elevated well above the road, and so will be well screened by
existing tree cover on the Tower Site and blocked from view by the land itself. There are five
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residences to the north, east and south of the Telecommunications Facility. The proposed site in
the middle of the lot may be visible from surrounding dwellings. The site at the rear of the lot
will be far less visible from surrounding homes. Tree cover will be maintained to the maximum
extent possible. Visibility impacts will be mitigated by the use of a monopole style tower that
maintains a narrow profile to the eye, and that will be manufactured in a silver/gray galvanized
steel that blends in with the visual surroundings. See View Lines Photographs attached to the
original ITW Zoning Memorandum.
Although ITW seeks a technical waiver of the landscape buffer requirements, due to the
existing topography and vegetation, ITW is certainly not opposed to adding a planted screening
around the base of the facility to mitigate impacts on abutting properties.
3) Site Alternatives; Location of Proposed Lot
As discussed in Section I above, both the Carriers and ITW conducted extensive searches
for an alternative site. Each property was evaluated for constructability, RF characteristics, lot
size, location, frontage and site access, topography, feasibility of driveway construction,
feasibility of utility installation and other design criteria related to Telecommunication Site
development. Ultimately, the Tower Site Lot located off of Hadley Street (Lot B-7) proved to be
the only feasible option for filling the Coverage Gap because it was available for sale, is vacant
land, has existing natural vegetated buffer for screening of a tower, has available access and
good constructability, has the necessary RF characteristics and elevation to provide coverage in
the gap, and is otherwise developable for the proposed Telecommunications Facility.
4) Health Effects of RF Emissions
The RF Safety Study conducted by Donald L. Haes, Jr., dated December 29, 2017,
establishes that the summation of the proposed T-Mobile and Sprint PCS PWS RF power levels
will be well within the established RF exposure guidelines. See RF Safety Study attached to the
original ITW Zoning Memorandum. Moreover, the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996
(“TCA”) expressly preempts a municipality’s authority to regulate the placement of “personal
wireless service facilities on the basis of the environmental effects of radio frequency emissions”.
47 U.S.C § 332(c)(7)(B)(iv) (emphasis added). “[E]nvironmental effects”, as that phrase is used
in the TCA, has been broadly defined to include human “health concerns”. Cellular Telephone
Co. v. Town of Oyster Bay, 166 F.3d 490, 494 n. 3 (2d Cir. 1999). Thus, not only does the
proposed Telecommunications Facility comply with federal RF exposure guidelines, but the
health effects from the proposed facility cannot be considered by the Town when siting a
telecommunications facility.
5) Effect on Property Values
ITW has not had a specific appraisal report prepared for the proposed site. However, ITW
has commissioned appraisal reports in the past and is aware of many other carrier appraisal
reports that have assessed the impact of telecommunications facilities on nearby residential real
estate valuations. Those appraisals have consistently found no negative impact on residential
valuations.
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III.

RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS FROM TOWN PLANNER

The Town Planner has submitted a series of questions regarding the tower site and
application to ITW for comment and response. Please accept the following responses:
1) Sound levels -- Generator. What is the sound level that the generator will create? Typically,
this would be measured at the property line.
RESPONSE: Sound levels vary depending on the generator and site conditions. However, the
generator will meet the MASSDEP Sound Policy criteria issued pursuant to 310 CMR 7.10 so
that the generator will not increase the broadband sound level by more than 10 dBA above
ambient (background) sound levels or produce a pure tone condition where any octave band
center frequency sound pressure level exceeds the two adjacent center frequency sound pressure
levels by 3 decibels or more.
2) Sound levels -- Other. Are there any other sounds/machine noises/humming sounds which can
be anticipated to be generated from the site?
RESPONSE: There is no other equipment installed on or used in connection with the proposed
Telecommunications Facility that is anticipated to produce humming or noises, except what is
typical for an electrical transformer.
3) Surrounding Tree Height. We know the height proposed for the tower, but how high are the
existing trees which will remain?
RESPONSE: ITW estimates that the tree height at the tower site location is approximately 60-70
feet high. Tree heights on other parts of the site are higher, such as at the front of the parcel.
4) Will the existing trees be cut or otherwise removed or altered after the tower is installed?
RESPONSE: No. The only tree cutting and removal on site is as shown on the Site Plan.
5) What is the tallest tower your firm has installed?
RESPONSE: The tallest telecommunications tower erected by ITW is 1044 feet in height. .
6) Would your firm be receptive to doing an additional balloon test?
RESPONSE: ITW has performed 3 balloon tests at this site. ITW is not receptive to additional
balloon tests.
7) Can the equipment, etc. on the ground be finished in dark shades to make them less visible?
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RESPONSE: The equipment cannot be painted. But, there will be a chain link fence around the
tower compound and the compound can be screened with plantings around the outside perimeter
of the fence.
8) Is it possible to boost the signals from the T-Mobile and/or Sprint facilities that presently exist
in the area sufficient to cover the area proposed to be served by the Hadley Street Tower.
Specifically,
•

Could the Mount Holyoke College and/or the Water Tank installations be boosted
or improved to meet this need for T-Mobile?

•

Could the Water Tank installations be boosted or improved to meet the need for
Sprint?

•

Similarly, could the signals on other cell installations along the Route 91 corridor
(Holyoke, Northampton, etc.) be boosted to meet the need for either of the
carriers?

RESPONSE: No. An increase in power output from surrounding cell sites does not effectively
increase the coverage area because modern mobile phones lack the power to transmit back to the
tower.

INDUSTRIAL TOWER & WIRELESS, LLC,
By its attorney,
Date: July 5, 2018

/s/ Jeffrey T. Angley
Jeffrey T. Angley, Esq.
Phillips & Angley
One Washington Mall
Boston, MA 02108
(617) 367-8787
jangley@phillips-angley.com
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