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Village Board of Trustees

¢/o Mr. Robert Yamuder, Village Administrator
Village of Pelham

Village Hall

195 Sparks Avenue

Pelham, NY 10803

Village of Pelham |
_—

Re:  Village Board Review of ExteNet’s Pending
Chapter 87 Permit Application. SEQRA and ROW Agreement

Dear Members of the Village Board:

On behalf of ExteNet Systems, Inc. (“ExteNet”), enclosed please find information responsive to
various guestions and comments forwarded to us on your behalf in correspondence from Mr.
Spolzino, dated November 10" For ease of reference, each question and/or comment has been
incorporated into the enclosed submission prepared by ExteNet with attachments where noted.
Contributors to the enclosed materials included the ExteNet witnesses, Mr. Fridrich, Mr.
Angelini and Ms. Slade who appeared on November 6™, T-Mobile’s network engineers, and
ExteNet’s counsel. We understand from our conversation from Mr. Spolzino that tomorrow’s
continued public hearing will be adjourned to December 2™ or another date certain without the
need for the Applicant’s appearance tomorrow night in order to give CTC time to review the
enclosed and report back to the Village Board. We thank you for your continued consideration
of the foregoing.

Very truly yours,

Y

M. Fisher :

Enclosures '

Cey CIC _
Robert Spolzino, Esq.

Steven Barshov, Esq.

C&F: 2590495.2

ATTORNEYS AT LAW White Plains  Fishkill New York City Stamford



EXTENET RESPONSES TO VILLAGE BOARD QUESTIONS/COMMENTS
DATED NOVEMBER 10, 2014

Question 1

Please provide with respect to each pole that was discussed as being incapable of
use for a DAS node, i.e., those in the vicinity of the Kaplan residence, as well as
those heading north to the train station, either documentation from Con Edison that
it will not allow the pole to be used or a detailed explanation that CTC can verify
as to why the pole is unavailable for ExteNet’s purposes.

Response 1
Con Ed has numerous requirements that govern the terms and conditions of pole

attachments by any other provider of telecommunications services (i.e. landline,
cable, wireless) to ensure principally the ability to supply electric service and
otherwise have attachments comply with the NESC and related codes. Con Edison
and ExteNet are parties to a Wireless Services Agreement and Pole Attachment
Agreements. As referenced in the agreements, all construction and/or pole
- attachments must be constructed in accordance with NYS PSC tariffs governing
same and NESC code requirements. Attached are exhibits directly from ExteNet’s
agreements with Con Ed which identify and incorporate the limitations noted at the
public hearing on November 6™ on use of certain poles and wireless pole
attachment design requirements.
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Question 2

Please provide the details of the potential alternative site that you have identified as
well as any potential alternative site in the vicinity of the train station, including
the specific location and the necessary height of a pole at those locations.

Response 2
The details of the one potential alternative site for the node currently installed at

the intersection of Cliff Avenue and 2™ Street and identified by ExteNet in the
context of settlement discussions were provided to the Village Board in a handout
at the November 6" public hearing, another copy of which is attached hereto in
Antachment A. The location is on Cliff Avenue where there is currently a double
pole installation as shown in the photographs included in the handout.

Chris Fridrich, ExteNet’s Radio Frequency Engineer (as a supplement to his verbal
testimony at the November 6 hearing) has prepared various propagation plots
included in Attachment B in response to the Village’s request for further
information regarding alternatives. Please refer to Figure 1 in Attachment B for
the current DAS network baseline coverage.

If ExteNet shifted the node labeled PLH003 650° north along Cliff Ave (Figure 2)

to the potential alternative site, there is compromised coverage overlap between
node PLHOO2 to the south and this potential alternative location. With respect to
other pole line locations in the vicinity of the train station or tracks, if ExteNet
shifted the node to Cliff Ave & 1* which is at an even lower ground elevation

(Figure 3), the same compromised area between nodes PI.H002 and PI.H0O03
becomes significantly larger and unacceptable for reliable service. If ExteNet were

to shift the node to Cotlies Ave and 1% (Figure 4), rcliable coverage would be
missing on the east side of the larget area as well as the node would be propagating
outside the target area and may cause interference issues with surrounding macro
cell site service layers. If ExteNet were able to place an 80ft pole at Cliff Ave & 1™
(Figure 5), comparable coverage could be matched to the baseline (Figure 1)
between nodes PLH002 and PLHO003, but that height would then significantly
propagate outside the target area and have unacceptable overlap with service from
node PLHO0O1 to the north.

In conclusion, the plots clearly show that the existing PLH003 location provides
the best service for T-Mobile’s subscribers and it is ExteNet’s position that this
node is preferred for service over any alternate location including those discussed
with the Village Board aud evaluated abuove,



Question 3

Please provide some documentation to support the statements made by ExteNet’s
representatives that a potential site in “the valley” will not substitute for a proposed
site “on top of the hill.”

Response 3
Please refer to Figures 1, 2 and 3 in Attachment B for comparisons. Clearly, where

the current PLH003 node is located is optimum for service; it is at a relative
maximum ground elevation height in its vicinity (105ft) as well as virtually
geometrically centered between nodes PLH001 and PLHO02 equalizing the
coverage between these nodes. Most importantly, it will provide the highest
quality of service to more T-Mobile subscribers and other future users of ExteNet’s
DAS network than if the node were located elsewhere. Of note, not only is an 80ft
wood pole in “the valley” by the railroad tracks not practical (or permissible by
ConEd), but it causes other potential issues within the network related to
interference as noted in Figures 4 and 5. Please also see the supplemental RF report
prepared by T-mobile and Mr. Joseph Menio in Attachment C.

Question 4

Please quantify, in a way CTC can verify, the diminution in service that would
result from placing the node on the potential alternative site that you have
identified as compared to the node proposed for the vicinity of the Kaplan
residence. ExteNet has stated that the primary coverage extend out 1,000 to 1,200
feet. As was discussed at the hearing, moving the node 600 feet, or more, north
will obviously compromise that coverage. Is that quantifiable?

Response 4
Yes. The reduction in coverage for existing node PLIT003 in comparison with the

potential alternative 650’ north on Cliff Avenue is geographically identified on
Figure 2 with the corresponding reduction in signal strength from -90 dBM to -98
dBm for a significant area in this part of the Village. T-Mobile subscribers (and
likely those of future carriers that may use ExteNet’s DAS system) that reside in
the compromised arca would have diminished or no reliable in-building service.
This diminished coverage is qualitative and can be quantified by comparison to the
aerial maps in Figure 1 to a significant number of homes south of 2™ street and
north of 3™ street in a substantial area running east to west in Pelham. Please also
see the supplemental RF report prepared by T-Mobile and Mr. Joseph Menio in
Attachment C.



Question 5

If a new node cannot be placed at the train station because such a site is not
feasible or because Metro North will not agree, please provide either
documentation from Metro North or a detailed explanation that CTC can verify.

Response 5
The majority of the existing utility distribution poles near the train station are

across the street in the Village’s right-of-way along 1% Street. As noted in
response to Questions 2 and 3 above, 80’ poles in the right-of-way of 1% Street
(including the location evaluated across the street from the train station) would not
be effective network design solutions to replace existing node PLH003. As such,
any use of the actual MTA property would require a macro-cellular tower in lieu of
PLHO003 and PLHO001 and require a height of at least 80’ or more to address the
coverage footprint and potentially taller for purposes of planning for collocation by
other carriers and still have issues related to potential interference.

The Metro North train station is a parcel of property owned and controlled by the
Metropolitan Transportation Authority and includes a parking lot for commuters.
ExteNet’s network architecture is a distributed antenna system utilizing existing
utility infrastructure and Village rights-of-way (Village rights-of-way and utility
pole lines do not extend onto the train station property). The MTA will not allow
use of its catenary system and as such any development on the MTA parcel would
require a new macro cellular tower site. Irrespective of whether MTA and the
Village would entertain a new 80’ or taller tower site at the Pelham train station,
such an alternative is outside the scope of ExteNel’s project which utilizes utility
pole lines and rights-of-way for development of a DAS network.

Question 6

If the node in the vicinity of the Kaplan residence is to be moved, what assurance
can ExteNet give the Board that there will not be a subsequent application to
increase the power or height of the other proposed nodes, or to add a fourth node,
because the new node did not work as well as the “Kaplan” node would have?

Response 6 _
The need for wireless infrastructure to reliably serve the public is not static. There

arc multiple FCC licensed wireless carriers and various technical challenges in
providing reliable wireless services to the public. Continued growth in consumer
demand, the need for additional coverage and capacity in any carrier's 4G LTE
netwotk and cven future ’rr.r.hnn]nBir"\ ani] applicativiy mighi require udditional
node site Locations mn the Village irrespective of the currently designed ExteNet



network with three node locations in Pelham. As stated at the public hearing,
ExteNet has no plans for additional node sites and is not aware of any such
requests by T-Mobile or any other wireless carrier. As such, for the Village’s
purposes, prospectively the Village Board would retain its review authority on a
case by case basis to the extent any modifications or new node sites required such
review.

Question 7

Please provide a higher resolution coverage plot for the three proposed sites
showing clearly in color and labeling T-Mobile’s requirements for street, in vehicle
and residential in building coverage. A large exhibit, say two feet by three feet,
might make it far clearer that the exhibits which were presented on Thursday
evening.

Response 7
Please refer to Figure 1 in Attachment B; this plot was generated at Sm resolution.

Green represents good in-building coverage. Yellow represents good in-car
coverage. Blue represents good outdoor coverage. Red is the system threshold;
users will be at the limit of being able to originate and maintain a call outdoors.
Please also see the supplemental RF report prepared by T-mobile and Mr. Joseph

Menio in Attachment C regarding its plots and resolution.

Question 8

Please provide photographs to illustrate how the DAS nodes compare in size and
appearance with large utility transformers, CATV power supplies, fiber cable

bundles, etc.

Response 8
Please see photographs in Attachment D which indicate the relatively same or

smaller size of ExteNet’s antennas and node site equipment as compared with Con
Edison transformers, FIOS cabinets and boxes, Optimum cable and WiFi
attachments and even municipal lighting equipment installed on the pole lines in
Pelham. These photographs are taken of various poles in and around the three
node sites in Pelham and can be compared to the photographs included in
ExteNet’s prior submissions to the Village Board.

Question 9 |
Please quantily in & more detailed way the gap that proposed node one eliminates
or reduces and provide, as Trustee Kagan requested, the factors considered in the

drive test, i.e. time of day tested, how many test runs, dutes ol tests. I that is not



provided, the Board will assume that the testing was done under conditions most
tavorable fo LxeNet.

Response 9

Please see the coverage maps provided by ExteNet in Exhibit B. Chris Fridrich
from ExteNet notes that there are three key metrics that these nodes address for the
provision of reliable service in commercial mobile service provider networks:

a. Coverage — signal level for service. The target area is primarily a
coverage gap.

b. Capacity — when the macro layer becomes overloaded and “blocks”
subscribers, the underlying nodes will offload the macro layer to
provide service to subscribers.

¢. Dominance/Interference — there can be areas where several macro
sites service an area all with good signal strength but none of those
macros sites are more dominant than the others and they all can
potentially interfere with one another.

Nodes PLH002 and PLHO003 address coverage and capacity and node PLHO00I
addresses all 3 metrics. CTC and the Village Board are further referred to the
supplemental RF report prepared by T-mobile and Mr. Joseph Menio in
Attachment C.

Question 10
The Board would like CTC to verity by ficld measurements the RF readings that

ExteNet provided with respect to MPE and to spot check ExteNet’s level of service
readings. Please provide CTC with whatever it needs to accomplish that.

Response 10
There is no specific information or special access needed for CTC to perform this

scope of work on the Village Board’s behalf should it choose to undertake it.
Given federal preemption regarding consideration of (or any municipal regulatory
authority) in the area of radiofrequency emissions from wircless facilities, this is
something the Village may elect to do at its cost and expense. See 47 U.S.C. §
332(c)(7) and Cellular Phone Taskforce. et al. v. Federal Communications
Commission and United States of America, 205 F.3d 82 (2d Cir. 2000).
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"TOQ: Chris Fridrich, Senior RF Engineer, NE Region for ExteNeT

The three DAS nodes within the Village of Pelham work together as a system in order to provide
reliable coverage (o the local area. Coverage from “Node 17 cannot be analyzed in isolation. If
“Node 1" was removed the DAS systern would not work as efficiently with the existing network.
“Node 1”provides the ability to connect the coverage from the southern nodes to the existing
northern macro sites, and is a crucial part of the DAS system within the Village of Pelham. Even
_ with “Node 17, reliable coverage is a challenge based on the topography and low height of each
DAS node, particularly in comparison to the installation of a new tower to replace the DAS.

The proposed alternative location of “Node 27, 650 feet to the north of its existing location,
would adversely impact 'T-Mobile’s wireless network. The current location of “Node 27 is
centrally located between “Node 17 and “Node 2” and is also centrally located within the area of
need within the Village of Pelham. “Node 2” being centrally located between the two other
nodes-is crucial for the ability to reliably handoff between DAS nodes and existing macro sites.
If “Node 2” was moved to the north, it would weaken an already marginal hand off to the South.
Likewise if the node was moved to the south, it would weaken an already marginal hand off to
** the North. In order to provide reliable coverage to the'local area it is important that “Node 27
remain as close as possibie if not in its current location. Locations further north towards the
railroad tracks or near the MT'A (rain station at pole heights (i.c. +-35” in height) are
unacceptable due to the relative gronnd elevation, intervening terrain and distance from “Node
3 o the south. As such, any location near the train station would necessarily involve a tower

site.

The submitted predicted coverage plots are predicted at the maximum resolution of the 'I-
Mobiles prediction tool. The resolution used in previously provided coverage maps is 25 meter

by 25 meter bin sizes.

Thanpk You, e

enior RF Engineer
Joseph Menio
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