STATE OF CONNECTICUT
CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

IN RE:

APPLICATION OF HOMELAND TOWERS, LLC AND DOCKET NO. 530
CELLCO PARTNERSHIP D/B/A VERIZON WIRELESS

FOR A CERTIFICATE OF ENVIRONMENTAL

COMPATIBILITY AND PUBLIC NEED FOR THE

CONSTRUCTION, MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION

OF A WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATIONS

FACILITY AT 196 EAST HADDAM-COLCHESTER :

TURNPIKE, EAST HADDAM, CONNECTICUT : APRIL 2, 2025

RESPONSES OF HOMELAND TOWERS, LLC AND
CELLCO PARTNERSHIP D/B/A VERIZON WIRELESS TO
CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL INTERROGATORIES (SET ONE)

On March 12, 2025, the Connecticut Siting Council (“Council”) issued Pre-hearing
Interrogatories to Homeland Towers, LLC (“Homeland”) and Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon
Wireless (“Cellco”) (collectively the “Applicant”), relating to Docket No. 530. Below are
Applicant’s responses.

Notice

Question No. 1

Referencing Application pp. 4, 17 and Attachment 4, of the letters sent to abutting
property owners, how many certified mail receipts were received? If any receipts were not
returned, which owners did not receive their notice? Were any additional attempts made to
contact those property owners?

Response

All certified mail receipts were returned.
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Question No. 2

Referencing Application pp. 4, 16 and 17, have the Applicants received any comments
since the Application was submitted to the Council? If yes, summarize the comments and how
these comments were addressed.

Response

The Applicant has not received any comments from the Town or the public since the
Application was submitted to the Council. The Applicant did receive, through the Council,
comments from the Connecticut Airport Authority on March 4, 2025, and the Council for
Environmental Quality on February 27, 2025.

Question No. 3

Application p. 14 references the Council’s 2012 Application Guide. This guide was
updated in October 2024. Please summarize how the application complies with the updated
guide.

Response

We apologize for this typographical error. The reference on page 16 of the Application
(Section III.C.5. “Consistency with Local Land Use Controls™) should have been to the
Council’s October 2024 Application Guide. The information contained in this section, and
throughout the Application narrative complies with the provisions of the October 2024
Application Guide.

Site Search

Question No. 4

Referencing Application p. 9 and Attachment 8, when did Homeland Towers, LLC
(Homeland) and Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless (Cellco) each initiate a site search?
Was the site search a collaborative effort or was it conducted separately?
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Response

Cellco initiated its site search in November 2022. Homeland initiated its site search in

August 2023 and from that time forward worked collaboratively with Cellco.

Question No. 5

Referencing Application p. 9 and Attachment 8, identify the approximate center and

radius of the site search area.

Response

The search ring was centered generally near the intersection of East Haddam Colchester

Turnpike and Southwinds Road, with a radius of approximately 0.75 miles.

Question No. 6

Referencing Application Attachment 8 — Site Search Summary, please provide the

distances of the sites investigated to the proposed site.

Response

Site No. 2: 300 +/- feet

Site No. 3: 0.39 +/- miles
Site No. 4: 0.32 +/- miles
Site No. 5 0.28 +/- miles
Site No. 6: 0.23 +/- miles
Site No. 7: 0.22 +/- miles
Site No. 8: 0.20 +/- miles
Site No. 9: 0.60 +/- miles

Question No. 7

Site No.

Site No.

Site No.

Site No.

Site No.

Site No.

Site No.

Site No.

10:

11:

12:

13:

14:

15:

16:

17:

0.77 +/- miles

0.80 +/- miles

0.88 +/- miles

1.14 +/- miles

1.36 +/- miles

1.04 +/- miles

0.61 +/- miles

1.45 +/- miles

Site No.

Site No.

Site No.

Site No.

Site No.

Site No.

Site No.

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

: 1.67 +/- miles

: 1.08 +/- miles

2 0.78 +/- miles

: 1.38 +/- miles

:3.07 +/- miles

: 1.32 +/- miles

: 2.20 +/- miles

Referencing Attachment 8, provide the address, the type of tower and the height of the

existing sites referenced as too close to the proposed site in Item Nos. 17 and 18.
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Response

In Homeland’s Site Search Summary, Site No. 24 is the existing State of Connecticut
Department of Public Safety Tower. This existing structure is a 121-foot-tall lattice tower
located at 194 Mount Parnassus Road, East Haddam, CT. Cellco recently received Council
approval (Petition No. 1616) to extend the tower to 165 feet and install its antennas at the 146-
foot level on the extended tower. This site is identified as Cellco’s East Haddam 3 facility. This
tower is 0.89 miles from Site No. 17 (97 Bogel Road) and 0.68 miles from Site No.18 (Bogel
Road).

Question No. 8

Referencing Attachments 6 and 8 how would the proposed facility interact with the East
Haddam 3 CT site?
Response

Yes, the proposed facility would have some cell edge overlap and handoff with Cellco’s
East Haddam 3 facility.

Question No. 9

Are small cells a feasible alternative to a new tower? Estimate the number of pole-
mounted small cells that would be required for reliable service within the proposed service area.
Would certain frequencies be limited through the use of small cells? What would be the cost of
each small cell for both the use of existing utility poles and new poles specific for small cells.
What type of equipment would be attached to each pole?

Response

It may be theoretically and technically possible to install a large number of small cells or
Distributed Antenna System (DAS) nodes in the area that could closely match the coverage
footprint of the proposed Haddam South Facility (macro cell). Such an approach, however, is

-4-



not practically nor economically feasible and is not consistent with good RF Engineering
practice. Typically, small cell facilities or DAS nodes involve the installation of a single
cannister antenna, an individual radio head, and related electrical and fiber optic connections.
Small cells would utilize existing infrastructure (i.e., electric distribution poles) along public
rights of way in areas where coverage and/or capacity problems exist. These existing utility
poles are often encumbered by other equipment (i.e., transformers, streetlights, and risers) that
will limit Cellco’s ability to use the pole. Structural limitations of the existing poles could also
limit Cellco’s ability to deploy all the equipment needed to provide service in all of its operating
frequencies. Providing some form of back-up power to small cells or DAS nodes is very
difficult and, in many cases, impossible, making the service even more vulnerable to storms. In
areas where this existing infrastructure is not available, for example, along private roads or on
private and municipal properties, property rights would need to be acquired and new poles would
need -6- to be installed. The actual number of small cell facilities that would be needed to
provide a service comparable to that from the proposed Haddam South Facility is not known but
would be significant given the overall size of the area that Cellco is attempting to serve with the
proposed Haddam South Facility. Individual small cells would be capable of providing service
in some but not all of Cellco’s operating frequencies, further limiting network capacity in the
area around the proposed Haddam South Facility. Cellco estimates the cost for each small cell
installation to be approximately $75,000.

Proposed Site

Question No. 10

Would the Applicants conduct a geotechnical survey prior to construction on the
proposed site? If so, please describe how the survey would be conducted. Would tree removal

be necessary?



Response

Yes. Typically, a Geotechnical Survey is completed after the site is approved by the
Council. The information gathered from the Geotechnical Survey is then used by the tower and
foundation design engineers prior to submission of the Development and Management Plan. The
geotechnical surveyor will use a small track mounted drill rig to complete the necessary test
borings. Given the size and mobility of the drill rig, and the limited number of trees in the tower
compound area today, few, if any, trees would need to be removed to complete the geotechnical
work.

Question No. 11

Referencing Application p. 13 and Attachment 13, is any portion of the proposed site,
currently in productive agricultural use?
Response

No.

Question No. 12

Is the site parcel part of the Public Act 490 Program? If so, how does the town land use
code classify the parcel?
Response

This site parcel is not part of the Public Act 490 Program.

Question No. 13

What is the distance and direction from the compound fence at the proposed site to the
residence located at 196 East Haddam Colchester Turnpike?
Response

There currently is no residence on the subject parcel, 196 East Haddam Colchester
Turnpike. The closest corner of the compound fence (southwest corner) is approximately 535
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feet from the closest off-site residence at 197 East Haddam Colchester Turnpike

Question No. 14

Referencing Application p. 16, what is the address, type and height of the two existing
tower sites investigated after the PIM and the distance of these existing sites from the proposed
site?

Response

The first existing tower referenced in the Application on page 16 is a 175 foot tall SBA
monopole tower located at the Town’s Transfer Station, 39 Nichols Road, Moodus, CT. This
SBA tower is approximately 1.38 miles north of the proposed East Haddam Bashan Lake site.
The second existing tower referenced is a 300 foot tall CTI guyed-lattice cable tower located at
126 Parker Road, East Haddam, CT. This CTI tower is approximately 3.1 miles southeast of the
proposed East Haddam Bashan Lake site.

Question No. 15

Has the Town of East Haddam or any other entity expressed an interest in collocating
antennas at the proposed facility?
Response

Homeland has been in contact with East Haddam’s Director of Emergency Management.
The Town currently has no need in the area of the proposed site for the town’s public safety
equipment, however, they have expressed that they would like to keep their options open in the
future should their needs change.

Question No. 16

Could the proposed facility be redesigned to maximize the distance of the construction
limit of disturbance to Wetland 1? If so, would redesign require more or less tree clearing?

Explain?



Response

The subject parcel is 2.09 acres. To the north of the proposed compound is a large ledge
outcropping. It would not be feasible to relocate the facility to this location. A facility in this
area would also place it closer to the front yard property line and closer to the East Haddam
Colchester Turnpike. To the south of the proposed facility in the rear portion of the parcel is an
additional wetland area and slightly steeper terrain. A facility in this location would not
maximize the distance to wetlands and it would involve more tree clearing due to a longer access
road.

Proposed Facility and Associated Equipment

Question No. 17

Is the project, or any portion of the project, proposed to be undertaken by state
departments, institutions or agencies, or to be funded in whole or in part by the state through any
contract or grant?

Response

No.

Question No. 18

Referencing Application p. 18, how is the construction cost of the facility recovered for
both Homeland and Cellco?
Response

Homeland’s costs are recovered by leasing tower space to wireless carriers like Cellco.
For Cellco, the costs associated with providing Cellco customers with the nation’s most reliable
wireless service network, including the cost for development of network infrastructure (small
cells and macro-cells), are paid for by the individuals, corporations and government entities that

purchase Cellco’ s wireless service.



Question No. 19

What is the maximum wind speed tolerance for the antennas/antenna mounts on the
proposed tower?
Response

The antennas and mounts will be designed to meet the more stringent wind speed
requirements identified in the Connecticut State Building code and referenced TIA standard. In
this case, a 115-mph wind speed is applicable.

Question No. 20

Could the tower be designed with a yield point to ensure that the tower setback radius
remains within the boundaries of the subject property?
Response

Yes.

Question No. 21

Would the proposed tower require any maintenance, such as painting? If yes,
approximately how often and at what cost?
Response

If the Council orders that the tower be painted, as referenced on p. 12 of the Application
narrative, maintenance would become an issue that Homeland would need to address going
forward. Generally, a painted tower would need to be re-painted every 5-7 years at a cost
between $3000 and $5000.

Question No. 22

Would the tower and foundation be designed to accommodate an increase in tower

height?



Response

For planning purposes, Homeland typically designs its towers and foundations to be
capable of supporting an extension should future tenants require additional height.

Question No. 23

What is the structural design standard applicable to the proposed platform antenna
mounts?
Response
¢ 2021 International Building Code (IBC), with the 2022 Connecticut State Building
Code amendments.
o ANSI/TIA-222-H "Structural Standard for Antenna Supporting Structures and
Antennas and Small Wind Turbine Support Structures"

Question No. 24

Would any blasting be required to develop the site?
Response

Homeland Towers does not anticipate that blasting will be required to construct the tower
foundation but will have a better idea once the Geotechnical Survey has been completed.

Question No. 25

Pursuant to CGS §16-50p(a)(3)(G), identify the safety standards and/or codes by which
equipment, machinery or technology that would be used or operated at the proposed facility.
What structural design codes apply to the tower and antenna mounts?

Response
¢ 2021 International Building Code (IBC), with the 2022 Connecticut State Building
Code amendments.

¢ 2020 National Electric Code (NFPA 70).
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¢ 2021 International Mechanical Code, with the 2022 Connecticut State Building Code
amendments.

¢ 2022 Connecticut State Fire Safety Code.

e ANSI/TIA-222-H "Structural Standard for Antenna Supporting Structures and
Antennas and Small Wind Turbine Support Structures".

¢ Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA).

Proposed Wireless Services

Question No. 26

Referencing Application p. 9 and Attachment 6, identify distances and directions to the
adjacent sites with which the proposed facility would hand off signals. Include addresses, tower
types, and Cellco’s antenna centerline heights at these sites.

Response

The proposed site would handoff with Cellco’s East Haddam 2 cell site, located
approximately 2 miles to the west at 33 Neptune Avenue, which is a lighting structure with an
antenna centerline of 89 feet AGL.

The proposed site would also handoff with Cellco’s East Haddam 3 cell site,
approximately 2 miles to the southeast, located at 194 Mt Parnassus Road, which is a lattice
tower with Cellco’s antennas at a proposed centerline height of 146 feet AGL. The East Haddam
3 facility is not yet on-air.

Question No. 27

Are all frequencies used to transmit voice and data?

Response

Yes.
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Question No. 28

Referring to Application Attachment 6, what is Cellco’s minimum required signal
strength for in-vehicle coverage and for in-building coverage for all proposed frequencies other
than 700 MHz.

Response
Neg 85 dBm RSRP for in building coverage.
Neg 95 dBm RSRP for in vehicle coverage.

Question No. 29

What is the existing signal strength within the area Cellco is seeking to cover from this
site?
Response

The current signal strength in the area that Cellco is seeking to cover from the proposed
facility is below Neg 95 dBm RSRP.

Question No. 30

Can coverage objectives be met by installing antennas at a lower tower height? Identify
the lowest possible antenna height and describe how this height would affect coverage needs
and/or capacity relief within the service area.

Response

No. Antennas at a centerline height of 151 feet at the proposed tower location is the
minimum necessary to satisfy its coverage objectives and provide adequate coverage along
portions of East Haddam Colchester Turnpike and along local roadways in all of Cellco’s
operating frequencies. The proposed site will also improve service signal strength along a small

portion of Route 149.
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Question No. 31

Does Cellco have any statistics on dropped calls and/or ineffective attempts in the
vicinity of the proposed facility? If so, what do they indicate? Does Cellco have any other
indicators of substandard service in this area?

Response

Cellco primarily relies on RSRP to indicate substandard coverage and as shown on the
coverage plots included in the Application (Attachment 6) the area around the subject parcel is
below Neg 95dBm RSRP signal strength. Data is also showing an elevated percentage of
dropped calls in the area.

Question No. 32

What is Cellco’s existing and predicted coverage footprint from the proposed site (in
square miles), at each frequency that would be installed?
Response

Cellco’s predicted coverage footprint from the proposed site is approximately four (4)
square miles at 700 MHz; four (4) square miles at 850 MHz; one (1) square mile at 1900 MHz;

one (1) square mile at 2100 MHz; and five (5) square miles at 3700 MHz.

Question No. 33

Referencing Application p. 7, the proposed facility would also provide capacity relief to
adjacent Cellco sites. Are these two facilities at or near exhaustion? If yes, provide information
regarding sector, and frequency.

Response
The proposed facility would provide capacity relief to Cellco’s East Haddam 2 (Alpha

sector antennas) at 700MHz which is currently in exhaust.
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Question No. 34

Would the proposed site provide adequate service to the coverage area for all frequencies

that Cellco would deploy?

Response

Yes.

Question No. 35

Once the proposed site is on-line and providing capacity relief to adjacent sites, what
would be the effective service area for the 700 MHz frequency? Would parts of overlapping
service be handled by the existing sites, thus lessening the effective service area of the proposed
site? Please explain.

Response

The proposed site will primarily provide new coverage area as shown on Attachment 6.

Some cell edge coverage will overlap with existing sites but is a minority of the total coverage

arca.

Question No. 36

Have any other wireless carriers expressed an interest in co-locating on the proposed
facility to date?
Response

To date, no other wireless carriers have expressed an interest in co-locating on the
proposed site.

Question No. 37

Referencing Application p. 7, provide a table that lists each of the proposed frequencies

and the corresponding proposed service for the nearby portion of the East Haddam-Colchester
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Turnpike, Bashan Road, Route 149 and the surrounding local roads, in linear miles, and the land

area of the proposed coverage footprint in square miles, as represented in the example below:

Response
Approximate coverage gap filled by proposed site East
Haddam in Miles
Street Name 700MHz | 850MHz | 1900MHZ | 2100MHz | 3700MHz
East Haddam Colchester
Turnpike 2.0 2.0 0.2 0.2 2.5
Bashan Road 1.0 1.0 0.1 0.1 1.0
Route 149 0.5 0.5 0.1 0.1 1.0
Total 3.5 3.5 0.4 0.4 4.5

* The overall coverage footprint figures are provided in the response to Question No. 32

Question No. 38

Would flush-mounted antennas provide the required coverage? Would the flush-mount
configuration result in reduced coverage and/or necessitate greater antenna height with multiple

levels of antennas? Explain.

Response

No. Cellco’s antennas need to be mounted in a side-by-side configuration to take
advantage of a feature called beamforming which improves the overall capacity of an individual
cell site. Flush mounting antennas at different heights would result in decreased capacity,
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preventing beamforming. Flush-mounting antennas can also limit tower sharing as a carrier’s
antennas would need to be installed at multiple level on the tower.

Emergency Backup Power

Question No. 39

Referencing Application p. 17, it states Cellco would utilize a propane-fueled generator
to provide emergency backup power. Please clarify.
Response

The reference on p.17 is incorrect. Cellco will install a propane fueled generator at this
site.

Question No. 40

What would be the estimated runtime for Cellco’s proposed generator before it would
need to be refueled, assuming it is running at full load under normal conditions?
Response

The runtime for Cellco’s proposed 50-kW propane-fueled generator is approximately 112
hours based on full load (100%) conditions.

Question No. 41

For how long would the emergency battery backup system be able to provide power to
Cellco’s equipment if the backup generator failed to start?
Response

The backup battery system is designed to keep the proposed Haddam South Facility
operating for up to eight (8) hours if the generator fails to start.

Question No. 42

Would the proposed backup generator run periodically (exercised) for maintenance
purposes? If so, at what frequency and duration? Would this be scheduled for daytime hours?
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Response

Yes. Standard operating procedures requires the generator to be exercised once every two
weeks, for approximately 20 minutes, during daytime hours. Specific times when the generator
would be exercised could be arranged if the proposed tower site is approved.

Question No. 43

Could the proposed generator be shared by other carriers that may locate at the proposed
facility? What effect would a shared generator have on the run time of the generator if at full
load? Application Attachment 1 sheet A-1 references “a future tank area for others”, would this
be for propane only and would it be shared by the other carriers? Please clarify.

Response

No. The 50-kW propane-fueled generator would not be large enough to be shared by
other carriers in addition to Cellco. The 50-kW generator is designed to accommodate Cellco’s
backup power needs only. Although difficult without knowing precisely what an additional
carrier or carriers might need for backup power, it is certainly conceivable that an appropriately
sized generator could be shared by multiple carriers at the proposed tower site. A larger
generator (100-kW or larger) would, very likely, require the installation of a larger propane fuel
tank, which would impact run times and refueling requirements. Without those details it is
difficult to answer this question with any specificity.

Question No. 44

Would the proposed backup generator be managed to comply with Regulations of

Connecticut State Agencies Section 22a-174-3b?

Response

Yes.
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Public Health and Safety

Question No. 45

Referencing Application p. 5, what measures are proposed for the site to ensure security
and deter vandalism? (Including alarms, gates, locks, anti-climb fence design, etc.)
Response

The proposed tower site compound will be surrounded by an eight (8) foot tall chain link
security fence and gate. The gate will be locked with access limited to the wireless carriers
sharing the proposed Haddam South Facility. Cellco’s wireless equipment will maintain separate
silent intrusion alarms, which are monitored remotely. Climbing pegs on the lower portion of the
proposed tower will also be removed to deter climbing of the tower.

Question No. 46

Referencing Application p. 5, would the proposed facility support text-to-911 service? Is
additional equipment required for this purpose?
Response

Yes, the proposed Facility will support text to-911-service. No additional wireless
equipment is required to provide this service.

Question No. 47

Would Cellco’s antennas comply with federal E911 requirements?
Response
Yes.

Question No. 48

Would Cellco’s installation comply with the intent of the Warning, Alert and Response

Network Act of 2006?
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Response

Yes.

Question No. 49

Is the proposed facility located within a Department of Energy and Environmental
Protection (DEEP) designated Aquifer Protection Area or within a public water supply watershed
area?

Response

No, the site is not located in a DEEP designated Aquifer Protection Area or a public

water supply watershed.

Question No. 50

Besides the backup power source, what other facility equipment generates noise? Would
the noise from this equipment (non-backup power sources) comply with state noise control
standards at the property boundaries?

Response

Other than the backup generator, noise from the equipment cabinets will be produced by
the equipment cooling fans and is minimal. Noise from the proposed generator is estimated to be
50 dBA at three (3) feet from the equipment. The nearest property line to the generator is
approximately 63 feet to the west. The maximum allowable noise emitted for developed
residential districts per the DEEP noise standards is 61 dBA during the day and 51 dBA during
the night.

Question No. 51

Is lighting required at the facility? If so, for what purpose and what type would be

installed?
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Response

No FAA marking, or lighting of the tower is required. Cellco will install timer-controlled
LED lights above the equipment cabinets for use when and if cell site technicians need to be on
site at night.

Question No. 52

Does the design of the access road enable passage of emergency services vehicles,
including, but not limited to, fire trucks?
Response

The proposed 12-foot-wide gravel access road can accommodate emergency vehicles,
including fire trucks. The site layout allows for the access road to be extended beyond the tower
compound, by others if needed, to access the rear of the Property.

Environmental Effects and Mitigation Measures

Question No. 53

Identify the nearest “Important Bird Area” as designated by the National Audubon
Society?
Response

The nearest Important Bird Area is the State Lyme Block Important Bird Area
and it is approximately 0.7 miles from the proposed facility location.

Question No. 54

Referencing Application p. 11 and Attachment 9 — Visual Resources Assessment,
estimate the number of residences that would have seasonal and/or year-round views within 0.5

miles of the proposed tower.
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Response

According to the viewshed analysis, eleven (11) residential properties within a 2 mile
radius of the proposed Facility could have some view of the proposed tower. It is important to
note that this count is from any part of these residential parcels, not necessarily at or from the
primary residential structure or any other particular location.

Question No. 55

Referencing Application Attachment 9 - Appendix A 2 mile viewshed map please label
and identify the shaded local preserves.
Response

A revised viewshed maps is included in Attachment 1.

Question No. 56

Referencing Application Attachment 9, indicate which of the waterbodies are used for
recreational purposes.
Response

Moodus Reservoir, Bashan Lake and Pickerel Lake are used for recreation purposes. See
page 3 of the Visual Resource Assessment, 4" and 5" paragraphs of “Local Lakes”.

Question No. 57

Characterize/describe open water views of the proposed facility.
Response

The proposed tower will be partially visible above intervening woodland trees from
surface areas of Bashan Lake and Moodus Reservoir. Figures C11-C12 show existing and
simulated conditions of a view across Moodus reservoir from approximately 0.8 miles to the

Facility. Viewshed maps show likely visibility from open water.

21-



Question No. 58

Referencing Application p. 11, what, if any, stealth tower design options would be
feasible to employ at this site? Please provide costs related to each stealth tower design.
Response

The visibility of the proposed tower will occur mostly between 0.5 miles and 2 miles
from the facility location. A simple monopole structure would, in the Applicant’s opinion, be
less prominent from these distances than a stealth monopine structure. A monopine tower is
approximately $55,000 more expensive than a traditional galvanized monopole.

Question No. 59

What is the height range of the surrounding tree canopy?
Response

The tree height of the surrounding tree canopy ranges from approximately 70 to 80 feet in
height.

Question No. 60

What impacts would the removal of 17 trees have on forest and habitat at the proposed
site?
Response

The removal of 17 trees is not likely to adversely affect the forest or habitat in the area
provided the Applicant adheres to the time of year restrictions for tree clearing for the Northern
Long-Eared Bat and Tricolored Bat and institutes the best management practices for the Eastern
Box Turtle provided by Connecticut DEEP as outlined below.

The CT DEEP requests that the following Best Management Practices be implemented in
order to avoid negative impacts to the Eastern Box Turtle (Terrapene carolina carolina). Land
disturbance activities need to consider local habitat features and apply fencing and/or time of
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year restrictions as appropriate. The Applicant will consult with a herpetologist familiar with
preferred habitats to assist with proper techniques to ensure the best protection strategies are
employed for the project site and within the project scope.

To prevent turtle access and entry into the work zone between April 1 and November 1:

e Exclusionary practices will be used to prevent any turtle access into disturbance areas.
These measures will need to be installed at the limits of disturbance as shown on the
plans, or specifically designated by a herpetologist who can assess the conditions at the
site.

e Exclusionary fencing be at least 20 inches tall and must be secured to and remain in
contact with the ground and be regularly maintained (at least bi-weekly and after major
weather events) to secure any gaps or openings at ground level that may let animal pass
through.

e All staging and storage areas, outside of previously paved locations, regardless of the
duration of time they will be utilized, must be reviewed to remove individuals and
exclude them from re-entry.

e All construction personnel working within the turtle habitat must be apprised of the
species description and the possible presence of a listed species.

e The Contractor searches the work area each morning prior to any work being done.

e Any turtles encountered within the immediate work area will be carefully moved to an
adjacent area outside of the excluded area and fencing should be inspected to identify and
remove access point. This species is protected by law and should not be relocated off-
site.

e In areas where silt fence is used for exclusion, it shall be removed as soon as the area is

stable, and disturbance is finished to allow for reptile and amphibian passage to resume.
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If land disturbance will occur in suitable overwintering forested habitat, the Applicant
will need to take precautions to avoid mortality of hibernating adults. If practicable, small
projects, under the supervision of a qualified herpetologist, may be able to utilize a combination
of exclusionary fencing installed before October 15, combined with and surveys to ensure that no
turtles are within the enclosed fencing. Work can then be conducted within the fenced area at
any time of year as long as the fencing is maintained. Projects that will impact large blocks of
forest or significant overwintering habitat may need to restrict your land disturbance activities in
forested habitat to the turtle active season. These projects would need to restrict land disturbance
activities to occur only between April 1- October 31.

The project is located in a large block of suitable habitat for this species. Work with
biologists to plan your activities so they minimize the impact on this species. Individual turtles
will have best chance of survival in blocks of undeveloped habitat, greater than 247 acres.
Populations will have the best chance of viability if they consist of 300 individuals in
unfragmented habitat totaling at least 500 acres.

e Landscape Planning: Use partnerships and landscape scale planning to protect important

conservation areas for this species

e Nesting Area Management: identify and protect nesting areas for this species. Work with

biologists to plan your site use and nesting site management.

During site work listed species may be encountered. A report must be submitted by the
observer to the Natural Diversity Database promptly and additional review and restrictions or
conditions may be necessary to remain in compliance with certain state permits. If the project
involves preparing an Environmental Impact Assessment, this NDDB consultation and
determination should not be substituted for conducting biological field surveys assessing on-site
habitat and species presence.

4.



Question No. 61

Referencing Application pp. 11-12 and Attachment 10, has the Applicant received
responses from DEEP and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)? If so, please provide
copies.

Response

Yes. On December 24, 2024 Trileaf communicated, via email, with the USFWS and
issued a determination of “May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect” (NLAA) for the
Northern Long-Eared Bat and Tricolored Bat. On February 21, 2025, the USFWS responded via
email indicating that no further consultation was needed given the Applicant’s willingness to
comply with the time of year clearing restrictions and assuming the project criteria does not
change. A copy of the email chain referenced is included attached as Attachment 2.

On December 26, 2024, CT DEEP provided a letter outlining the best management
practices to avoid impacting the Eastern Box Turtle. (See Attachment 3).

Question No. 62

Referencing Application Attachment 10, did Homeland and Cellco agree to a time of year
restriction that avoids tree removal and trimming during April 1st to November 30th to minimize
potential impacts to the Northern Long-eared Bat and Tricolored Bat? If no, has a protection
plan been developed for these species?

Response

Yes, Homeland, as the tower developer, has agreed to abide by the seasonal restrictions

discussed.

Question No. 63

Referencing Application pp. 12 and 15 and Attachment 11 provide the distance and
direction of the three wetlands from the nearest corner of the fenced compound.

-25-



Response

Wetland-1 (near East Haddam-Colchester Turnpike): 290 feet to the northwest of the
westerly corner of compound.

Wetland-2 (closest to proposed facility): 40 feet to the east of the easterly corner of
compound.

Wetland-3 (southeast corner of the parcel): 220 feet southeast of the easterly corner of
compound.

Question No. 64

Referencing Application p. 12 and Attachment 11, Wetland Delineation report, has the
Applicant conducted site surveys to determine the presence or absence of vernal pool species or
will Homeland presume vernal pool species are present and develop a protection plan? Explain.
Response

There are three (3) wetland areas, located on or near the Property. The first is located
east of the proposed access driveway, on an adjacent parcel. The second wetland is located in
the central portion of the Property, to the southeast of the tower compound. The third is located
in the southeast portions of the Property and extends onto the adjacent parcels to the south and
east. Based on site visits (3/15/25, 3/20/25, and 3/25/25) some standing water was observed in all
three wetland areas. The northern wetland contained typically 5 to 6 inches of water that ranged
in size (growing with precipitation over the time period) from approximately 80 square feet to
200 square feet. No evidence of any Vernal Pool species was found in this wetland area during
the three site visits (dip netting). The central wetland area contains standing water ranging from
approximately 6 to 10 inches deep over an area that ranged from approximately 900 square feet
to 1500 square feet (including some very shallow peripheral areas that appeared after recent
heavy rain). Two traps were set in this area on the first (3/15/25) visit. During the second visit
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one Spotted Salamander, eight adult Wood Frogs and one Wood Frog egg mass were noted in
one trap while the second trap was empty. The amphibians were released, and the egg mass was
carefully placed into the pool. No additional species or egg masses were noted in the area during
the remainder of the visits. The southern wetland area contains standing water ranging from
approximately 4 to 10 inches deep over an approximate 120 square foot area. One trap was set
in this wetland and no Vernal Pool species were identified during any of the three site visits.

Based on the observations thus far it appears that the central wetland area offers some,
limited Vernal Pool function which may or may not result in reproduction based on the presence
of only one egg mass thus far and our May 1, 2024 observations at the time of our delineation/
assessment which found no evidence of Vernal Pool obligates. Martin Brogie, Inc. plans to
conduct an April inspection to collect additional data and remove the traps.

Since some Vernal Pool activity has been noted, we would recommend implementation
of Wetland Protection Plan (“WPP”) to ensure protection of species utilizing the area. The WPP
will be included in the final D&M Plan documents and will include onsite monitoring/
inspections by qualified personnel and use of erosion control measures that would not entangle
or impede Vernal Pool species. A copy of the WPP referenced are included in Attachment 4.

Question No. 65

Referencing Application p. 13, has Homeland received a response/determination from the
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) regarding the proposed project?
Response

Yes, the SHPO concurrence letter in included in Attachment 5.

Question No. 66

Is the preliminary design of the project at least 50 percent complete? If not, would
construction comply with the Connecticut Guidelines for erosion and sedimentation control and
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Connecticut Stormwater Quality Manual, effective March 30, 2024?
Response

The project design is between 80-90% complete. The proposed access road and
compound area will require minimal re-grading, to be included with the D&M Plan is the docket
is approved by the Council. Construction shall comply with the manual as noted.

Question No. 67

Where is the nearest school and the nearest commercial child day care center? Provide
the distances and directions from the proposed tower site.
Response

The nearest school is the East Haddam Elementary School at 45 Joe Williams Road,
approximately 4,500 feet (from school building to tower) due west of the proposed tower site.
The nearest commercial day care facility is Cradles to Crayons Learning Center at 41 William F.
Palmer Road, approximately 6,800 feet northwest of the proposed tower site.

Question No. 68

Submit photographic site documentation with notations linked to the site plans or a
detailed aerial image that identifies locations of site-specific and representative site features. The
submission should include photographs of the site from public road(s) or publicly accessible
area(s) as well as Site-specific locations depicting site features including, but not necessarily
limited to, the following locations as applicable:

For each photo, please indicate the photo viewpoint direction and stake or flag the
locations of site-specific and representative site features. Site-specific and representative site

features include, but are not limited to, as applicable:

a. wetlands, watercourses and vernal pools;
b. forest/forest edge areas;
c. agricultural soil areas;
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d. sloping terrain;

e. proposed stormwater control features;

f. nearest residences;

g. Site access and interior access road(s);

h. tower location/compound;

1. clearing limits/property lines;

J- mitigation areas; and

k. any other noteworthy features relative to the Project.

A photolog graphic must accompany the submission, using a site plan or a detailed aerial
image, depicting each numbered photograph for reference. For each photo, indicate the photo
location number and viewpoint direction, and clearly identify the locations of site specific and
representative site features shown (e.g., physical staking/flagging or other means of marking the
subject area).

The submission shall be delivered electronically in a legible portable document format
(PDF) with a maximum file size of <20MB. If necessary, multiple files may be submitted and
clearly marked in terms of sequence.

Response

See Attachment 6.
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[5 Outlook

RE: [EXTERNAL] Project Review Request - Trileaf#746721

From Simmons, David <david_simmons@fws.gov>
Date Fri 2/21/2025 9:04 AM
To Reggie Torres <r.torres@trileaf.com>

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Reggie,

The 60-day response period applies when you send a letter and request to our office. The 15-day
review period applies when you receive a concurrence letter from IPaC. It just gives us an opportunity to
review the inputs to the dkey. No further consultation is needed for this project unless any of the criteria
at 50 CFR 402.16(a) are met. Have a nice weekend,

David

From: Reggie Torres <r.torres@trileaf.com>

Sent: Friday, February 7, 2025 3:16 PM

To: Simmons, David <david_simmons@fws.gov>

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Project Review Request - Trileaf#746721

Hi Mr. Simmons,
| just wanted to follow up on this. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you,
Reggie Torres

Project Scientist

s TRILEAF

environmental architecture engineering

9 Cornerstone Square #314
Westford, MA 01886

Office: (410) 853-7128
Mobile: (210) 887-7594

From: Reggie Torres

Sent: Monday, January 27, 2025 11:26 AM

To: Simmons, David <david_simmons@fws.gov>

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Project Review Request - Trileaf#746721

Hello Mr. Simmons,


https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.ecfr.gov_current_title-2D50_chapter-2DIV_subchapter-2DA_part-2D402_subpart-2DB_section-2D402.16&d=DwMFAg&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=fT-WwtMlFRGDdHvaSShbbouHjl_w1YhNd2uOijyLbOg&m=L5aMmQImNqaKTXHMEJwcbyKLUd08vy5juxTKrW7g_4mj1vBLfQ5KxGgDQ_fwJbeJ&s=y8FOq9P-QhfmXjFC0b6tAjiMeTlq7o6hBh8-1hHMdIQ&e=
mailto:david_simmons@fws.gov

| am a little confused on your 60-day response period. Based on the language of the determination key and other
guidance we have from USFWS field branches the agency has 15-days from the determination key result of
MANLAA to provide any comments. If another species was determined to be MALAA then a longer review period
would be necessary, but not if the only species are NLEB and TCB. Please let if that guidance is changing.

Thank you,
Reggie Torres

Project Scientist

STRILEAF

environmental architecture engineering

9 Cornerstone Square #314
Westford, MA 01886

Office: (410) 853-7128
Mobile: (210) 887-7594

From: Simmons, David <david_simmons@fws.gov>

Sent: Friday, January 24, 2025 9:18 AM

To: Hannah Cave <h.cave @trileaf.com>

Cc: Reggie Torres <r.torres@trileaf.com>

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Project Review Request - Trileaf#746721

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Hannah,

The letter from IPaC dated 12 December 2025 and issued to Reggie Torres is the official letter of concurrence from
the US Fish and Wildlife Service for the northern long-eared bat and tricolored bat. Please let us know if any of
the criteria at 50 CFR 402.16(a) are met. Regards,

David

From: Hannah Cave <h.cave@trileaf.com>

Sent: Thursday, January 23, 2025 11:56 AM

To: Simmons, David <david_simmons@fws.gov>

Cc: Reggie Torres <r.torres@trileaf.com>

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Project Review Request - Trileaf#746721

Hi David,

For our records, could you please provide a letter indicating the USFWS concurrence with the findings of not likely
to adversely affect to listed bat species in addition to the IPaC letter dated December 12, 2024.

Thank you!

Hannah Cave
Project Scientist

S TRILEAF

environmental architecture engineering


mailto:david_simmons@fws.gov
mailto:h.cave@trileaf.com
mailto:r.torres@trileaf.com
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.ecfr.gov_current_title-2D50_chapter-2DIV_subchapter-2DA_part-2D402_subpart-2DB_section-2D402.16&d=DwMFAg&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=fT-WwtMlFRGDdHvaSShbbouHjl_w1YhNd2uOijyLbOg&m=L5aMmQImNqaKTXHMEJwcbyKLUd08vy5juxTKrW7g_4mj1vBLfQ5KxGgDQ_fwJbeJ&s=y8FOq9P-QhfmXjFC0b6tAjiMeTlq7o6hBh8-1hHMdIQ&e=
mailto:h.cave@trileaf.com
mailto:david_simmons@fws.gov
mailto:r.torres@trileaf.com

8600 LaSalle Road, Suite 301
Towson, Maryland 21286
Office: (410) 853-7128
Mobile: (516) 477-8243

From: Simmons, David <david_simmons@fws.gov>

Sent: Monday, December 30, 2024 10:59 AM

To: Hannah Cave <h.cave @trileaf.com>

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Project Review Request - Trileaf#746721

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Hannah,

The letter from IPaC dated 12 December 2025 and issued to Reggie Torres indicates the project is not likely to
adversely affect both bat species. Please review at least the first couple pages of the letter and let me know if you
still need assistance. Regards,

David

David Simmons

Supervisor, Endangered Species & FERC/Hydro Programs

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, New England Field Office

70 Commercial Street, Suite 300, Concord, New Hampshire 03301
Cell: 603-333-5440

From: Hannah Cave <h.cave@trileaf.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 24, 2024 9:49 AM

To: New England FO, FW5 <newengland@fws.gov>

Cc: Reggie Torres <r.torres@trileaf.com>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Project Review Request - Trileaf#746721

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Good morning,
Please see attached documents pertaining to a proposed telecommunications project in Middlesex County, CT. As
a part of our property consultation, | am requesting a review from the USFWS for effects to threatened and

endangered species, critical habitat, or other special resources to be completed as soon as possible.

If you need additional information or have any questions please let me know, thank you!


mailto:david_simmons@fws.gov
mailto:h.cave@trileaf.com
mailto:h.cave@trileaf.com
mailto:newengland@fws.gov
mailto:r.torres@trileaf.com
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Hannah Cave

TRILEAF CORPORATION
8600 La Salle Rd

Towson, MD 21286
h.cave@trileaf.com

Subject: CTO056 East Haddam Trileaf Project 746721
Filing # 122455
NDDB — New Determination Number: 202412408
196 East Haddam-Colchester Turnpike
East Haddam

Expiration Date: 12/26/2026

Current data maintained by the Natural Diversity Database (NDDB) and housed in the DEEP ezFile
portal indicates that populations of the following State Endangered, Threatened, or Special Concern
species (RCA Sec. 26-306) have been documented within the project area or in close proximity to the
proposed Communication Towers / New Facility, CTO56 East Haddam Trileaf Project 746721.

Eastern box turtle (Terrapene carolina carolina)

In accordance with the project information provided in your request submittal, implementation of the
following Best Management Practices will avoid negative impacts to listed species:

Common Name Eastern box turtle

Scientific Name Terrapene carolina carolina

Taxa reptile

Status' SC

General Ecology In Connecticut, these turtles are found in well-drained forest bottomlands and a matrix of open

deciduous forests, early successional habitat, fields, gravel pits, and or powerlines. Turtles are
dormant between November 1 and April 1 and hibernate in only a few inches from the surface
in forested habitat. The greatest threat to this species is habitat loss, fragmentation, and
degradation due to development. This species is very sensitive to adult mortality because of
late maturity (10 years old) and long life span (50-100years). Vehicular traffic, heavy
equipment used for farming, and ATV use in natural areas are implicated specifically in adult
mortality through collisions. lllegal collection by the pet trade and unknowing public for home
pets exacerbates mortality rates and removes important individuals from the population.
Predation rates are also unnaturally high because of increased predator populations (e.qg.
skunks, foxes, raccoons, and crows) that surround developed areas.

Best Management

Practice Land disturbance activities need to consider local habitat features and apply fencing

and/or time of year restrictions as appropriate. We recommend you consult with a
herpetologist familiar with preferred habitats to assist you with proper techniques to
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'E = State Endangered, T = State Threatened, SC = State Special Concern, FE = Federally
Endangered, FT = Federally Threatened, NA = Not applicable.
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Your submission information indicates that your project does not require a state permit, license,
registration, or authorization and does not utilize state funding or involve state agency action.
Therefore, this NDDB — New determination MAY NOT be utilized to fulfill the Endangered and
Threatened Species requirements for state-issued permit applications, licenses, registration
submissions, and authorizations. If, at a later date, it is determined that the project will require a state
permit, license, registration, or authorization, or, your project now utilizes state funding or includes
state agency action, you will need to re-submit a Request for Review and answer “Yes” to the
appropriate question.

Please be aware of the following limitations and conditions:

Natural Diversity Database information includes all information regarding listed species available to
us at the time of the request. This information is a compilation of data collected over the years by the
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection’s Natural History Survey and cooperating units
of DEEP, land owners, private conservation groups and the scientific community. This information is
not necessarily the result of comprehensive or site-specific field investigations. Current research
projects and new contributors continue to identify additional populations of species and locations of
habitats of concern, as well as enhance existing data. Such new information is incorporated into the
Database and accessed through the ezFile portal as it becomes available. New information may
result in additional review, and new or modified restrictions or conditions may be necessary to remain
in compliance with certain state permits.

« (During your work listed species may be encountered on site. A report must be submitted by the
observer to the Natural Diversity Database promptly and additional review and restrictions or
conditions may be necessary to remain in compliance with certain state permits. Please fill out the
appropriate survey form and follow the instructions for submittal.

 If your project involves preparing an Environmental Impact Assessment, this NDDB consultation
and determination should not be substituted for conducting biological field surveys assessing
on-site habitat and species presence.

» This determination applies only to the project as described in the submission and summarized at
the end of this letter. Please re-submit an updated Request for Review if the project’s scope of
work and/or timeframe changes, including if work has not begun by 12/26/2026.

* If biological surveys have been conducted in accordance with Best Management Practices
provided, please forward a copy of the results to the address listed at the end of this letter. Include
the Project Name and Determination Number on all correspondence.

The NDDB — New determination for the CT056 East Haddam Trileaf Project 746721 at 196 East
Haddam-Colchester Turnpike, East Haddam, as described in the submitted information and
summarized at the end of this document is valid until 12/26/2026. This determination applies only to
the project as described in the submission and summarized at the end of this letter. Please re-submit
an updated Request for Review if the project’s scope of work and/or timeframe changes, including if
work has not begun by 12/26/2026.

This letter is computer generated and carries no signature. If however, any clarification is needed, or,
if you have further questions, please contact the following:

CT DEEP Bureau of Natural Resources
Wildlife Division
Natural Diversity Database, 6" floor
79 Elm Street,


https://portal.ct.gov/DEEP/NDDB/Contribute-Data-to-the-NDDB
https://portal.ct.gov/DEEP/NDDB/Contribute-Data-to-the-NDDB
https://portal.ct.gov/DEEP/NDDB/Contribute-Data-to-the-NDDB
r.torres
Highlight
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Hartford, CT 06106-5127
(860) 424-3011
deep.nddbrequest@ct.gov

Please reference the Determination Number provided in this letter when you e-mail or write. Thank
you for submitting your project through DEEP’s ezFile portal for Natural Diversity Database reviews.



Application Details:

Project involves federal funds or federal permit: No
Project involves state funds, state agency action, or No
relates to CEPA request:

Project requires state permit, license, registration, or No

authorization:

DEEP enforcement action related to project:

Project Type: Communication Towers
Project Sub-type: New Facility
Project Name: CTO056 East Haddam Trileaf Project 746721

Project Description:
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WETLAND PROTECTION PLAN

Because the project depicted hereon is in the vicinity of wetland resources that provide some
amphibian breeding habitat, the following Best Management Practices (“BMPs”) shall be
implemented by the Contractor to avoid unintentional impacts to proximate wetland resources
or mortality to herpetofauna (i.e., Wood Frogs, Salamanders, etc.) during construction activities.
The wetland specific BMPs shall be implemented should construction activities occur during
peak amphibian movement periods (early spring breeding (March 1% to May 15%) and late summer
dispersal (July 15% to September 15") BMPs associated with the protection of the physical

wetlands will be implemented regardless of the time of year.

It is of the utmost importance that the Contractor complies with the requirement for the installation
of protective measures and the education of its employees and subcontractors performing work
on the project site. MBI will serve as Environmental Monitor for this project to ensure that these
protection measures are implemented properly and will provide an education session on the
project’s proximity to sensitive wetland resources and associated herpetofauna prior to the start of
construction activities. The Contractor shall contact Martin Brogie at MBI at least 5 business

days prior to the pre-construction meeting. Mr. Brogie can be reached at 860-208-0360

The proposed wetland protection program consists of several components including: installation
of erosion controls; periodic inspection and maintenance of isolation structures; herpetofauna
sweeps; education of all contractors and sub-contractors prior to initiation of work on the site;

protective measures; and, reporting.

1.

Erosion and Sedimentation Controls

a.

Plastic netting used in a variety of erosion control products (i.e.,
erosion control blankets, fiber rolls [wattles], reinforced silt fence) has
been found to entangle wildlife, including reptiles, amphibians, birds and
small mammals. No permanent erosion control products or reinforced
silt fence will be used on the project. Temporary erosion control
products that will be exposed at the ground surface and represent a
potential for wildlife entanglement will use either erosion control
blankets and fiber rolls composed of processed fibers mechanically
bound together to form a continuous matrix (netless) or netting
composed of planar woven natural biodegradable fiber to avoid/minimize
wildlife entanglement.

Installation of erosion and sedimentation controls, required for erosion
control compliance and creation of a Dbarrier to possible
migrating/dispersing herpetofauna, shall be performed by the Contractor.
The Environmental Monitor will inspect the work zone area prior to and
following erosion control barrier installation. In addition, work in
proximity to wetland resources will be inspected prior to and following
erosion control barrier installation to ensure the area is free of
herpetofauna and erosion control barrier satisfactorily installed.
The intent of the barrier is to segregate the majority of the work zone
from migrating/dispersing herpetofauna. Oftentimes complete isolation
of a work zone is not feasible due to accessibility needs and locations



of staging/material storage areas, etc. In those circumstances, the
barriers will be positioned to deflect migrating/dispersal routes away
from the work zone to minimize potential encounters with herpetofauna
at the discretion of the Environmental Monitor. The Environmental
Monitor may require alterations to the erosion control barrier based on filed
conditions.

c. No equipment, vehicles or construction materials shall be stored within
100 feet of wetland resources.

d. All potential barriers to safe herpetofauna migration shall be removed
within 30 days of completion of work and permanent stabilization of
site soils so that reptile and amphibian movement between uplands and
wetlands 1s not restricted.

2. Contractor Education:

a. Prior to work on site and initial deployment/mobilization of equipment and
materials, the Contractor shall attend an educational session at the pre-
construction meeting with MBI. This orientation and educational session
will consist of information such as, but not limited to: identification of
wetland resources proximate to work areas, and representative
photographs of typical herpetofauna that may be encountered. The
meeting will further emphasize the non-aggressive nature of these
species, the absence of need to destroy such animals and the need to
follow Protective Measures as described in Section 4 below. The
Contractor will designate one of its workers as the “Project Monitor”,
who will receive more intense training on the identification and
protection of herpetofauna.

b. The Contractor will designate a member of its crew as the Project
Monitor to be responsible for the periodic “sweeps” for herpetofauna
within the construction zone each morning and for any ground disturbance
work. This individual will receive more intense training from MBI on
the identification and protection of herpetofauna in order to perform
sweeps. Any herpetofauna discovered would be translocated outside the
work zone in the general direction the animal was oriented.

c. The Contractor’s Project Monitor will be provided with cell phone and
email contacts for MBI personnel to immediately report any encounters
with herpetofauna. Educational poster materials will be provided by MBI
and displayed on the job site to maintain worker awareness as the project
progresses.

d. MBI will also post Caution Signs throughout the project site for the
duration of the construction project providing notice of the
environmentally sensitive nature of the work area, the potential for
encountering various amphibians and reptiles and precautions to be taken
to avoid injury to or mortality of these animals.



3.

Petroleum Materials Storage and Spill Prevention

a. Certain precautions are necessary to store petroleum materials, refuel
and contain and properly clean up any inadvertent fuel or petroleum (i.e.,
oil, hydraulic fluid, etc.) spill due to the project’s location in proximity to
wetland resources.

b. A spill containment kit consisting of a sufficient supply of absorbent pads
and absorbent material will be maintained by the Contractor at the
construction site throughout the duration of the project. In addition, a
waste drum will be kept on site to contain any used absorbent
pads/material for proper and timely disposal off site in accordance with
applicable local, state and federal laws.

c. The following petroleum and hazardous materials storage and refueling
restrictions and spill response procedures will be adhered to by the
Contractor.

Petroleum and Hazardous Materials Storage and Refueling

1. Refueling vehicles or machinery shall occur a minimum of 100
feet from wetlands or watercourses and shall take place on an
impervious pad with secondary containment designed to contain
fuels.

2. Any fuel or hazardous materials that must be kept on site shall be
stored on an impervious surface utilizing secondary containment a
minimum of 100 feet from wetlands or watercourses.

Initial Spill Response Procedures

1. Stop operations and shut off equipment.

2. Remove any sources of spark or flame.

3. Contain the source of the spill.

4. Determine the approximate volume of the spill.

5. Identify the location of natural flow paths to prevent the release of
the spill to sensitive nearby waterways or wetlands.

6. Ensure that fellow workers are notified of the spill.

Spill Clean Up & Containment
1. Obtain spill response materials from the on-site spill response

kit. Place absorbent materials directly on the release area.

2. Limit the spread of the spill by placing absorbent materials
around the perimeter of the spill.
Isolate and eliminate the spill source.

4. Contact the appropriate local, state and/or federal agencies, as
necessary.

5. Contact a disposal company to properly dispose of contaminated
materials.



iv. Reporting
1. Complete an incident report.
2. Submit a completed incident report to the Connecticut Siting

Council.

4. Protective Measures

a. A thorough cover search of the construction area will be
performed by MBI Environmental Monitor for herpetofauna prior to and
following installation of the silt fencing barrier to remove any species
from the work zone prior to the initiation of construction activities. Any
herpetofauna discovered would be translocated outside the work zone in
the general direction the animal was oriented. Periodic inspections will
be performed by MBI’s Environmental Monitor throughout the duration
of the construction.

Any stormwater management features, ruts or artificial depressions that
could hold water created intentionally or unintentionally by site
clearing/construction activities will be properly filled in and
permanently stabilized with vegetation to avoid the creation of “decoy
pools” that could intercept amphibians moving toward the wetland.
Stormwater management features such as level spreaders will be
carefully reviewed in the field to ensure that standing water does not
endure for more than a 24-hour period to avoid creation of decoy pools
and may be subject to field design changes. Any such proposed design
changes will be reviewed by the design engineer to ensure stormwater
management functions are maintained.

Erosion control measures will be removed no later than 30 days
following final site stabilization so as not to impede migration of
herpetofauna or other wildlife.

5. Herbicide and Pesticide Restrictions

a.

Contractors will avoid the use of herbicides and pesticides at the facility.

6. Reporting

a.

b.

C.

Daily Compliance Monitoring Reports (brief narrative and applicable photos)
documenting each MBI inspection will be submitted to Homeland and Verizon
Wireless for compliance verification.

Following completion of the construction project, MBI will provide a
Compliance Monitoring Summary Report to Homeland Verizon Wireless
documenting implementation of the wetland protection program and monitoring
observations. Homeland and Verizon Wireless will provide a copy of the
Compliance Monitoring Summary Report to the Connecticut Siting Council for
compliance verification.

Any observations of rare species will be reported to CTDEEP by MBI, with photo-
documentation (if possible) and with specific information on the location and

disposition of the animal.
4
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c CONNECTICUT Department of Economic and Community Development

January 24,2024

Mr. Reggie Torres
Trileaf Environmental
8600 LaSalle Road, Suite 301

Towson, MD 21286

Subject: Proposed Telecommunications Facility
196 East Haddam-Colchester Turnpike
East Haddam, CT
Homeland Towers, LLC
31524

Dear Mr. Torres:

The State Historic Preservation Office is in receipt of the revised proposal for the above-
referenced project, submitted for review and comment pursuant to the National Historic
Preservation Act and in accordance with Federal Communications Commission regulations.

The project proposal includes the installation of a 155 foot tall monopole, to be constructed
within a 50 foot by 60 foot fenced compound. Utilities are to be run underground. Access is to
be from a new gravel access drive originating from East Haddam-Colchester Turnpike.

The subject property does not appear to be eligible for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places (NR). No properties listed or determined eligible for listing on either the State or
National Register of Historic Places are located within 0.5 miles of the project area.

Five previously identified archaeological sites are located within 0.5 miles of the project areq;
however, none will be impacted by the proposed project. Soil profiles within the project area
are categorized as well drained and no to low sloped; a pedestrian survey revealed that the
maijority of the project area has been disturbed and/or characterized by bedrock
outcropping, making it unlikely to contain significant intact archaeological deposits.

Based on the information provided, this office concurs that no additional archaeological
investigations are warranted and no historic properties will be affected.

450 Columbus Boulevard, Suite 5 CTMakeltHere.com
Hartford, CT 06103
Phone: 860-500-2300



The State Historic Preservation Office appreciates the opportunity to review and comment
upon this project. These comments are provided in accordance with the Connecticut
Environmental Policy Act and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. For further

information please contact Marena Wisniewski, Environmental Reviewer, at (860) 500-2357 or
marena.wisniewski@ct.gov.

Sincerely,

St o

Jonathan Kinney
State Historic Preservation Officer

Hartlaad, C

450 Cobur LN Mo evard, Suite & CTMakeltHere.com



ATTACHMENT 6



	Referencing Application pp. 4, 17 and Attachment 4, of the letters sent to abutting property owners, how many certified mail receipts were received?  If any receipts were not returned, which owners did not receive their notice?  Were any additional a...
	Response
	All certified mail receipts were returned.
	The Applicant has not received any comments from the Town or the public since the Application was submitted to the Council.  The Applicant did receive, through the Council, comments from the Connecticut Airport Authority on March 4, 2025, and the Cou...
	Application p. 14 references the Council’s 2012 Application Guide.  This guide was updated in October 2024.  Please summarize how the application complies with the updated guide.
	Response
	We apologize for this typographical error. The reference on page 16 of the Application (Section III.C.5. “Consistency with Local Land Use Controls”) should have been to the Council’s October 2024 Application Guide. The information contained in this s...
	Referencing Application p. 9 and Attachment 8, when did Homeland Towers, LLC (Homeland) and Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless (Cellco) each initiate a site search?  Was the site search a collaborative effort or was it conducted separately?
	Response
	Referencing Application p. 9 and Attachment 8, identify the approximate center and radius of the site search area.
	Response
	The search ring was centered generally near the intersection of East Haddam Colchester Turnpike and Southwinds Road, with a radius of approximately 0.75 miles.
	Response
	Site No. 2: 300 +/- feet
	Site No. 18: 1.67 +/- miles
	Site No. 10: 0.77 +/- miles
	Site No. 3: 0.39 +/- miles
	Site No. 11: 0.80 +/- miles
	Site No. 19: 1.08 +/- miles
	Site No. 4: 0.32 +/- miles
	Site No. 12: 0.88 +/- miles
	Site No. 20: 0.78 +/- miles
	Site No. 5 0.28 +/- miles
	Site No. 13: 1.14 +/- miles
	Site No. 21: 1.38 +/- miles
	Site No. 6: 0.23 +/- miles
	Site No. 14: 1.36 +/- miles
	Site No. 22: 3.07 +/- miles
	Site No. 7: 0.22 +/- miles
	Site No. 15: 1.04 +/- miles
	Site No. 23: 1.32 +/- miles
	Site No. 8: 0.20 +/- miles
	Site No. 16: 0.61 +/- miles
	Site No. 24: 2.20 +/- miles
	Site No. 9: 0.60 +/- miles
	Site No. 17: 1.45 +/- miles
	Referencing Attachment 8, provide the address, the type of tower and the height of the existing sites referenced as too close to the proposed site in Item Nos. 17 and 18.
	Response
	In Homeland’s Site Search Summary, Site No. 24 is the existing State of Connecticut Department of Public Safety Tower.  This existing structure is a 121-foot-tall lattice tower located at 194 Mount Parnassus Road, East Haddam, CT.  Cellco recently re...

	Referencing Attachments 6 and 8 how would the proposed facility interact with the East Haddam 3 CT site?
	Response
	Would the Applicants conduct a geotechnical survey prior to construction on the proposed site?  If so, please describe how the survey would be conducted.  Would tree removal be necessary?
	Response
	Referencing Application p. 13 and Attachment 13, is any portion of the proposed site, currently in productive agricultural use?
	Response
	Is the site parcel part of the Public Act 490 Program?  If so, how does the town land use code classify the parcel?
	Response
	This site parcel is not part of the Public Act 490 Program.
	Response
	Referencing Application p. 16, what is the address, type and height of the two existing tower sites investigated after the PIM and the distance of these existing sites from the proposed site?
	Response
	Has the Town of East Haddam or any other entity expressed an interest in collocating antennas at the proposed facility?
	Response
	Question No. 16
	Could the proposed facility be redesigned to maximize the distance of the construction limit of disturbance to Wetland 1?  If so, would redesign require more or less tree clearing?  Explain?
	Response
	Is the project, or any portion of the project, proposed to be undertaken by state departments, institutions or agencies, or to be funded in whole or in part by the state through any contract or grant?
	Response
	Referencing Application p. 18, how is the construction cost of the facility recovered for both Homeland and Cellco?
	Response
	Homeland’s costs are recovered by leasing tower space to wireless carriers like Cellco. For Cellco, the costs associated with providing Cellco customers with the nation’s most reliable wireless service network, including the cost for development of n...
	What is the maximum wind speed tolerance for the antennas/antenna mounts on the proposed tower?
	Response
	The antennas and mounts will be designed to meet the more stringent wind speed requirements identified in the Connecticut State Building code and referenced TIA standard. In this case, a 115-mph wind speed is applicable.
	Could the tower be designed with a yield point to ensure that the tower setback radius remains within the boundaries of the subject property?
	Response
	Yes.
	Would the proposed tower require any maintenance, such as painting?  If yes, approximately how often and at what cost?
	Response
	If the Council orders that the tower be painted, as referenced on p. 12 of the Application narrative, maintenance would become an issue that Homeland would need to address going forward. Generally, a painted tower would need to be re-painted every 5-...
	Would the tower and foundation be designed to accommodate an increase in tower height?
	Response
	For planning purposes, Homeland typically designs its towers and foundations to be capable of supporting an extension should future tenants require additional height.
	Question No. 23
	What is the structural design standard applicable to the proposed platform antenna mounts?
	Response
	( 2021 International Building Code (IBC), with the 2022 Connecticut State Building Code amendments.
	( ANSI/TIA-222-H "Structural Standard for Antenna Supporting Structures and Antennas and Small Wind Turbine Support Structures"
	Would any blasting be required to develop the site?
	Response
	Homeland Towers does not anticipate that blasting will be required to construct the tower foundation but will have a better idea once the Geotechnical Survey has been completed.
	Pursuant to CGS §16-50p(a)(3)(G), identify the safety standards and/or codes by which equipment, machinery or technology that would be used or operated at the proposed facility.  What structural design codes apply to the tower and antenna mounts?
	Response
	( 2021 International Building Code (IBC), with the 2022 Connecticut State Building Code amendments.
	( 2020 National Electric Code (NFPA 70).
	( 2021 International Mechanical Code, with the 2022 Connecticut State Building Code amendments.
	( 2022 Connecticut State Fire Safety Code.
	( ANSI/TIA-222-H "Structural Standard for Antenna Supporting Structures and Antennas and Small Wind Turbine Support Structures".
	( Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA).
	Referencing Application p. 9 and Attachment 6, identify distances and directions to the adjacent sites with which the proposed facility would hand off signals. Include addresses, tower types, and Cellco’s antenna centerline heights at these sites.
	Response
	The proposed site would handoff with Cellco’s East Haddam 2 cell site, located approximately 2 miles to the west at 33 Neptune Avenue, which is a lighting structure with an antenna centerline of 89 feet AGL.
	The proposed site would also handoff with Cellco’s East Haddam 3 cell site, approximately 2 miles to the southeast, located at 194 Mt Parnassus Road, which is a lattice tower with Cellco’s antennas at a proposed centerline height of 146 feet AGL.  Th...
	Are all frequencies used to transmit voice and data?
	Response
	Yes.
	Referring to Application Attachment 6, what is Cellco’s minimum required signal strength for in-vehicle coverage and for in-building coverage for all proposed frequencies other than 700 MHz.
	Response
	Neg 85 dBm RSRP for in building coverage.
	Neg 95 dBm RSRP for in vehicle coverage.
	What is the existing signal strength within the area Cellco is seeking to cover from this site?
	Response
	Response
	No. Antennas at a centerline height of 151 feet at the proposed tower location is the minimum necessary to satisfy its coverage objectives and provide adequate coverage along portions of East Haddam Colchester Turnpike and along local roadways in all...
	Does Cellco have any statistics on dropped calls and/or ineffective attempts in the vicinity of the proposed facility?  If so, what do they indicate?  Does Cellco have any other indicators of substandard service in this area?
	Response
	What is Cellco’s existing and predicted coverage footprint from the proposed site (in square miles), at each frequency that would be installed?
	Response
	Response
	Would the proposed site provide adequate service to the coverage area for all frequencies that Cellco would deploy?
	Response
	Once the proposed site is on-line and providing capacity relief to adjacent sites, what would be the effective service area for the 700 MHz frequency?  Would parts of overlapping service be handled by the existing sites, thus lessening the effective ...
	Response
	Response
	No. Cellco’s antennas need to be mounted in a side-by-side configuration to take advantage of a feature called beamforming which improves the overall capacity of an individual cell site. Flush mounting antennas at different heights would result in de...
	For each photo, please indicate the photo viewpoint direction and stake or flag the locations of site-specific and representative site features.  Site-specific and representative site features include, but are not limited to, as applicable:
	a. wetlands, watercourses and vernal pools;
	b. forest/forest edge areas;
	c. agricultural soil areas;
	d. sloping terrain;
	e. proposed stormwater control features;
	f. nearest residences;
	g. Site access and interior access road(s);
	h. tower location/compound;
	i. clearing limits/property lines;
	j. mitigation areas; and
	k. any other noteworthy features relative to the Project.
	A photolog graphic must accompany the submission, using a site plan or a detailed aerial image, depicting each numbered photograph for reference.  For each photo, indicate the photo location number and viewpoint direction, and clearly identify the loc...
	The submission shall be delivered electronically in a legible portable document format (PDF) with a maximum file size of <20MB.  If necessary, multiple files may be submitted and clearly marked in terms of sequence.
	Response
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