CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

APPLICATION OF THE TOWERS, LLC ) DOCKET NO. 543
FOR A CERTIFICATE OF ENVIRONMENTAL )
COMPATIBILITY AND PUBLIC NEED FOR THE )
CONSTRUCTION, MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION ) DECEMBER 23, 2025
OF A TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITY AT )
17 WARREN ROAD, WASHINGTON (NEW PRESTON), )

)

CONNECTICUT

PRE-HEARING INTERROGATORIES & REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION (FIRST
SET) DIRECTED TO THE APPLICANT., TOWERS. LL.C

1. Please identify by name, position and address, any person answering or assisting in
responding to these interrogatories on behalf of the applicant, Towers, LLC (the
“Applicant”) and/or Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless (hereinafter “Verizon” or
“Cellco”).

2. In Attachment 12 (Preliminary Historic Resources Determination), All-Points
Technology Corporation (“APT”) states that it “completed an independent review of the
National Register of Historic Places (“NRHP”’) and SHPO files to determine if any listed
sites, or site eligible for listing, are located proximate to the Project Site.” Please describe
the steps taken to identify sites eligible for listing on the NRHP.

3. Please identify the criteria used by the Applicant and/or APT to determine a site’s,
eligibility for listing on the NRHP and/or the State Register of Historic Places (“SRHP”).

4. Please list all sites, structures or properties identified by the Applicant and/or APT as
eligible for listing on the NRHP or SRHP as part of the Applicant’s Preliminary Historic
Resources Determination and/or Visual Assessment.

5. For any site, structure or property identified in response to Interrogatory No. 3, please
respond to the following:

a. Please qualify with specificity the potential impact of the Applicant’s
telecommunications tower on said site, structure or property.
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b. Please identify any alternative locations, configurations or designs, including the
use of small cells or Distributed Antenna System (“DAS”) nodes, that would
minimize the impact of the proposed project on said site, structure or property.

c. Ifnot already provided part of the record, please provide a viewshed analysis and
photo simulation of the proposed project from said site, structure or property.

6. Ifthe answer to Interrogatory 3 is “none,” please explain, in detail, why the following
properties were determined to be ineligible for listing on the NRHP:

7 Warren Road, Washington, Connecticut
260 Litchfield Turnpike, Washington, Connecticut
23 Couch Road, Washington, Connecticut
15 Couch Road, Washington, Connecticut
151 Litchfield Turnpike, Washington, Connecticut
128 Litchfield Turnpike, Washington, Connecticut
176 West Morris Road, Washington, Connecticut
166 West Morris Road, Washington, Connecticut
160 West Morris Road, Washington, Connecticut

. 157 Woodville Road, Warren, Connecticut
100 Woodville Road, Warren, Connecticut
40 Angevine Road, Warren, Connecticut
122-132 Mount Tom Road, Litchfield, Connecticut
68 Prospect Mountain Road, Litchfield, Connecticut
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7. Please provide a supplemental viewshed analysis and photo simulation of the Project, as
proposed, from all locations identified in Interrogatory 5.

8. Please identify any alternative locations, configurations or designs, including the use of
small cells or Distributed Antenna System (“DAS”) nodes, that would minimize the
visual impact of the proposed project on the locations and/or resources identified in
Interrogatory 5.

9. Please provide a narrative as to whether the use of small cells or Distributed Antenna
System (“DAS”) nodes has been considered, and if so, why pole-mounted small cells or
DAS nodes did not meet the needs of the project.

4916-8590-6308, v. 1



10. In response to the Council’s Interrogatory No. 7, the Applicant states that the use of small
cells and DAS nodes is not “economically feasible.” It estimates the “the cost for each
small cell installation to be approximately $75,000 to $80,000.” This cost estimate is four
(4) to seven and a half (7.5) times higher than the cost estimate (per installation) provided
by Isotrope Wireless (see Pre-filed Testimony of Michael Lawton). Please explain how
Cellco arrived at its cost estimate of $75,000 to $80,000 per small cell installation and
please provide a detailed, line-item breakdown substantiating that estimate.

11. Please provide the date, time and location of all meetings held between the Applicant or
APT and any state or local historic district or preservation office, agency, board or
commission to discuss the potential impact of the Applicant’s project on above ground
historic resources and/or archeological resources located within the Towns of
Washington, Warren and Litchfield.

12. Please state the name, address and title of any expert in the field of history or historic
preservation who has been retained by the Applicant or who the Applicant intends to use
as an expert witness in support of this Docket 543.

13. For each witness identified in response to the preceding interrogatory, please state:

a. The qualifications of each witness;

b. Whether each witness is qualified to determine a resource’s eligibility for listing
on the NRHP and the SRHP;

c. The subject matter on which each witness is expected to testify;
The substance of the facts and opinions on which each expert witness is expected
to testify; and

e. A summary of the grounds for each opinion of each expert witness expected to
testify.

14. Please provide the resume or curriculum vitae of any expert witness identified in
response to the preceding interrogatory.
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15. Please explain whether any alternative design or configuration considered by the
Applicant, including but limited to the use of smell cell or DAS nodes, will:

a. Reduce the project’s impact to wetlands and watercourses. Please explain.

b. Reduce tree clearing, including the clearing of core forest and critical terrestrial
habitat (“CTH”). Please explain.

c. Reduce or eliminate visual impacts to historic resources, resources eligible for
local, state or federal historic designation and scenic roads. Please explain.

16. APT’s Wetland Inspection Map dated November 25, 2025 (Exhibit 2 to Applicant’s
Responses to the Council’s Interrogatories), depicts an offsite wetland identified as
Wetland 2. Has Wetland 2 been evaluated to determine whether it functions, or is capable
of functioning, as a vernal pool? If so, does the Applicant’s proposal involve any
disturbance within the Wetland 2’s critical terrestrial habitat (“CTH”)?

17. For any persons who evaluated 17 Warren Road, Washington, CT (the “Property”) with
regard to service, please describe the work those persons performed and/or any
documents/records that those persons produced on behalf of the Applicant, Cellco and/or
Verizon.

18. Please provide copies of any documents in the possession of the Applicant, Cellco and/or
Verizon (including but not limited to any and all papers, reports, records and
communications, as well as any documents or communications in electronic form) which
show research, analysis or plans pertaining to voice and data radio frequency coverage
and capacity for Docket No. 543.

19. Where are the specific coverage gaps at 700 MHz in the area that the proposed facility
will provide reliable wireless service to?

20. Please provide copies of any coverage maps for the Applicant and/or Cellco and/or
Verizon which show where there are coverage gaps at 700 MHz in the area the proposed
facility will provide reliable service to?

21. Where are the specific coverage gaps at 850 MHz in the area that the proposed facility
will provide reliable wireless service to?
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22. Please provide copies of any coverage maps for the Applicant and/or Cellco and/or
Verizon which show where there are coverage gaps at 850 MHz in the area the proposed
facility will provide reliable service to?

23. Where are the specific coverage gaps at 1900 MHz in the area that the proposed facility
will provide reliable wireless service to?

24. Please provide copies of any coverage maps for the Applicant and/or Cellco and/or
Verizon which show where there are coverage gaps at 1900 MHz in the area the proposed
facility will provide reliable service to?

25. Where are the specific coverage gaps at 2,100 MHz in the area that the proposed facility
will provide reliable wireless service to?

26. Please provide copies of any coverage maps for the Applicant and/or Cellco and/or
Verizon which show where there are coverage gaps at 2,100 MHz in the area the
proposed facility will provide reliable service to?

27. What is the name(s), address, affiliations(s) and credentials of the individual(s) who
prepared any coverage maps that were relied upon by the Applicant, Cellco and/or
Verizon for this Application.

28. Where are the specific coverage gaps at 3,700 MHz (5G) in the area that the proposed
facility will provide reliable wireless service to?

29. Please provide copies of any coverage maps for the Applicant and/or Cellco and/or
Verizon which show where there are coverage gaps at 3,700 MHz (5G) in the area the
proposed facility will provide reliable service to?
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30. Please provide the curriculum vitate or resume of ay individuals who prepared any
coverage maps that were relied upon by the Applicant, Cellco and/or Verizon for this
Application.

31. What is the land areas of each and every coverage gap at 700 Mhz that the provided
facility will provide reliable service to?

32. Were the capacity determinations made by the Applicant and/or Cellco and/or Verizon
for this Docket 543 measured in “dBm”™?

33. What is the metric (or metrics) that the Applicant and/or Cellco and/or Verizon uses to
assess capacity needs with respect to its 700 MHz, 850 MHz, 1900 MHz, 2100 MHz and
3700 Mhz (5G) facilities?

34. Did the Applicant, Cellco and/or Verizon determine that relevant sectors of its existing
facilities are reaching or forecast to reach their respective capacity limits within the next
few years? If so, based on the 700 MHz, 850 MHz, 1900 MHz, 2100 MHz and 3700
Mhz (5G) metrics, how did the Applicant, Cellco and/or Verizon determine that relevant
sectors of the existing facilities are reaching or forecast to reach their capacity limits?

35. Is the proposed facility intended to provide “capacity relief” for the Verizon network? If
SO:

(a) With respect to the consideration of “capacity relief”, what is the basis
for the proposed antenna height for the proposed facility?

(b) Is it possible to obtain the necessary “capacity relief” with an antenna
height that is lower than the proposed height? If so, what is the lowest
possible antenna height that the Applicant, Cellco and/or Verizon can
use in order to obtain the necessary “capacity relief”, and why?

36. Did the Applicant, Cellco and/or Verizon consider any locations for utility pole
installations (existing or new poles) for the placement of the proposed facilities? If yes,
please explain any such considerations. If not, please explain why the Applicant, Cellco
and/or Verizon did not consideration any locations for utility pole installations for the
placement of the proposed facilities.
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37. Do the proposed facilities comply with the Town of Washington Zoning Regulations? If
not, please specify those provisions which the proposed facilities do not comply and the
manner in which the proposed facilities do not comply.

38. Do the proposed facilities comply with the Town of Washington Inland-Wetland
Regulations? If not, please specify those provisions which the proposed facilities do not
comply and the manner in which the proposed facilities do not comply.

39. Please provide a copy of any documents in the possession of the Applicant, and/or Cellco
and/or Verizon (including but not limited to any and all papers, reports, records and
communications, including electronic) which you relied upon or referenced in order to
respond to any of these interrogatories.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This is to certify that a true copy of the foregoing was electronically mailed and/or deposited in
the United States mail, first-class, postage pre-paid this 23" day of December, 2025 to the
individuals on the Service List for this Docket, as of December 23, 2025. The original and fifteen
copies (plus one electronic copy) of the foregoing was electronically mailed and/or deposited in
the United States mail, first-class, postage-paid this 23" day of December, 2025 to:

Melanie Bachman, Esq., Executive Director
Connecticut Siting Council

10 Franklin Square

New Britain, CT 06051

Email: melanie.bachman(@ct.gov

(1 original, 15 copies, plus 1 electronic)

/s/ Mario F. Coppola
Mario F. Coppola, Esq.
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