
From: Anderson, Holly
To: Yahoo
Subject: VT Public Utility Commission re: #24-1755-PET-public comments filed
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 3:21:00 PM
Attachments: RF Engineer Testimony FROG HOLLOW.msg

FROG HOLLOW PROPOSED RADIO TOWER.msg

Hello Dr. Tucker,
 
The above emails were received by the VT Public Utility Commission on Monday, July 8, 2024.  We
have uploaded both as public comments in case #24-1755-PET.
 
Please note that:
 
Members of the public can file comments in Section 248a proceedings before the Commission.
Public comments on the application must be filed with the Commission within the 30-day comment
period. In case #24-1755-PET, this date was established as July 9, 2024.
 
A member of the public can also request to be a party to the case (called “intervention”) and can
request an evidentiary hearing on the project, provided that a showing is made that the application
raises a significant issue regarding one or more of the relevant criteria listed in the Commission’s
Summary of the procedures and opportunities for public participation in PUC cases for wireless
communication facilities (Section 248a) document (https://puc.vermont.gov/document/section-
248a-procedures).
 
A request for a hearing must be supported by more than general or speculative statements. For
example, it is not enough to state only that an application “violates Section 248(b)(5).” Instead,
specific information is needed to persuasively show that a hearing should be held. For example: “The
application raises an issue under the aesthetics criterion under Section 248(b)(5) because the
applicant has not proposed adequate mitigation to screen the western portion of the project from
Maple Street.” Intervention.
 
A request to be a party to a 248a case, also referred to as intervention, must be filed with the
Commission within 30 days of the date the application is filed with the Commission. A request to
intervene must comply with standard procedures for filing a motion to intervene; for more information
about these procedures, please see the explanation under intervention in the glossary on our website
(https://puc.vermont.gov/public-participation/frequently-asked-questions/glossary-terms) and
Commission Rules 2.209 and 2.407. The Commission has developed a motion to intervene form
(found here: https://puc.vermont.gov/document/motion-intervene-form).
 
Also, PUC Rule 2.000 requires that:
 
“All Commission proceedings and all filings in Commission proceedings must use ePUC
(https://epuc.vermont.gov/) unless:
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	You don't often get email from drliztucker@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important

	

EXTERNAL SENDER: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the sender.


Dear Holly and Greg, 



Please review the attached ITW R.F. engineers testimony regarding analysis of existing towers in Westmore.

As stated in my previous email,

per Gordon Mathews, VTEL VP,

the tower on the LaCross Lane property could be modified, rebuilt, or even moved to a higher elevation in order to accommodate the ITW

project should they be willing to partner with VTEL to maximize the service area without requiring an additional tower in an admittedly, exceedingly difficult topographic region for service,  and highly visible natural scenic byway. Of note, the tower at LaCross Lane is at a higher elevation than the proposed tower, and it is fifty feet shorter at 90 feet, giving plenty of room to augment height. I do not believe that the proposed tower and the closest tower are two miles away from each other, and I believe the town of Westmore should be provided an official map showing those measurements from the RF engineer's testimony.

At the public meeting with the IT W Attorney, there was no discussion of adding cellular service, and it was repeatedly stated that this is a radio tower.

The scope of services to be provided by this mega tower in no way serves the public good in this region and significantly detracts from abutting neighbor's property values and the aesthetic

natural scenery of this exquisitely rare and magnificent region.

I would appreciate verification  of the RF engineer's testimony and measurements, and a clear and concise statement as to how an additional tower would serve the public good of this region enough to warrant massive and permanent destruction of the viewshed in the Willoughby Lake region, as well as the peace of mind of its residents, guests, and visitors.

I would also appreciate disclosure of associated cellular

contracts which have been implied in the documents distributed to abutting landowners specifically indicating that their lifestyles may be improved as they could potentially be able to work from home with

the addition of cellular service.

Because the tower was specifically noted to be a radio tower and not a cell tower in the public meeting with town residents and ITW representatives, the town of Westmore is owed an explanation as to what has specifically transpired if the statements made in the packets to abutting landowners are correct and made in good faith.

Additionally, there was a tremendous amount of information in those packets and out of respect, transparency, and

full disclosure, it is not clear to me why at least one packet was not sent to the Westmore Planning commission for public distribution or display.

VTEL has inquired if Verizon would be interested in augmenting service with a 10 to fifteen foot extension on the existing LaCross Lane tower. This would increase the tower height to a maximum of one hundred five feet, again at a higher elevation.

At this time, Verizon representatives have indicated that they are not interested in doing so.

I believe the town of Westmore

deserves to know if there have been material changes and signed contracts with cellular companies, since the initial meeting with ITW via Zoom, because if Verizon is not interested in an existing tower, the question arises if they are interested in the region at all, and what other providers would ITW be guaranteed to provide?

There is another tower on Barton mountain which I would estimate would also be less than two miles from the proposed site, but at a significantly higher elevation.

After doing research into this company at the time of the public meeting, I was unable to find evidence that ITW had any association with cellular providers in this region, ergo any proposed associations are theoretical, unless something significant has transpired since the public meeting.



Thank you for your time and effort in evaluating the merits or shortcomings of my concerns.



Respectfully submitted,



Elizabeth M Tucker

Westmore, Vermont
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»btained a commitment from the Glover Emergency Medi
services to place its antenna at the 140-foot level of the
‘ower.” Is that your understanding as well, or have you he
hat other carriers or entities beyond Glover EMS are curre
)lanning to use this Frog Hollow Tower and/or had any
liscussion with Glover EMS ?

TW RF engineer testimony regarding_existing_alternate
ocations:

20 Q7. Please identify all existing telecommunications facilities within the area to be served

21 by the Westmore site, and, for each such existing facility, include a projection of the
1 coverage and an estimate of the additional capacity that would be provided if the
2 Chester site were located on or at the existing facility.

3 A7. The Route 5A corridor is a very difficult area to cover because it is a narrow, winding

4 path that runs between mountainous terrain. That topography presents severe challenges

5 with signal propagation. The propagation plots that I have created for this site illustrate

6 these difficulties. See Exhibit KD-1. In particular, intervening terrain causes a sharp drop

7 off in coverage as illustrated in those plots. Moreover, the population density is quite low

8 so ITW (and other carriers) seeks to provide coverage with the least number of facilities

9 possible. The existing facilities both within the Town of Westmore and the surrounding
10 towns within a radius of ten (10) miles from the proposed site do not provide adequate
11 coverage to the area being served by this project. Although research of the areas
12 confirmed that there are ten (10) existing towers within a ten (10) mile radius of the
13 proposed site, the propagation maps show that these existing sites do not provide
14 coverage to the identified gap. The existing towers are simply too far away, not tall
15 enough, or do not have space available to provide the needed coverage (the closest
16 existing site is 2 miles away). See Existing Tower Analysis (Exhibit KD-3).
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From: Yahoo <drliztucker@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 5:18 PM 
To: PUC - Clerk <PUC.Clerk@vermont.gov> 
Subject: 23-4260-AN 
 



EXTERNAL SENDER: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the 
sender. 
Dear Holly and Greg,  
 
I have some serious concerns about the above referenced proposed "communications" tower" and 
request for certificate of public "good" on Frog Hollow Lane in Westmore, Vermont. 
I would urge you to obtain the Zoom recording from the public comment meeting which was held 
outside of the 60 day warning period for reasons which are not entirely clear to me. 
I am not sure if the applicants position as Selectboard member has impacted that, because I do not 
understand the role of the Selectboard or Zoning/Planning Board, if any, other than to notify residents 
in a timely manner of such a warning period of review. 
I am forwarding the email which I sent to Robert Kennedy Chairman Westmore Planning and Zoning 
with his response. 
It is my understanding that Peter Hyslop voted against Broadband in Westmore, and then within his 
tenure applied for this certificate of public good. During the hybrid public Zoom comment meeting on 
2/22/24, I asked the ITW attorney why the existing tower in Westmore just a short distance away was 
not being considered for this project. They stated that the tower was not strong enough or tall enough  
To be clear, during this meeting they stated this is a 900 MHz radio tower, not a 5G cellular service 
tower. It appears that they plan to build a mega tower with the capabilities of adding on multitudes of 
services in the future, but they admit that they do not have plans to add cellular service at this time, and 
it appears that they do not have working relationships with cellular providers currently in this region. 
They stated that the reason that they specifically chose a lattice type tower is because it is "easy to see 
through",  per their attorney Brian Sullivan. I indicated that I contacted the vice president of VTel 
Gordon Mathews to inquire about avoiding another tower in the Willoughby Lake watershed to see if 
anything could be done to augment existing service on the VTel tower. He said VTel would be open to 
dialogue to augment, alter, replace or even move the existing tower on the property at 319 LaCross 
Lane to accomodate ITW's project. Mr Sullivan told me he doubted that VTel would collaborate with 
them on a project. I told him I spoke with Mr Mathews directly and that I had email communication to 
that effect and that I should know because I own the property that the tower is on. He then eluded to 
me having a conflict of interest because I was getting royalties for said tower. I told him that I was not 
getting royalties, and he made another comment as if to question my integrity.  
I insisted that he take my request to engage in a dialogue seriously and he finally said that I should send 
him Mr Mathews email which I did. 
The other issue which I take serious issue with is that a 900 MHz Radiotower in this region seems 
completely unnecessary for the infrastructure that we currently have or would expect to have even in 
the distant future. A representative from the Glover ambulance was in attendance at the meeting and 
he indicated that he was promised the top spot on the tower for free.  I indicated that this seemed 
completely unnecessary, given that ATT has a completely separate 5G network for first responders and 
physicians at an extremely generous and reasonable rate. 
It is unclear to me how the construction of this tower in the beautiful Willoughby watershed at a 
relatively low elevation would significantly augment public good when the ITW company admits it would 
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serve only a portion of the area at best, and no timeline for cellular services was even discussed at the 
meeting, in fact it was specifically stated in the meeting, " this is not a 5G tower".  
I appreciate your time and consideration in reviewing the merits or shortcomings of this complaint. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Elizabeth M Tucker 
 



Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
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(A a filing is required to be made in paper by statute or under Rule 2.202,
(B) a party or participant obtains a waiver under Rule 2.107 to allow for paper
filings
(for instance, because the person does not have high-speed internet in their
home
or office),
(C) the filing is a consumer complaint or public comment,
(D) a party or participant seeks confidential treatment of the filing (in which case
a
redacted version must still be filed in ePUC, but the allegedly confidential
document must be filed in accordance with Rule 2.226), or
(E) the filing is made by a bank or other financial institution and consists of a
letter of
credit or other legal documents requiring an original signature.”

 
Thank you,
 
Holly R. Anderson (she/her)
Clerk of the Vermont Public Utility Commission
ePUCSystem Administrator
 
Vermont Public Utility Commission
112 State Street, 4th Floor
Montpelier, VT 05620-2701
802-828-2358
PUC.Clerk@vermont.gov
holly.anderson@vermont.gov
PUC.ePUCAdmin@vermont.gov
 
** The Vermont Public Utility Commission does not provide legal advice to persons that may
appear before us. This email is not legal advice. The content of this email is intended for
general information purposes only. Any information provided is only general information and
should not be interpreted as applying to any specific situation. Further, any such general
information is based on the Commission’s current interpretation of its statutes, rules, and
orders, all of which could be changed at any time. Do not consider email or phone contact
with the Clerk’s Office or other Commission staff as a substitute for obtaining legal advice
from a qualified attorney, and do not act or refrain from acting based on the information
contained in this email.
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