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

Dear Members of the Connecticut Siting Council and Parties of Record,

Please find attached my Intervenor Submission in Docket No. 548 for inclusion in the official record.

This filing identifies material deficiencies in the current record, including issues related to environmental analysis,
evaluation of alternatives, cumulative impacts, and demonstrated public need.

A copy of this submission is being provided to all parties and intervenors of record.

Respectfully submitted,

Paska
Founder & Administrator
Connecticut for Responsible Technology
Private Membership Association (PMA)
All rights reserved, without prejudice.
CT4RT@protonmail.com

This communication is intended for members and private use only. It is not a solicitation and is not subject to
statutory or public jurisdiction.

Sent with Proton Mail secure email.
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL 


 


DOCKET NO. 548 


Homeland Towers, LLC and Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless 
Application for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need 
for the Construction, Maintenance, and Operation of a 
Telecommunications Facility and Associated Equipment 
Located at 38 and 42A Hidden Brook Drive 
Brookfield, Connecticut 


 


INTERVENOR SUBMISSION IDENTIFYING MATERIAL DEFICIENCIES IN 
THE RECORD 


 


Date: 
April 28, 2026 


Submitted by,  
Paska Nayden, Founder/Administrator 
Connecticut for Responsible Technology 
 


This submission is made in good faith to ensure that the administrative record reflects 
material deficiencies related to environmental impact, alternatives analysis, and 
demonstrated public need, and to preserve the integrity of the record so that any decision 
rendered is based on complete, supported, and properly evaluated information. 


This filing is submitted to preserve the integrity of the record and to ensure that any 
decision rendered is based on complete, supported, and properly evaluated information. 


 
  







I. The Record Relies on Conclusory Statements Rather Than Competent 
Environmental Evidence 


The applicant’s Technical Submission states that the proposed facility will have “no 
direct impact on inland wetlands or watercourses” and that environmental impacts will be 
“minimal.”  


However, the record does not contain: 


• Stormwater runoff modeling 
• Erosion and sedimentation analysis 
• Soil stability analysis for steep slope disturbance 
• Evaluation of severe storm impact conditions 


The Barkwood Falls and Lake Lillinonah area has a well-documented history of severe 
storms, runoff, erosion, and tree destabilization. In the absence of site-specific 
engineering and environmental analysis, these conclusions remain unsupported. 


II. A Less Environmentally Damaging Alternative Was Identified but Not Evaluated 


During testimony, the applicant acknowledged that an alternative access route may result 
in less environmental impact, yet no full environmental analysis of that alternative has 
been conducted. 


The failure to evaluate a feasible, less damaging alternative represents a material 
deficiency in the record and prevents a complete environmental review.  


No comparative analysis has been provided demonstrating why the proposed 
configuration is preferable to other feasible alternatives, including use of existing 
infrastructure. 


III. Significant Land Disturbance Has Not Been Fully Evaluated 


The proposed project includes a 175-foot monopole, a 50-by-60-foot fenced compound 
totaling approximately 3,000 square feet, and a 12-foot-wide gravel access road 
approximately 700 feet long, with underground utilities trenched along that road.  


The project also involves the removal of approximately 37 trees, as stated in the 
applicant’s presentation, yet no complete tree survey has been provided to verify the 
extent of this impact. This level of disturbance is not minimal. 


The record lacks: 


• Quantified and verified tree removal analysis 
• Long-term erosion and runoff impacts 
• Impacts to surrounding soils and water resources 







• Evaluation of construction-phase versus long-term environmental effects 


IV. Wetlands Are Identified but Not Fully Analyzed 


While testimony and filings reference wetlands located approximately 335 feet from the 
tower, the record does not demonstrate: 


• Updated field verification 
• Hydrological or watershed impact analysis 
• Construction-phase runoff impacts 
• Cumulative environmental effects 


Identification of wetlands alone does not satisfy the requirement for environmental 
analysis. 


The proximity of the proposed site to the Housatonic River and Lake Lillinonah 
watershed elevates the environmental significance of this project beyond a localized 
disturbance and requires a more comprehensive evaluation of potential downstream and 
cumulative impacts. 


V. Visual and Scenic Impact Is Acknowledged and Significant 


The applicant’s own submission confirms that the majority of tower visibility will occur 
over open water and the eastern shoreline of Lake Lillinonah.  


This directly impacts: 


• A heavily used recreational lake 
• Residential communities 
• A long-established scenic and environmental resource 


This is not a negligible impact—it is a defining one. 


VI. Public Need Has Not Been Established Through Empirical Evidence 


The applicant’s Technical Submission confirms the inclusion of multiple frequency 
bands, including 5G spectrum (3700 MHz), as part of the proposed deployment.  


This type of deployment is not limited to addressing a basic voice coverage gap. Mid-
band 5G is known to have more limited propagation and is highly sensitive to terrain, 
vegetation, and obstruction. In heavily wooded and uneven environments such as 
Barkwood Falls and the Lake Lillinonah area, its effective range and reliability are 
inherently constrained. 


As such, this type of infrastructure is more consistent with increasing data capacity than 
resolving a demonstrated, wide-area coverage deficiency. 







However, the record does not contain: 


• Empirical drive test data 
• Verified, site-specific coverage gap analysis 
• Reconciliation with publicly available coverage data 


Without such data, the asserted public need for this level of deployment remains 
unsupported. 


VII. The Record Remains Incomplete 


The combined technical submission and hearing record demonstrate: 


• Unresolved environmental questions 
• Unanalyzed alternatives 
• Missing empirical data 
• Reliance on generalized and unsupported conclusions 


The applicant has consented to extend the decision deadline to November 18, 2026. In 
light of this extended timeline, there is no justification for proceeding with an incomplete 
record. 


VIII. Lack of Cumulative Impact Analysis 


The record does not include a cumulative impact analysis of existing telecommunications 
infrastructure in the surrounding area. 


Publicly available data, including Connecticut Siting Council records, demonstrate that 
multiple towers and wireless facilities already exist within proximity to the proposed site, 
including installations on Vale Road, Carmen Hill Road, Pocono Road, and other 
locations. 


Despite this, the applicant has not provided: 


• A cumulative visual impact analysis 
• A cumulative environmental impact assessment 
• An evaluation of existing infrastructure capacity and co-location potential 


The absence of such analysis prevents a complete understanding of the incremental 
impact of this proposed facility. 


This proposal must be evaluated not as a single facility, but as one additional structure 
within an already developed telecommunications network. 


Additionally, publicly available filings indicate that the applicant is currently undertaking 
modifications and antenna expansions at a nearby facility located at 89 Wewaka Brook 







Road in Bridgewater, Connecticut, approximately 2.1 miles from the proposed site, based 
on mapping analysis. 


This ongoing expansion of existing infrastructure within the same service area further 
underscores the need for a cumulative analysis and raises questions as to whether the 
proposed facility represents necessary infrastructure or redundant network build-out. 


The proximity of these facilities suggests overlapping service areas that have not been 
evaluated in a coordinated manner. 


Without evaluating the total existing infrastructure footprint, the Council cannot 
determine whether this proposal represents a necessary addition or an unnecessary 
expansion of infrastructure within an already served area. 


IX. Potential Federal Environmental Review Implications 


The record raises issues that may implicate federal environmental review requirements, 
including potential impacts to protected species, wetlands and water resources, scenic and 
recreational areas, and cumulative infrastructure effects. 


The current record does not demonstrate that these factors have been fully evaluated in a 
comprehensive or coordinated manner. 


In particular, the absence of cumulative impact analysis, incomplete evaluation of 
alternatives, and lack of site-specific environmental data may be inconsistent with the 
level of review typically required where federal environmental interests are implicated. 


Accordingly, these issues should be fully addressed and documented prior to any final 
determination. 


X. Limited Scope of Historic Preservation Review 


The comments of the State Historic Preservation Office conclude that no designated 
historic properties will be affected by the proposal.  


However, this determination is limited to the identification of historic and archaeological 
resources and does not address broader environmental, scenic, or cumulative impacts. 


The underlying survey consisted of a limited reconnaissance effort and does not reflect a 
comprehensive evaluation of landscape-level impacts, including the visual and 
recreational significance of the Lake Lillinonah shoreline and surrounding residential 
areas. 


As such, the absence of identified historic properties does not resolve the outstanding 
environmental and community impact concerns present in the record. 







X1. Technical and Terrain Considerations 


Analysis of existing infrastructure and terrain conditions indicates that several locations 
identified as having poor reception already fall within line-of-sight transmission paths 
from existing facilities. This suggests that the issue may not be a lack of infrastructure, 
but rather terrain, vegetation, or network configuration factors. 


Additionally, the presence of Lake Lillinonah and the Housatonic River introduce 
propagation conditions that differ from standard modeling assumptions. These site-
specific conditions have not been evaluated in the applicant’s submission. 


These factors raise substantial questions as to whether the proposed facility would 
provide meaningful improvement or instead represent redundant infrastructure within an 
already served area. 


Without empirical validation through drive testing or terrain-adjusted modeling, the 
asserted benefit of the proposed facility remains unsubstantiated. 


Conclusion 


This submission is not an opposition to infrastructure. It is a request that the decision-
making process be grounded in complete, verified, and properly evaluated information. 


At present, the record does not meet that standard. 


The issues identified herein are not minor gaps, but material deficiencies that affect the 
Council’s ability to make a fully informed determination. 


Accordingly, I respectfully request that the Council: 


1. Require supplementation of the record on the deficiencies identified herein 
2. Ensure that all environmental impacts and alternatives are fully evaluated 
3. Allow intervenors a meaningful opportunity to review and respond to a complete 


record prior to any final decision 


Respectfully submitted, 


/s/Paska Nayden 


Paska Nayden 
Founder & Authorized Representative 
Connecticut for Responsible Technology PMA 


Date: April 28, 2029 


Certificate of Service 







I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Verified Petition for Intervention was served 
electronically on all parties listed on the service list for Docket 548 on this date. 


Service list for Docket 548 as of 2.19.26 was emailed on 4.28.26 


bshekhtman@outlook.com,  
jh@etiworld.com, 
jalils@etiworld.com, 
sdunn@brookfieldct.gov,  
alexkunkel@gmail.com,  
elizabeth.glidden@verizonwireless.com,  
rv@homelandtowers.us,  
kbaldwin@rc.com,  
jschaefer@rc.com,  
siting.council@ct.gov, 
 


by: /s/Paska Nayden  
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