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Vertical Bridge REIT, LLC and Cellco/Verizon (Applicants) propose a monopole tower off Warren Road 
on private property owned by Alfred Stevens in Washington, CT and has applied for a Certificate of 
Environmental Compatibility and Public Need from the Connecticut Siting Council. This would be a 
new structure. The application was filed for a 140’ monopole in July, 2025.   

Isotrope’s engagement and background: 
Isotrope is an RF Engineering consulting firm founded by Mr. David Maxson in 2010 and has provided 
expert consulting services throughout the Northeastern US since then, to many companies, 
municipalities and boards. Mr. Michael Lawton is the Isotrope engineer for this matter, he has over 
35 years experience in wireless, starting as an RF Engineer and always staying connected to carrier 
buildout/growth/design through consulting and direct roles with Nextel, AT&T Wireless, T-Mobile, 
DISH Wireless/Boost Mobile and Sigfox (IOT). He has provided expert advice and testimony before 
many boards including the Connecticut Siting Council, Cape Cod Commission, many towns in MA, NY, 
NH and RI, and litigation testimony. Michael’s CV is attached to this report.  

Isotrope in this matter has been engaged by the Steep Rock Association to review the application, 
and to determine whether alternative solutions exist for Verizon’s network improvement that will be 
equally effective, less costly and less detrimental to the community of Washington, CT and Litchfield 
County as a whole than the proposed 140’ monopole.  

Summary of report : 
Below, we will expand on each of these statements but here are the highlights: 

1. Verizon and Vertical Bridge REIT, LLC are co-applicants but their needs are different, and all 
diligence is not necessarily aligned to individual needs 

2. The provided coverage plots indicate that Verizon’s “need” in this matter is specific to 
customers in cars and buildings and not outdoors.  

3. Vertical Bridge REIT, LLC has different needs and is not protected for those needs by the 
Telecom Act of 1996.  

4. Verizon’s needs (not Vertical Bridge REIT, LLC’s needs) can be more effectively and efficiently 
addressed with Small Cells in this particular scenario. 

5. Verizon has used Small Cells for similar rural residential uses in the past.  
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6. Location of Small Cells on the existing poles along US Route 202 will be expedient and 
inexpensive for Verizon after their purchase of Frontier closes1.   

7. A Monopole on the Stevens Property on Warren Road is not the only viable solution to the 
network issues that Verizon has identified.  
 

Discussion: 
 

Point 1: Verizon and Vertical Bridge REIT, LLC are co-applicants but their needs are different, and all 
diligence is not necessarily aligned to individual needs:  

Verizon is a wireless carrier holding licenses on many frequencies to provide “cellular” service to 
their customers in Litchfield County, CT and throughout other areas in the USA. They seek to improve 
coverage for their customers through this application. We do note that the interrogatories that have 
not yet been answered seek to quantify the dimensions of the areas and roads that would receive 
improved (or new) coverage from this proposal. We look forward to reviewing the responses but in 
their absence, we have interpreted the plots provided by All-Points (for Verizon) to develop the 
below. We do not testify as to the validity of the information, Verizon’s (or All-Points) RF Engineer 
should validate their plots and testify as to the gaps shown on the plots.  

Vertical Bridge REIT, LLC is a tower developer. Their business is to build towers and rent space on 
them to wireless carriers like Verizon. They do not own spectrum and do not operate a commercial 
wireless network. Therefore, the demonstration of alternate sites contained in Section 8, and 
completed by Vertical Bridge REIT, LLC is an analysis of potential locations for a monopole only. 
Vertical Bridge REIT, LLC should not be expected to consider Small Cells as a solution because that is 
not their business.  

Verizon should have considered Small Cells in this situation, as they have done in numerous other 
communities in CT but did not do so, according to the record, because they engaged Vertical Bridge 
REIT, LLC to work on this “search ring” and develop a Build-to-Suit Monopole upon which they (and 
others) can lease space for their installation.  

Point 2: The provided coverage plots indicate that Verizon’s “need” in this matter is specific to 
customers in cars and buildings and not outdoors.: 

Verizon has included plots done by All-Points to demonstrate “before and after” coverage at 700 
MHz, 850 MHz, 1900 MHz and 2100 MHz as well as “5G” which appears to be a duplicate of the 850 

 

 

1 https://www.verizon.com/about/news/verizon-to-acquire-frontier 
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MHz coverage plot. These plots show coverage at two thresholds, better than -85 dBm RSRP 
coverage to represent “in-building” coverage and -95 dBm RSRP coverage to represent “in vehicle” 
coverage.  

We note that this is in contrast to many other filings in many other locations where Verizon 
themselves has done as above, but has included a -105 dBm coverage threshold which is noted as 
outdoor coverage. See below for examples filed by Verizon; 

2 

 

 

2 From Verizon Wireless filing to Austerlitz, NY Planning Board July 2, 2024 
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3 

We must conclude that either Verizon is not looking to expand their outdoor coverage in this portion 
of Washington, CT either because coverage is already sufficient, or because they have targeted in-
building or in-car uses only, in this area. Therefore, our analysis and alternative proposal is 
developed to provide coverage on roads and in buildings, since that seems to be the objective of this 
proposed tower. Outdoor users, particularly those who may need to use emergency services for 
public safety while hiking or somewhere off the roads, could expect better coverage than what has 
been shown on any of the plots in this proceeding. Should the application be granted, outdoor 
coverage will undoubtedly improve, but there is no reference or quantification of where and how 
much of an improvement is needed or expected.  

 

 

3 From Verizon Wireless filing to Austerlitz, NY Planning Board July 2, 2024 
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Point 3: Vertical Bridge REIT, LLC has different needs and is not protected for those needs by the 
Telecom Act of 1996: 

The Telecommunications Act of 1996 is referenced extensively by Attorney Baldwin throughout 
Section 3 of the application narrative. The Telecommunications Act provides relief for Wireless 
Carriers, such as Verizon. The Telecommunications Act does not address non-carrier developers, 
such as Vertical Bridge REIT, LLC and as such, they are not entitled to the protection of the Act with 
regard to siting their new facilities, as the carriers are. This is important because while we will 
demonstrate below that Verizon has a better option to provide their protected coverage 
improvement under the Telecommunication Act, this option does not serve Vertical Bridge REIT, 
LLC’s business needs. However, Vertical Bridge REIT, LLC’s business needs are not covered by the 
Telecommunications Act, only Verizon’s network coverage needs.  

Point 4: Verizon’s needs (not Vertical Bridge REIT, LLC’s needs) can be more effectively and efficiently 
addressed with Small Cells in this particular scenario.  
 
As part of our review, Isotrope has looked at whether there are any alternative approaches to 
covering the area shown by All-Points as an area of in-car and in-building coverage need along Route 
202. Since the primary area of need from the plots appears to be Verizon’s customers in cars on 
Route 202 and their customers using their phones/UE in their homes along Route 202, we have 
investigated whether this area can be more effectively covered by Small Cells, placed along the 
existing telephone poles adjacent to Route 202.  
 
It should be pointed out that the in-building coverage need in this area may not be as robust as it 
once was. With the advent of WiFi calling and data service over Wifi for cell phones as well as 
computers, most devices/UE will not be on the Cellular network within residences, they will be 
attached to the home WiFi so Cellular coverage is not necessary. Charter Spectrum has stated that 
“With Spectrum Mobile, approximately 80% of data traffic is on WiFi, and only 20% connected to 
cellular networks.”4 With the 20% resulting from usage outside coverage from WiFi.  
 
There are 139 ‘telephone” poles along Route 202 in the area identified by All-Points as the area of 
need (roughly from the Smithy café to the Mount Tom Road intersection. We selected 10/139 poles 
and have done a general Small Cell design using these 10 poles. We used the following parameters 
and equipment:  

 

 

4 https://corporate.charter.com/newsroom/how-spectrum-mobile-is-reinventing-mobile-with-speed-
simplicity-and-value 
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 35’ AGL antenna height on all poles (deliberately less than the maximum height of each 
pole) 

 COMMSCOPE NNVVSSP-360S-FM ANTENNA (commonly used by Verizon for Small Cells) 
 SAMSUNG RU for appropriate bands (commonly used by Verizon for Small Cells) 

 
The resulting coverage plots (one each for 700 MHz, 850 MHz and 1900 MHz) from Isotrope’s 
Carrier Grade EDX SignalPro analysis tool are included below, we have used the same thresholds 
and colors that All-Points has used in their plots contained in the application.  
 
Statistically, this hypothetical 10 Small Cell design (only) covers:  

 
 

 

Homes People Homes People Homes People
Covered by -85 dBm or better (in-building threshold) 144 261 144 261 43 75
Covered by -95 dBm or better (in-car threshold) 220 440 220 440 144 261

700 MHz 850 MHz 1900 MHz
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Point 5: Verizon has (and continues to) use Small Cells for similar rural residential uses.  

Isotrope has reviewed applications throughout the Northeast where Verizon has effectively used 
Small Cells to provide coverage in specific geographic areas. These have been used as coverage 
enhancement in areas similar to Washington, along Route 202. All the pictures shown below are 
screenshots taken by me from Google StreetView of known, currently existing Verizon Small Cell 
installations providing coverage in rural, residential areas like Washington, CT.  
 

 



  Isotrope, LLC 

 

9 

www.isotrope.im 

 

 



  Isotrope, LLC 

 

10 

www.isotrope.im 

 

 



  Isotrope, LLC 

 

11 

www.isotrope.im 

Point 6. Location of Small Cells on the existing poles along US Route 202 will be expedient and 
inexpensive for Verizon after their purchase of Frontier closes5.   

Verizon has listed costs of $300,000 with an additional cost to Vertical Bridge REIT, LLC of $390,000 
to build and outfit the proposed monopole. The typical cost of a Small Cell Installation is $10,000-
$20,000 per pole. Our hypothetical design for the area, shown above, includes 10 Small Cells which 
should cost Verizon no more than $200,000 total in Capital Expense. Therefore, a savings of 
$100,000 Capital Expense to Verizon.  

Additionally, Verizon has reached an agreement to purchase Frontier (the Fiber provider in 
Washington, along Route 202). Therefore, once this deal closes, Verizon Fiber service will be on the 
proposed poles for Small Cells which will only reduce the Verizon Operating Expense to provide this 
coverage long-term. 

Point 7: A Monopole on the Stevens Property on Warren Road is not the only viable solution to the 
network issues that Verizon has identified.  

The application is for a “Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need”. Others have 
shared their opinions on the “Environmental Compatibility” or lack thereof of the proposed 
monopole. We submit that our hypothetical design for 10 Small Cells along Route 202 will be more 
compatible for the Environment, more acceptable to the residents of the area and will serve the 
Public Need for improved Verizon service in cars and buildings in this area of Washington, CT more 
effectively, while costing Verizon less money (both Capital and Operating expense).  

While Vertical Bridge REIT, LLC would lose a business opportunity, there is no Public Need for a new 
Monopole that cannot be otherwise supported without the Monopole.    

This concludes our review of Vertical Bridge REIT, LLC and Verizon’s application, and the proceedings 
to date. I look forward to discussing this solution with the CT Siting Council further.  

Michael Lawton 

 

 

5  https://www.verizon.com/about/news/verizon-to-acquire-frontier 


