
 
Final Environmental Impact Report and 

Response to Comments on the  
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

for the 
County of Riverside’s Public Safety Enterprise 

Communication (PSEC) Project 
State Clearinghouse #2008021126 

Prepared for: 
 

County of Riverside 
Department of Facilities Management 

3133 Mission Inn Avenue 
Riverside, CA 92507-4138 

 
Contact:  Luke Evans 

Michael Brandman Associates 

Prepared by: 

Michael Brandman Associates 
621 E. Carnegie Drive, Suite 100 

San Bernardino, CA  92408 
909-884-2255 

 
Contact:  Luke Evans, Senior Project Manager 

 

August 26, 2008 



County of Riverside 
Public Safety Enterprise Communication Project Final EIR  
 
 

Michael Brandman Associates i 
S:\Luke\Projects\2749 County of Riverside\0003 Telecom Towers\FEIR\FEIR\PSEC Final EIR and RTC's.doc  
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Section 1: Introduction ......................................................................................................... ii 
1.1 - Review of the Draft EIR....................................................................................... ii 
1.2 - Incorporation by Reference................................................................................. ii 
1.3 - Significant New Information and Changes to the Draft EIR ................................iii 

Section 2: Response to Comments..................................................................................... 1 
2.1 - Introduction ......................................................................................................... 1 

Section 3: List of Commentors ............................................................................................ 2 
Section 4: Modifications to the Draft EIR........................................................................ 292 

4.1 - Rationale for Modifications.............................................................................. 292 
4.2 - Changes to the Draft EIR ................................................................................ 292 
 

APPENDICES 

Appendix A:  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



County of Riverside 
Public Safety Enterprise Communication Project Final EIR  
 
 

Michael Brandman Associates ii 
S:\Luke\Projects\2749 County of Riverside\0003 Telecom Towers\FEIR\FEIR\PSEC Final EIR and RTC's.doc  
 

SECTION 1:

1.1 - 

 INTRODUCTION 

The County of Riverside’s Department of Facilities Management coordinated the preparation of a 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Public Safety Enterprise Communication (PSEC) 
project, further described in the Draft EIR.  The County released the Draft EIR and held a 45-day 
public review period. 

In accordance with Section 15088 of the State of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines, this Final EIR document includes responses to comments received on the Draft EIR. 

Review of the Draft EIR 

The County distributed the Draft EIR for a 45-day public review period beginning on June 9, 2008 
and ending July 23, 2008. 

The County used several methods to elicit comments on the Draft EIR: 

• The County issued a Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIR at the start of the 
comment period. The NOA provided information about the proposed project and indicated 
locations (including the internet) where the Draft EIR was available for review. 

• Copies of the NOA and the Draft EIR were provided to the Office of Planning and Research 
(State Clearinghouse) for issuance to state agencies. 

• The NOA was also mailed to the recorded property owners of parcels located in the vicinity 
of the proposed sites (approximately 2,500 persons).  The NOA was also mailed to relevant 
federal state and local agencies, responsible and trustee agencies, local governments, private 
organizations, and other interested parties based on the standard mailing list compiled for 
such purposes by the County of Riverside Planning Department.  This list was comprised of 
approximately 700 addresses. 

• The NOA stated that the Draft EIR and Appendices were posted on the internet. Visitors to 
the EIR website were provided the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR via a web-based 
form, email, fax, and surface mail. 

1.2 - Incorporation by Reference 

Pursuant to Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR and all of its supporting 
documents, appendices, and administrative record are hereby incorporated into this Final EIR, which 
includes the Response to Comments.  Unless otherwise noted, all abbreviations used in the Final EIR 
are the same as those used in the Draft EIR. 
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Copies of the Draft EIR and Appendices (on CD-ROM) are available at the Department of Facilities 
Management’s administrative offices, located at 3133 Mission inn Avenue, Riverside California 
92507-4138. The above items are also available on the internet at http://psec.co.riverside.ca.us 

1.3 - Significant New Information and Changes to the Draft EIR 

Information contained within this document clarifies or supplements information presented in the 
Draft EIR.  This information does not constitute “significant new information” as defined in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5, nor does this information ultimately change the findings made in the 
EIR.  Therefore, the Draft EIR is not subject to recirculation, nor does any clarification or 
supplemental information trigger any of the recirculation requirements for the Draft EIR as set forth 
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
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SECTION 2:

2.1 -

 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 Introduction 

In accordance with Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, the County of Riverside, as the lead 
agency for the proposed project, evaluated comments received on the Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse 
No. 2008021126) for the Public Safety Enterprise Communication (PSEC) project and has prepared 
the following responses to the comments received.   

The County issued a Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIR on June 9, 2008 and the 45-day 
public comment period began on that day.  The NOA provided information about the proposed 
project and indicated locations (including the internet) where the Draft EIR was available for review. 
Copies of the NOA and the Draft EIR were provided to the Office of Planning and Research (State 
Clearinghouse) for issuance to state agencies.  The NOA was also mailed to the recorded property 
owners of parcels located in the vicinity of the proposed sites (approximately 2,500 persons).  The 
NOA was also mailed to relevant federal state and local agencies, responsible and trustee agencies, 
local governments, private organizations, and other interested parties based on the standard mailing 
list compiled for such purposes by the County of Riverside Planning Department.  This list was 
comprised of approximately 700 addresses. 

The County received 83 comment documents to the NOA. Comments were received by surface mail, 
email, fax, and webform submissions from the project’s website. Each comment that was received is 
reproduced in this Response to Comments document. A list of commentors and the County’s 
response to each comment are provided on the following pages. 
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SECTION 3: LIST OF COMMENTORS 

Commentors Code

Public Agencies and Governments 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) (June 16, 2008) ...................................  Comment 1 
Morongo Band of Mission Indians (June 12, 2008) ............................................................  Comment 2 
Soboba Cultural Resource Department (June 10, 2008) ....................................................... Comment 3 
Pechanga Indian Reservation (July 22, 2008) ......................................................................  Comment 4 
March Joint Powers Authority (July 22, 2008) ....................................................................  Comment 5 
Native American Heritage Commission (June 17, 2008).....................................................  Comment 6 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (July 21, 2008) ...................................................  Comment 7 
State of California Office of Planning and Research (July 22, 2008) ..................................  Comment 8 
Riverside County Waste Management Department (July 2, 2008) ......................................  Comment 9 
Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency (July 16, 2008) ......................................  Comment 10 
Riverside County Flood Control & Water Conservation District (July 22, 2008) .............  Comment 11 
Riverside County Regional Park & Open Space District (June 16, 2008) .........................  Comment 12 
City of Blythe Development Services Department (June 9, 2008) ....................................  Comment 13 
City of Corona (June 16, 2008) ..........................................................................................  Comment 14 
City of Riverside Community Development Department (July 23, 2008) .........................  Comment 15 
City of Temecula (July 23, 2008).......................................................................................  Comment 16 
City of Moreno Valley (July 23, 2008) ..............................................................................  Comment 17 
City of Moreno Valley Telecommunications (June 25, 2008) ...........................................  Comment 18 
 
Organizations and Individuals 

Edgemont Community Services District (June 11, 2008) ..................................................  Comment 19 
Tenaja Community Services District (July 18, 2008) ........................................................  Comment 20 
Menifee Valley Historical Association (July 23, 2008) .....................................................  Comment 21 
Rancho Carrillo Homeowners Association (July 23, 2008) ...............................................  Comment 22 
Tahquitz Group of the Sierra Club (July 23, 2008)............................................................  Comment 23 
Southern California Edison (July 24, 2008) .......................................................................  Comment 24 
Gary Spranger (June 9, 2008).............................................................................................  Comment 25 
Janice Petersen (June 11, 2008)..........................................................................................  Comment 26 
Bob Guilliams (June 17, 2008)...........................................................................................  Comment 27 
George Rodda, Jr. (June 20, 2008) .....................................................................................  Comment 28 
Cheryl & Leo Gardarian (June 20, 2008) ...........................................................................  Comment 29 
R.M. & Oma Fitzpatrick (June 23, 2008)...........................................................................  Comment 30 
Kelly & Patty Stephens (June 25, 2008) ............................................................................  Comment 31 
James & Deborah Lehrman (June 25, 2008) ......................................................................  Comment 32 
Jeanie Garcia (June 9, 2008) ..............................................................................................  Comment 33 
Carol Rodriguez (July 2, 2008) ..........................................................................................  Comment 34 
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Jacqueline Anderson (July 2, 2008) ...................................................................................  Comment 35 
Members of Rancho Carrillo (July 15, 2008).....................................................................  Comment 36 
Dr. Vineer Bhansali & Rebekah Conrad Bhansali (July 15, 2008) ....................................  Comment 37 
Trish Tuley (July 19, 2008) ................................................................................................  Comment 38 
Dore Capitani (July 23, 2008) ............................................................................................  Comment 39 
Dean & Jeannine Smith (July 23, 2008).............................................................................  Comment 40 
Kelly (June 6, 2008) ...........................................................................................................  Comment 41 
J.P. Crumrine (June 6, 2008) ..............................................................................................  Comment 42 
Suzon & Peter Capparelli (June 9, 2008) ...........................................................................  Comment 43 
Eddie Lara (June 12, 2008) ................................................................................................  Comment 44 
Curt James (June 13, 2008) ................................................................................................  Comment 45 
Duane Chamlee (June 17, 2008) ........................................................................................  Comment 46 
Chas Roberts (June 17, 2008).............................................................................................  Comment 47 
Terri Love (June 17, 2008).................................................................................................  Comment 48 
Jason Garland (June 19, 2008) ...........................................................................................  Comment 49 
Ed Garland (June 19, 2008)................................................................................................  Comment 50 
Gail Cunningham (June 20, 2008)......................................................................................  Comment 51 
Robert Toups (June 21, 2008) ............................................................................................  Comment 52 
Gail Cunningham (June 20, 2008)......................................................................................  Comment 53 
Elmer Riley (June 22, 2008)...............................................................................................  Comment 54 
Kelly Overholt (June 24, 2008) ..........................................................................................  Comment 55 
Jesse & Catherine Cope (June 24, 2008)............................................................................  Comment 56 
William & Sheila Foster (June 25, 2008) ...........................................................................  Comment 57 
Deborah Imonti (June 25, 2008).........................................................................................  Comment 58 
Jeff Williams (June 25, 2008) ............................................................................................  Comment 59 
Jeff Williams (June 25, 2008) ............................................................................................  Comment 60 
Barbara A. Spencer (June 26, 2008)...................................................................................  Comment 61 
Donald Balsamo (June 28, 2008) .......................................................................................  Comment 62 
Matt Frymire (July 2, 2008) ...............................................................................................  Comment 63 
Jackie Anderson-Rose (July 2, 2008).................................................................................  Comment 64 
Diane & Charles Penry (July 6, 2008)................................................................................  Comment 65 
Robert & Bonnie Davis (July 7, 2008)...............................................................................  Comment 66 
Mike & Sylvia Huber (July 8, 2008) ..................................................................................  Comment 67 
Francoise Frigola (July 9, 2008).........................................................................................  Comment 68 
Fotrine Fahouris (July 10, 2008) ........................................................................................  Comment 69 
Neil Matthews (July 11, 2008) ...........................................................................................  Comment 70 
Keith Warren (July 14, 2008).............................................................................................  Comment 71 
Michael Wolff (July 18, 2008) ...........................................................................................  Comment 72 
Richard & Lynne Everett (July 20, 2008) ..........................................................................  Comment 73 
Kirk & Judy Russell (July 20, 2008) ................................................................................... Comment 74 
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Aaron Fritzinger (July 21, 2008) ........................................................................................  Comment 75 
David Wenker (July 22, 2008) ...........................................................................................  Comment 76 
Byron & Deborah Mauss (July 23, 2008) ..........................................................................  Comment 77 
Kelly Overholt (July 22, 2008)...........................................................................................  Comment 78 
Jim Reardon (July 23, 2008) ..............................................................................................  Comment 79 
James Crane (July 23, 2008) ..............................................................................................  Comment 80 
Marianne Crane (July 23, 2008).........................................................................................  Comment 81 
Jane McNairn (July 23, 2008) ............................................................................................  Comment 82 
Jim Baril (July 23, 2008) ....................................................................................................  Comment 83 
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Public Agencies and Governments 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (June 16, 2008) 
Response to Comment 1-1 
At this time, no PSEC sites are proposed within a designated floodplain or regulatory floodway. 
Should that situation change, the County will abide by FEMA’s recommendations as well as 
applicable laws and regulations relating to the issues raised in FEMA’s comments. The County 
appreciates FEMA’s interest in this project. 
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Morongo Band of Mission Indians (June 12, 2008) 
Response to Comment 2-1 
The County appreciates the Morongo Band of Mission Indians comments regarding this project.  The 
Tribe’s comment letter contains protocols to be observed in the event of the accidental discovery of 
human remains or Native American cultural resources, as well as a discussion on the creation of a 
Treatment Plan in the event that significant Native American cultural resources are detected.  As 
reflected in the cultural resources assessment prepared for the project, the recommendations section 
includes a discussion on accidental discovery of human remains.  This section reiterates California 
State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, as well as the issue of origin and disposition pursuant 
to CEQA regulations and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.  The recommendations section 
also includes a discussion on accidental discovery of cultural resources in general, which includes any 
Native American cultural resources.  This includes an order to cease work in the immediate vicinity 
of any detected cultural resources, and the need for a qualified archaeologist to make 
recommendations to the County about the significance and treatment of the find.  The detection of 
significant Native American cultural resources and the need for contact with the appropriate Tribal 
groups or individuals is important to the County.  In the case of significant finds within Morongo 
affiliated areas, a good faith effort shall be made with regard to consultation and/or the creation of a 
Treatment Plan to determine the disposition of any recovered cultural resources. 
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Soboba Cultural Resource Department (June 10, 2008) 
Response to Comment 3-1 
The County appreciates the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians’ requests regarding this project.  The 
Tribe’s letter requests that the County engage in further consultation with Native American Tribes, 
and that copies of cultural resource documentation be provided.  The County will continue to consider 
and engage comments from Native American Tribes to assist in determining preferred locations for 
the project radio tower sites.  In addition, the County will provide electronic cultural resources 
documentation of those PSEC project candidates located within the Traditional Use Area of the Tribe.
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Pechanga Office of the General Counsel (July 22, 2008) 
Response to Comment 4-1 
The County appreciates the Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians’ comments, requests and advice 
regarding this project.  The County recognizes that the Tribe has formally requested to be notified and 
involved in the CEQA review process.  The County also notes that the Tribe wishes to be involved in 
the Section 106 review process, which is the responsibility of a federal agency when a proposed 
project has a federal-level nexus. 

Response to Comment 4-2 
The County notes the Tribe is recognized as a sovereign government, and that the Tribe has a right to 
engage in government-to-government consultations.  Such government-to-government consultations 
will occur as a result of the Section 106 review process, as federal agencies will be required to consult 
with all interested parties, including Tribal governments.  With regard to CEQA, the County wishes 
to engage the Tribe about aspects of the proposed project that could potentially impact cultural and 
spiritual resources within the Pechanga Tribe’s traditional territory. 

Response to Comment 4-3 
The County recognizes that the Tribe is concerned with their opportunity to comment on the potential 
of the proposed project to affect Historic Properties in accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA.  
This process is the responsibility of a federal agency when a proposed project has a federal-level 
nexus. 

Response to Comment 4-4 
This comment is informational in nature and does not require a response. 

Response to Comment 4-5 
The County respects that there are portions of the PSEC project that are situated within the traditional 
territory of the Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians, and that the Tribe is concerned with impacts to 
Native American cultural resources.  Specifically, the Tribe is concerned with damage to village sites, 
archaeological items, visual and cumulative effects to TCPs, and the proper and lawful treatment of 
human remains or sacred items.  

Response to Comment 4-6 
This comment is informational in nature and does not require a response. 

Response to Comment 4-7 
The County understands that the Cajalco candidate is of concern to the Tribe for archaeological and 
cultural reasons.  The site detected during the survey consisted of a surface scatter of historic-age cans 
and glass with no subsurface component.  However, the County does recognize that this candidate 
location is in an area containing several villages, named places and significant environmental 
features, including traditional harvesting areas.  The County wishes to further consult with the Tribe 
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to determine the most appropriate mitigation measures that could directly address the unique features 
of this region.  

Response to Comment 4-8 
The County notes that the El Cariso candidate is of concern to the Tribe because of its remote 
location and minimal soil disturbances.  As discussed in the cultural resources assessment, 
archaeological monitoring is recommended for these reasons, as well as a low-level of surface 
visibility during the pedestrian survey.   

Response to Comment 4-9 
The Estelle Mountain candidates are also of concern to the Tribe, due to their proximity to a village 
site, inclusion in creation songs and stories and association with other important environmental 
features in the region.  For these reasons, as well as the undisturbed nature of the soils, the Tribe feels 
that the potential for subsurface artifacts is high.  As discussed in the cultural resources assessment, 
the few bedrock outcrops in the area were scrutinized for evidence of prehistoric (milling) activity 
with negative results.  For this reason, as well as the results of the records search, archaeological 
monitoring was not recommended. 

Response to Comment 4-10 
The County recognizes that the Tribe believes that the Leona candidate is considered to have high 
potential for uncovering subsurface artifacts due to the presence of a named village site within 
approximately 0.50 to 0.75 miles.  As discussed in the cultural resources assessment, the bedrock 
outcrops in the area were scrutinized for evidence of prehistoric (milling) activity with negative 
results.  For this reason, as well as the results of the records search, archaeological monitoring was 
not recommended. 

Response to Comment 4-11 
The Margarita candidates are considered to be of the highest concern to the Tribe, due to their 
location within the Tribe’s place of creation.  The County understands that the entire region is 
considered to be one of the most important TCPs to the Tribe, and that the Tribe considers any 
development in the area to either direct or indirectly impact this sacred space.  For this reason, the 
County wishes to further consult with the Tribe to determine appropriate mitigation measures that 
could address the concerns of the Tribe. 

Response to Comment 4-12 
The County understands that the Rancho Carrillo candidate is of concern to the Tribe because of the 
findings of the cultural resource assessment contained within the DEIR.  As discussed in the cultural 
resources assessment, archaeological monitoring is recommended because of the minimal acreage 
assessed by previous cultural resource studies within close proximity to the candidate, the negligible 
surface visibility during the pedestrian survey and the relatively undisturbed soils present at and 
within the vicinity of the candidate.   
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Response to Comment 4-13 
The County recognizes the assertion that Native American resources will likely be affected by this 
project, and that the Tribe wishes to be actively involved in the creation of mitigation measures, 
mitigation and testing programs, and the lawful treatment of inadvertent discoveries of cultural 
resources and human remains.  As reflected in the cultural resources assessment prepared for the 
PSEC project, the recommendations section includes a discussion on accidental discovery of human 
remains.  This section reiterates California State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, as well as 
the issue of origin and disposition pursuant to CEQA regulations and Public Resources Code Section 
5097.98.  The recommendations section also includes a discussion on accidental discovery of cultural 
resources in general, which includes any Native American cultural resources.  This includes an order 
to cease work in the immediate vicinity of any detected cultural resources, and the need for a 
qualified archaeologist to make recommendations to the Lead Agency about the significance and 
treatment of the find.  Though not specifically noted in the recommendations section, the detection of 
Native American cultural resources and the need for contact with the appropriate Tribal groups or 
individuals is important to the County.  In the case of finds within Pechanga affiliated areas, a good 
faith effort shall be made with regard to consultation and/or the creation of a Treatment Plan to 
determine the disposition of recovered cultural resources.  The County also wishes to further consult 
with the Tribe to solicit input on the creation and implementation of mitigation programs. 

Response to Comment 4-14 
The County understands the history of a good working relationship between the Tribe and County 
departments.  The Department of Facilities Management hopes to continue this relationship through 
further consultation efforts, and the implementation of applicable policies and practices. 

Response to Comment 4-15 
The County appreciates the mitigation measures suggested by the Tribe, including:  The request for 
archaeological monitoring in culturally sensitive areas, Tribal monitoring in affiliated areas, the 
creation of Treatment Plans for inadvertent discoveries, the archaeological and Tribal monitor’s 
ability to redirect development activities near inadvertent finds, adherence to applicable laws and 
codes for the lawful treatment of inadvertent discoveries of human remains, the need for cultural 
items to be deemed the property of the Tribe, avoidance of sacred sites, and the evaluation of 
significance through discussion with the Tribe, the County and the Project Archaeologist.  As noted in 
Response to Comment 4-13, the cultural resources assessment reiterates applicable legal codes for the 
treatment and disposition of inadvertent discoveries of human remains and cultural resources.  The 
cultural resource assessment additionally discusses federal laws and standards, including the Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) and its regulations found in the CFR at 
43 CFR 10.  Additional laws and/ or regulations could apply to discovered cultural resources, 
depending on the ownership or administration of lands where a specific candidate is located.  The 
cultural resources assessment also includes recommendations for archaeological monitoring in areas 
where an unknown or heightened sensitivity for cultural resources has been identified (MM CR-2).  
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The County wishes to further consult with the Tribe to solicit input on the creation and 
implementation of mitigation programs. 
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March Joint Powers Authority (July 22, 2008) 
Response to Comment 5-1 
This comment is informational in nature and does not require a response. 

Response to Comment 5-2 
This comment is informational in nature and does not require a response. 

Response to Comment 5-3 
The County appreciates the JPA’s interest in this project. The County will coordinate with the JPA 
and other interested parities as requested. 

Response to Comment 5-4 
The proposed project involves the construction and operation of radio towers and associated facilities 
that will not be occupied by sensitive receptors (schools, residents, etc.). Therefore, exposure at the 
sites to noise in excess of CNEL levels is not relevant to this project. 

Response to Comment 5-5 
The County is aware of the FAA requirements pertaining to operations of facilities within airport land 
use plans. The processing of appropriate FAA forms and other protocols will be implemented as 
required by regulation and as requested by the JPA. 

Response to Comment 5-6 
The County appreciates the JPA’s interest in this project. The County will coordinate with the JPA 
and other interested parities as requested, and will also implement the recommended conditions 
outlined in the JPA’s comments. 
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Native American Heritage Commission (June 17, 2008) 
Response to Comment 6-1 
The County appreciates the NAHC’s advice and direction regarding this and other County projects.  
The Commission’s comment letter contains protocols to be observed in the compilation of cultural 
resource surveys as well as suggested mitigation measures.  As reflected in the various cultural 
resource and paleontological assessments prepared for the project area, the surveys were executed in 
accordance with the Commission’s recommendations and other applicable standards.  In addition, 
recommendations relating to site monitoring, the disposition of recovered artifacts, and discovery of 
Native American human remains have been incorporated into the mitigation measures and conditions 
of approval for the proposed project.  
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Department of Toxic Substances Control (July 21, 2008) 
Response to Comment 7-1 
The County is aware of the various state and federal laws and regulations that are in place to regulate 
hazardous substances. The County recognizes that these requirements are in place to provide for 
public safety in relation to these substances. The County is committed to abiding by these laws and 
regulations and appreciates the Department’s interest in this project.   

To that end, the County has complied, where applicable, with all regulations relating to hazardous 
materials. As documented in Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR, database searches were completed on each 
of the selected sites. Results of the database searches were presented in Table 4.7-1 of the Draft EIR. 
No known existing hazardous conditions were identified at any of the project sites. Any additional 
sites that may be required for this project will undergo an identical process. Due diligence in all 
phases of site acquisition and development is an important part of this and all County projects. 

It is important to recognize that this project does not include the construction of habitable structures 
or facilities where people will be working for extended periods of time. No acutely hazardous 
materials will be used in construction and operation of the project. Thus, it is extremely unlikely that 
any person will come into contact with a hazardous substance or be harmed by a hazardous substance 
as a result of the proposed project. 

Again, the County appreciates the Department’s attention to this project, and the Department’s 
continued oversight in this important element of public safety is also appreciated. 
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Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (July 22, 2008) 
Response to Comment 8-1 
The letter acknowledges receipt of the Draft EIR by the State Clearinghouse, and indicates that the 
Clearinghouse circulated the Draft EIR for agency review. No response to the comment is necessary. 
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Riverside County Waste Management Department (July 2, 2008) 
Response to Comment 9-1 
The County appreciates the Department’s attention to this project and its assistance in facilitating 
project development at the Mecca Landfill site. 
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Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency (July 16, 2008) 
Response to Comment 10-1 
Both of the Estelle Mountain sites are actually located upon isolated parcels administered by the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and as such are not part of the SKR Reserve Area. The BLM is 
not a signatory to the SKR HCP. Therefore, the BLM will be required to initiate a Section 7 
consultation process with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service prior to approval of the project on their 
lands. Development at the site will also be required to undergo analysis under NEPA as part of 
BLM’s development approval process. 

Response to Comment 10-2 
See Response to Comment 10-1, above. 

Response to Comment 10-3 
The description of the project sites in Appendix A is accurate in regards to land ownership and 
applicable habitat and land management plans (see Response to Comment 10-1, above). In regards to 
commercial power access to the site, the County will work with the RCHCA for any commercial 
power provisions that could impact adjacent lands and property owners, including the RCHCA. 

Response to Comment 10-4 
See Response to Comment 10-1, above. 

Response to Comment 10-5 
Security lighting at the site will be triggered by a motion sensor that will typically only be triggered 
by maintenance personnel that might have to access the site during nighttime hours. One light would 
be mounted on the outside wall of the equipment shelter adjacent to the entry door. The equipment 
shelter itself would be placed within the fenced perimeter of the communication compound. The 
lights would be down shielded and screened to minimize any light bleeding onto adjacent areas. 
Impacts from the lights will be negligible, especially if one considers the minimal amount of time that 
the lights will actually be triggered. For obvious reasons, the County would prefer to retain this 
feature, since it provides for the safety of its maintenance personnel who might be called out to visit a 
site during an outage or other emergency. Considering how infrequently these lights will be used, the 
County does not believe that this arrangement would be overly disruptive to nocturnal animals or any 
other receptors in the area. 

Response to Comment 10-6 
The County appreciates the RCHCA’s interest in this project, and looks forward to its continued 
involvement as development of the project proceeds. 
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Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (July 22, 2008) 
Response to Comment 11-1 
The County appreciates the District’s interest in this project. 



Page 1

Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:20 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: PSEC Project

 

  _____  

From: Brewer, Marc
Sent: Mon 6/16/2008 2:57 PM
To: EIR
Subject: PSEC Project

Afternoon:

 

 

During my initial review of the project I noted a tower is proposed for Box Springs Mtn. However, you have not provided 
information for the site on 

Table 1. Could you please provide the tower information.

 

Thank you

 

 

Marc Brewer

Senior Planner

Riverside County Regional Park and Open Space District

951-955-4316
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Riverside County Regional Park and Open Space District (June 16, 2008) 
Response to Comment 12-1 
The information requested in the commentor’s email was made as requested. The County appreciates 
the District’s interest in this project. 
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City of Blythe Development Services Department (June 9, 2008) 
Response to Comment 13-1 
The comment is informational in nature and does not require a response. The County appreciates the 
City’s interest in this project.  
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City of Corona Community Development Department (June 16, 2008) 
Response to Comment 14-1 
The County appreciates the City’s interest in this project. The County is committed to implementing 
the project in the most sensitive manner feasible while still meeting the objectives of the project and 
the public’s need for a reliable emergency services communication network. The proposed project is 
intended to benefit all residents of the County, including the County’s emergency service cooperators 
(i.e. the City of Corona) and residents that live in incorporated areas that are served by those 
cooperators. 

Response to Comment 14-2 
Page 3-14 of the DEIR outlines some of the aesthetic treatments that will be incorporated as 
appropriate at each tower site. It is the County’s desire to construct and operate these facilities with 
the minimal amount of visual impact possible. Unfortunately, radio coverage requirements may 
require that some of these facilities be placed in areas where visual impacts may be more noticeable. 
This particular site was selected because it provided the required radio coverage, was located in a 
previously disturbed area with which it was compatible (the CNUSD maintenance yard, which is 
essentially a light industrial facility and storage yard), and was located on lands under the control of 
an owner that was willing to assist the County in implementation of the project. The County believes 
that this site presents the best compromise in regards to the difficult challenge of placing a 
communication tower in an urban area. 

Response to Comment 14-3 
The County considered alternate locations for placement of this facility. However, ultimate placement 
was constrained first and foremost by coverage requirements, followed by environmental and 
acquisition constraints. It has generally been the County’s policy to avoid placement of towers within 
Airport Land Use Plan areas, unless no other feasible alternative exists. In this case, a feasible 
alternative does exist at the selected location. 

Response to Comment 14-4 
The County appreciates the City’s interest in this project, and looks forward to the City’s cooperation 
as the project moves forward. 
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City of Riverside Community Development Department (July 23, 2008) 
Response to Comment 15-1 
The County appreciates the City’s interest in the project. The proposed project is intended to benefit 
all residents of the County, including the County’s emergency service cooperators (i.e. the City of 
Riverside) and residents that live in incorporated areas that are served by those cooperators. 

Response to Comment 15-2 
The County looks forward to continued cooperation with the City. Collocation of communication 
equipment with its cooperators is an important element of the PSEC project, and the County hopes 
that the project will benefit all of the residents of the County, including those that live and work in 
incorporated portions of the County. 

Response to Comment 15-3 
The County is aware of FAA requirements regarding sites within areas frequented by aircraft. The 
County is committed to abiding by all appropriate FAA regulations, where applicable. 

Response to Comment 15-4 
The City’s recommendations in this regard will be taken under consideration by the County as it 
moves forward with the project. 

Response to Comment 15-5 
The County appreciates the City’s continued cooperation on this important project. 
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City of Temecula Planning Department (July 23, 2008) 
Response to Comment 16-1 
Final selection of the Margarita site remains undetermined. A series of site constraints are present at 
both of the candidate locations (Margarita MWD and Margarita SDSU). The SDSU site is the 
preferred location, but access to the site is problematic and involves a variety of issues that have yet 
to be resolved. The MWD site presents challenges in regards to MWD’s 96-inch water line that runs 
near the proposed site. The site also presents potential impacts to aesthetics, as pointed out in the 
Draft EIR and the City’s comments, as well as potential impacts to cultural resources. 

Given these constraints, it is likely that the County may need to alter its proposed location at the 
MWD site. The County is involved in discussions with MWD to find a location that will not impact 
their pipeline operations. This revised location may lessen or even eliminate the impacts to aesthetics 
and cultural resources that are likely to arise if the tower is developed at the currently proposed 
location. 

As noted in the Draft EIR, this issue remains unresolved. The County is aware that relocation of the 
site will require additional analysis under CEQA, either in the form of an addendum to the Program 
EIR, or through the completion of an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration tiered off of the 
Program EIR. 

Response to Comment 16-2 
The County appreciates the City’s interest in the Margarita site. The County is committed to 
implementing the project in the most sensitive manner feasible while still meeting the objectives of 
the project and the public’s need for a reliable emergency services communication network. The 
City’s continued involvement and input is welcomed as this project moves forward. 
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City of Moreno Valley Community Development Department (July 23, 2008) 
Response to Comment 17-1 
The County appreciates the City’s interest in this project. The County is committed to implementing 
the project in the most sensitive manner feasible while still meeting the objectives of the project and 
the public’s need for a reliable emergency services communication network. The proposed project is 
intended to benefit all residents of the County, including the County’s emergency service cooperators 
and incorporated jurisdictions, such as the City of Moreno Valley, where the County is contracted to 
provide fire protection and law enforcement services. 

Most of the City’s comments concern the Timoteo site, which is located north of the City within 
unincorporated Riverside County. This site is vital to meeting the County’s obligation to provide 
emergency services to the public as it will provide voice and data coverage to the Badlands area, 
particularly Redlands Boulevard. Radio coverage along Redlands Boulevard is currently unreliable or 
nonexistent. This heavily-traveled roadway is relatively hazardous and therefore requires frequent 
responses by emergency service personnel. The area is also prone to regular wildfire events, and 
firefighters responding to incidents in the Badlands area are currently unable to communicate 
effectively. Providing coverage to this area is a top priority of the PSEC project. As many residents of 
Moreno Valley use Redlands Boulevard on a regular basis, and since the Badlands area directly abuts 
portions of the City’s northern boundary, the City and its residents will directly benefit from the 
Timoteo site. 

Due to the broken terrain of the Badlands, providing adequate radio coverage is exceptionally 
challenging. Other constraints include access and construction issues, acquisition challenges, and 
environmental factors. The County evaluated 11 different candidate locations before selecting the 
proposed site. This is far more than any of the other 47 tower sites proposed for the PSEC project. 
The Timoteo site presents unique challenges that will require cooperation from all interested parties if 
adequate emergency services are to be provided to the public not only in this part of the County but 
within the City of Moreno Valley itself.  

Response to Comment 17-2 
The City should be aware that this Draft EIR is a programmatic document that is intended to assess 
project implementation on a fairly broad scale. It is also intended to allow for project-level and site-
specific analysis where adequate information is available. Nearly all of the proposed sites within the 
Draft EIR were able to be evaluated at a site-specific level, and all aspects of site development were 
thoroughly analyzed in the EIR for these sites. Several of the sites, however, presented unique 
constraints or other developmental challenges that precluded an all-inclusive evaluation that assessed 
all aspects of project implementation (i.e. access roads and power provisions). Some of these issues 
may take many months or even years to resolve, and the entire project of 48 sites would be delayed 
due to unresolved issues at a handful of the sites. During this delay, the public would continue to be 
served by inadequate emergency services communication coverage in many portions of the County. 
Rather than delay the entire project, the County determined that a programmatic evaluation approach, 
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with clearly defined performance criteria for subsequent assessment, be undertaken to allow the 
project to move forward. Provisions within the CEQA Guidelines, specifically Section 15168(c), 
provides for this flexibility. 

The Timoteo site is one of those sites that will require subsequent analysis, and this fact is clearly 
identified in the Draft EIR (see pages 1-24 through 1-26, and 3-25 through 3-26, and the Timoteo site 
description in Appendix A, which discusses road and power requirements at this site). Section 1.7.1, 
“Issues to be Resolved” on page 1-49 discusses these issues particularly as they pertain to the 
Timoteo site. On that page, the Draft EIR states: 

Nearly all of the sites have existing road access as well as availability of commercial power 
immediately adjacent.  Some of the sites, however, will require the construction of new roads 
and/or powerlines.  The designs for these improvements have not been finalized.  Specific 
sites where these issues remain unresolved include Black Eagle, Black Jack, Estelle 
Mountain, Paradise, Spring Hill, and Timoteo.  Additional information on these issues can be 
found in the individual site descriptions included in Appendix A of the DEIR.  The intention at 
this point will be for those sites to undergo subsequent environmental review once these items 
have been finalized.  The proposed actions would be subject to the mitigation measures and 
the performance criteria presented in the DEIR, or as determined in the subsequent 
environmental document if it is determined that construction of roads or power lines may 
result in environmental impacts not foreseen in the DEIR. 

As can be gathered from the above text, it is the County’s intention to conduct subsequent CEQA 
review within the context of the Program EIR and as per Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines for 
all future development that was not specifically assessed in the EIR. Mitigation requiring this 
additional analysis is presented in the EIR (see mitigation measures relating to biological resources, 
cultural resources, etc.). The EIR and the requirements of CEQA relating to Program EIRs presents 
specific direction regarding this subsequent analysis, and it is expected that separate Initial Studies 
will be required for those several sites that may require further assessment. Given the unique 
challenges presented at the Timoteo site, this site will undoubtedly be one of those sites. The County 
is committed to adequate analysis and public review for all aspects of this project, and will abide by 
all of the requirements of CEQA for those few sites that may require additional work outside of what 
was assessed in the Draft EIR. The County invites participation by the City or any other agency, 
organization, or individual that wishes to participate in this process. As was stated earlier, providing 
coverage in this part of the County presents unique challenges that will require cooperation from all 
interested parties if adequate emergency services are to be provided to the public not only in this part 
of the County but within the City of Moreno Valley itself. 
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Response to Comment 17-3 
The air quality analysis assessed a slightly larger area to provide for a worst-case analysis of potential 
impacts during the construction phase of the project. If anything, project impacts in regards to air 
quality will likely be less than that identified in the air quality analysis. 

Response to Comment 17-4 
Equipment shelters will have flat roofs, and therefore the roofs will not be visible unless viewed from 
above. Since the shelters will typically be located on topographic highpoints, it would be extremely 
unlikely that any viewer (except perhaps a person viewing the site from an aircraft) would be able to 
place him or herself in a position where they would be able to see the roofs. Therefore, the roofs will 
not be visible and there will be no aesthetic impact in this regard. 

Response to Comment 17-5 
Due to the site’s position within the Badlands, it is unlikely that a significant portion of the tower will 
be visible from the residential areas south of the project site. At most, residents in these areas will 
likely only see the top of the tower above the ridgelines of the Badlands. Persons viewing the site 
from further south would likely see more of the tower, but the tower would be sufficiently distanced 
from the viewer to render the disruption to the viewshed as negligible. 

The criteria in this instance is not whether the tower will be visible from portions of the City. The 
criteria is whether or not the change in views is significant. Owing to the site’s location and its 
distance from areas where it could be seen, it is the County’s assertion that the change in views are 
not significant. 

Response to Comment 17-6 
The EIR does not say that the site is not visible from Redlands Boulevard. It states that it is “situated 
in such a manner that it will be largely obscured by the surrounding hills and will for the most part 
(emphasis added) not be visible from Redlands Boulevard or the surrounding area.” This statement is 
accurate. Persons traveling north on Redlands Boulevard will be able to see the tower for several 
seconds as they pass southeast of the site. By any reasonable measure, this does not constitute a 
significant impact. The description in the EIR and the significance conclusion is accurate and does 
not require adjustment. 

The City may be interested to know that an earlier candidate (Candidate J) was rejected from further 
consideration because it was highly visible from Redlands Boulevard, and persons traveling the 
roadway would have had the tower in view for most of their journey through the Badlands. Instead, 
the proposed site was selected because it could meet the County’s coverage needs while minimizing 
aesthetic impacts to the greatest extent feasible. Despite the City’s assertions, the County has made 
great effort to minimize the aesthetic impacts of the proposed project while balancing the public’s 
need for an effective and reliable communication network that meets the needs of emergency service 
providers and the residents of the County.  
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Response to Comment 17-7 
Project design features that are described in the project description are not mitigation and are not 
presented as such. Mitigation is properly defined as measures that the project proponent intends to 
implement beyond that which is already proposed or required. To attempt to pass a design feature or a 
standard condition as mitigation is meaningless and insincere. For that reason, the design features 
presented on page 3-14 are specifically not presented as mitigation. The County is committed to 
implementing the project in the most sensitive manner feasible while still meeting the objectives of 
the project and the public’s need for a reliable emergency services communication network. 

Response to Comment 17-8 
As stated earlier in Response to Comment 17-2, the Draft EIR is a programmatic document that will 
require further analysis for future impacts that may not have been considered in the programmatic 
document. The EIR and the requirements of CEQA relating to Program EIRs presents specific 
direction regarding this subsequent analysis, and it is expected that a separate Initial Study will be 
required for the Timoteo site. The County is committed to adequate analysis and public review for all 
aspects of this project, and will abide by all of the requirements of CEQA for any site that may 
require additional work outside of what was assessed in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 17-9 
See Response to Comments 17-5 and 17-8. 

Response to Comment 17-10 
The County remains open to any suggestions regarding aesthetic treatments, but at this time does not 
present any treatment as mitigation simply because the feasibility of adequate implementation 
remains unknown. As was stated in the Draft EIR in several sections (i.e., pages 3-13, 4.1-2, and 4.1-
29), the County has expended significant resources through consultants and discussions with product 
vendors to investigate other alternatives to lessen the aesthetic impact of the project. At this time 
those alternatives are not viable, and the EIR provides extensive discussion as to why existing stealth 
treatments are not feasible. The “simple” treatments suggested by the City, such as painting the 
towers to match their surroundings, present their own problems. Painted towers, for instance, can 
contaminate the surrounding area as paint chips off during weathering, creating “dead zones” around 
the towers.  In areas where this treatment has been applied to electrical power lines, etc., significant 
contamination and harm to wildlife has occurred, and most land management agencies now prohibit 
the practice (USFS, etc.). For this reason, the industry has adopted the standard of plain galvanized 
steel for lattice-type towers. Over time this material weathers to a grayish sky-colored hue, requires 
minimal maintenance, and creates no contamination impacts. 

Response to Comment 17-11 
The County is in consultation with the RCA regarding use of their lands and has to date enjoyed full 
cooperation from the agency. The RCA is aware of the critical nature of this project and has been 
assisting the County with project development and processing through the MSHCP for the 
approximately 25 sites that are located within the boundaries of the MSHCP. The regulatory 
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framework of the MSHCP is fully outlined in the Draft EIR (see pages 4.4-1, 4.4-31 through 4.4-38, 
and 4.4-46 through 4.4-48). Mitigation measures related to MSHCP compliance are provided as 
Mitigations Measures BR-5a, BR-5b, and BR-5c. The Timoteo site is also located within the fee area 
for the Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat HCP, and the applicable regulatory framework and requirements for 
that HCP is discussed on pages 4.4-7 and 4.4-25. Mitigation related to the HCP is provided as 
Mitigation Measure BR-5g. The Draft EIR provides a complete discussion of both plans and how 
requirements within those plans apply to the Timoteo site and any other proposed site that falls within 
the boundaries of the plans. Reiteration of those requirements in this response is not necessary. 

Response to Comment 17-12 
As stated earlier in Response to Comments 17-2 and 17-8, the Draft EIR is a programmatic document 
that will require further analysis for future impacts that may not have been considered in the 
programmatic document. The EIR and the requirements of CEQA relating to Program EIRs presents 
specific direction regarding this subsequent analysis, and it is expected that a separate Initial Study 
tiered off of the Program EIR will be required for the Timoteo site. Expanded biological and cultural 
resource surveys will also be required for any project-related activities outside of the area originally 
surveyed. Mitigation measures requiring additional biological resource surveys for any area not 
surveyed in the original habitat assessment is provided as Mitigation Measure BR-1c, which reads as 
follows, with certain portions bolded for emphasis: 

If any construction related to the proposed project, such as access roads, is anticipated to 
occur outside of the area surveyed for the June 3, 2008 Habitat Assessment Report, then 
additional habitat assessments shall be conducted by a qualified biologist prior to 
development to evaluate potential impacts.  If these expanded surveys find that sensitive 
biological resources are present in the area to be impacted, then appropriate measures 
consistent with applicable laws and policies in effect at the time of the survey shall be 
undertaken to avoid or mitigate identified impacts.  If the expanded surveys do not find 
sensitive biological resources in the area to be impacted, then development may then 
commence unimpeded within the parameters of applicable laws and policies governing such 
development. 

A similar mitigation measure is provided in the Draft EIR for cultural resources (see Mitigation 
Measure CR-1a). The County is fully aware that follow-up surveys will need to take place for 
additional areas that may be impacted during access road improvements and/or power line 
installation, and has made firm commitments throughout the Draft EIR to assure that this additional 
analysis takes place. 

Response to Comment 17-13 
Please note Mitigation Measure BR-5a which details requirements related to necessary consistency 
analysis and other aspects of MSHCP authorization. The measures state conclusively that 
development of any site within the MSHCP area must be found consistent by the RCA. The County 
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has made a firm commitment to following the requirements of the MSHCP and has been working 
with the RCA in regards to processing for each of the sites that fall within the MSHCP boundaries.  

Response to Comment 17-14 
The follow-up biological resource surveys mandated in Mitigation Measure BR-1c include as 
standard protocol a jurisdictional assessment component. If access roads or power line runs have the 
potential to impact jurisdiction features or riverine/riparian habitats, these impacts must be avoided or 
mitigated as per existing law and regulation. 

Response to Comment 17-15 
The County is aware of the geotechnical constraints that may be present at the Timoteo site and in 
other portions of the County. As per standard engineering protocols, extensive geotechnical analysis 
will be undertaken at each site prior to development. This analysis will include soil borings and other 
tests to determine physical properties of the sites. These findings will be used to define specific 
engineering and construction requirements at each site. These requirements are typically confined to 
areas of foundation design that do not have an effect upon the physical appearance of the tower 
structure. Rather, the design criteria may be implemented through deeper excavations, deeper 
foundations, special soil treatments, or specially reinforced concrete in the tower footings. As with 
any project, all designs must be approved by appropriate building and design authorities prior to 
development. 

Response to Comment 17-16 
The proposed Timoteo site is not located within the City of Moreno Valley’s boundaries, nor is it 
within the City’s Sphere of Influence. A determination of project consistency with the City’s General 
Plan is not necessary since the project site is not within an area that is under the jurisdiction of the 
General Plan. 

In regards to the County of Riverside’s General Plan, on page 4.9-8 the Draft EIR provides a general 
discussion of General Plan intents and policies regarding the provision of fire and law enforcement 
services. Provision of these core services is a basic function of County government and all aspects of 
the proposed project are consistent with the County’s mandate to provide those services. 

Response to Comment 17-17 
The Draft EIR does not rely on the site selection process or the discussion of the over 150 candidate 
locations assessed for this project as the sole basis for its alternatives analysis. If the City had read 
further, it would have seen that the Draft EIR presented a full range of alternatives that were analyzed 
to determine if they could lessen the project’s environmental impacts. The Alternate Locations 
Alternative was only one component of the County’s analysis. The Draft EIR also assessed an 
alternative based on alternative technologies, another on utilization of the existing cellular telephone 
network, another which looked at the possibility of using fewer but taller towers, and still another 
based on the possibility of using smaller towers in greater quantities to achieve project objectives. 
The alternatives analysis presented in the Draft EIR was thorough and complete. 
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Response to Comment 17-18 
The County would be pleased to meet with the City of Moreno Valley to discuss the 11 candidate 
locations that were assessed for the Timoteo site. A number of the candidates were located on lands 
where the owner was not willing to sell or lease their property. Others were rejected on aesthetic 
grounds. By far the most important constraint facing the provision of emergency communications in 
the Badlands region is difficulty in achieving coverage in areas where the need for coverage is 
identified as critical. Redlands Boulevard through the Badlands is an area where current coverage is 
lacking and is critically needed. As stated in the Draft EIR, the physical characteristics of radio 
science place specific physical constraints on where a facility can be located while still meeting 
service needs. Critical areas will simply not be covered if a tower is not located where it can transmit 
a signal to the desired area. The proposed Timoteo site meets the coverage needs of the project and 
presents the best balance in terms of minimizing environmental impacts while still meeting project 
objectives. 

In regards to “line of sight” criteria, it is important to recognize that a radio network is a connected 
system of transmitters and receivers that rely upon each other to convey signals to other parts of the 
network. Signals are transmitted between towers via microwave dishes that require direct line of sight 
to communicate. Communication facilities cannot operate in a solo configuration unless every user on 
the system can be served by one tower. In an area as vast as the County, one tower is simply not 
feasible to provide communications to the entire County. In addition, an emergency services 
communication system must be equipped with some level of redundancy to allow for outages, 
maintenance, and other service interruptions. 

The City has asked for clarification on the “line of sight” requirement discussed on page 6-2 of the 
Draft EIR. An example would be a law enforcement officer responding to a traffic stop along 
Redlands Boulevard.  Were the officer to require backup assistance, for example, the officer would 
transmit from his/her patrol car or handheld unit directly to the Timoteo tower. That signal would 
then be relayed via microwave to the County’s Box Springs site and from there would be relayed to 
one of several dispatch facilities in the area. The Timoteo site provides a line of sight connection to 
Box Springs and thus to dispatch, where backup assistance would be called up to provide assistance 
to the officer in need. Without the Timoteo site, there is no line of sight to dispatch and thus the 
backup assistance cannot be summoned. Again, redundancy is critical, and the Timoteo site would 
also require line of sight to other towers in the network through which the signal could be sent to 
dispatch. Specific engineering aspects of the project in regards to transmitter height and 
interconnectivity are dependant upon location and specific constraints imposed on system design by 
the properties and limitations of radio science. Obviously, these design determinations are technical in 
nature and are not easily understood by the layperson. If the City desires more information on this 
aspect of the project than is presented here, the PSEC team would be pleased to provide any 
information the City might require. 
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Response to Comment 17-19 
This comment has already been adequately addressed in previous responses, most notably in 
Responses to Comments 17-2, 17-8, 17-10, and 17-12. Mitigation measures proposed in relation to 
future work and future surveys contain specific directions and performance measures within them to 
ensure that all applicable requirements are met. The County is fully aware that follow-up surveys will 
need to take place for additional areas that may be impacted during access road improvements and/or 
power line installation, and has made firm commitments throughout the Draft EIR to assure that this 
additional analysis takes place. 

Response to Comment 17-20 
This comment has already been adequately addressed above in Response to Comment 17-19. 

Response to Comment 17-21 
The County appreciates the City’s interest in this project. The provision of adequate emergency 
services to the residents of Riverside County, and the need for enhancements to the safety and 
effectiveness of the County’s emergency service providers is of critical importance. The County 
appreciates the City’s cooperation and assistance in this regard. 



Page 1

Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:37 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Box Springs Mountain Site

TEXT.htm Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: Ebarra, David
Sent: Wed 6/25/2008 2:56 PM
To: EIR
Cc: Force, James
Subject: Box Springs Mountain Site

My name is David Ebarra. I work for the City of Moreno Valley
Telecommunications.  In reading the attached section, what exactly is
meant by replacing the tower and shelter?  Does it involve demolishing
the old building and tower or building a new tower and shelter on a
different location on Box Springs Mountain?  If the latter is the case
what would be the deposition of the old tower and shelter.

<http://psec.co.riverside.ca.us/docs/eir/Appendix_A/Box%20Springs.pdf>

I can be reached at the following telephone numbers.

David Ebarra
Telecommunications
City of Moreno Valley
14177 Frederick St.
Moreno Valley, Ca 92552

V: 951-413-3413
C: 951-529-8485
F: 951-413-3429
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City of Moreno Valley Telecommunications Services (June 25, 2008) 
Response to Comment 18-1 
The new Box Springs facility will be built adjacent to the existing County site. The County intends to 
retain the existing tower and shelter. Since the Box Springs site is an important hub in the County’s  
communication system, the existing tower and shelter may be used as a redundant facility at the Box 
Springs location. 

Collocation of communication equipment with the County’s governmental cooperators is an 
important element of the PSEC project. There may be opportunities for other governmental entities, 
including the City of Moreno Valley, to collocate equipment at PSEC sites. The County hopes that 
the project will benefit all of the residents of the County, including those that live and work in 
incorporated portions of the County. 
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Edgemont Community Services District (June 11, 2008) 
Response to Comment 19-1 
The comment is informational in nature and does not require a response. The County appreciates the 
District’s interest in this project. 
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Tenaja Community Services District (July 18, 2008) 
Response to Comment 20-1 
The comment is informational in nature and does not require a response. 

Response to Comment 20-2 
During its due diligence review of the site, the County assessed the existing access road to the top of 
the mesa, and determined that it is adequate and safe in regards to conveying construction equipment 
to the site. The types of equipment used to construct the tower would likely be no more than that used 
to construct the homes that are currently located on the mesa. In fact, the amount of site preparation 
required at the tower site will be minimal, so the amount of heavy equipment required at the site will 
also be minimal. Therefore, any impacts to area roadways are expected to be negligible. 

Response to Comment 20-3 
The County investigated the existing tower and contacted the owner regarding its use. However, the 
tower facility is being used as a residence and is not available for use by the County. Moreover, the 
existing tower does not meet the structural standards or configuration characteristics that are 
necessary for the County’s project. Therefore it is not a feasible option for the County’s project. 

At this time, no light beacons are believed to be needed for this site, but the ultimate determination of 
any lighting requirements will be made by the FAA per their regulations. The tower that is proposed 
to be built by the County would be positioned adjacent to the existing water tank. The manner of 
positioning would lessen the aesthetic impact of the tower. The EIR also determined that since the 
mesa already houses a communication tower (the aforementioned facility discussed above), the 
addition of an additional tower will not significantly alter the existing visual environment. The 
existing tower is by far the most prominent visual element on the mesa, and will continue to be even 
with the addition of the County’s far less obtrusive facility. As discussed in the EIR, it is the County’s 
assertion that the proposed facility will not significantly alter the existing visual environment and that 
the community’s concerns in this regard are not warranted. 

Response to Comment 20-4 
The County appreciates the community’s interest in this project, and understands their concerns. The 
County disagrees, however, with the assertion that the project’s negative impacts outweigh its 
benefits. Perhaps the community is not fully aware of the severe lack of radio coverage that currently 
confronts law enforcement and firefighting personnel who operate in the southwestern portion of the 
County. This area has seen tremendous growth in the last decade, and emergency responders working 
in the area are unable to communicate effectively. The area is subject to regular wildfire events, and 
the potential for large scale catastrophic wildfires in this portion of the County is very high. 
Firefighters are currently not able to communicate effectively amongst themselves or with other 
responders during these events. Even during routine operations, fire and law enforcement personnel 
are regularly not able to transmit a signal out of the area to call for backup, additional resources, or to 
coordinate their efforts. This project will have direct and substantial benefits for the thousands of 
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residents who live in this portion of the County. Those benefits far outweigh the less than significant 
visual impacts that may arise from the proposed tower at the Redondo Mesa site.
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Menifee Valley Historical Association (July 23, 2008) 
Response to Comment 21-1 
The comment is informational in nature and does not require a response. 

Response to Comment 21-2 
The County issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the project on February 25, 2008.  Copies of the 
NOP were provided to the Office of Planning and Research (State Clearinghouse) for issuance to state 
agencies.  The NOP was also mailed to recorded property owners of parcels located in the vicinity of 
the proposed sites.  The number of property owners that were sent the NOP totaled over 2,500.  The 
NOP was also mailed to relevant federal, state, and local agencies, responsible and trustee agencies, 
local governments, private organizations, and other interested parties based on the standard mailing 
list compiled for such purposes by the County of Riverside Planning Department.  The list was 
comprised of approximately 700 addresses.  An identical notification process was followed to 
announce the release of the Draft EIR.  A Notice of Availability was also published in area 
newspapers.  The County has made a more than reasonable effort to inform the public and other 
interested parties of this project. 

Response to Comment 21-3 
The project will be required to abide by all applicable FAA regulations.  Some of the towers may 
require strobe lights as per FAA regulations, such as those over 200 feet in height or in areas where 
they could present a hazard to aviation if not appropriately marked. The FAA makes these 
determinations, not the County. 

Response to Comment 21-4 
Page 3-14 of the DEIR outlines some of the aesthetic treatments to equipment buildings, fencing, and 
landscaping that will be incorporated as appropriate at each tower site. It is the County’s desire to 
construct and operate these facilities with the minimal amount of visual impact possible. 

Response to Comment 21-5 
The EIR’s description of existing conditions and surrounding land uses at the Menifee site is accurate. 
Additional development in the project area has been proposed for some time, but it is unclear when, if 
ever, these development projects will actually commence. Regardless, the purpose of the project is to 
provide adequate emergency services communication coverage for all of the County’s residents, both 
current and future. All will directly benefit from the proposed project.  Although the Menifee site may 
cause some level of aesthetic impacts due to the amount of existing and possible future residential 
development in the area, it is the County’s belief that the public benefits of the project far outweigh 
the identified impacts to aesthetic resources.  These structures will provide better coverage for the 
emergency services upon which all County residents rely. 

As discussed in the EIR on page 3-13, there are no feasible alternatives to disguise the towers at this 
time.  The County is well aware of the aesthetic impacts that will arise as part of this project. 
Significant resources have been expended and will continue to be expended to investigate other 



County of Riverside 
Public Safety Enterprise Communication Project Final EIR Response to Comments 
 
 

Michael Brandman Associates 85 
S:\Luke\Projects\2749 County of Riverside\0003 Telecom Towers\FEIR\FEIR\PSEC Final EIR and RTC's.doc  

alternatives to lessen the aesthetic impact of the project, but at this time those alternatives are not 
apparent, and the EIR provides extensive discussion as to why existing stealth treatments are not 
feasible. 

The alternate location mentioned in the comment is located approximately one mile south of the 
selected site but was rejected due to the fact that the property owner was not willing to sell or lease 
the property to the County for purposes of the proposed project. The site also presented aesthetic 
impacts that were similar to the selected site. It has been the County’s policy with this project to avoid 
condemnation of property whenever possible, especially when another feasible alternative location is 
available. The selected site is the feasible alternative. The selected site also provides better radio 
coverage and better meets the project’s objectives. 

Response to Comment 21-6 
The County’s view regarding possible future development in this are has already been discussed 
above in Response to Comment 21-5. It is the County’s belief that the Quail Valley site will not 
create a significant impact in regards to aesthetics. This finding was based on the fact that there is a 
large water tank approximately 100 feet from the proposed tower location, as well as an existing 
monopole cellular communication tower that is somewhat poorly disguised as a pine tree. An 
aboveground power line also runs along the ridge adjacent to the proposed site along the property 
line. Therefore, the County determined that the proposed tower would not substantially alter the 
visual environment at this location. It is also worth mentioning that the proposed facility will provide 
much needed emergency communication services to the Canyon Lake area, which is an area where 
such services are currently lacking. The proposed structure will provide better coverage for the 
emergency services upon which all County residents rely. 

Response to Comment 21-7 
As indicated on the maps and photographs provided in Appendix A of the EIR, the Homeland site is 
situated more than 1,400 feet from SR-74. 

Response to Comment 21-8 
The Menifee Valley Historical Association is invited to continue its participation as the project moves 
forward. While the Association is now on the project mailing list and will therefore receive all future 
mailings and communications regarding this project, it is advised that the Association contact the 
County Planning Department and asked to be placed on their mailing list as well. This will assure that 
the Association is kept informed of future proposed County projects. 

Response to Comment 21-9 
The County appreciates the Menifee Valley Historical Association’s interest and comment regarding 
the proposed project. 
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Rancho Carrillo Homeowners Association (Represented by Nossaman, LLP) (July 23, 
2008) 
Response to Comment 22-1 
The County appreciates the RCHOA’s interest in this project. The PSEC project team has been 
working with the RCHOA and members of the Rancho Carrillo community for some time, and it is 
hoped that an agreeable solution can be found to meet the desires of the community while still 
providing the emergency services radio coverage that is currently inadequate in the southwest portion 
of the County. As has been conveyed to the RCHOA, the proposed tower is not just intended to 
provide coverage to the residents of Rancho Carrillo, but also to a large portion of southwestern 
Riverside County, including a portion of the Ortega Highway that currently lacks coverage and which 
has approximately 70,000 vehicle trips per week within the coverage area.  Additionally, there will be 
coverage on the private road that enters the Rancho Carrillo community. 

The County looks forward to continuing its cooperation with the community. The County must take 
issue, however, with the RCHOA’s assertion that the Draft EIR violates CEQA and various federal 
statutes. As will be discussed later in this response to comments, the Draft EIR is sufficient in regards 
to compliance with CEQA and applicable federal statutes. 

Response to Comment 22-2 
The RCHOA should be aware that the nearly 50 new communication sites proposed for the PSEC 
project are distributed throughout the County and are proposed in many different types of 
communities and natural surroundings. The “burden” of the project is distributed amongst many of 
the County’s citizens, and the Rancho Carrillo community is not being asked to share this burden in a 
disproportionate manner. While the County recognizes the community’s concerns and the potential 
impacts associated with the project, the Rancho Carrillo site is in many ways no different from any 
number of locations and communities where towers are proposed. The principal objective of the 
project is to provide adequate emergency service radio coverage to emergency service providers in 
the field. Locations for towers were determined based on their ability to meet the coverage 
requirements necessary to meet that objective. The principals of radio and microwave science impose 
constraints on where towers can be located while still meeting coverage requirements. This is 
particularly true in the more remote areas of the County where radio coverage is currently inadequate 
due to changes in topography such as the Rancho Carrillo area. These constraints do not discriminate 
between wealthy or less affluent communities, or between areas that are scenic and those that are not, 
and the PSEC project proposes towers within a whole range of communities and environmental 
settings. 

In each situation, the County has tried to minimize environmental impacts to the greatest extent 
feasible while still meeting the requirement that emergency service personnel be able to effectively 
communicate with one another during execution of their duties. These duties range in severity from 
everyday routine operations like traffic stops, to life and death situations involving auto accidents, 
shootings, lost hikers, catastrophic wildfires, and earthquakes. Emergency service personnel in this 
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County have been seriously injured and killed due to inadequate communication coverage, and timely 
responses to changing emergencies have limited law enforcement and fire fighting effectiveness. The 
seriousness of this situation cannot be overstated, and remedying this problem is everyone’s burden. 

Response to Comment 22-3 
As stated on page 2-1 of the Draft EIR, the programmatic approach of the Draft EIR was applied 
based on specific direction from the CEQA Guidelines regarding projects very much like the PSEC 
project. Section 15168(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that a Program EIR is appropriate for 
projects which are “… a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related 
either: 

1. Geographically; 

2. A logical part in the chain of contemplated actions; 

3. In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans or other general criteria to govern the 
conduct of a continuing program; or 

4. As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulating 
authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in 
similar ways.” 

Section 15168(b) of the CEQA Guidelines further states:  “Use of a Program EIR can provide the 
following advantages.  The Program EIR can: 

1. Provide an occasion for a more exhaustive consideration of effects and alternatives than 
would be practical in an EIR on an individual action; 

2. Ensure consideration of cumulative impacts that might be slighted in a case-by-case analysis; 

3. Avoid duplicate consideration of basic policy considerations; 

4. Allow the Lead Agency to consider broad policy alternative and program-wide mitigation 
measures at an early time when the agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic problems 
or cumulative impacts, and 

5. Allow reduction in paperwork.” 

Despite the RCHOA’s assertions, each of the proposed tower facilities are very similar in nature in 
that they will generally all have the same types of impacts, such as: 1) they all will generally disturb 
and occupy the same amount of space; 2) they all will generally have the same appearance with only 
minor variations; 3) construction and operation of each site will be carried out in a similar manner 
regardless of location, and the impacts associated with construction and operation at each site will be 
essentially identical; and 4) all must abide by applicable local, state, and federal rules and regulations 
concerning acquisition, entitlement, approval, construction, and operation. In other words, a Program 
EIR is particularly appropriate for a project of this type. 
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Further in the RCHOA’s comments (see comment 22-5), the RCHOA criticizes the County’s 
programmatic approach with the rather extraordinary statement that each of the project’s tower 
locations “could arguably require the preparation of an EIR”. Any reasonable person would see that 
this assertion is entirely untenable. The amount of ground disturbance at each tower site is extremely 
small (worst-case approximately 100 by 100 feet square). In fact, it is very likely that construction of 
any one of the residential structures within the Rancho Carrillo community itself would create a 
greater footprint and thus have a greater impact in terms of ground disturbance and other impacts, and 
no one would ever suggest that an EIR be prepared for such an undertaking. Stand-alone EIRs for 
each of the PSEC sites would be an exercise in meaningless redundancy since development at each of 
the sites will create essentially the same types of impacts. Further, stand-alone documents would 
serve to piecemeal the project in that each site would be considered independently of all the rest and 
thus a cumulative impact analysis would be avoided. No doubt, had such an approach been 
implemented, the RCHOA would have accused the County of piecemealing the analysis and would be 
demanding that a programmatic document be prepared. Regardless, the programmatic approach to 
this project is clearly indicated and the County was wholly correct in pursuing it. The Draft Program 
EIR prepared for the project fully meets the requirements of CEQA in that it accurately identifies, 
assesses, and presents the environmental impacts associated with the project. It provides the public 
with meaningful information that allows them to “respond accordingly to action with which it 
disagrees.” The information and analysis contained in the EIR is entirely adequate and the RCHOA’s 
assertions otherwise are based more on opinion than fact, and RCHOA’s comment does not raise any 
new environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR. Recirculation of a 
revised document is clearly not necessary and would only serve to unnecessarily delay 
implementation of this vital project. 

Response to Comment 22-4 
The Draft EIR and its associated technical appendices comprise nearly 1,500 pages of informational 
material designed to provide readers with a comprehensive picture of baseline conditions and 
potential environmental effects of the proposed project. The majority of that material is specifically 
devoted to descriptions and assessments related to each of the individual project sites. The County 
made the determination early on that if it attempted to incorporate every informational aspect of each 
of the 50 sites into the main text of the document, the result would be an enormous tome of 
information that would be unmanageable in its extent and essentially incomprehensible. Such a 
document would be cumbersome to both decision-makers and the public. It was therefore determined 
that a summary approach in the main document was the only workable means of presenting the 
baseline information and environmental findings in an understandable form. As stated throughout the 
EIR, readers interested in a particular site were referred to the appendices where more detailed 
information was presented. Appendix A provided individual environmental setting presentations for 
each site, and also provided maps, aerial photographs, and representative photos taken both of and 
from the sites. The individual writeups presented information that accurately conveyed the “physical 
and environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project” [CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(d)]. 
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The individual site descriptions presented information related to location, surrounding land uses, 
topography and vegetation, land ownerships and applicable management plans, existing road access, 
and availability of commercial power. Each of these descriptions was succinct and to the point in 
precisely the manner prescribed in the CEQA Guidelines, where it is stated “The description of the 
environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to an understanding of the significant 
effects of the proposed project and its alternatives” [CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)]. As required 
by the CEQA Guidelines, the environmental setting descriptions for the sites presented the “baseline 
physical conditions by which a lead agency [may] determine whether an impact is significant” 
[CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)]. By reviewing the narrative discussion and the exhibits 
contained in the individual site description for a particular site, a reader is able to gain an 
understanding of a great many environmental factors, including: 1) the overall nature of the site in 
terms of disturbance and relative environmental values; 2) surrounding land uses and the site’s place 
within those existing uses; 3) the landforms and vegetation on the site and within the surrounding 
area; 4) the ownership status of the site and surrounding properties; and 5) applicable management 
plans or other requirements that could direct or influence development on the site. Based on this 
information, a reader can comprehend and understand the existing environmental setting. When 
paired with information in the project description, the reader can then understand the likely impacts of 
the proposed project at each individual site. This approach and the information contained in the Draft 
EIR is fully compliant with the requirements of CEQA. 

In regards to this comment’s discussion of recreational impacts, the RCHOA should be aware that 
analysis of recreational impacts in the Draft was based directly on the Thresholds of Significance 
Guidelines contained in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The Guidelines require assessment in 
terms of uses that may require the provision of additional recreational facilities and/or overuse of 
existing facilities. It does not require the analysis alluded to in the RCHOA’s comments. The County 
received no request to assess these impacts during circulation of the Notice of Preparation for the 
project. Therefore, analysis within this context is beyond the scope of the Draft EIR. 

This discussion, however, does present the opportunity for the County to clarify what appears to be a 
misconception by the RCHOA regarding the nature of the sites proposed for development by the 
PSEC project. In various places throughout the RCHOA’s comment letter, it is stated that the project 
proposes to place towers in “pristine wilderness areas” or “on some of the most aesthetically pleasing 
and ecologically sensitive lands in Southern California” and so on. These characterizations are in no 
manner accurate. As described in the Draft EIR, fully half of the proposed sites are located within or 
immediately adjacent to existing “antennae farms” where one or more communication towers are 
already present, such as the facilities proposed for Elsinore Peak, Santiago Peak, and others. Six more 
sites are located directly within urban areas, such as the towers proposed in the City’s of Corona, 
Riverside, and others. Nearly all of the remaining sites are located within areas that have been 
subjected to extensive disturbance or are located adjacent to other structures such as water tanks, high 
tension powerlines, windmill farms, or roadways. One of the sites is even located at a County landfill. 
Less than five of the proposed sites are located in areas that could reasonably be considered 
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“pristine,” and even that number is generous. None of the proposed sites, including the Rancho 
Carrillo site, is located within a designated wilderness area. The RCHOA’s claim that these sites 
possess significant recreational values is vastly overstated. Indeed, the Rancho Carrillo site itself 
cannot be included in this list of “pristine” locations, despite the RCHOA’s assertions to the contrary. 
The proposed site is located adjacent to a massive water tank that is accessed by a roadway that 
passes immediately adjacent to the proposed site, and like the Rancho Carrillo Community, it is 
outside of the designated Wilderness. The Rancho Carrillo residential development of roads, homes, 
and outbuildings is readily visible to the west of the site and all of the associated features of a semi-
rural residential community are within a stone’s throw of the project site. While the site may be 
relatively pleasant when compared to an urban environment, it is in no way “pristine” and this 
characteristic is representative of all but a handful of the PSEC sites.  

Response to Comment 22-5 
The comment states that the Draft EIR contains an inaccurate project description and that material 
aspects of the site are inaccurately described. The issue of tower height at the Rancho Carillo site 
being either 100 or 140 feet in height is addressed in Table 3-1 where the height is given as 100 feet.  
The County is uncertain where the reader saw the 140 feet figure.  A careful review by the County of 
the Draft EIR and its appendices did not locate a reference to that height. In regards to the issue of 
power line extension, existing power can be extended underground to the tower site either within the 
water line easement between Fox Springs Road and the water tank or within the road easement to the 
water tank. A less ground-disturbing alternative could be to construct an above ground power line 
above one of these easements, but in keeping with the community’s desire to avoid above ground 
power lines this possibility is not likely to be implemented.   

With regard to access to the site on the existing road into the Rancho Carrillo neighborhood, in the 
absence of a public safety road easement, the County would negotiate with the RCHOA for the right 
to access the site for construction and maintenance, so no new roads are envisioned.  Finally, in the 
area of land disturbance and how much vegetation would have to be cleared for fuel modification, this 
amount would be minimal for the following reasons:  1) the proposed site is adjacent to the existing 
road to the water tank and the existing waterline easement which are currently maintained clear of 
vegetation.  The area around the water reservoir itself is kept clear of vegetation, so actual new fuel 
modification and maintenance of the cleared area would be limited to the area immediately around the 
tower site.  As shown in the aerial photograph included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR for the 
Rancho Carrillo site, this area is minimal. 

Response to Comment 22-6 
Of all of the issues raised in the RCHOA’s comments on the proposed project, the assertion that 
residential development will not occur in areas without emergency service communication coverage 
is certainly the most ironic. Rancho Carrillo itself is a residential development that is located in an 
area where there is presently no emergency radio coverage except for very limited coverage by Cal 
Fire. Emergency service providers responding to an incident in the Rancho Carrillo area currently 
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have no reliable capability to communicate except by landline. Law enforcement officers, for 
example, cannot call for backup from their patrol cars or from their handheld units. Firefighters 
cannot coordinate their efforts without the use of satellite telephones or the installation of temporary 
repeaters. Despite this situation, the lack of emergency service communication coverage certainly has 
not kept the residents of Rancho Carrillo from developing their properties and living in an area 
without adequate coverage. 

This situation occurs throughout southern California, and is not just limited to small, isolated 
communities like Rancho Carrillo. There are many large housing tracts in the County that have been 
constructed in areas without adequate coverage. In fact, the County is not aware of a single project, 
whether it be a single residence or a massive housing tract, that has not been developed because of 
inadequate emergency communication coverage. Clearly, inadequate coverage has not impeded 
growth in the County. The assertion that the project will somehow encourage growth into remote 
areas is clearly without merit based on a simple review of the current situation in the County, as well 
as an assessment of the situation in the Rancho Carrillo community itself. Growth into these areas is 
already occurring on a massive scale, and this public service project is an appropriate and necessary 
response to that growth.  The PSEC project is a costly effort to address this ongoing pattern of rural 
development. 

Response to Comment 22-7 
Much of the RCHOA’s discussion in this comment is based on its inaccurate perception that the 
PSEC project intends to place scores of communication towers “on some of the most aesthetically 
pleasing and ecologically sensitive lands in Southern California” (to quote the RCHOA’s letter). As 
previously presented above in Response to Comment 22-4, this assertion is completely without merit 
and it would appear that the RCHOA is attempting to distort the true nature of the project. To reiterate 
the County’s response to Comment 22-4, and as described in the Draft EIR, fully half of the proposed 
sites are located within or immediately adjacent to existing “antennae farms” where one or more 
communication towers are already present. Six more sites are located directly within urban areas. 
Nearly all of the remaining sites are located within areas that have been subjected to extensive 
disturbance and/or are located adjacent to other structures such as water tanks, high tension 
powerlines, windmill farms, or roadways. One of the sites is even located within a County landfill 
facility. These locations are not, as the RCHOA’s comments assert, “some of the most beautiful vistas 
in the County” nor are they “home to extensive recreation and wildlife uses.” In all, less than five of 
the proposed sites are located in areas that could reasonably be considered “pristine,” and even that 
number is generous.  Some perspective on impacts can be gained from the understanding that the 
PSEC project directly affects about 25 acres in a County of approximately 4.6 million acres. 

Not surprisingly given the facts presented above, what the analysis in the Draft EIR found is that the 
level of impact at each of the proposed sites and the cumulative impact of the overall project is truly 
negligible. Even when combined together, the impacts that will be created during the construction and 
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operation of all of the tower locations is remarkably small. The only possible exception to that fact is 
aesthetic impacts, which the EIR plainly acknowledges. 

As explained in the Draft EIR on page 5-1, there are two accepted methods that can be utilized to 
address cumulative impacts.  The first method is identifying individual projects that may contribute to 
cumulative impacts.  In this manner, each project’s impact can be found to be considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past, current, and probable future projects.  The second 
method is identifying the potential cumulative impacts from a universal standpoint in comparison 
with the proposed project.  Universal comparison is considerable when viewed in connection with the 
effects of past, current, and probable future projects within an area-wide region (i.e., County or State). 

The “universal” method is consistent with the recent CEQA court case “Communities for a Better 
Environment vs. California Resources Agency” (2002) which also relied on “San Franciscans for 
Reasonable Growth vs. County and City of San Francisco” (1984) for guidance. For purposes of the 
EIR prepared for the PSEC project, the County adopted the second or “universal” method, since the 
PSEC project is a County-wide project covering the 4.6 million-acre County and other peripheral 
areas. Clearly it would be infeasible to inventory every past, present and future project in the County, 
as the RCHOA suggests in its comments. Rather, the County relied on the project’s context within the 
broader region, especially as it would relate to the placement of communication towers, of which 
there are hundreds, if not thousands, across the County. The only reasonable outcome of this analysis 
is that the project is, in fact, not cumulatively significant. 

This issue underlines the fact that the RCHOA seems to want it both ways, first by asserting that the 
scope of the EIR is too broad, and then by asserting that the EIR did not look broadly enough. In one 
comment the RCHOA suggests that the County should have prepared separate EIR’s, but then 
another comment in the same paragraph asserts that the EIR is deficient because it didn’t look at 
everything. What becomes apparent when reviewing the RCHOA’s comments is not so much that 
there is really anything wrong with the EIR. Rather, the real issue is that the RCHOA just doesn’t like 
the project. The RCHOA is certainly free and encouraged to have and voice their opinions. However, 
someone simply not liking a project is not a credible reason for denying a project which has benefits 
to the larger public, especially a project that is vital to the safety of all of the County’s residents and 
the emergency responders that serve them. 

Response to Comment 22-8 
A review of the Draft EIR will reveal that the document accurately identifies, assesses, and presents 
the environmental impacts associated with the project, as required by CEQA. As discussed in these 
responses to the RCHOA’s comments, the information and analysis contained in the EIR is entirely 
adequate. 

Response to Comment 22-9 
As discussed above in Response to Comments 22-4 and 22-7, the County does not propose to develop 
a project that will result in a situation where “mountaintops all over Southern California will be 
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marred by unsightly radio towers” (to quote the RCHOA’s comments).  The County has already 
responded to this assertion and will not reiterate those comments here, except to say that the 
RCHOA’s claim that most of the sites are in any way “pristine” is vastly overstated. 

The Draft EIR makes no claim that the tower at the Rancho Carrillo site will not result in a significant 
aesthetic impact under CEQA. The EIR freely acknowledges that placement of a tower at that 
location will substantially alter the existing visual environment. The issue before the County, 
however, is whether or not the benefits derived from placing a tower at that location will outweigh the 
identified environmental impact. At this point, the County certainly believes that the project’s benefits 
far outweigh the impacts. The project will not only benefit the residents of Rancho Carrillo through 
the provision of emergency communication coverage, but it will also provide coverage to portions of 
the busy (and hazardous) Ortega Highway, which is traversed by thousands of vehicles each day. It 
will also provide coverage in the more remote areas of the Cleveland National Forest, where fire 
danger is extremely high and firefighters and search and rescue teams working on incidents in the 
area are currently unable to effectively communicate. The County believes that its duty to its citizens 
and the emergency service personnel who serve them is to provide effective emergency 
communications to all areas of the County that require it. The proposed project, of which the Rancho 
Carrillo facility is but a part, is the fulfillment of that obligation. 

The RCHOA states in its comments in several sections that the Rancho Carrillo site is located within 
designated Wilderness. This is not accurate, and this fact has been confirmed by land and special use 
personnel with the U.S. Forest Service. The Rancho Carrillo tower site, like the community’s water 
tank, is located on a portion of National Forest lands that is not within Wilderness. When the San 
Mateo Canyon Wilderness was designated by Congress in 1984, a small triangle of non-Wilderness 
land immediately adjacent to the non-wilderness private inholdings of Rancho Carrillo was “cherry-
stemmed” out of the Wilderness designation to allow for the water tank that was already present at the 
site. This non-Wilderness component of National Forest land is clearly evident on the USGS map of 
the area and in the Cleveland National Forest’s recently adopted Land Management Plan. Therefore, 
the site is emphatically not in a designated Wilderness area, as the RCHOA has claimed. 

The RCHOA suggests two alternatives that could be implemented to lessen the visual impact at the 
site. The first is the application of “stealth” materials to camouflage the site. While the County has 
expended considerable resources exploring this alternative, it has not been able to determine a way to 
feasibly apply these treatments in a manner compatible with the specific communications equipment 
that are required as part of the proposed project. Pages 3-13 and 4.1-29 of the Draft EIR discuss the 
specific constraints that currently render the use of stealth treatments infeasible for this project. 
Among other issues, the susceptibility of these products to wildfire heat is a very real constraint, since 
these products do not have to receive direct exposure to flames to melt or combust and thus 
potentially render the tower inoperable. Wildfires can create extreme air temperatures that can 
damage these products even when flames are some distance from the structures. This issue has been 
widely reported by the cellular telephone industry. Compared to the more common application at 
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cellular communication sites, stealth treatment is further limited by tower height and the presence of 
microwave dishes. Therefore, the County has rightly determined and disclosed in the EIR that these 
products are not suitable for this project.  

The RCHOA’s claim that the Draft EIR did not consider mitigation for aesthetic impacts is 
unsupported. Substantial discussion on this topic was presented in the Draft EIR. The very real 
limitations of the potential mitigation treatments was thoroughly analyzed, and the rationale for the 
County’s decision to not propose these treatments is adequately explained. The RCHOA’s claims are 
based solely on its opinion of how the project should be developed, and do not present substantially 
new information that has not already been thoroughly analyzed in the EIR. 

The RCHOA also raises concerns regarding the 2,000 gallon propane tank that will be placed on the 
site to fuel the backup generator. The HOA believes that the tank will represent a fire hazard and 
could explode in the event of a wildfire. This assertion is not accurate, and as the County has 
indicated in correspondence with the RCHOA, design elements will be incorporated to protect against 
the possibility of explosion. The tank will have a triple rating by the Fire Marshall, and will be 
installed below grade in a concrete vault. This design has been used at other communication sites in 
high fire danger areas (i.e. the County’s Santa Rosa Peak site) and has provided more than sufficient 
protection from explosion risk. 

The RCHOA’s other suggestion regarding the removal of the motion-sensor activated lighting at the 
site seems somewhat inconsistent with the fact that existing lighting associated with several 
residences in the community is located within several hundred feet of the site. Lighting at the site 
would be triggered by a motion sensor that will typically only be triggered by maintenance personnel 
that might have to enter the compound during nighttime hours. One light would be mounted on the 
outside wall of the equipment shelter adjacent to the entry door. The equipment shelter itself would be 
placed within the fenced perimeter of the communication compound. The lights would be down 
shielded and screened to minimize any light bleeding to adjacent areas. Impacts from the lights will 
be negligible, especially if one considers the minimal amount of time that the lights will actually be 
triggered. For obvious reasons, the County would prefer to retain this feature, since it provides for the 
safety of its maintenance personnel who might be called out to visit a site during an outage or other 
emergency. Considering how infrequently these lights will be used, together with the presence of 
existing residential lighting in the area, the County does not believe that this arrangement creates a 
significant change to the nighttime environment in the area. 

Response to Comment 22-10 
The RCHOA’s claim in this comment that the impacts to biological resources created by the project 
could never be mitigated to a level of less than significant is unsupported. Statements in this comment 
are based solely on opinion and are not supported by factual evidence. Again, the RCHOA’s claims in 
this regard are based on its erroneous claim that the proposed project intends to place towers “in some 
of the most pristine and ecologically sensitive lands in Southern California.” The facts speak 
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otherwise, and evidence supporting those facts has already been discussed in the County’s previous 
responses to this inaccurate claim (see Response to Comments 22-4, 22-7, and 22-9), as well as in the 
Draft EIR. Further, the RCHOA seeks to inflate the number of proposed new towers that will be built 
for the PSEC project. The number is not 75, as the RCHOA states in numerous places throughout its 
comments. The actual number is 50 new towers, which will augment the county’s 25 existing towers, 
some of which have been in place for decades. 

Response to Comment 22-11 
The Rancho Carrillo site does not contain unique habitats or sensitive biological resources as the 
RCHOA claims. The site is composed of a mixed chaparral community that is not unlike similar 
vegetation found across hundreds of square miles of southern California. The wildlife species living 
in the area are also typical of those living throughout the region. 

The RCHOA also makes the claim that that no studies or account of survey methods are given in the 
Draft EIR. This is not a factual statement. The Habitat Assessment contained in Appendix B of the 
EIR presents a complete discussion of the survey methods conducted at each site. Each survey was 
conducted according to regulatory and professional protocols by qualified biologists with many years 
of experience (see Section 3 of the Habitat Assessment). The results and findings of the surveys 
conducted at each site are contained in Appendix B of the Habitat Assessment and are summarized in 
the main text of the assessment and in Section 4 of the Draft EIR. The Habitat Assessment and the 
Draft EIR also provide detailed discussion of the regulatory framework associated with endangered, 
threatened, and other classes of sensitive species at all levels of the regulatory spectrum (see Sections 
2, 3, and 4 of the Habitat Assessment and pages 4.4-1 through 4.4-23 of the Draft EIR). 

The Habitat Assessment, together with literature reviews, sensitive species database searches, soil 
surveys, consultations with the U.S. Forest Service, and on-the-ground surveys found no evidence to 
indicate that the Rancho Carrillo site provides a unique habitat for threatened or endangered species, 
or that any threatened or endangered species are present on the site.  

As for the U.S. Forest Service Region 5 Sensitive List and Watch List species, it is apparent that the 
RCHOA is not familiar with the requirements associated with these species. Watch List species are 
species that require monitoring as per the Land Management Plan of each National Forest. These 
species are not offered any more additional level of protection than any other species. The only 
requirement is that they and their habitats be monitored. Results of this monitoring will be used in 
future planning and management efforts once the habitats and ecology of these species is more fully 
understood. Sensitive List species are subject to a somewhat more detailed review, in that a 
Biological Evaluation (BE) must be prepared as part of the NEPA process if it is determined that a 
listed species in fact occurs on the project site. The results of the BE are used by the Forest Service to 
determine if the Service’s discretionary action may impact the species. In the event that a potential 
impact is identified, the Forest Service can either avoid or mitigate the impact at its discretion. The 
County conducted surveys for all USFS Watch List and Sensitive List species at all of the sites on 
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Forest Service lands and found that none of the sites contained any of the listed species. The County’s 
finding of a less than significant impact was based on these findings, and also on the fact that Watch 
and Sensitive list species are provided with no direct protection under any state or federal law or 
regulation. The Forest Service will be required to come to its own determination on this issue during 
their own NEPA analysis, but based on what the County has already determined in its own analysis, it 
is extremely unlikely that the Forest Service will come to a different conclusion. The analysis and the 
findings of the Draft EIR in this regard are fully consistent and compliant with the spirit and rule of 
CEQA. 

Response to Comment 22-12 
This comment states that the County failed to consider and analyze the impacts of increased radio 
frequency radiation on flora and fauna in the vicinity of the tower and states that there is significant 
evidence that radio towers may be harmful to wildlife.  However, the literature cited as backup for 
this statement includes a study of the use of cellular phones on bee deaths and a study of dairy cows 
kept in close proximity to cell towers on farms in Germany.  The County would argue that the impact 
of radiation on flora would be less than significant because the area in close proximity to the tower 
would be cleared to adhere to fuel modification requirements.  Likewise, this impact would be less 
than significant to fauna because, unlike dairy cows, the local fauna are wild animals, birds and 
insects that are not confined to the local area, which can move for miles in any direction without 
barriers and still be within the same vegetation habitat associated with the local area. Another issue is 
that the radio tower being proposed is not a cell tower. Equipment on the tower will operate at much 
lower frequencies than cellular networks, so the two really are not comparable. The Draft EIR and 
Appendix E of the EIR provide documented evidence based on years of study and broad scientific 
consensus as to the benign effects of radio facilities like the proposed tower on humans. This same 
conclusions could easily be extended to wildlife. 

Response to Comment 22-13 
Due to the fact that the Rancho Carrillo site is located on National Forest System lands, the 
development path for the Rancho Carrillo site is necessarily a two-stage process. First, as the Lead 
Agency for the project, the County must assess the project in relation to the County’s regulatory 
requirements, namely CEQA and the County’s own development process. Second, construction of the 
facility must be approved by the U.S. Forest Service, which means it must undergo the Forest 
Service’s own approval process, namely NEPA and the USFS Special Use Permit approval process. 
For the Rancho Carrillo site, and any other PSEC site located on federal lands, compliance with only 
one of these processes is not sufficient to allow the project to move forward. Both processes need not 
occur concurrently, but ultimately both must run their respective course before the project can 
proceed. Compliance with one process prior to compliance with the other is not deferral, as the 
RCHOA suggests. Compliance with USFS requirements is valid and appropriate mitigation, because 
compliance with their processes would lessen the impacts of the project. 
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Accordingly, the County will submit a Special Use Permit application to the USFS for placement of 
the Rancho Carrillo site on their lands. The habitat assessment surveys conducted at the Rancho 
Carrillo site were completed in accordance not just with County requirements, but also at the 
direction of the USFS based on their requirements. The assessment found no evidence to suggest that 
the site contains any biological resources that would warrant rejection by either the County or the 
USFS based on biological resources. Nevertheless, the proposed action must be found to be consistent 
by the Forest Service  with their own policies and regulations, including the Cleveland National 
Forest Land Management Plan. As part of reaching that determination, the Forest Service must 
conduct its own NEPA evaluation. The NEPA evaluation will contain a biological resource 
component within the analysis, and the USFS possesses the discretionary authority to either approve 
or disapprove the project based on the findings of that analysis. If the USFS disapproves the project 
based on its own biological resources findings, then the County will not be able to meet the terms of 
the mitigation measure and the project will not be allowed to move forward. Mitigation measures are 
designed to lessen a project’s impacts to less than significant levels. If the County cannot comply with 
the measure’s requirements, then the impact of the project remains significant and without a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations the project cannot move forward. A Statement of Overriding 
Considerations for biological resources is not being proposed because the County has demonstrated 
that compliance with the proposed mitigation measures will result in an impact of less than 
significant. 

The RCHOA again makes the claim in this comment that the project cannot be found consistent with 
the Cleveland National Forest Land Management Plan because the proposed site is located within 
designated Wilderness. The County is fully aware of the prohibitions within the Wilderness Act of 
placing structures such as the proposed tower within designated Wilderness, and would not have 
proposed the facility at the proposed location if it were in fact within Wilderness. As already stated in 
Response to Comment 22-9, the RCHOA’s assertion in regards to the Wilderness status of the 
proposed site is not accurate, and this fact has been confirmed by land and special use personnel with 
the U.S. Forest Service. The Rancho Carrillo tower site, like the community’s water tank, is located 
on a portion of National Forest lands that is not within Wilderness. When the San Mateo Canyon 
Wilderness was designated by Congress in 1984, a small triangle of non-Wilderness land immediately 
adjacent to the private inholdings of Rancho Carrillo was “cherry-stemmed” out of the Wilderness 
designation to allow for the water tank and access road that were already present at the site. This non-
Wilderness component of National Forest land is clearly evident on the USGS 7.5-minute “Sitton 
Peak” quadrangle map of the area. This map was presented in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. The sites 
non-Wilderness status is also plainly evident on the maps contained in the Cleveland National 
Forest’s recently adopted Land Management Plan. Therefore, the site is emphatically not in a 
designated Wilderness area, as the RCHOA has claimed.  

Response to Comment 22-14 
The County’s determination of a less than significant impact from the motion-sensor activated light at 
the site was largely based on the existing light environment in the immediate area that is created by 
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the Rancho Carrillo community itself. Lighting associated with several residences in the community 
is located within several hundred feet of the site, and it can be reasonably assumed that lighting at 
these residences is illuminated for at least several hours each night. In contrast, lighting at the site 
would be triggered by a motion sensor that would typically only be activated by maintenance 
personnel that might have to very infrequently enter the compound during nighttime hours. Night 
visits by maintenance personnel would only occur on a non-routine basis during equipment 
malfunctions or other emergencies. Routine visits, estimated at two visits per month, would occur 
during daytime hours only. 

One light would be mounted on the outside wall of the equipment shelter adjacent to the entry door. 
The equipment shelter itself would be placed within the fenced perimeter of the communication 
compound. The lights would be down shielded and screened to minimize any light bleeding to 
adjacent areas, and the motion sensor would be adjusted to minimize accidental triggering by wildlife 
or passersby. Impacts from the lights will be negligible, especially if one considers the minimal 
amount of time that the lights will actually be triggered. For obvious reasons, the County would 
prefer to retain this feature, since it provides for the safety of its maintenance personnel who might be 
called out to visit a site during nighttime hours. Considering how infrequently these lights will be 
used, together with the presence of existing residential lighting in the area, the County does not 
believe that this arrangement creates a significant change to the nighttime environment in the area. 
The RCHOA’s claim to the contrary is without merit. 

Response to Comment 22-15 
The comment states that the Draft EIR did not adequately evaluate the possibility that the tower could 
fall on an adjacent house or on the water tank, or that development of the tower site could cause the 
area where the water tank is located to become geologically unstable because of the risk of 
subsidence.  According to the comment, the lot in question, Lot 37 is currently vacant and is located 
approximately 150 to 200 feet away from the proposed tower site.  The tower is proposed to be 100 
feet in height, so if placed in a horizontal position, the tower would not reach the property line.  In 
addition, at such time as the lot is developed, the property owner will be required to abide by the 
County’s requirements for rear, side and front yard setbacks so the difference between the horizontal 
extent of the tower and any future habitable structure would be more than adequate.  No location of 
the existing Lot 38, also mentioned in this comment has been given but the County assumes that this 
lot would be further away, because the focus of the comment is on Lot 37.  With regard to the 
proposed tower’s proximity to the water tank, the proposed tower site is downhill from the tank site 
and at least 170 feet away from the water tank. Also, the geology of the area is such that it is 
characterized as a thin layer of soil over bedrock.  So it is not likely that subsidence would occur 
during a seismic event.  Subsidence occurs in loose unconsolidated soils, not a thin layer of soil over 
bedrock.  Finally, with regard to the grading of the site and construction of the tower, the site will be 
graded and the tower will be engineered to ensure the stability of the tower in adverse conditions 
including periods of high winds or seismic events. Structural codes and professional engineering 
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standards are already in place to ensure that the proposed tower is adequately designed and 
constructed. 

Response to Comment 22-16 
This comment asserts that the proposed tower has the potential to impair the effectiveness of the 
community’s emergency response plan and to create significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildfires. This assertion is based on the following: a) the tower could fall on the water tank and 
rupture it, thereby preventing the volunteer fire department from using the water that would be 
flowing out of the tank; b) the community is considering an additional water tank in the vicinity of the 
tower site so construction of the tower site would likely preclude the construction of that second tank; 
and c) the 2,000 gallon propane tank is in a location where previous wildland fires have occurred. 

In response to the first concern, the issue of tower collapse has already been addressed in Response to 
Comment 22-15. In response to the second concern, the RCHOA has provided no evidence for the 
assertion that the development of the 65 by 65 foot tower site would preclude the development of an 
additional water tank in the vicinity.  Based on a review of the aerial photo of the site, it would appear 
that there is more than adequate room in the area to accommodate both the communication tower and 
an additional water tank without encroaching into the Wilderness Area. The County would certainly 
work with the community to adjust the location of the tower site to accommodate the option of a 
second water tank. In response to the final concern, the commentor is directed to Response to 
Comments 22-5 and 22-9, where the County has previously addressed fuel modification, the design of 
the proposed propane tank, and maintenance around the tower site. 

Response to Comment 22-17 
As presented in Section 4.8 of the Draft EIR, the County’s determination of a less than significant 
impact to hydrology and water quality is based on the small size of each of the proposed sites (100 by 
100 feet worse-case), the minimal amount of polluting materials that will be located on each site 
during construction and operation, the presence of existing regulations and standard conditions 
regarding pollutants and water quality, and prescribed mitigation. 

Just by themselves, compliance with standard regulatory conditions for projects of this size and type 
is sufficient to conclude a finding of a less than significant impact. It is unlikely that any of the 
residential structures and onsite septic systems present in the Rancho Carrillo community underwent 
any type of water quality analysis during their construction, or were subjected to any additional 
requirements regarding water quality beyond those required in a standard building permit. There is 
nothing particularly wrong with that, and the County only points that out to demonstrate that the types 
of requirements that the RCHOA implies are required for the project simply are not necessary. The 
materials used in the construction of a communication site are no more toxic or polluting than those 
used in the construction and operation of a typical residential structure. In fact, it could reasonably be 
argued that residential structures introduce even more pollutants to the environment based on the use 
of fertilizers, pesticides, hazardous household chemicals, motor oils, and other toxic materials during 
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their construction and operation. Yet, potential pollution from residential structures is regulated solely 
by compliance with standard conditions imposed during the building permit process and other 
existing regulations. Runoff of sediment from single residential building lots is also regulated in such 
a manner. 

In contrast, the proposed communication sites present far less potential for either sediment runoff or 
release of hazardous chemicals than even a modest residential structure. The amount of ground to be 
cleared is much less, and once operational, the only potentially hazardous substances that will be 
located on the sites will be propane and a 48-volt microwave battery, which is essentially just a series 
of automotive-type batteries that are linked together. Again, propane and automotive batteries are also 
features that are typically present in and around a rural home, and no water quality studies or special 
permits are required as a condition of their use. 

Despite the clearly negligible potential for surface runoff or other types of contamination from the 
proposed sites, the County did impose a series of mitigation measures upon itself to effectively 
eliminate the potential for water quality contamination from the sites in the extremely unlikely event 
that a spill or other such incident would occur. These measures are presented in the Draft EIR as 
Mitigation Measures HY-1a, HY-1b, and HY-1c. The measures require the County to apply for and 
obtain a Construction General Permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). As 
a standard condition of the permit process, the County must prepare and submit a Stormwater 
Pollution and Prevention Plan (SWPPP) with a complete list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
that will be incorporated into the project’s design to minimize surface runoff from the sites. Both the 
SWPPP and the BMPs must be approved by the RWQCB before the permit can be issued. 

The mitigation measures also require the County to prepare an Emergency Response Plan (ERP) that 
must be in place prior to construction or operation at any of the sites. The ERP would provide 
contingency measures to protect against contamination in the unlikely event of a spill, leak, or upset 
at any of the project sites. 

The Draft EIR adequately discussed and assessed all of the above issues. The RCHOA’s claim that it 
did not is clearly inaccurate, and the Draft EIR is in no manner deficient in this regard. 

Response to Comment 22-18 
The Rancho Carrillo site is located in an unincorporated portion of Riverside County and is thus 
subject to the County’s General Plan. There is no provision within the General Plan that would 
prohibit or otherwise restrict the placement of a communication tower at the proposed location. 

The RCHOA is correct in its statement that a final determination of consistency with the Cleveland 
National Forest Land Management Plan (CNFLMP) will need to be made by the U.S. Forest Service 
prior to their approval of the proposed project. Where the RCHOA errs is in its continued assertion 
that the proposed site is within designated Wilderness. As stated previously in Response to 
Comments 22-9 and 22-13, the County is fully aware of the prohibitions within the Wilderness Act of 
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placing structures such as the proposed tower within designated Wilderness, and would not have 
proposed the facility at the proposed location if it were in fact within Wilderness. The Rancho 
Carrillo tower site, like the community’s water tank, is located on a portion of National Forest lands 
that is not within Wilderness. When the San Mateo Canyon Wilderness was designated by Congress 
in 1984, a small triangle of non-Wilderness land immediately adjacent to the private inholdings of 
Rancho Carrillo was “cherry-stemmed” out of the Wilderness designation to allow for the water tank 
and access road that were already present at the site. This non-Wilderness component of National 
Forest land is clearly evident on the USGS 7.5-minute “Sitton Peak” quadrangle map of the area. This 
map was presented in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. Therefore, the site is emphatically not in a 
designated Wilderness area, as the RCHOA has claimed. 

As for the RCHOA’s claim that the proposed project is otherwise inconsistent with the CNFLMP, this 
assertion is also in error. The USFS may authorize placement of a facility in this area if there is a 
demonstrated need that it cannot be accommodated on non-National Forest System lands. In this area, 
the need for the proposed tower has been well established both in the Draft EIR and in the County’s 
prior comments (see Response to Comments 22-2, 22-9, etc.). As for whether or not this facility can 
be accommodated on non-National Forest System lands, the answer is obvious. The only such lands 
in this area so desperately in need of coverage are the private lands of the Rancho Carrillo community 
itself. Since the RCHOA has vigorously opposed placement of a facility at the fire station (the 
County’s preferred location), the County has had no choice but to pursue the placement of the 
proposed tower on Forest Service lands. Therefore, it can be concluded that the proposed use cannot 
be accommodated on non-National Forest System lands and that Forest Service lands are the only 
feasible option. 

It goes without saying that provision of an emergency services communication facility in this area 
will likely be found compatible with the Forest Service’s policies and mission. Forest Service 
communication in this portion of the Cleveland National Forest is also deficient, and USFS personnel 
are also imperiled when working in this area during wildfires and other incidents. The need for 
reliable communication between all emergency service cooperators throughout the County is  
well-established, and the PSEC project will assist in meeting that need. As a cooperator with mutual 
aid agreements with the County and many other jurisdictions throughout the region, the Forest 
Service is well aware of the need for reliable communications in this area. While the decision to 
approve or disapprove the Rancho Carrillo site is solely at the discretion of the Forest Service, the 
County anticipates that the project will be found compatible not only with the CNFLMP, but also 
with the Forest Service’s core mission of protecting the natural resources under its stewardship and 
serving the people that use those resources.  

Response to Comment 22-19 
This comment asserts that noise from construction of the tower and related facilities will be highly 
disturbing and would be orders of magnitude above existing noise levels.  The County acknowledges 
that construction activities will generate noise, but it also would note that construction noise would 
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not be any more severe than that experienced during the construction of a residential structure similar 
to those in the adjacent Rancho Carrillo community, and mitigation for noise impacts is typically not 
required for construction of those types of structures. Regardless, the development of the project will 
be a short term event lasting 60 to 120 days.  Noise generation during daylight hours would be 
intermittent depending on the particular activity, and construction would not be continuous on a daily 
basis.  Much of the site’s improvement would be done with a modular equipment, and the site would 
be more assembled than constructed. It is very unlikely that construction would occur after normal 
working hours or on weekends. Also, some activities would require time between their completion 
and the next step in the process.  For example, the concrete slab would need time to cure before the 
tower and related facilities could be placed upon it.  Based on these and other facts, the finding in the 
Draft EIR that the project would create a less than significant impact in regards to construction noise 
is valid and the RCHOA’s claim to the contrary is without substantive merit. 

Operational noise would also be minimal and less than significant. The nearest sensitive receptor to 
the proposed tower site is 700 feet west of and downhill from the project site. The backup generator 
would be placed inside the equipment shelter and would be effectively muffled and would certainly 
be inaudible at the location of the nearest sensitive receptor. The onsite HVAC units would be 
mounted on the opposite wall of the shelter and would face away from the receptor, thus effectively 
shielding the receptor from HVAC noise. It is also worth noting that other residential structures with 
their own HVAC units are much closer to the receptor than the proposed tower site. It is much more 
likely that the receptor will hear noise from their neighbor’s or their own HVAC unit than they would 
to hear HVA noise from the tower site. Clearly, the RCHOA’s assertion of a significant noise impact 
from the proposed project is vastly overstated. 

Response to Comment 22-20 
This comment states that the analysis and mitigation of impacts on public services and utilities is 
inadequate.  However, the comment actually only addresses the operation of the water tank and 
pipelines.  Therefore, this response is limited to that issue.  The comment is twofold:  1) that the 
proposed tower would wreck havoc on the management of the water system because the tower’s radio 
waves would interfere with the electronic signals passing between the tank and the groundwater 
wells; and 2) that construction of the tower would interfere with or rupture the pipelines. With regard 
to the first concern, there is no evidence provided in this comment that the operation of the 
communication tower would interfere with the communication between the water tank and the 
groundwater wells. Considering that the County tower and the RCHOA’s water tank system operate 
at widely differing frequencies, the possibility of any interference being realized is practically zero. 
The water tank and the proposed tower would operate on licensed frequencies that are specifically 
selected to avoid interference. However, the issue has been raised and the County will discuss this 
potential problem with its contractors and work with the community to ensure that no interference 
will occur. With regard to the second concern, it appears that the pipeline between the tank and the 
community is contained within an easement that is clearly delineated on the aerial photograph in 
Appendix A.  Prior to commencement of construction of the tower facilities, the County’s contractor 
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would determine the location of the existing facilities and avoid them as per standard practice when 
working in any area where underground utilities might be located. 

Response to Comment 22-21 
As discussed previously in Response to Comment 22-4, the County did assess recreational impacts 
within the context of the Thresholds of Significance contained in the CEQA Guidelines. The 
RCHOA’s principal assertions in this regard are based on the misconception that the proposed 
locations are “pristine” or are regular destinations for recreationists seeking extraordinary outdoor 
experiences. As discussed previously, this assertion simply is not true, and is particularly inaccurate at 
the Rancho Carrillo site, which is located adjacent to a massive water tank and existing residential 
development. The placement of a communication facility at this location will not restrict or inhibit the 
use of the area for recreation any more than the existing water tank and the gated Rancho Carrillo 
community itself already has.   

Response to Comment 22-22 
This comment states that the conclusion that traffic impacts to Rancho Carrillo would be less than 
significant is not supported by substantial evidence in the record.  This claim is based on the assertion 
that the access road to the community is light duty and is not designed for heavy equipment, and also 
on the assertion that it is a private road owned by the residents. It is the County’s understanding that 
there is an emergency services easement on the road that provides access to the County fire station in 
the community and also to National Forest System lands around the community for purposes of 
resource management and firefighting. In the absence of such an easement, the County would enter 
into a negotiated acquisition and purchase an easement over the road.  As part of this negotiation, the 
County would offer to fund a portion of the annual road maintenance. With regard to the construction 
vehicles using the road and causing damage, construction would be short term for a period of 60 to 
120 days.  The County would be responsible for any damage to the road that could occur during the 
construction period.  After construction is completed, maintenance of the tower facilities would be 
intermittent, and would only include the use of light duty vehicles that would access the site perhaps 
once or twice per month. 

Response to Comment 22-23 
Over 150 candidates were subject to detailed evaluated for the PSEC project. Of these, 50 preferred 
sites were selected, and the proposed Rancho Carrillo site is one of them. For the sake of clarity, the 
discussion of alternative locations was summarized in Table 6-1 of the Draft EIR. This summary 
provides an overview of the number of candidates assessed and the basic rationale for their rejection. 
It was determined early on that a  narrative description and discussion of each of the more than 150 
sites assessed for the project would be incomprehensible in its scale. The commentor should be 
aware, however, that the administrative record for the project is incorporated by reference into the 
Draft EIR and contains all records and minutes of discussions regarding the site selection process. As 
required by law, the administrative record is available for review by the public. Any person or 



County of Riverside 
Public Safety Enterprise Communication Project Final EIR Response to Comments 
 
 

Michael Brandman Associates 128 
S:\Luke\Projects\2749 County of Riverside\0003 Telecom Towers\FEIR\FEIR\PSEC Final EIR and RTC's.doc  

organization, including the RCHOA, desiring information about the site selection process is 
authorized to view this information. 

A total of six candidates were assessed for the Rancho Carrillo site. As has been said in Response to 
Comment 22-13, Providing coverage in the Rancho Carrillo region is challenged by the fact that a 
great deal of the area is designated Wilderness and radio towers cannot be built upon lands that are so 
designated. Necessarily, coverage to the Rancho Carrillo region will be required to be provided by a 
tower located upon non-Wilderness National Forest System lands or upon private property. This fact 
places severe limitation on where the tower can be located. The only private lands in the area are 
within the Rancho Carrillo community itself. Four of the alternatives assessed for the Rancho Carrillo 
site were on private lands within the community. The first was located at the fire station facility. This 
was the County’s preferred option because electric power is readily available, the ground is level and 
suitable for building, and environmental impacts, with the exception of aesthetics, would be minimal. 
However, the RCHOA informed the County that it would not allow a tower at that location. The 
County then began to look at other parcels within the community, and these sites comprised four of 
the other alternatives. Again, the RCHOA indicated that it would not allow a tower to be built in the 
community. The County then investigated the possibility of placing the tower on the non-Wilderness 
Forest Service parcel adjacent to the water tank.  The County also looked at use of multiple sites to 
provide the same coverage as that from the Rancho Carrillo area. This alternative increased cost, 
increase impacts and failed to equal the coverage of the Rancho Carrillo site. While the tank site is 
not the environmentally superior alternative to all of the candidates that were assessed (based on the 
significant aesthetic impacts), this location presented the only feasible alternative to placing a tower 
in the community itself. Therefore, this candidate (Candidate F) became the proposed project site. 

The Sitton Peak location referred to in the RCHOA’s letter was rejected early in the preliminary 
screening process due to the infeasibility of constructing a communication facility at that location. 
The wireless communication industry has attempted to develop the Sitton Peak location at various 
times for more than two decades, but all of the entities that have tried to do so have abandoned their 
attempts based on lack of road and power access, cost, regulatory issues, and environmental factors. 
The road leading to the main ridgeline would require substantial improvement and a spur road more 
than one-quarter-mile in length would need to be constructed to reach the peak itself. Access to the 
site is problematic due to private inholdings at the lower part of the roadway. There is no commercial 
power at any point near the site, and providing land line power over several miles of rugged terrain 
would be cost prohibitive. All of the improvements that would be required to develop the site would 
create numerous environmental impacts that would be prohibitively costly or infeasible to mitigate. 
Further analysis would almost certainly uncover even more impacts. On balance, development of a 
communication site at Sitton Peak would create environmental impacts that would be substantially 
greater than any of the sites proposed in the Rancho Carrillo area, and costs would be amplified 
several times over. This site was rejected almost immediately because it was known at the time that 
there were better options. 
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Response to Comment 22-24 
The County appreciates the RCHOA’s comments on the project, and hopes that these responses have 
clarified the reasons why the Draft EIR came to the conclusions that it did. The County looks forward 
to working with all of the residents of the Rancho Carrillo community to provide the emergency 
services radio coverage that all of the area residents, visitors, and public safety employees need. 
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Sierra Club, Tahquitz Group (July 23, 2008) 
Response to Comment 23-1 
The Draft EIR found that impacts to sensitive species would be less than significant with mitigation. 
This finding is based largely on the small size of each tower facility (roughly 65 feet by 65 feet) and 
the relatively disturbed locations where most of the towers are proposed for construction. Mitigation 
is presented to protect sensitive species from the somewhat negligible impacts associated with project 
development. 

In regards to desert tortoise, the County is aware that it will be required to undergo Section 7 
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for those sites located in critical habitat or in 
other areas where the project habitat assessment determined that the species could possibly occur. It 
should be pointed out that focused protocol surveys of these areas undertaken shortly before the Draft 
EIR was released found no tortoise or sign of tortoise anywhere within the vicinity of these sites. 
These surveys extended 800 meters beyond each of the proposed tower sites, far outside of the areas 
that would be impacted by the proposed project. While the findings of these surveys indicate that the 
sites and their surroundings are not occupied by tortoise, protocols will also require an additional 
survey prior to construction. Protocol also will require the erection of tortoise exclusion fencing 
around the construction site to prevent accidental take of tortoise during the construction phase. All 
personnel working on the project have been trained in protocols to be followed while working in 
tortoise habitat, and future construction workers and maintenance personnel will also be trained. The 
County has committed considerable resources to minimizing potential impacts to tortoise and other 
sensitive species, and it is the County’s belief that these and other measures will lessen the project’s 
impact in this regard to less than significant. 

Response to Comment 23-2 
The County intends to follow U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service guidelines aimed at minimizing and 
preventing avian mortality. Mitigation requiring compliance with those guidelines is provided in the 
Draft EIR (see Mitigation Measures BR-3b, BR-3c, and BR-3d). As noted in the Draft EIR, 
compliance with the Service’s guidelines and applicable regulations will result in an impact that is 
less than significant. 

Response to Comment 23-3 
The County recognizes the commentor’s concern regarding the Spring Hill site. The County 
acknowledges that the proposed tower at this location will impact the visual character of the area. The 
County disagrees; however, with the commentor’s assertion that a tower at this location is not 
necessary to meet project objectives and that the site is represents a “desire” rather than a “need.” 
Perhaps the commentor is not aware that emergency service personnel presently operate in this area 
without the benefit of reliable radio communication. Despite the area’s remoteness, incidents 
requiring emergency services, law enforcement in particular, do occur in this area on a regular basis. 
The area serves as a corridor for the smuggling of illegal drugs and undocumented immigrants. 
Rescue missions relating to illegal immigration and similar civilian incidents in and around the 
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Chocolate Mountains Aerial Gunnery Range are also regularly undertaken. It is important to 
recognize that the need for radio coverage is not restricted to urban areas or other areas where people 
live, but is in some ways even more critical in the more remote areas of the County. The proposed 
Spring Hill site will allow reliable emergency communications across a vast area of the County, and 
can certainly be defined as a “need” for the emergency service personnel who are regularly called 
upon to offer assistance in this remote area.   



 
 
July 24, 2008 
 
 
 
Ashley Mitchell 
County of Riverside Department of Facilities Management 
P.O. Box 789  
Riverside CA 92502-0789 
 
Re:  A Notice of Availability of a Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for 

the Public Safety Enterprise Communications (PSEC)  
 
Dear Ms. Mitchell:     
 
Southern California Edison (SCE) appreciates the opportunity to provide comment on 
the DEIR for the Public Safety Enterprise Communications (PSEC) Project.  The project 
description provided in the Notice of Availability states the project is a proposal to 
expand Riverside County’s radio tower network from the current 25 sites to 
approximately 70 sites throughout Riverside County and some sites outside of the 
County, including sites in San Bernardino, San Diego and Orange Counties.   
 
In the event this project impacts SCE facilities or its land related rights, please forward 
five (5) sets of plans depicting SCE's facilities and associated land rights to the following 
location:   

Transmission Project Management 
Southern California Edison Company 

300 North Pepper Avenue, Building “B” 
Rialto, CA 92376 

 
Please be advised, if development plans result in the need to build new, or relocate 
existing, SCE electrical facilities that operate at or above 50 kV, the SCE construction 
may have environmental consequences subject to CEQA provisions, as implemented 
by the CPUC.  If those environmental consequences are identified and addressed by 
the local agency in the CEQA process for the larger project, SCE may not be required to 
pursue a later, separate, mandatory CEQA review through the CPUC’s General Order 
131-D (GO 131-D) process.  If the SCE facilities are not adequately addressed in the 
DEIR and the new facilities could result in significant environmental impacts, the 
required additional CEQA review could delay approval of the SCE power line portion of 
the project for up to two years or longer.  
 
Once again, we thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for this project.  
If you have any questions regarding this letter, please do not hesitate to contact me at 
(951) 928-8208.   
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Sincerely, 
Louis Davis 
Region Manager 
Southern California Edison Company 
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Southern California Edison (July 23, 2008) 
Response to Comment 24-1 
The County is in direct communication with SCE regarding the design and provision of electrical 
services to the sites within SCE’s service area. SCE’s continued assistance with this project is 
appreciated. 

Response to Comment 24-2 
The County is aware that additional CEQA assessment may be required for several of the sites where 
power requirements will be somewhat involved. As stated in the Draft EIR, the County will undertake 
those assessments as required. However, nearly all of the proposed sites have power either already on 
site or immediately adjacent, so the analysis in the current Draft EIR will be sufficient to meet the 
CEQA needs of nearly all of the project sites. 

 



MDirecto
Text Box
Comment 25

MDirecto
Text Box
25-1

MDirecto
Line



County of Riverside 
Public Safety Enterprise Communication Project Final EIR Response to Comments 
 
 

Michael Brandman Associates 137 
S:\Luke\Projects\2749 County of Riverside\0003 Telecom Towers\FEIR\FEIR\PSEC Final EIR and RTC's.doc  

Gary Spranger (June 9, 2008) 
Response to Comment 25-1 
The information requested by the commenter was sent at the time it was requested. 
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Janice Petersen (June 11, 2008) 
Response to Comment 26-1 
The information requested by the commenter was answered in a response at the time the request was 
made. 

 



 
June 17, 2008  

Ms. Ashley Mitchell 

County of Riverside 

Dept. of  Facilities Management 

P.O. Box 789 

Riverside, CA 92502-0789 

     Via email: EIR@co.riverside.ca.us  

 

Ref: Riverside County’s Notice of Availability of 

a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 

Public Safety Enterprise Communication 

Project. 

Dear Ms. Mitchell: 

 

I noticed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report and the newspaper article in this 

morning’s Press Enterprise that there are several concerns regarding both the environ-

mental impact of the final project and during the construction phase.  Additionally, it ap-

pears that high reliability of the project is also of paramount concern.   

 

My company manufactures and sells electrical distribution poles and crossarms for the 

utility industry.  In addition to being environmentally friendly (no chemicals to leach into 

the ground water), our products are highly fire and flame resistant, aesthetically pleasing, 

and contain no hazardous materials.   

 

They have the additional advantages of being light weight and non-conductive.  The 

lighter weight allows for minimal new road construction and is conducive to installation 

by helicopter.   

 

The inherent flame resistance can be further enhanced by coating the poles with an intu-

mescent fire retardant.  This solution has already been tested in actual brush fires in 

Southern California.   

 

I would be pleased to provide further information should you or your staff desire it.  I 

would also like to contact the Coordinator at Southern California Edison, if you would 

provide me with contact information. 

 

I look forward to your reply at your earliest convenience. 

 

 

 

Bob Guilliams 

Technical Sales Manager 

 

BG/wp 

 
 

C:/word docs/letters/Ashley_Mitchell_061708/.doc 

39770 Roripaugh Road 
Temecula, CA 92591 
(760) 267-6582 

CREATIVE PULTRUSIONS, INC. 
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Bob Guilliams (June 17, 2008) 
Response to Comment 27-1 
The comment is informational in nature and does not require a response.  The County appreciates the 
individual’s interest in the project. 
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George Rodda, Jr. (June 20, 2008) 
Response to Comment 28-1 
This comment is informational in nature and does not require a response. The information requested 
by the commenter was sent at the time the request was made. 
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Cheryl & Leo Gardarian (June 20, 2008) 
Response to Comment 29-1 
The comment asserts the opinion of the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  
This comment does not raise any new environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the 
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of 
Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 

Response to Comment 29-2 
The comment asserts the opinion of the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  
This comment does not raise any new environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the 
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of 
Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 

Response to Comment 29-3 
This comment has already been responded to in Response to Comments 22-5 and 22-22. 

Response to Comment 29-4 
The commentor’s assertion regarding communication incompatibility with other emergency services 
agencies in incorrect. One of the principal components of the project is the fact that it will incorporate 
interoperability protocols under the P25 Nationwide Interoperability Project. Other emergency service 
agencies, including the Orange County Fire Authority, are active cooperators with the County, and 
will have complete access to PSEC facilities. 

Response to Comment 29-5 
The commentor provides no evidence to indicate that the negligible increase in traffic on area 
roadways will add to a greater risk of crime in the area. Once constructed, the project is likely to 
generate approximately two maintenance trips per month to the site. Maintenance personnel will be 
County communication technicians or contracted technicians. The commentor has no basis to suggest 
that these personnel would perpetuate crimes in the Rancho Carrillo community. 
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R.M. & Oma Fitzpatrick (June 20, 2008) 
Response to Comment 30-1 
The County is aware of the community’s location within the San Mateo Canyon Wilderness. 
However, the proposed project is not intended to serve only the Rancho Carrillo community. It is also 
intended to serve other areas in the vicinity that are currently without adequate emergency 
communication coverage. 

Response to Comment 30-2 
The County also proposes a communication site on Santiago Peak as part of its network. However, 
the Santiago Peak site cannot reach the Rancho Carrillo area or other areas that will be covered by the 
Rancho Carrillo site. 

Response to Comment 30-3 
The County has an agreement with Orange County to provide some emergency services to the 
Rancho Carrillo community. Orange County is reimbursed by the County of Riverside for these 
services. Orange County personnel are also without reliable coverage in the Rancho Carrillo area, but 
they will also benefit from the proposed tower, as the PSEC project will provide interoperability to 
other agencies, including Orange County providers.  

Response to Comment 30-4 
The County has indicated its willingness to work with the Rancho Carrillo community as this project 
moves forward. 

 



June 25, 2008

County of Riverside -(! R(&, () ri^orside.cd (1"
Department of Facilities Management
P.O. Box 789
Riverside , Ca. 92502-0789

Cc: Bob Buster , Riverside County Board of Supervisors (d ,,t r ic_t I ; i)Uti i r }; )

Response to PSEC project/Rancho Carrillo proposed Radio Tower Site

Dear Ms Ashley Mitchell,

As residents of Riverside County , we appreciate the need to improve communication and therefore
safety of our fire and police personnel as well as the general population of the county . Rancho Carrillo
does have a volunteer fire department comprised of members of our small community who are the
initial responders in the event of an emergency. Because many of us are involved with the fire
department , the members of this community are keenly aware of problems that arise from the lack of
adequate communication . However , we strongly oppose the proposed Rancho Carrillo Radio Tower site
for the reasons listed below.

My husband and I, Kelly and Patricia Stephens , recently purchased our home in Rancho Carrillo (Jan of
2007). As you may be aware Rancho Carrillo is a rural equestrian community surrounded by the San
Mateo Canyon Wilderness . There are over seventy 2.5 to 3 .5 acre lots within the community. The
characteristics of the community conform in large part with the area by developing underground
electrical service and choosing not to have street lights, commercial facilities , nor high rise buildings or
towers . We do , out of necessity , have a water tank which services our community . Our road is a private
road owned by the owners of the adjacent properties . We have no trash service , no mail service, no
stores, and no gas stations . The members of this community have gladly sacrificed the conveniences of
city life in order to enjoy the remote wonders of the wilderness.

Next door to our home is a lovely wooded lot (lot#37)full of oak trees which we purchased in February
of 2008 in order to preserve the ambiance of the wilderness which extends immediately from that lot.
There is a landing which has been cleared in the south east corner of the lot-a great location for
building a home . Approximately 150-250 feet uphill from that corner is the proposed radio tower site.
We fear the proximity of the tower in an UPHILL location could endanger any inhabitants in that corner
of the lot and thereby render our property condemned . For instance , in the event that the tower were
to collapse , it would most likely fall downhill and potentially land in that very comer of the lot. In
addition there will be a 2000 gallon propane tank in the vicinity of the tower . In the past fires in this
area have tended to arise from the direction of the proposed site. That propane tank would pose as an
added fire threat to the community . It is also very closely located to our only water source -we rely on
our limited water supply to eliminate fires . In order to render the area safer , a large clearance would be
required which would further expose the aesthetically damaging appearance of the tower, propane
tank , and block shelter . We have spent millions of dollars for our home and the property surrounding
it-our life savings . This proposed radio tower site could severely jeopardize the value of our property
and thereby our ability to maintain loans on the property or ability to sell the property to another
individual.
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We have reviewed the draft EIR carefully and we believe this site to be unsuitable because of the
aesthetic damage it would impose not only on the community but more importantly on the San Mateo
Canyon Wilderness . The tower cannot be conformed to make it more acceptable to the area . The visual
impact will not be tolerable.

Of equally great importance the radio tower will be inadequate , failing to service the community and
therefore, will not improve the safety of emergency personnel in our area . As we understand, the
Riverside county Fire and Police will be able to communicate whenever in the area. However, whenever
we have emergencies , Orange County Fire and Police and the California Highway Patrol are the ones
who respond . Riverside County Fire and Police are just too far away . There is no plan for
intercommunication between Orange County and Riverside County . The Radio tower will not be of use
to the Orange County personnel when they are responding to a Rancho Carrillo emergency . In addition,
there is a 5 mile road leading to our community for which the radio waves will not service . Many of our
emergencies come from that road . Your reports have confirmed that our location is not an ideal
location.

It is my understanding that the Sitton Peak would be a superior place in which to place a radio tower-
there would be better coverage to our community, the road leading to our community and the El Cariso
community as well . The two sites could be abandoned for the better site, Sitton Peak . There may be
more expenses to build at Sitton Peak , but you have combined two sites into one and you will no longer
be causing the aesthetic damage to areas in which your constituents live nor to the San Mateo Canyon
wilderness.

Furthermore , access through our community will be a major obstacle . The roads are private roads
paved and maintained by our community alone . We do not have the resources to allow for the
additional traffic of those who do not belong to the community. The roads within Rancho Carrillo are
owned by the individual land owners. The community members will be reluctant to and will most likely
totally deny easement rights to those entering our community to build or maintain such a tower. Not
only will this added traffic increase wear and tear on the roads but it will potentially endanger those
who traverse the roads . The rules of our roads are specialized to aid in safety , i.e., whenever larger
vehicles such as horse trailers need to travel the narrow winding road leading to our community, the
members of the community know how to accomplish this in a safe manner . Within Rancho Carrillo our
roads are traveled by the people , children , animals and horses of the community . Outsiders may not
follow our rules as closely as we do and may endanger our children and animals . If you were to travel
through our roads to the proposed site, there would be no place to park your cars . Our CC & Rs do not
allow parking along the easements. I want to remind you-THIS IS A CLOSED COMMUNITY.

In summary the unacceptable visual impact , endangerment to our community , ineffectiveness of the
radio tower to accomplish its goal, reluctance of our community to voluntarily allow access through the
community , and the unacceptable cost to individuals within Rancho Carrillo as well as poor use of tax
payers money because of the resulting ineffectiveness of the planned radio tower are all strong and
valid reasons to either abandon this portion of the project or to relocate it elsewhere.

Thanks for your close attention to our concerns and the concerns of the members of this Riverside
community.

Kelly and Patricia Stephens-email -keIIy;L- .i IJ^le^ctr ic.com or patstephensmd@yahoo.com

11151 Fox Springs Rd (lots 38 & 37) Rancho Carrillo

Mailing Address : 27762 Antonio Pkwy, L1-633 , Ladera Ranch , Ca. 92694

MDirecto
Line

MDirecto
Line

MDirecto
Line

MDirecto
Line

MDirecto
Text Box
31-2

MDirecto
Text Box
31-3

MDirecto
Text Box
31-4

MDirecto
Text Box
31-5

LEvans
Line

LEvans
Text Box
31-6



County of Riverside 
Public Safety Enterprise Communication Project Final EIR Response to Comments 
 
 

Michael Brandman Associates 152 
S:\Luke\Projects\2749 County of Riverside\0003 Telecom Towers\FEIR\FEIR\PSEC Final EIR and RTC's.doc  

Kelly & Patty Stephens (June 25, 2008) 
Response to Comment 31-1 
These comments have already been responded to in Response to Comments 22-9, 22-15, and 22-16. 

Response to Comment 31-2 
These comments have already been responded to in Response to Comments 22-9. 

Response to Comment 31-3 
The reader is misinformed regarding interoperability components of the proposed project. See 
Response to Comment 29-4 and 30-3. 

Response to Comment 31-4 
These comments have already been responded to in Response to Comments 22-23. 

Response to Comment 31-5 
These comments have already been responded to in Response to Comments 22-5 and 22-22. 

Response to Comment 31-6 
The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the project. 
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James & Deborah Lohrman (June 25, 2008) 
Response to Comment 32-1 
The comment asserts the opinion of the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  
This comment does not raise any new environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the 
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of 
Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 

Response to Comment 32-2 
The reader is misinformed regarding interoperability components of the proposed project. See 
Response to Comment 29-4 and 30-3. 

Response to Comment 32-3 
This comment has already been responded to in Response to Comment 22-9. 

Response to Comment 32-4 
This comment has already been responded to in Response to Comment 22-9 and 22-18. 

Response to Comment 32-5 
This comment has already been responded to in Response to Comment 22-9 and 22-16. 

Response to Comment 32-6 
This comment has already been responded to in Response to Comment 22-5 and 22-22. 

Response to Comment 32-7 
The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the project. 
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Jeanie Garcia (June 9, 2008) 
Response to Comment 33-1 
The comment asserts the opinion of the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  
This comment does not raise any new environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the 
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of 
Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 
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Carol Rodriguez (July 2, 2008) 
Response to Comment 34-1 
This comment has already been responded to in Response to Comment 22-9, 22-15, 22-16, and 22-20. 

Response to Comment 34-2 
This comment has already been responded to in Response to Comment 22-15 and 22-16. 

Response to Comment 34-3 
This comment has already been responded to in Response to Comment 22-5 and 22-22. 

Response to Comment 34-4 
Section 4.7 and Appendix E of the Draft EIR provide adequate and substantial analysis to confirm 
that the County’s finding of a less than significant impact in this regard is accurate. Therefore, this 
comment does not raise any new environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft 
EIR 

Response to Comment 34-5 
This comment has already been responded to in Response to Comment 22-9. 

Response to Comment 34-6 
This comment has already been responded to in Response to Comment 22-20 and 82-1. 

Response to Comment 34-7 
The comment asserts the opinion of the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  
This comment does not raise any new environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the 
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of 
Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 

Response to Comment 34-8 
The reader is misinformed regarding interoperability components of the proposed project. See 
Response to Comment 29-4 and 30-3. 

Response to Comment 34-9 
The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the project. 
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Jacqueline Anderson (July 2, 2008) 
Response to Comment 35-1 
The County considered a variety of alternatives to the proposed project, including the alternatives 
suggested by the commentor. Therefore, this comment does not raise any new environmental issues 
not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is needed (Twain 
Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 

Response to Comment 35-2 
The County does not propose to use the existing road in an unsafe manner and the commentor 
provides no evidence to the contrary. 

Response to Comment 35-3 
This comment has already been addressed in response to Comment 22-5 and 22-22. 

Response to Comment 35-4 
This comment has already been addressed in response to Comment 29-5.  

Response to Comment 35-5 
The reader is misinformed regarding interoperability components of the proposed project. See 
Response to Comment 29-4 and 30-3. 

Response to Comment 35-6 
This comment is speculative in nature and is not relevant to the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 35-7 
The reader is misinformed regarding interoperability components of the proposed project. See 
Response to Comment 29-4 and 30-3. 

Response to Comment 35-8 
This comment has already been addressed in response to Comment 22-9. 

Response to Comment 35-9 
This comment has already been addressed in response to Comment 22-18. 

Response to Comment 35-10 
This comment has already been addressed in response to Comment 22-5 and 22-22. 

Response to Comment 35-11 
As described on page 3-4 of the Draft EIR, the PSEC project will provide collocation opportunities to 
other governmental and quasi-governmental entities. For reasons of security and other factors, PSEC 
sites will not be available to commercial operators (i.e. commercial cellular service providers, etc.). 

Response to Comment 35-12 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 29-4, 30-2, and 30-3.  
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Response to Comment 35-13 
The comment asserts the opinion of the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  
This comment does not raise any new environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the 
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of 
Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 

Response to Comment 35-14 
This comment has already been addressed in response to Comment 22-9 and 22-18. 

Response to Comment 35-13 
The County has indicated its willingness to work with the Rancho Carrillo community as this project 
moves forward. 
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Members of the Rancho Carrillo Community (July 15, 2008) 
Response to Comment 36-1 
The comment asserts the opinion of the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  
This comment does not raise any new environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the 
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of 
Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 

Response to Comment 36-2 
The reader is misinformed regarding interoperability components of the proposed project. See 
Response to Comment 29-4 and 30-3. 

Response to Comment 36-3 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-9. 

Response to Comment 36-4 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-9 and 22-16. 

Response to Comment 36-5 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-12 and 34-4. 

Response to Comment 36-6 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-5 and 22-22. 
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Dr. Vineer Bhansali & Rebekah Conrad Bhansali (July 15, 2008) 
Response to Comment 37-1 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-5 and 22-22. 

Response to Comment 37-2 
This comment has already been addressed in response to Comment 22-5 and 22-22. The County does 
not propose to operate any equipment on area roadways in an unsafe manner, and the commentor 
provides no evidence that would indicate otherwise. 

Response to Comment 37-3 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-9 and 22-16. 

Response to Comment 37-4 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-9. 

Response to Comment 37-5 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-23. 
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Trish Tuley (July 19, 2008) 
Response to Comment 38-1 
There are no applicable regulations that prohibit placement of towers within one-half mile of 
inhabited structures or within sight of a scenic highway.  Therefore, the comment asserts the opinion 
of the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  This comment does not raise any 
new environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further 
response is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 
679). 
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Dore Capitani (June 20, 2008) 
Response to Comment 39-1 
There are no applicable regulations that prohibit placement of towers within one-half mile of 
inhabited structures or within sight of a scenic highway.  Therefore, the comment asserts the opinion 
of the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  This comment does not raise any 
new environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further 
response is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 
679). 
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Dean & Jeannine Smith (July 23, 2008) 
Response to Comment 40-1 
The reader is misinformed regarding interoperability components of the proposed project. See 
Response to Comment 29-4 and 30-3. 

Response to Comment 40-2 
This comment has already been responded to in Response to Comment 22-9. 

Response to Comment 40-3 
This comment has already been responded to in Response to Comment 22-5, 22-18, and 22-22. 

Response to Comment 40-3 
The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the proposed project.. 

 

 



Page 1

Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:18 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: EIR report and private property

TEXT.htm Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: kelly@scgelectric.com [mailto:kelly@scgelectric.com]
Sent: Fri 6/6/2008 10:59 PM
To: EIR
Subject: EIR report and private property

Hello Ashley,

We submitted comments a couple of months ago to box 789; however, it was
returned.wonder why ?

We live in Rancho Carrillo and are concerned about losing our property.

Who do we call to discuss what the agency MIGHT do ?

Tx...Kelly

P: 949.728.9941    F: 949.728.9943    C:714.369.5719

27762 Antonio Pkwy L1-633    Ladera Ranch, CA 92694
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Kelly (June 6, 2008) 
Response to Comment 41-1 
The information requested by the commenter was sent at the time the request was made. 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:18 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Draft Program EIR for PSEC project

Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: jp@towncrier.com [mailto:jp@towncrier.com]
Sent: Fri 6/6/2008 4:08 PM
To: EIR
Subject: Draft Program EIR for PSEC project

Dear sirs,

the notice of availability of draft PEIR for the PSEC project says the 
document is online at <http://psec.co.riverside.ca.us/>  obviously I found 
the site but not the draft document.  Is it online yet or did I miss 
something

thank you

J P Crumrine
Idyllwild Town Crier
951  659-2145
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J.P. Crumrine (June 6, 2008) 
Response to Comment 42-1 
The information requested by the commenter was sent at the time the request was made. 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:18 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: The PSEC project

TEXT.htm

 

Mime.822

  _____  

From: suzy17@verizon.net [mailto:suzy17@verizon.net]
Sent: Mon 6/9/2008 11:27 AM
To: EIR
Subject: The PSEC project

We strongly object to the placement of a radio tower off of Scenic Highway 243
in Mountain Center, CA.   Not only are these towers aesthetically unappealing
and do not conform to the natural surrounding beauty of the Idyllwild area,
but would also impact the nighttime environment.  The safety of such towers is
also in question.
PLEASE---in order to retain the natural surrounding of Idyllwild--DO NOT place
a tower in the Idyllwild area.
Sincerely,
Suzon and Peter Capparelli
PO Box 3599
Idyllwild, CA 92549
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Suzon & Peter Capparelli (June 9, 2008) 
Response to Comment 43-1 
Though the commentor does not indicate a specific site they object to, the only site that is proposed to 
be constructed near Highway 243 is the Ranger Peak site, which is located near an existing 
communication tower near the USFS Vista Grande fire station. This site is actually nine air miles 
from Idyllwild. It is approximately 14 road miles from Idyllwild via Highway 243. Therefore, the 
project is not in the vicinity of Idyllwild. In addition, the tower site is only visible from Highway 243 
for several seconds as drivers make their way up the highway, and then only if intense effort is made 
to see the site. The site’s position upslope from the highway in this location make it extremely 
unlikely that any person traveling the highway will notice the tower. Thus, it is very unlikely that the 
tower will significantly impact views from a scenic highway. 

The commentor also suggests that the proposed tower would impact the nighttime environment, 
presumably due to lighting. The Ranger Peak site, however, will not require a warning beacon or 
strobe light. The only lighting that will be present at the site will be a low-wattage motion sensor 
activated security light mounted to the outside of the equipment shelter. This light will be on very 
infrequently, and due to its position on the site will not be visible from Highway 243. 

The commentor indicated that the tower’s safety may also be in question. However, the commentor 
provides no discussion or evidence to help the County understand exactly how the tower would be 
unsafe. Therefore, the County cannot respond to the commentor’s assertion.  Regardless, all County 
towers will be constructed to professional engineering standards, so safety impacts would be 
insignificant. Considering that the project’s intent is to provide adequate emergency communications 
to the County’s law enforcement personnel, firefighters, and their cooperators, safety is the primary 
impetus for this project and will continue to be so through the life of the project. 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:19 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: EIR
Sent: Thu 6/12/2008 1:49 PM
To: EIR
Cc: ELARA@HUBGROUP.COM
Subject: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

WEB FORM SUBMISSION:

FULLNAME:   EDDIE LARA

ZIP:   92553

COMMENTS:   I believe this project would equip the emergency reponse teams
with the proper tools to serve our communities during an emergency as well as
for regular police patrols.A quick thought on emergency response teams without
proper tools(It's would be like sending a fireman to a fire without a hose)   

EMAIL:   ELARA@HUBGROUP.COM

ADDRESS:   24508 ONEIDA ST

CITY:   MORENEO VALLEY
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Eddie Lara (June 12, 2008) 
Response to Comment 44-1 
The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the project. The comment asserts the opinion of 
the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  This comment does not raise any new 
environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response 
is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:19 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: EIR
Sent: Fri 6/13/2008 8:56 AM
To: EIR
Cc: jamesfamily1@verizon.net
Subject: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

WEB FORM SUBMISSION:

FULLNAME:   Curt James

ZIP:   92545

COMMENTS:   I fully support this project.  The radio system in this county is
in dire need of replacement.  With the diverse topography in Riverside County
it is imperative that we have a radio system that allows Sheriff and Fire
personnel the ability to stay in communication with their dispatch centers and
fellow co-workers regardless of their location.  

ADDRESS:   225 Cavendish Drive

EMAIL:   jamesfamily1@verizon.net

CITY:   Hemet
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Curt James (June 13, 2008) 
Response to Comment 45-1 
The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the project. The comment asserts the opinion of 
the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  This comment does not raise any new 
environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response 
is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 

 

 

 



Page 1

Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:20 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: EIR
Sent: Tue 6/17/2008 9:53 AM
To: EIR
Cc: Duane.Chamlee@verizon.net
Subject: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

WEB FORM SUBMISSION:

FULLNAME:   Duane Chamlee

ZIP:   92557

COMMENTS----

Is there a map of the tower locations available on line ?

I went thru the web site and could not locate one.

Thank You

Duane Chamlee
----------------------------------
ADDRESS:   11039 Mountain Crest Dr

EMAIL:   Duane.Chamlee@verizon.net

CITY:   Moreno Valley
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Duane Chamlee (June 17, 2008) 
Response to Comment 46-1 
The information requested by the commenter was sent at the time the request was made. 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:20 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: EIR
Sent: Tue 6/17/2008 9:59 AM
To: EIR
Cc: goodmagician@verizon.net
Subject: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

WEB FORM SUBMISSION:

FULLNAME:   Chas Roberts

ZIP:   92584

COMMENTS----

I am writing to offer my support for this project and I want to say that the
benefits of this upgrade will be extremely valuable to everyone in the County.
 I cannot see that there is any downside to improving communications, and I
believe that if there are any small environmental concerns, they will be
mitigated and controlled to minimize the effect, and should not be used as a
deterrent to progress.  

This upgrade WILL SAVE LIVES, and MUST be completed.

Yours truly,
Chas Roberts
----------------------------------
ADDRESS:   28481 Oasis View Circle

EMAIL:   goodmagician@verizon.net

CITY:   Menifee
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Chas Roberts (June 17, 2008) 
Response to Comment 47-1 
The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the project. The comment asserts the opinion of 
the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  This comment does not raise any new 
environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response 
is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:21 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: proposed tower

TEXT.htm Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: tlove9222@msn.com [mailto:tlove9222@msn.com]

Sent: Tue 6/17/2008 1:47 PM

To: EIR

Subject: proposed tower

Attn: Ms. Ashley Mitchell

I am writing because I am concerned about the proposed radio tower in my
Homeland, California neighborhood. Homeland is a growing area. There are
several proposed high density housing developments close to the property
designated for the radio tower. One such proposed development is across the
street from the proposed tower.

Also, my house is in the direct line of sight of the radio tower property. For
over twenty years, I have also worked at a local elementary school within one
block of the tower, so I am very familiar with the community. There are
several new developments set to be built in the next couple of years,
including new parks close to the proposed tower. To summarize, this is a
community set to experience explosive growth.

I am concerned about the negative impact that a high profile tower will have
on my property value. Also, the tower would negatively affect the aesthetics
of our neighborhood, and the proposed construction in the community. 

This is a residential community that is not an appropriate placement for the
tower.

Please seriously consider locating the tower in a more appropriate area.

Sincerely,

Terri M. Love

25455 Charina Lane
Homeland, CA  92548
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Terri Love (June 17, 2008) 
Response to Comment 48-1 
The County agrees with the commentor that the Homeland area is set to experience significant 
growth. The PSEC project is intended to provide for adequate emergency communication in all areas 
of the County, and to all residents, present and future. The Homeland area is currently not served with 
adequate radio coverage for law enforcement and firefighting personnel. The explosive growth that 
the commentor refers to provides an even more compelling reason to construct an effective 
emergency services communication network. The proposed Homeland site is a vital part of that 
network.  

Response to Comment 48-2 
The County recognizes that there will be some change to the existing visual environment at the 
Homeland site. However, there are no applicable regulations that prohibit placement of towers within 
residential areas.  Therefore, the comment asserts the opinion of the author in regards to how the 
project should be developed, and no further response is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. 
County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:21 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: EIR
Sent: Thu 6/19/2008 9:58 AM
To: EIR
Cc: jgarland@ntpitel.com
Subject: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

WEB FORM SUBMISSION:

FULLNAME:   Jason Garland

ZIP:   92881

COMMENTS----

I think it's important to protect our friends, family and especially those
that put their own lives at risk everyday.  Nothing is more important than
protecting those that protect us.  

I am in full support of the County's Public Safety System look forward to
seeing the results of their efforts.  
----------------------------------
EMAIL:   jgarland@ntpitel.com

ADDRESS:   2878 Bush Circle

CITY:   Corona
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Jason Garland (June 19, 2008) 
Response to Comment 49-1 
The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the project. The comment asserts the opinion of 
the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  This comment does not raise any new 
environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response 
is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:21 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: EIR
Sent: Thu 6/19/2008 10:10 AM
To: EIR
Cc: edgarland@earthlink.net
Subject: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

WEB FORM SUBMISSION:

FULLNAME:   Ed Garland

ZIP:   92881

COMMENTS:   I am a long term resident of Corona and look forward to the
benefits of the County's project.  

ADDRESS:   1264 West Sixth St.

EMAIL:   edgarland@earthlink.net

CITY:   Corona
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Ed Garland (June 19, 2008) 
Response to Comment 50-1 
The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the project. The comment asserts the opinion of 
the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  This comment does not raise any new 
environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response 
is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:22 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Tall towers

Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: gcunningham2@verizon.net [mailto:gcunningham2@verizon.net]
Sent: Fri 6/20/2008 9:33 AM
To: EIR
Subject: Tall towers

Hi!
I would like to know the exact future location of the tall tower in Mead
Valley. I would also like to know how high it will be. Please e-mail an answer
to me. 
Thanks!!
Yours truly,
Gail Cunningham    
Mead Valley
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Gail Cunningham (June 20, 2008) 
Response to Comment 51-1 
The information requested by the commenter was sent at the time the request was made. 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:22 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: EIR
Sent: Sat 6/21/2008 4:47 PM
To: EIR
Cc: cdfbob@msn.com
Subject: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

WEB FORM SUBMISSION:

FULLNAME:   Robert Toups

ZIP:   92587

COMMENTS:   I want to express my family's strong support for this vitally
important project to improve our County's public safety communications
capabilites.  We also strongly believe that the infrastructure required to
maximize this project to it's full potential must take a higher priority than
minor environmental concerns.  The bigger picture of public safety must
supercede all other concerns and consideration related to this project.

ADDRESS:   23200 Pretty Doe Dr

EMAIL:   cdfbob@msn.com

CITY:   Canyon Lake
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Robert Toups (June 21, 2008) 
Response to Comment 52-1 
The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the project. The comment asserts the opinion of 
the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  This comment does not raise any new 
environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response 
is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:22 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Tower in Mead Valley

Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: gcunningham2@verizon.net [mailto:gcunningham2@verizon.net]
Sent: Sat 6/21/2008 10:25 PM
To: EIR
Subject: Tower in Mead Valley

Hi!
I would like to know where exactly the county proposes to place the 40-330 ft.
tower in Mead Valley, since I live here. Also, how tall will it be? Your map
was not large enough to see details well.
Thanks!
Sincerely,
Gail Cunningham
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Gail Cunningham (June 21, 2008) 
Response to Comment 53-1 
The information requested by the commenter was sent at the time the request was made. 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:22 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: EIR
Sent: Sun 6/22/2008 4:01 PM
To: EIR
Cc: elmril7@AOL.COMI
Subject: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

WEB FORM SUBMISSION:

FULLNAME:   Elmer Riley

ZIP:   92241

COMMENTS:   I'm for you 100%,  I live back in a cove.  My Cell Phone Service
is bad also TV Antenna reception is bad.  Thank You

EMAIL:   elmril7@AOL.COMI

ADDRESS:   72800 Hilltop Rd.

CITY:   DHS--Sky Valley
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Elmer Riley (June 22, 2008) 
Response to Comment 54-1 
The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the project. The comment asserts the opinion of 
the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  This comment does not raise any new 
environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response 
is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:37 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: PSEC

TEXT.htm image001.gif Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: kelly.o@scgelectric.com [mailto:kelly.o@scgelectric.com]
Sent: Tue 6/24/2008 10:34 AM
To: EIR
Subject: PSEC

Can you tell me the dates/times of any public hearings?

Thank you,

Kelly Overholt

SCG Electric

27762 Antonio Pkwy, L1-633

Ladera Ranch, CA 92694

Phone: 949.728.9942

Fax: 949.728.9943

elogo
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Kelly Overholt (June 24, 2008) 
Response to Comment 55-1 
The project hopes to be taken up by the Board of Supervisors in September, 2008. Information on 
public hearings can be found on the Riverside County Board of Supervisors website at: 
http://www.countyofriverside.us/portal/page?_pageid=133,304409,133_310673&_dad=portal&_sche
ma=PORTAL 

 . 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:37 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Response to PSEC Project DEIR-Rancho Carrillo

TEXT.htm Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: dpsy@pacbell.net [mailto:dpsy@pacbell.net]
Sent: Tue 6/24/2008 11:47 AM
To: EIR
Cc: district1@rcbos.org
Subject: Response to PSEC Project DEIR-Rancho Carrillo

June 24, 2008
   
  County of Riverside
  Department of Facilities Management
  P.O. Box 789
  Riverside, Ca 92502-0789
   
  Sent: VIA Email
   
  cc: Bob Buster, 1st District, Riverside County Board of Supervisors
   
  Dear Ms Ashley Mitchell and Supervisor Bob Buster,
   
  This letter is in response to the DEIR that is now available on your
website. 
   
  We are opposed to the placement of an antenna in or adjacent to Rancho
Carrillo, our neighborhood, located at the extreme western edge of Riverside
County for the following reasons: 
   
  1. The proposed antenna will  not fulfill the stated purpose.
  The stated purpose of the PSEC project is to provide radio coverage for
emergency services personnel as they serve the public.  The new system is
urgently needed to ensure the safety of firefighters, law enforcement officers
and the public. Our response to this is: The proposed antenna will not serve
our community. We receive ALL emergency services from the County of Orange.
The only Riverside county personnel that respond to emergencies within our
neighborhood are our own volunteer firefighters who live here in our
community. Since our community is in the 949 area code, when we dial 911, we
receive emergency aid from the County of Orange, specifically from San Juan
Capistrano, which is 15 miles away. The closest Riverside fire department and
ambulance services located in Lake Elsinore,are approx 40 miles away. The
nearest Sheriffs sub station is in Murrietta, which is more than 40 miles
away. There would be no benefit to our community by installing an antenna
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system. The
 proposed antenna will not be accessible to Orange County Service providers or
the CHP, there fore, the proposed antenna will not fulfill its stated purpose.

   
  2. The proposed antenna will damage the aesthetic nature of our rural
wilderness surrounded community.
  The placement of a 100' to 140' tower at any of the proposed locations or
within the surrounding forest or wilderness would be visible from a great
distance and destroy the natural area that the 1984 wilderness act sought to
create when the San Mateo Canyon National Wilderness was created. 
   
  3. The proposed antenna is a waste of money.
  We believe that the expense of construction and maintaining such a tower
with no use to the residents of our community is a waste of money.
Constructing this Aesthetic nightmare at the far end of Riverside County would
be a shameful waste of money that could be better spent in other areas of the
County.
   
  4. Endangerment to our only water source.
  The planned antenna location may preclude us from replacing our water tank
with a larger one that is already needed by our community. The pipes that
reach to our community from our existing tank are in the area of the proposed
antenna site. There was no mitigation in the DEIR for our water lines. The
radio waves from the proposed antenna, may interfere with our own community's
water tank and our well system. They are radio controlled. This is our
community's only source of water.
   
  In closing, my family have been residents of Rancho Carrillo for over 35
years, we have seen a lot of changes, good, and bad. This antenna, if allowed
to be constructed,  will defiantly be in the bad category.  We are opposed to
the antenna placement anywhere in Rancho Carrillo, the surrounding Wilderness
or our National forest.
  Sincerely,
  Jesse and Catherine Cope
  P.O. Box 4185
  Dana Point, Ca 92629
  949-661-1313
  949-728-0244
  dpsy@pacbell.net
  Lot 19
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Jesse & Catherine Cope (June 24, 2008) 
Response to Comment 56-1 
The reader is misinformed regarding interoperability components of the proposed project. See 
Response to Comment 29-4 and 30-3. 

Response to Comment 56-2 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-9. 

Response to Comment 56-3 
The comment asserts the opinion of the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  
This comment does not raise any new environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the 
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of 
Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 

Response to Comment 56-4 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-15 and 22-16. 

Response to Comment 56-5 
The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the proposed project. 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:37 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: EIR
Sent: Wed 6/25/2008 10:32 AM
To: EIR
Cc: Bill@boneyardbill.com
Subject: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

WEB FORM SUBMISSION:

FULLNAME:   William G. Foster 111 & Sheila

ZIP:   92545

COMMENTS:   I own property in the areas which are in need of radio towers for
the communications coverage for telephones.  Here are some apn #'s which could
be potential sites, 315070047-1  319061002  636073011-3  All of these
properties are in dead zone areas of Riverside County.  Please consider using
these sites for potential communication towers.  For information  or to inform
us of what we need to do please respond at our address, email  or phone#
951-926-8976.  Thank You William & Sheila Foster. 

ADDRESS:   26301 Amanda

EMAIL:   Bill@boneyardbill.com

CITY:   Hemet
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William & Sheila Foster (June 25, 2008) 
Response to Comment 57-1 
The comment is informational in nature and does not require a response.  The County appreciates the 
individual’s interest in the project. 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:38 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: PSEC Project
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  _____  

From: deborahimonti@verizon.net [mailto:deborahimonti@verizon.net]
Sent: Wed 6/25/2008 5:02 PM
To: EIR
Cc: jdwatson11@verizon.net
Subject: PSEC Project

To whom it may concern:

I would like to make it clear that I am opposed to the PSEC project. The radio
tower location on Redondo Mesa would be a travesty. There is an excising
microwave tower already on the plateau why erect another eye sore. Putting a
radio tower next to the water tower would effect all whom own homes and live
on the plateau. Not to mention it would be a visual eye soar while driving
through a nature conservatory? With property prices plummeting along with an
eye soar that does not benefit the community as a whole this project will put 
financial hardship on my husband and I. We have a home located on Marbrise
Abanita below the Redondo Mesa plateau and to drive up the hill and see this
tower with its flashing lights would be a shame. What can I do as a concerned
homeowner to stop the tower at this location.

Regards,

Deborah Imonti
El Camino College BTC
ETP Training Coordinator
(949) 466-0008 cell
(866) 422-3637 toll free fax
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Deborah Imonti (June 25, 2008) 
Response to Comment 58-1 
The issues raised in the commentor’s correspondence have already been addressed in Response to 
Comment 20. The comment asserts the opinion of the author in regards to how the project should be 
developed.  This comment does not raise any new environmental issues not already thoroughly 
analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n 
v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679).  
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:38 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: PSEC Redonda Mesa
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  _____  

From: jeff@nate-ia.com [mailto:jeff@nate-ia.com]
Sent: Wed 6/25/2008 5:52 PM
To: EIR
Subject: PSEC Redonda Mesa

Jeff Williams

18267 Marbrise Abanita drive

Murrieta, CA 92562

County of Riverside

Department of Facilities Management

Attn. Ms Ashley Mitchell

P.O. Box 789

Riverside, CA 92502-0789

Re: PSEC project

Dear Ms. Ashley Mitchell:

I own property in Tenaja, on Redonda Mesa adjacent to the proposed tower on
Redonda Mesa.  I wonder if you could tell me more details about the Redonda
Mesa tower specifically.  Could you tell me specifically the height of the
tower they are thinking of, (I know in the range is from 40 too 330 ft) and
if it would have a beacon light on it?

Could you also tell me if the proposed tower would provide services for
various government agencies only? Or would it also include cellular, wifi or
other consumer directed services?  

The road leading up to the proposed site is a privately maintained road, not
part of Tenaja or county maintenance, so would the building of the tower
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also include repair and maintenance of the road?

I look forward to your reply.  Thank you.

Sincerely,

Jeff Williams

714-442-0574

jeff@rm-pd.com
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Jeff Williams (June 25, 2008) 
Response to Comment 59-1 
As indicated in Table 1-1 of the Draft EIR, the tower proposed for the Redondo Mesa site will be 
approximately 100 feet in height.  

Response to Comment 59-2 
Facilities built as part of the PSEC project would be restricted to governmental use only. No cellular, 
wi-fi, or consumer-directed services will be made available as part of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 59-3 
During its due diligence review of the site, the County assessed the existing access road to the top of 
the mesa, and determined that it is adequate and safe in regards to conveying construction equipment 
to the site. The types of equipment used to construct the tower would likely be no more than that used 
to construct the homes that are currently located on the mesa. In fact, the amount of site preparation 
required at the tower site will be minimal, so the amount of heavy equipment required at the site will 
also be minimal. Therefore, any impacts to area roadways are expected to be negligible. 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:38 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: EIR
Sent: Wed 6/25/2008 6:25 PM
To: EIR
Cc: jeff@nate-ia.com
Subject: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

WEB FORM SUBMISSION:

FULLNAME:   Jeff Williams

ZIP:   92562

COMMENTS----

I own a couple properties on top of Redonda Mesa, "Redonda Mesa Ranch" and was
interested in the proposed tower.  I would like to know how tall of a tower
are you thinking of building up there, and what if any beacons are planned for
it.  I would really appreciate some information on this as it will help
clarify some worries before the public comment period is over.  

Thank you

Jeff
----------------------------------
ADDRESS:   18267 Marbrise Abanita dr.

EMAIL:   jeff@nate-ia.com

CITY:   Murrieta
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Jeff Williams (June 25, 2008) 
Response to Comment 60-1 
As indicated in Table 1-1 of the Draft EIR, the tower proposed for the Redondo Mesa site will be 
approximately 100 feet in height. At this time, no light beacons are believed to be needed for this site, 
but the ultimate determination of any lighting requirements will be made by the FAA per their 
regulations. 

 



Page 1

Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:39 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Draft EIR Not Available For Download!
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  _____  

From: menifeevalleyhistorical@earthlink.net [mailto:menifeevalleyhistorical@earthlink.net]
Sent: Thu 6/26/2008 5:33 PM
To: EIR
Cc: townshipcenter@earthlink.net
Subject: Draft EIR Not Available For Download!

We have signed on to <http://psec.co.riverside.ca.us/> at 2 different locations
and on 4 different computers this last 48 hours - all to no avail!

Please advise as to where you have moved this EIR draft ASAP!

Please attach a PDF/Word copy to the following:

MenifeeValleyHistorical@earthlink.net <Barbara A Spencer President>

TriValleyTrails@earthlink.net <Tom Fuhrman Trail Boss>

mvcedco@earthlink.net <Menifee Valley Community & Economic Development
Advisory Councils>

 vxd120@hotmail.com <Wildomar Council-Elect - Ade, Sheryl > 

menifeecityclerk@mchsi.com <Advisor Community & Economic Development>
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Barbara A. Spencer (June 26, 2008) 
Response to Comment 61-1 
The information requested by the commenter was sent at the time the request was made. 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:39 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Request for Comments Notice of Draft
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  _____  

From: EIR
Sent: Sat 6/28/2008 12:27 PM
To: EIR
Cc: dbalsamo@sbcglobal.net
Subject: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

WEB FORM SUBMISSION:

FULLNAME:   Donald Balsamo

ZIP:   92860

COMMENTS----

As a 30 year property owner in Norco and Corona I have seen the growth here
and in the rest of the county. The current Sheriff's radio system that was
built in  the 1990's is underbuilt and over taxed in its daily useage. The
County must move forward and replace the current system to better serve the
public and the needs of Public Safety in the 21st Century. The County has
given careful consideration to the needs of the environment and has only
placed sites that serve both the interests of the community, the environment
and the Public Safety. I strongly support the efforts of the County in this
project as it is presented. I would recommend that it be approved as written.
Donald Balsamo
Norco 
----------------------------------
ADDRESS:   2440 Vine Ave

EMAIL:   dbalsamo@sbcglobal.net

CITY:   Norco
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Donald Balsamo (June 28, 2008) 
Response to Comment 62-1 
The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the project. The comment asserts the opinion of 
the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  This comment does not raise any new 
environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response 
is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679).  
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:45 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: EIR
Sent: Wed 7/2/2008 1:12 PM
To: EIR
Cc: mfrymire1@adelphia.net
Subject: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

WEB FORM SUBMISSION:

FULLNAME:   Matthew Frymire

ZIP:   92557

COMMENTS:   I am in support of this project to ensure our public safety and
first responder personnel have the tools they need to ensure not only their
safety, but the safety of "we the people".

ADDRESS:   23739 Heliotrope Way

EMAIL:   mfrymire1@adelphia.net

CITY:   Moreno Valley
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Matthew Frymire (July 2, 2008) 
Response to Comment 63-1 
The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the project. The comment asserts the opinion of 
the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  This comment does not raise any new 
environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response 
is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:45 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: PSEC Project - Proposed Rancho Carrillo Site
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  _____  

From: jacquelineanderson@wildblue.net [mailto:jacquelineanderson@wildblue.net]
Sent: Wed 7/2/2008 1:55 PM
To: EIR
Cc: BrentC@focus360.com; district1@rcbos.org
Subject: PSEC Project - Proposed Rancho Carrillo Site

July 2, 2008

County of Riverside

Department of Facilities Management

P.O. Box 789

Riverside, CA 92502-0789

with copy via email:  EIR@co.riverside.ca.us

Subject: Response to PSEC Project NOP

I am a resident of the community of Rancho Carrillo, located at the western
edge of Riverside County.  Rancho Carrillo has been designated as a proposed
antenna site for the Public Safety Enterprise Communication Project (PSEC).

On behalf of our community, the Rancho Carrillo Homeowners Association has
already expressed the community position in opposition to placement of an
antenna within our community. I agree with this position. 

On behalf of my own family, I would like to separately express opposition to
the County's intentions expressed in the NOP. 

Here is the basis for our opposition:

COST-BENEFIT

The cost of this equipment is disproportional to the number of residents
that may be effectively served.  Rancho Carrillo is the only populated area
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in the extreme western portion of the county, with about 60 occupied homes.
If the total project were to cost $6 million, that would be $100,000 per
home, plus an additional amount for ongoing maintenance.  A less costly plan
that incorporates existing satellite or cell phone technology should be
seriously considered.

TRAFFIC SAFETY

The draft EIR states that "all vehicles accessing the sites will be highway
registered and therefore not an incompatible use".  With no further study,
or assessment of the actual road that must be traveled, this issue is then
dismissed as "not an incompatible use"

Clearly our narrow, climbing, winding, private road is not adequate to
accommodate all "Highway registered vehicles".  In fact, The Department of
Transportation (DOT) recognizes that not all public roads are adequate to
safely allow all highway registered vehicles.  Evidence the fact they have
established a special safety assessment procedure wherein the DOT,

"in consultation with the Department of the California Highway Patrol, shall
compile traffic volume, geometric, and other relevant data, to assess the
maximum kingpin to rearmost axle distance of vehicle combinations
appropriate for those state highways or portion of highways, affected by
this section, that cannot safely accommodate trailers or semitrailers of the
maximum kingpin to rearmost axle distances permitted under Section 35400."  

At a minimum, an assessment following the established guidelines should be
undertaken before the Rancho Carrillo location is approved.

COST OF TRASH REMOVAL, ROAD MAINTENANCE AND INSURANCE 

Our six mile private road is very costly to maintain and insure.  Those
costs multiply with increased usage, especially usage in oversized vehicles.
Despite the sizeable amount we pay to the County in property taxes, the
County does not currently pay a share of those costs.  Since there is no
apparent offer in your plan for cost sharing, you seem to be unreasonably
expecting that our residents would incur extra expense.  Beyond those things
that we pay for, are you anticipating that the County will show up to help
when our volunteers pick up trash and trim back the bushes?

COMMUNITY SAFETY

Due to the remote area we live in, we do not have active law enforcement in
our community.  Despite this limitation, we have achieved reasonable
personal safety by vigilantly securing our access gate and by requiring
residents to be personally responsible for their guests in the community.
This means that we know who are guests are and that we know where our guests
are.  If this tower is constructed, the County should provide security
screening for every person admitted to the site and should provide active
law enforcement officers to oversee their activities at all times.  Due to
distance involved, the response time for law enforcement is not adequate to
allow for providing the officers only following a resident call.

EMERGENCY SERVICES

Riverside County rarely provides emergency services to Rancho Carrillo. The
nearest Sheriff substation is located in Murrieta, some 40 miles away by
road. The closest fire department is located in Lake Elsinore, also about 40
miles distant. Riverside County emergency telephone numbers are not even
reachable from our community, since Rancho Carrillo is located in the 949
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telephone area code. All direct calls are rejected! 

In contrast, Orange County Sheriff, Fire and California Highway Patrol are
all dispatched from stations in San Juan Capistrano, which is a mere 14
miles distant, and new development in the Mission Viejo Ranch will cut these
distances by half within a decade.

If I dial 911 from my home in Rancho Carrillo, the call goes to an Orange
County agency for response. Installation of the proposed antenna will not
change this situation.

CONSTRUCTION SAFETY

Paradoxically, any injury during the construction phase would result in an
emergency response from Orange County officers and the victim would most
likely be transported to a nearby Orange County hospital!

NO IMPROVEMENT IN SERVICES

Radio propagation maps provided to our community by members of the PSEC
project team clearly illustrate that the project will provide no meaningful
improvement to radio communication for our volunteer fire department in the
area of their principal need - along the access road (located in Orange
County) that accesses our community. Furthermore, representatives of the
PSEC project team do not appear to be offering any improvement in
communications with Orange County Fire Authority, California Highway Patrol,
or the Orange County Sheriff's Department (all of whom have recently respond
to incidents in our community).   We believe the system to be ineffective
and that it does not warrant consideration for accommodation in our
community.

APPEARANCE

Rancho Carrillo is a unique rural community that was formed in 1962. Even
after electrical power was brought to the community in 1992, residents have
sought to preserve the rural character of the area by locating utility
services underground at considerable expense and foregoing suburban
amenities such as street lighting. We have sought to keep the community and
our personal property compatible with the surrounding wilderness. The
proposed PSEC antenna facility is incompatible with this aesthetic.
Furthermore, we are not aware of any possible mitigation of this
incompatibility due to the height of the structure.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

A radio communication tower of the type proposed is incompatible with
property zoning restrictions in our community. In addition, it is
specifically incompatible with the Covenants, Conditions & Restrictions that
govern properties within Rancho Carrillo. 

PERMISSION FOR ACCESS

County access to any tower located in or near Rancho Carrillo that relies on
passage over the roads in our community will necessarily be across private
property and will require easements or use permits be obtained from all
affected property owners, including me. I am not inclined to grant the
county such an easement or permit for the reasons outlined in this letter.
Easements and/or permits may also be required from the County of Orange,
Rancho Mission Viejo and the United States Forest Service to gain
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non-emergency access to this area via existing roads.

MULTIPLE USERS     

The EIR states that there may be up to six users of the site.  Would those
be public or private companies, domestic or foreign?  Is this a poorly
disguised attempt by the County to receive economic benefit at our expense
or to give commercial or governmental access to an otherwise inaccessible
area?  Is this essentially a condemnation or diminishment in value of our
private property for the benefit of a commercial enterprise?

SUMMARY

I believe that County and Federal resources are being wasted in an effort to
locate an antenna within the area of Rancho Carrillo. Radio propagation into
the surrounding canyon areas of Riverside County is not significantly
improved over that which is directly available from existing facilities on
Santiago Peak. Essential interoperability with the incompatible systems in
Orange County is not achieved.

The dismissal of all traffic safety issues, without regard to the size or
condition of our access road, is illustrative of the absurdity of this
project.  A more reasonable approach would be to link our emergency
communications and services entirely to Orange County.

The aesthetic damage that would be done by installation of PSEC at any of
the proposed locations, or within the surrounding Forest or Wilderness lands
would be considerable. Such a facility would be visible from a great
distance and destroy the natural area that the 1984 Wilderness Act sought to
create when the San Mateo Canyon National Wilderness was created.  While
CEQA is not directly applicable to projects on Federal lands within
California, the protections afforded in the Federal setting must be applied
in consideration of projects located in so-called "included areas" such as
the Rancho Carrillo community. What is appropriate on private or
non-Wilderness USFS land surrounded by the Wilderness is no different than
what would be appropriate in the Wilderness itself - especially considering
the height of the project being proposed.  

Thus, requirements of the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) are
applicable to any project located in this area because of proximity to the
Federal and Wilderness lands. Mere placement of a 100 to 140 foot tower on
private land in Rancho Carrillo is insufficient to mitigate the aesthetic
damage that would result to my property, the community of Rancho Carrillo,
and to the surrounding National Wilderness.

While we do not favor a communications site of any type, representatives of
the Rancho Carrillo community offered county PSEC project representatives
the opportunity to discuss installation of a scaled down facility that would
be capable of being hidden on an existing structure at a location that would
serve the locally populated area (which can never be geographically expanded
due to our surroundings). After addressing the safety and cost issues above,
this alternative should be given serious consideration in the proposed EIR
and not be further ignored.

Sincerely,

Jacqueline Anderson

38421 Carrillo Road (Lot 11)

MDirecto
Line

MDirecto
Text Box
64-11



Page 5

Rancho Carrillo, California

Mail:

31103 Rancho Viejo Road

San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675

Telephone:

(949) 728-0732 in Rancho Carrillo

(949) 697-0732 cell

Cc: district1@rcbos.org, Bob Buster, 1st District, Riverside County Board of
supervisors

       Brent Chase, President  Rancho Carrillo HOA

Jackie Anderson-Rose

31103 Rancho Viejo Rd #D235

San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675

 <<mailto:jacquelineanderson@wildblue.net>> jacquelineanderson@wildblue.net 

949 728 0732 (phone & fax)

949 728 9929 (phone & fax)

949 697 0732 (Jackie's cell)

949 246 2575 (Steve's cell)
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Jackie Anderson_Rose (July 2, 2008) 
Response to Comment 64-1 
The County considered a variety of alternatives to the proposed project, including the alternatives 
suggested by the commentor. Therefore, this comment does not raise any new environmental issues 
not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is needed (Twain 
Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 

Response to Comment 64-2 
The County does not propose to use the existing road in an unsafe manner and the commentor 
provides no evidence to the contrary. 

Response to Comment 64-3 
This comment has already been addressed in response to Comment 22-5 and 22-22. 

Response to Comment 64-4 
This comment has already been addressed in response to Comment 29-5.  

Response to Comment 64-5 
The reader is misinformed regarding interoperability components of the proposed project. See 
Response to Comment 29-4 and 30-3. 

Response to Comment 64-6 
This comment is speculative in nature and is not relevant to the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 64-7 
The reader is misinformed regarding interoperability components of the proposed project. See 
Response to Comment 29-4 and 30-3. 

Response to Comment 64-8 
This comment has already been addressed in response to Comment 22-9. 

Response to Comment 64-9 
This comment has already been addressed in response to Comment 22-18. 

Response to Comment 64-10 
This comment has already been addressed in response to Comment 22-5 and 22-22. 

Response to Comment 64-11 
As described on page 3-4 of the Draft EIR, the PSEC project will provide collocation opportunities to 
other governmental and quasi-governmental entities. For reasons of security and other factors, PSEC 
sites will not be available to commercial operators (i.e. commercial cellular service providers, etc.). 

Response to Comment 64-12 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 29-4, 30-2, and 30-3.  
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Response to Comment 64-13 
The comment asserts the opinion of the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  
This comment does not raise any new environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the 
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of 
Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 

Response to Comment 64-14 
This comment has already been addressed in response to Comment 22-9 and 22-18. 

Response to Comment 64-13 
The County has indicated its willingness to work with the Rancho Carrillo community as this project 
moves forward. 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:46 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: EIR
Sent: Sun 7/6/2008 10:39 AM
To: EIR
Cc: d_penry@yahoo.com
Subject: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

WEB FORM SUBMISSION:

FULLNAME:   Diane & Charles Penry

ZIP:   92241

COMMENTS:   Yes, we agree this would be great to have an emergency tower
availible to our area, there is alot of room here in Riverside County (Sky
Valley) to place something of this type in our area.

EMAIL:   d_penry@yahoo.com

ADDRESS:   18-950 Vee Bee Rd.

CITY:   Sky Valley
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Diane & Charles Penry (July 6, 2008) 
Response to Comment 65-1 
The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the project. The comment asserts the opinion of 
the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  This comment does not raise any new 
environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response 
is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:46 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: PSEC project NOP relating to Rancho Carrillo Community

TEXT.htm Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: RDavis@mazdausa.com [mailto:RDavis@mazdausa.com]
Sent: Mon 7/7/2008 7:39 AM
To: EIR
Cc: district1@rcbos.org
Subject: PSEC project NOP relating to Rancho Carrillo Community

County of Riverside

Department of Facilities Management

Attn: Ms. Ashley Mitchell

PO Box 789

Riverside CA 92502-0789

July 4, 2008

Subject: Response to PSEC Project NOP

Dear Ms. Mitchell,

As you know many members of the community of Rancho Carrillo Community
are opposed to the construction of the proposed radio tower in our
community.  We would like to join that list of residents that do not
agree with the current proposal.  While you have received many letters
outlining environmental, aesthetic, wildlife, easement, and property
value concerns our opposition is based on common sense.  Given the
proposed tower would not serve the needs of the residents of our
community or add value to the county overall why invest in the project?
Given today's economic climate, we are sure that county, state or
federal resources can be put to use in higher value projects.

Thank you for your consideration. We look forward to a common sense
resolution to this issue and a better use of our tax dollars.

Best Regards,
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Robert and Bonnie Davis

10580 Verdugo Road

Lot #7

Mailing Address:

31103 Rancho Viejo Road

Suite D2310

San Juan Capistrano CA 92675

P) 949.728.1504 

Cc: Bob Buster, 1st District, Riverside County Board of Supervisors
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Robert & Bonnie Davis (July 7, 2008) 
Response to Comment 66-1 
The comment asserts the opinion of the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  
This comment does not raise any new environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the 
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of 
Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:47 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: PSEC Project

Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: sylviavh@yahoo.com [mailto:sylviavh@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tue 7/8/2008 10:14 AM
To: EIR
Subject: PSEC Project

Re: Project SCH 2008021126

As residents of Rancho Carillo for over 30 years, we wish to voice our grave
concern over the proposed construction of a radio tower within the perimeter
of our community.  We live in the Federal wilderness area so to have our homes
surrounded by a natural environment. The proposed tower would have many
negative effects to all of us. You note that the visual element would be out
of charater with the existing environment and land use. This is an extremely
important impact. Also the idea of a beacon within view so to interfer with
the night sky would be a tragedy. We pay taxes to Riverside and ask for very
little since Orange County is our first response for emergencies. We see no
positive value to this location and ask that you please reconsider this
proposed site. I would appreciate a respoinse from someone in your office that
you have received this public comment. We hope that you will see fit to place
this tower in a location that will not have such a
 negative impact on Rancho Carrillo and it's homeowners.

Sincerely,

Mike & Sylvia Huber
10725 Quail Springs Rd
Rancho Carrillo
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Mike & Sylvia Huber (July 8, 2008) 
Response to Comment 67-1 
The comment asserts the opinion of the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  
This comment does not raise any new environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the 
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of 
Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:47 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Public Safety Enterprise Communication System 

TEXT.htm Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: franou@music.greencafe.com [mailto:franou@music.greencafe.com]
Sent: Wed 7/9/2008 8:48 PM
To: EIR
Cc: teresa_idl@riverside.lib.ca.us
Subject: Public Safety Enterprise Communication System 

Public Safety Enterprise Communication System.

At <http://psec.co.riverside.ca.us/notice-deir.html>, the list of locations
where the draft EIR may be reviewed does not include the Idyllwild library

Please have the Draft EIR available at the Idyllwild Library as soon as
possible

Regards,

Francoise Frigola
P.O. Box 1953
Idyllwild, CA
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Francoise Frigola (July 9, 2008) 
Response to Comment 68-1 
The Draft EIR was made available at all County-operated libraries. It was also made available on the 
internet. The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the project. This comment does not raise 
any new environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further 
response is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 
679). 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:47 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Public Safety Enterprise Communication System

TEXT.htm Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: ffotine@hotmail.com [mailto:ffotine@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thu 7/10/2008 2:56 PM
To: EIR
Subject: Public Safety Enterprise Communication System

Public Safety Enterprise Communication System.
 
At <http://psec.co.riverside.ca.us/notice-deir.html>, the list of locations
where the draft EIR may be reviewed does not include the Idyllwild library
Please have the Draft EIR available at the Idyllwild Library as soon as
possible
 
Regards,
 
Fotine Fahouris
PO Box 996
Idyllwild, CA 92549
_________________________________________________________________
Need to know now? Get instant answers with Windows Live Messenger.
<http://www.windowslive.com/messenger/connect_your_way.html?ocid=TXT_TAGLM_WL_messenger_072008>
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Fotine Fahouris (July 10, 2008) 
Response to Comment 69-1 
The Draft EIR was made available at all County-operated libraries. It was also made available on the 
internet. The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the project. This comment does not raise 
any new environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further 
response is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 
679). 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:47 AM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: EIR
Sent: Fri 7/11/2008 12:36 PM
To: EIR
Cc: Rugby4NeilMat@netscape.net
Subject: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

WEB FORM SUBMISSION:

FULLNAME:   Neil Mathews

ZIP:   92507

COMMENTS:   I support the PSEC project and urge the approval of the draft EIR
and hope the project will proceed as proposed. PSEC fulfills three vital goals
here is Riverside County: public safety, employee safety, and economic
stimulus. The PSEC project ensures better response time in the event of an
emergency, safer response for personnel and the general public, and brings
much needed revenue back into the County coffers by the unique partnership
between government and private industry.

EMAIL:   Rugby4NeilMat@netscape.net

ADDRESS:   2442 Iowa St. R-14

CITY:   Riverside
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Neil Matthews (July 11, 2008) 
Response to Comment 70-1 
The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the project. The comment asserts the opinion of 
the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  This comment does not raise any new 
environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response 
is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 12:08 PM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Response to PSEC project (SCH 2008021126)

TEXT.htm Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: krwarren@earthlink.net [mailto:krwarren@earthlink.net]
Sent: Mon 7/14/2008 9:52 AM
To: EIR
Cc: district1@rcbos.org
Subject: Response to PSEC project (SCH 2008021126)

County of Riverside
Department of Facilities Management
P.O. Box 789
Riverside, CA 92502-789    

July 14, 2008

        cc:     Bob Buster, 1st District, Riverside County Board of
Supervisors

Response to PSEC project (SCH 2008021126)

I would like to take this opportunity to comment on the  PSEC project (SCH
2008021126) notice.  i am a resident of the remote community of Rancho
Carrillo, located at the extreme western edge of Riverside County.  Rancho
Carrillo has been designated a a proposed antenna site for the SEC project.

On behalf of my family, I would like to express opposition to County
intentions expressed in the MOP.  Here is the basis for our opposition:

1.    Economic   I am opposed to the placement of SEC facilities in our area,
because the proposed location will not serve our community.  Rancho Carrillo
is the only populated area in the extreme western portion of the county, and
our population is around 60 families.  The community is within a 160 acre area
known as Verdugo Potrero.  The community completely surrounded by the San
Mateo Canyon National Wilderness Area, as part of the Cleveland National
Forest, preventing further development.  Thus, an expensive long-range
facility in this area, makes no economic sense.  Another radio tower will need
to be placed on Saddle back to reach the proposed antenna site at Rancho
Carrillo.  There is not direct way to link Rancho Carrillo with Riverside due
to the mountains, and our location on the other side of the Santa Ana
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mountains.

2.    Ineffective.     Radio propagation maps provided to our community by
members of the SEC project team clearly illustrate that the project will
provide no meaningful improvement to radio communication for our volunteer
fire department in the area of their principal need - along our access road to
our community from Ortega Highway.  Further, representatives of the SEC
project team could not offer any improvement in communication with Orange
County Fire Authority, California Highway Patrol, and Orange County Sheriffs'
Department (all of whom presently respond to incidents in our community). 
Thus, we believe the system to be ineffective and thus does not warrant
consideration for the accommodation in our community.

3.  Land Use and Planning.   I do not think that the SEC project has followed
the federal guidelines that require an NEPA environmental impact study to be
completed first.  The proposed siting of the antenna, 100 feet from our
existing 320,000 gallon water tank could put our water supply in possible
danger.  The proposed pad will contain a 2000 propane tank for a backup
generator.  In case of a wildfire, this is in the direct line of most fires in
the past, driven by Santa Ana winds.  If the tank would explode, it could take
out our source of drinking water and fire water protection.  The proposed pad
will be placed where our main water line runs to our community.If a fire comes
through and causes the propane tank to catch fire, our volunteer fire
department and the Orange County Fire Authority would be called upon to put
out the fire.   i wonder if a take this size is appropriate in the wild land
interface.  

4.  Access Road.  There is only one road in and out of our community.  The
road leading to our community is a private road, with limited access with a
private gate at Ortega highway.  Our community alone pays for the maintenance
of this road.  Our road is not maintained to public highway levels, that
permit us to allow use by non-residents.  We have easements from Mission Viejo
Ranch, Caspers Park, Cleveland National Forest, to provide access to our
community.  

The requirements of the National Environmental Protection ACT (NEPA) are
applicable to any project located on Federal and Wilderness land, where the
proposed site is.  

Sincerely,

Keith R. Warren
10700 Quail Springs Road (lot 60)
Rancho Carrillo

Mail

P.O. Box 135
San Juan Capistrano CA 92693

Telephone
(949) 7628-0159
Keith Warren
krwarren@earthlink.net
EarthLink Revolves Around You.
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Keith Warren (July 14, 2008) 
Response to Comment 71-1 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 30-1. 

Response to Comment 71-2 
The reader is misinformed regarding interoperability components of the proposed project. See 
Response to Comment 29-4 and 30-3. 

Response to Comment 71-3 
Discussion of the NEPA process and its application to the Rancho Carrillo site is presented in 
Response to Comment 22-13. Discussion regarding other aspects of this comment is presented in 
Response to Comment 22-9, 22-15, and 22-16. 

Response to Comment 71-4 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-5 and 22-22. 

Response to Comment 71-5 
Discussion of the NEPA process and its application to the Rancho Carrillo site is presented in 
Response to Comment 22-13. 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 12:09 PM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Comments on Draft EIR - Riverside County PSEC Project
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  _____  

From: mwolff20@cox.net [mailto:mwolff20@cox.net]
Sent: Fri 7/18/2008 9:39 AM
To: EIR
Cc: district1@rcbos.org; jfrodriguez@fs.fed.us; vmink@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comments on Draft EIR - Riverside County PSEC Project

Department of Facilities Management 
P.O. Box 789 
Riverside, CA 92502-0789 
Attn: Ashley Mitchell
 
July 18, 2008
 
Dear Ms. Mitchell,
 
My name is Michael Wolff.   My wife, Genevieve Wall, and I are
submitting the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the County of Riverside PSEC project.   We own two private
parcels of land adjoining the community of Rancho Carrillo, the location
of one of the proposed tower sites for the PSEC project.   We do not
oppose the PSEC project in general, but strongly oppose the construction
of a communications tower at Rancho Carrillo for the reasons outlined in
our comments below.   As members of the affected community, we look
forward to a dialogue on the issues that we are raising with our
comments. I have included contact information at the end of this email
so that I may be added to your mailing list for this project.
 
 
Our comments are as follows:
 
 
Comment 1 - DEIR Section 1 - Executive Summary, and Section 2 -
Introduction
The DEIR addresses the need for the project only on an overall program
level, and does not address the need for individual project components;
thus, insufficient information is presented to enable reviewers of the
document to determine the necessity of individual tower sites.   This
oversight results in a failure to provide adequate review and assessment
of environmental impacts at specific locations because the impacts
cannot be weighed against the need for the respective specific tower
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site.
 
 
Comment 2 - DEIR Section 1 - Executive Summary
The DEIR states: "Some of the sites are located on federal land, and in
those cases, separate environmental assessments (EAs) in compliance with
the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) will be conducted. Information contained
in the Program EIR will be used to prepare the EAs." (DEIR p 1-2).
 
The information contained in the present program DEIR is insufficient to
permit adequate preparation of site-specific EAs under NEPA because NEPA
requires that the need for the "project" be addressed as part of the
analysis. The need for individual tower sites is not analyzed within the
present program DEIR.
 
 
Comment 3 - DEIR Section 1 - Executive Summary, and Section 2 -
Introduction
The DEIR provides no information to justify the need for a tower at the
Rancho Carrillo tower site location.   The Rancho Carrillo tower site is
proposed to be located on National Forest land immediately adjoining the
Rancho Carrillo community, an isolated rural community at the edge of
Riverside County.   The Rancho Carrillo community is accessible by road
only from Orange County, and all telephone service to the community is
within the 949 area code; thus, any emergency 911 calls are routed to
Orange County emergency response dispatchers, and it is Orange County
emergency responders who typically provide emergency response services
to the community.   There are no other Riverside County communities in
close proximity to Rancho Carrillo.
 
During presentations to the Rancho Carrillo community by the project
proponents, the community was advised that the Riverside County PSEC
system will not have interconnectivity with Orange County's emergency
communications system.   Thus, the Rancho Carrillo tower site will
provide no tangible benefit to the Rancho Carrillo community, but it
will impose substantial environmental impacts including aesthetic
impacts, diminution of property values, and a substantial fire hazard
impact (see Comments 5 and 6 below). 
 
 
Comment 4 - DEIR Section 2 - Introduction
The Introduction identifies the document as a draft "Program"
environmental impact report (DEIR).   As such, the report focuses on
impacts of the overall program rather than  focusing on the impacts of
individual project components such as tower sites.   The geographic
reach of the PSEC project is sufficiently large that reliance on a
program DEIR alone without having complementary focused DEIRs on
individual project component sites risks giving short shrift to
important issues at specific sites. This is inappropriate and violates
the intent of a CEQA "program" environmental impact report. The program
DEIR is a good start, but complementary focused EIRs on specific sites
or groups of similar sites are also needed to meet the intent of CEQA.
Since some of the sites are on federal land, and thus will require
preparation of individual environmental assessments required by the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), focused assessment of certain
individual sites will be needed in any case.
 
The DEIR states: "Section 15168(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that a
Program EIR is appropriate for projects which are ". a series of actions
that can be characterized as one large project and are related either:
1. Geographically;
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2. A logical part in the chain of contemplated actions;
3. In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans or other
general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program; or
4. As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing
statutory or regulating
authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can
be mitigated in
similar ways."
(DEIR pp 2-1, 2-2)
 
The PSEC project consists of approximately 50 different sites scattered
across diverse environmental settings throughout Riverside County and
adjoining counties.    This is simply too large and environmentally
diverse an area to be adequately addressed in a single DEIR.   The DEIR
effectively acknowledges this by stating: "The County encompasses
approximately 7,400 square miles of diverse topography, from low-lying
valleys lying below sea level to towering mountains approaching two
miles in height." (DEIR p 1-1). Therefore, the program DEIR needs to be
supplemented by focused EIRs for specific sites to meet the intent of
CEQA.
 
 
Comment 5 - DEIR Section 1 - Executive Summary, and Section 4.1 -
Aesthetics
The Rancho Carrillo tower site will cause significant negative aesthetic
impacts that are unavoidable and for which no feasible mitigation
exists. DEIR Section 1.6.1 states in part:
"Section 15123 (b) (2) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of
"areas of controversy known to the Lead Agency including issues raised
by agencies and the public." Accordingly, the PSEC project requires
several actions that could be considered controversial:
* Introduction of telecommunication structures into areas where
such structures may be inconsistent with the existing visual setting
(aesthetic impacts).
* The potential of telecommunication wireless voice and data sites
to diminish the monetary value of adjacent properties." (DEIR p 1-49)
 
These two factors would result in extreme negative consequences at the
Rancho Carrillo tower site, a pristine rural area with a magnificent
natural visual setting, where all electric and telephone lines have been
installed underground to preserve the feeling of this natural setting.
The residents of this community have paid very high prices for their
properties in order to escape the negative aesthetic impacts of urban
settings.   The presence of an excessively large communications tower
looming over the community, which provides no tangible benefit to the
community (see Comment 2 above), imposes substantial and irreversible
harm on community residents.
 
The DEIR acknowledges that these types of impacts are "significant"
(DEIR Table 4.1-2, p 4.1-23).   Section 4.1 concludes: "Therefore, the
only possible finding in regards to aesthetic resources is that the
project will result in a significant and unavoidable impact. Should the
County desire to approve and implement the project, a Statement of
Overriding Considerations will be required." (emphasis added)(DEIR p
4.1-29)
 
In other words, the County must decide whether or not to force a huge,
unsightly, unwanted, and unnecessary tower upon the community of Rancho
Carrillo - a tower that serves no purpose that benefits the community of
Rancho Carrillo and that will dwarf the homes in Rancho Carrillo.    By
imposing this unnecessary and oppressive tower on the community, the
County will be choosing to permanently impair the visual setting and
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economic value of the properties in the community, all for no benefit to
the community.
 
 
Comment 6 - DEIR Section 4.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials
The EIR fails to adequately evaluate and propose realistic mitigation
measures for the fire hazard posed by the proposed Rancho Carrillo tower
site as required by CEQA. Specifically, EIR Section 4.7.3(h) states that
CEQA requires that the following question (among others) be evaluated:
[Would the project] "Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?" (EIR p 4.7-5).
 
The Rancho Carrillo community is surrounded by the Cleveland National
Forest, and has been impacted by disastrous wildfires in the National
Forest several times since its founding in the 1960s.   These wildfires
typically originate within the National Forest and sweep through the
National Forest towards the community of Rancho Carrillo with little to
stop them.   In order to partially mitigate this risk, the community has
implemented a volunteer fire department which relies upon a water
storage tank for firefighting purposes.   Virtually all of the National
Forest Land surrounding the community is designated as the San Mateo
Canyon Wilderness, and brush clearing and removal are strictly
prohibited by the United States Forest Service (USFS).   Therefore,
adequate clearing of brush to provide defensible space for firefighting
around structures adjoining National Forest land is not permitted.
 
The Rancho Carrillo tower site, including a proposed 2,000 gallon
propane tank, is proposed to be located on National Forest land adjacent
to the water storage tank that serves as the Rancho Carrillo community's
sole source for potable water and firefighting water storage.   Though
brush clearing may occur immediately surrounding the tower and propane
tank coincident with construction of the tower, further clearing to
provide adequate defensible firefighting space will not be possible
owing to the designation of the adjacent land as protected wilderness.
Thus, the presence of a 2,000 gallon propane tank adjacent to the sole
source of potable and firefighting water for the community poses an
extreme hazard during a wildfire, since explosion of the propane tank
during a fire, or at any other time, would likely severely damage or
destroy the adjacent water tank. 
 
The DEIR fails to address these concerns and instead attempts to
sidestep the issue by lumping all sites and providing the following
generic analysis: "Existing regulations require the maintenance of fuel
modification zones and defensible space around any structure that is
located in a fire-prone area.   Typically, this requires the trimming or
removal of fuels (i.e., combustible vegetation) from a specified area
around a structure.   These fuel modification zones are designed to
provide for defensible space around structures and to allow for their
protection in the event that an advancing wildfire should attempt to
encroach upon them.   Adequate defensible space denies fuel to the fire
in the area surrounding a structure, and also provides fire protection
personnel with a buffer in which to work and defend the structure." (EIR
pp 4.7-9, 4.7-10).   This broad-brush statement ignores the obviously
hazardous conditions pertinent to the Rancho Carrillo tower site, and
ignores the constraints on removal of combustible vegetation imposed by
the wilderness designation. Issues like these may possibly apply to
other specific sites as well. The generic statements in the DEIR clearly
amount to an inadequate analysis of the fire hazard issue, and therefore
do not meet the intent of the CEQA requirement.
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Further evidence of the inadequacy of the DEIR analysis of the fire
hazard issue appears in the following statement: "At a minimum, all
sites will be held to the standards of the California Fire Code." (DEIR
p 4.7-10). All California codes are available online through a
searchable database at <http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/calaw.html>
A cursory online search of this database did not identify any regulatory
document with the title "California Fire Code." It appears that fire
protection regulations are covered in the California Health and Safety
Code. This reference should be corrected. Moreover, an adequate analysis
should include at a minimum identification and discussion of specific
requirements required by applicable codes at individual tower sites, and
whether it is even possible to comply with the code requirements at a
problematic location like the Rancho Carrillo tower site.
 
End of comments.
 
Please add us to the list of interested parties to receive notices of
all future developments and actions regarding this project.    
 
Michael Wolff
Michael Wolff, Inc.
27068 La Paz Rd., No. 152
Aliso Viejo, CA 92656
Email: mwolff20@cox.net
 
Respectfully Submitted,
Michael Wolff
Genevieve Wall
 
cc
Bob Buster - Riverside County Supervisor, District 1
Virgil Mink - Special Uses Administrator - USFS Trabuco Ranger District
Jacob Rodriguez - Recreation and Lands Officer - USFS Trabuco Ranger
District
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Michael Wolff (July 18, 2008) 
Response to Comment 72-1 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-3 and 22-4. 

Response to Comment 72-2 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-3 and 22-13. 

Response to Comment 72-3 
The reader is misinformed regarding interoperability components of the proposed project. See 
Response to Comment 29-4 and 30-3. Discussion as to purpose and need of the proposed project is 
contained in Response to Comment 22-1 and 22-2. 

Response to Comment 72-4 
Discussion as to the suitability of a Program EIR for the proposed project is contained in Response to 
Comment 22-3. Discussion of the NEPA process and its application to the Rancho Carrillo site is 
presented in Response to Comment 22-13. 

Response to Comment 72-5 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-9. 

Response to Comment 72-6 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-9, 22-15, and 22-16. 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 12:10 PM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Rancho Carrillo Tower

Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: rleveret@earthlink.net [mailto:rleveret@earthlink.net]
Sent: Sun 7/20/2008 9:04 AM
To: EIR
Subject: Rancho Carrillo Tower

Co. of Riverside
Dept. of Facilities Management
Attn: Ms Ashley Mitchell
My husband and I are 25 year residents of Rancho Carrillo. We moved 
here and built our own home to have the rural, quiet atmosphere of
Riverside Co. We strongly protest the proposed tower behind our home. 
It will affect the nature of our community and will be a detriment to 
our future lives. Please reconsider the location as we do not need
this, and definitely do not want this near us.
Sincerely,
Richard and Lynne Everett
11165 Verdugo Rd.
Murietta, CA
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Richard & Lynne Everett (July 20, 2008) 
Response to Comment 73-1 
The comment asserts the opinion of the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  
This comment does not raise any new environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the 
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of 
Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 12:10 PM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: RE: Rancho Carrillo radio tower

TEXT.htm Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: loneranger529@yahoo.com [mailto:loneranger529@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sun 7/20/2008 4:48 PM
To: EIR
Subject: Fw: RE: Rancho Carrillo radio tower

--- On Sun, 7/20/08, Kirk R <loneranger529@yahoo.com> wrote:

From: Kirk R <loneranger529@yahoo.com>
Subject: RE: Rancho Carrillo radio tower
To: EIR@riverside.ca.us
Date: Sunday, July 20, 2008, 4:44 PM

   
    To Ashely Mitchell
        In regards to the current proposal to build a radio / relay tower
adjacent to our community I wish state my opposition to this project. Before
you can consider any forward move I believe this proposed site should be
surveyed to mark the exact locations of the actual tower footprint and any
accompanying structures. The site marked roughly on a map appears to restrict
our ONLY access to our single water supply tank. The inability to properly
service, replace or expand our water storage facility would be a detriment to
our entire community. In addition, this is our sole source of water for
structure and wildfire protection. I belive the danger of inaduqate water
suypply to any fireghter, voulteer or professional, outweighs any benieftit
used to support this tower.
                  Futhermore, the propsed radio service is area is
         1) unpopulated wilderness (large cost to NOT cover population and
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structures)
         2) does not interface with Orange county support services 
         3) uses our privately funded & maintained access road with no
compensation for 
             damage
         4) each howowner owns the section of road abutting their property and
will not grant 
             easment access
         5) constant excess traffic during construction using a narrow road
with large 
             equipment causing access problems for local residents
         6) unkown number of personal accessing our gated community with
unkown 
             conseqences to residents
         7) potential accidents from people unfamilar with our road and travel
procedures
         8) it will be an eyesore in a widerness area that people haved moved
to for privacy
             and a rural setting with out towers            
                 In conclusion for these reasons and others still unknown, at
this time, this tower location should be deleted and another location chosen.
Sitton Peak, with its exisitng towers may be a preferable location.    
                                                                  
Respectfully,
                                                                  Kirk & Judy
Russell
                                                                  38605
Carrillo Rd.
                                                                  Lot 9
                                                                   Rancho
Carrillo
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Kirk & Judy Russell (July 20, 2008) 
Response to Comment 74-1 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-15 and 22-16. 

Response to Comment 74-2 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 30-1.  

Response to Comment 74-3 
The reader is misinformed regarding interoperability components of the proposed project. See 
Response to Comment 29-4 and 30-3. 

Response to Comment 74-4 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-5, 22-22, and 29-5. 

Response to Comment 74-5 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-9. 

Response to Comment 74-6 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-23. 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 12:10 PM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: EIR
Sent: Mon 7/21/2008 3:34 PM
To: EIR
Cc: motcomm19@yahoo.com
Subject: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

WEB FORM SUBMISSION:

FULLNAME:   Aaron Fritzinger

ZIP:   92582

COMMENTS----

As a citizen residing in the city of San Jacinto in Riverside County, I am
glad to hear that the County is finally improving its Pubilic Safety
communications system. 

I have many friends and family members in the Riverside County Law Enforcement
community that have been dealing with less than adequate radio communications
in the last few years, and its refreshing to see that is going to be
addressed.  The County is continually growing and the population and housing
has obviously outgrown the current radio system, as well as technology
becoming outdated. 

I think all the citizens of Riverside County will be much better served with
this new radio system.

Aaron Fritzinger
----------------------------------
EMAIL:   motcomm19@yahoo.com

ADDRESS:   730 Grassy Meadow Drive

CITY:   San Jacinto
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Aaron Fritzinger (July 21, 2008) 
Response to Comment 75-1 
The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the project. The comment asserts the opinion of 
the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  This comment does not raise any new 
environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response 
is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 12:11 PM
To: Kuntz, Vikki
Subject: FW: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

Mime.822

 

  _____  

From: EIR
Sent: Tue 7/22/2008 7:59 AM
To: EIR
Cc: dt.wenker@verizon.net
Subject: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

WEB FORM SUBMISSION:

FULLNAME:   David Wenker

ZIP:   92570

COMMENTS:   This upgrade is long over due.  I have family in law enforcement
and the number 1 complaint I hear at family gatherings is the poor or no
coverage the current system has.  Officer safety should be our top priority.

EMAIL:   dt.wenker@verizon.net

ADDRESS:   1400 North A Street

CITY:   Perris
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David Wenker (July 22, 2008) 
Response to Comment 76-1 
The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the project. The comment asserts the opinion of 
the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  This comment does not raise any new 
environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response 
is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 

 

 

 



(7/23/2008) Meghan Directo - Fwd: FW: Comments on Draft Program EIR for PSEC Project Page 1

From: Luke Evans
To: Meghan Directo
Date: 7/23/2008 11:24 AM
Subject: Fwd: FW: Comments on Draft Program EIR for PSEC Project
Attachments: image001.jpg

Another email came in today. Please add to the pile.

>>> "EIR" <EIR@rc-facilities.org> 7/23/2008 6:57 AM >>>

VIA EMAIL(EIR@co.riverside.ca.us)

 
Countyof Riverside
Department of Facilities Management
Attn: Ms. Ashley Mitchell
P.O. Box789
Riverside, California 92502-0789

 

 
Dear Ms. Mitchell:

 
            My wife and I are residents of Rancho Carrillo, a remote community on the edge of Riverside County, which is accessed 
from a private road leading to the community from Riverside Community.  I am also presently on the Boards of Directors of the 
Rancho Carrillo Homeowners’ Association and the Rancho Carrillo Mutual Water Company.  I write in response to a request for 
comments made by the County of Riverside to the Draft EIR for the County’s proposed PSEC Project.  In particular, I write to 
comment on the proposed tower to be placed on the edge of the Rancho Carrillo community as part of the PSEC Project.

 
            First of all, please let me say that I am not opposed to the PSEC Project and its general purpose and goals.  Certainly 
everyone understands the need for good communications for emergency services.  However, it is my belief that the significant 
negative impact of placing a tower site as proposed on the edge of the community of Rancho Carrillo merits the County considering 
other alternative sites that would still meet the County goals without the negative impact on our community.  Below are a few of the 
issues that are not adequately addressed in the Draft EIR, or perhaps were not even considered.

 
1.                   Aesthetic Impacts: The EIR admits that the negative aesthetics cannot be mitigated.  While this may seem 
insignificant to some, for the community of Rancho Carrillo, this is very significant.  The residents moved to this community to enjoy 
a remote community surrounded by undisturbed wilderness.  The proposed tower will be an eyesore and cause noise and light 
pollution that will ruin the character of our community.
2.                   Hazard to Water Supply: The community’s water supply for drinking and fire suppression depends entirely on a large 
water tank located uphill from the proposed tower site.  The tower site will have to consider the significant grading and retaining wall 
issues required to make sure the extremely large and heavy water tank’s foundation is not disturbed.  The EIR does not address 
this issue.  In addition, the propane tank adds a dimension of a hazard from wildfires coming through the area, which could damage 
the tank.  Earthquakes are another concern.  In short, the possibility of any damage or disturbance to the Water Tank would be 
catastrophic to the community, which would lose all of its water supply.
3.                   Private Easement Issues: The road up to the community is maintained by the community members as a private road.  
The County would need to have access across the private property of approximately forty different homeowners, who will not give 
their consent to such a project because it will add traffic and noise to the road.
4.                   Impact versus Service: While not technically a CEQA issue, I am concerned that our community’s services for fire 
and safety are provided primarily by the County of Orange, yet our community is being asked to bear the brunt of the negative 
impact of this tower location.  It appears also that the alleged improved communications sought by this particular location will not 
only not help the community, but will increase coverage for a mostly uninhabited area.  This being the case, an alternative site 
should be considered, or the EIR should explain why an alternative site with fewer negative impacts was not considered.  The Draft 
EIR does not do this.

 
I would be happy to discuss any of these issues with County representatives.  I can say that in my role on the two Boards of 
Directors in the Community that the Community is unequivocally opposed to the location of this tower site on the edge of our 
community.  Alternative locations should be considered.

 
Thank you.

 
Byron B. Mauss and Deborah K. Mauss
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Byron & Deborah Mauss (July 23, 2008) 
Response to Comment 77-1 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-9. The comment asserts the 
opinion of the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  This comment does not raise 
any new environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further 
response is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 
679).  

Response to Comment 77-2 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-9, 22-15, and 22-16. 

Response to Comment 77-3 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-5 and 22-22. 

Response to Comment 77-4 
The reader is misinformed regarding interoperability components of the proposed project. See 
Response to Comment 29-4, 30-1, and 30-3. A discussion of alternative sites has already been 
presented in Response to Comment 22-23. 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2008 6:59 AM
To: Nila, Dan
Cc: Steiding, Claudia; Kuntz, Vikki; levans@brandman.com
Subject: FW: EIR Report - PSEC Rancho Carrillo Site

TEXT.htm Mime.822

And more Rancho Carrillo comments, thanks.
Vikki

  _____  

From: amerigold@yahoo.com [mailto:amerigold@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tue 7/22/2008 10:23 PM
To: EIR
Cc: district1@rcbos.org
Subject: EIR Report - PSEC Rancho Carrillo Site

Dear Ms Mitchell,

I'm a homeowner and resident of the Rancho Carrillo community. I am absolutely
against a tower in, or adjacent to this community! I signed the petition which
I understand your department has already received and I fully support
everything outlined in the petition letter.
I still feel it necessary to write you though. The following are some of my
very personal concerns. 

1. The tower location is 100 ft from the ONLY water source in this community. 
The tower could possibly interfere with our radio connections to the wells and
pumps serving us. The tower propane tank is a hazard that could render us
without water during a fire. 
The tower location could prevent us from building a second or larger tank
which we will inevitably need in the future. If for some reason the tower fell
it could seriously damage the tank.

2. Our Private Road. 
In the last year two dear friends and neighbors have been killed on this road.
I believe three others have been sent to the intensive care unit with life
threatening injuries.
I do not want any more traffic on this road. The burden from traffic and use
(wear and tear) on the road from this project will be high for our community.
It isn't worth it. Period.
While our tax dollars go to the County of Riverside, we alone as homeowners
maintain this road. There is a liability here that also needs to be explored.

3. Proximity to Private Property.
The impact of this tower to the whole community is GREAT. The impact to lots
34, 35, 36, 37, 38 and 39 are IMMEASURABLE! The health concerns look very real
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to me. The fact that the tower will shade the pad created for building a home
on one of only 3 lots left undeveloped here is totally unreasonable. Would you
Ms Mitchell, want a tower so close it cast a shadow on your house?

It's my understanding the tower will not benefit our community in any way.

Further, we are remote and isolated so I'm confused as to whom it would
benefit.

We are surrounded by hundreds of acres of wilderness designated forest
land. There will be no other development in this area. The tower will
be a burden on this community, visually. It will burden our road. It
will threaten our only source of water. It will have a drastic negative
effect on our property values.

In conclusion, I hope you will look for alternative sites for the tower in
this section of the county if deemed necessary such as Sitton Peak.

Sincerely,

Kelly Overholt
10615 Verdugo
Murrieta, Ca 92590

Rancho Carrillo Lot 54

Mail:
P.O. Box 1713
San Juan Capistrano, CA 92693

Phone:
H (949) 728-1195
C (909) 239-3084
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Kelly Overholt (July 22, 2008) 
Response to Comment 78-1 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-15 and 22-16. 

Response to Comment 78-2 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-5 and 22-22. 

Response to Comment 78-3 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-12 and 34-4. 

Response to Comment 78-4 
The reader is misinformed regarding interoperability components of the proposed project. See 
Response to Comment 29-4, 30-1, and 30-3. 

Response to Comment 78-5 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-23. 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2008 11:24 AM
To: Nila, Dan
Cc: Steiding, Claudia; Kuntz, Vikki; levans@brandman.com
Subject: FW: Response to PSEC Project EIR

TEXT.htm 20080326 
Response to PSEC Project NOP.pdf

Mime.822

More Rancho Carrillo comments, thanks.
Vikki

  _____  

From: jimr@cdvinc.com [mailto:jimr@cdvinc.com]
Sent: Wed 7/23/2008 10:41 AM
To: EIR
Cc: Caliva, Robert 
Subject: Response to PSEC Project EIR

County of Riverside
Department of Facilities Management
P.O. Box 789
Riverside, CA 92502-0789

July 23, 2008

> cc:  Bob Buster, 1st District, Riverside County Board of Supervisors
> cc:  Robert Caliva, Legislative Assistant to Supervisor Buster

Re:  Response to PSEC Project EIR

I would like to take this opportunity to comment on the PSEC Project EIR
being circulated by the County.  I am a resident of the remote community of
Rancho Carrillo, located at the extreme western edge of Riverside County.  A
location adjacent to our community  has been designated as a proposed
antenna site for the PSEC project.

On behalf of our community, the Rancho Carrillo Community Association has
already expressed the official community opposition to placement of an
antenna at the proposed location.  I agree fully with this position and
incorporate their stated objections as my own.

On behalf of my own family, I would like to separately raise objections to
county plans as expressed in the EIR  These objections follow.

1.  Non-Responsive.  On March 26, 2008, I wrote to county staff a letter a
response to the circulated Notice of Project (NOP), in which numerous
objections to the proposed project were raised.  This letter raised
economic, effectiveness, aesthetic, and land use questions that were ignored
in the subsequent preparation of the EIR.  In fact, instead of addressing my
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objections, the county went forward with a substantially different project
in the subsequent EIR, even going so far as to move the antenna site to a
new location.  Under CEQA, this move should have been treated as a new
project.  Instead, the administrative review process has progressed forward
to today, denying us our right to review an comment on initial plan.

While the new project raises questions of its own, my original objections
remain applicable and are incorporated here (see attachment).

2.  Not Specific.  The proposed location of the antenna site at Rancho
Carrillo is not sufficiently specific as to allow an understanding of the
county plan.  The site in question appears to be located in a designated
Wilderness area of Cleveland National Forest.   In addition, photographs of
the proposed antenna tripod that have been provided through the offices of
Supervisor Buster differ dramatically from the mast described in the EIR?
How is one to comment given this inconsistency?

3.  Trespass.  Regardless of the exact location of the site, it will be
necessary for county staff to pass over my property and the property of my
neighbors to access the area of the site.  There is no alternate access to
that area, except on foot or horseback.  The EIR does not deal with this
property rights problem.  County should be on notice that we are not
inclined to grant a right of passage over our property for the purposes of
this project.

4. Efficiency and Worthiness.  Despite our objection to the proposed Rancho
Carrillo antenna site, we believe the goals of the overall PSEC project are
worthy.  Public safety and the support of police and fire personnel who take
risks every day on our behalf are entitled to our best material support.
PSEC does just this.  However, a poorly planned project, no matter how
worthy, can consume excessive County resources.  The inevitable delays that
result from a poor plan will put back the day when our police and fire
personnel can make use of these resources.

The Rancho Carrillo site in the PSEC project is a poor plan, perhaps no plan
at all.  Installation of an antenna at the proposed location will require
extensive Federal environmental review that could drag on for years. There
is a strong likelihood that the site will never be approved. The private
property rights issues raised above are similarly difficult.  If it is true,
as county staff have claimed, that the Rancho Carrillo site is essential to
the PSEC system (a claim we dispute), then this site could result in delay
to the entire project.  This would be unfortunate, indeed, given the worthy
goals of the project.

Sincerely,

Jim Reardon
11081 Fox Springs Road (Lot 39)
Rancho Carrillo

mail:

P.O. Box 550
San Juan Capistrano, CA 92693-0550

Telephone:
(949) 728-0558 in Rancho Carrillo
(949) 633-0834 mobile

MDirecto
Line

MDirecto
Text Box
79-1
(cont.)

MDirecto
Line

MDirecto
Text Box
79-2

MDirecto
Line

MDirecto
Text Box
79-3

MDirecto
Text Box
79-4

LEvans
Line



County of Riverside 
Public Safety Enterprise Communication Project Final EIR Response to Comments 
 
 

Michael Brandman Associates 283 
S:\Luke\Projects\2749 County of Riverside\0003 Telecom Towers\FEIR\FEIR\PSEC Final EIR and RTC's.doc  

Jim Reardon (July 23, 2008) 
Response to Comment 79-1 
The comment is not clear as to what specific aspects of the Draft EIR the commentor finds deficient. 
Therefore, the County cannot respond to the comment. The County believes that the Draft EIR 
accurately identifies, assesses, and presents the environmental issues associated with the project. 

Response to Comment 79-2 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-4. This Response to 
Comments is limited only to comments provided in the Draft EIR. The County cannot comment on 
information that may have been provided by others that may differ from the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 79-3 
This comment has already been addressed in Response to Comment 22-5 and 22-22. 

Response to Comment 79-4 
The comment asserts the opinion of the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  
This comment does not raise any new environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the 
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of 
Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Thursday, July 24, 2008 6:43 AM
To: Nila, Dan
Cc: Steiding, Claudia; Kuntz, Vikki; levans@brandman.com
Subject: FW: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

Mime.822

Comments from the EIR inbox dated 7/23/08.
thanks, Vikki

  _____  

From: EIR
Sent: Wed 7/23/2008 11:49 AM
To: EIR
Cc: guitarman4mac@hotmail.com
Subject: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

WEB FORM SUBMISSION:

FULLNAME:   James Crane

ZIP:   92555

COMMENTS:   I support the PSEC Project. I believe our county will only benefit
from the addition of communication sites and the technology that will come
with the new system.

ADDRESS:   15836 Camino Real

EMAIL:   guitarman4mac@hotmail.com

CITY:   Moreno Valley
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James Crane (July 23, 2008) 
Response to Comment 80-1 
The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the project. The comment asserts the opinion of 
the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  This comment does not raise any new 
environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response 
is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679).  
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Thursday, July 24, 2008 6:45 AM
To: Nila, Dan
Cc: Steiding, Claudia; Kuntz, Vikki; levans@brandman.com
Subject: FW: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

Mime.822

comments...

  _____  

From: EIR
Sent: Wed 7/23/2008 11:54 AM
To: EIR
Cc: jimandmac@hotmail.com
Subject: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

WEB FORM SUBMISSION:

FULLNAME:   Marianne Crane

ZIP:   92555

COMMENTS:   The PSEC Project is of utmost importance to Riverside County.  Our
first responders need to be able to communicate in their every day situations,
but especially important are those times when a life - either theirs or a
member of the public - is in danger.  There may be people who insist "not in
my backyard" when it comes to the location of the communication sites.  But
rest assured if they needed assistance, they would want to know the public
safety personnel would be able to communicate on their behalf and for their
well-being.  I completely support the PSEC Project and believe it will provide
the communication system that not only our first responders need, but more
importantly that the public needs!

ADDRESS:   15836 Camino Real

EMAIL:   jimandmac@hotmail.com

CITY:   Moreno Valley

MDirecto
Text Box
Comment 81

MDirecto
Line

MDirecto
Text Box
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Marianne Crane (July 23, 2008) 
Response to Comment 81-1 
The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the project. The comment asserts the opinion of 
the author in regards to how the project should be developed.  This comment does not raise any new 
environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response 
is needed (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Butte (1977) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679). 

 

 

 



Page 1

Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Thursday, July 24, 2008 6:47 AM
To: Nila, Dan
Cc: Steiding, Claudia; Kuntz, Vikki; levans@brandman.com
Subject: FW: Microwave Site

TEXT.htm Mime.822

more comments.

  _____  

From: janem@csthq.org [mailto:janem@csthq.org]
Sent: Wed 7/23/2008 1:44 PM
To: EIR
Subject: Microwave Site

Dear Ms. Mitchell,

I just saw notice of preparation for a draft program regarding expanding the
County of Riverside's communication system.  Included in this was a mention
Paradise in Norco.

We have equipment at that location.

Can you tell me what effect it will have on our communication system?

Thanks very much.

Jane  McNairn

CST

(323)661-3524

MDirecto
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Jane McNarin (June 20, 2008) 
Response to Comment 82-1 
The County appreciates the commentor’s interest in the project. The PSEC project will operate at 
frequencies in the 800 MHz range, and will not impact other users operating at other frequencies. 
Specific engineering questions should be directed to the project engineer, listed in Section 8 of the 
Draft EIR. 
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Meghan Directo

From: EIR
Sent: Thursday, July 24, 2008 6:47 AM
To: Nila, Dan
Cc: Steiding, Claudia; Kuntz, Vikki; levans@brandman.com
Subject: FW: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

Mime.822

more comments.

  _____  

From: EIR
Sent: Wed 7/23/2008 2:42 PM
To: EIR
Cc: jbaril@raetech.net
Subject: Request for Comments Notice of Draft

WEB FORM SUBMISSION:

FULLNAME:   Jim Baril

ZIP:   92887

COMMENTS----

Our company, Raetech, is working with Coachella Valley USD to install wireless
towers at 10 locations in the Coachella Valley. Two 80' wireless towers have
been installed and the others are in various stages of design and deployment.
One of the towers will be near your MECCA LANDFILL site.

We have colocation capabilities to support other uses on the towers. If the
County or other agency is interested in utilizing these resources, we can
contacted at 877-282-1609 or via email above. 
----------------------------------
EMAIL:   jbaril@raetech.net

ADDRESS:   22885-G Savi Ranch Pkwy

CITY:   Yorba Linda

MDirecto
Text Box
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Jim Baril (July 23, 2008) 
Response to Comment 83-1 
This comment is informational in nature and does not require a response. The County appreciates the 
commentor’s interest in the project. 
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SECTION 4:

4.1 -

 MODIFICATIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

This section presents modifications that have been made to the Draft EIR.  Below is a brief 
introduction to the subject areas being addressed, followed by actual changes to the Draft EIR as they 
will appear in the Final EIR. 

 Rationale for Modifications 

Executive Summary 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that if the environmentally superior alternative is 
the “No Project” alternative, then an environmentally superior alternative from amongst the other 
alternatives should also be identified. For purposes of clarification, language was added to this section 
to meet this requirement. 

Alternatives Analysis 

Modifications to the Alternatives Analysis section are identical to those described above for the 
Executive Summary, and are made to provide consistency throughout the document. 

4.2 - Changes to the Draft EIR 

The following sections of the Draft EIR were changed to accommodate the items noted above.  
Where applicable, sections of the Draft EIR are reproduced here with text additions shown in 
underline and text deletions shown in strikethrough.  Text that is neither underlined nor stricken-
through is original Draft EIR text and has not been modified, but is presented here to provide the 
reader with context for the changes marked.  All corrections, clarifications, and refinements to the 
Draft EIR text identified herein are considered part of the Final EIR. 

Executive Summary, Section 1.5.3 (Page 1-45 of the Draft EIR) 

This alternative would abandon the project as currently designed and instead provide emergency 
communication services through alternative technology.  These technologies could include the use of 
satellites or other services that would not require the use of land-based networks and thus avoid the 
significant environmental effects of the proposed project.  The challenge with this alternative is that it 
is simply not possible with current technologies.  While satellite communication sounds like an easy 
answer to communication challenges, the ability to offer these types of services in a reliable and safe 
manner is probably many years away.  For instance, satellite coverage typically requires line-of-site 
connectivity between the user and the satellite.  For this reason, satellite communications do not work 
particularly well in buildings or in areas where physical obstructions block the line-of-site.  This is 
particularly problematic for public safety personnel, who regularly work inside buildings and in 
situations where reliable communication is critical. 

Satellite transmitters also present challenges in regards to the safety of users.  Most persons view 
satellite technology based on experience with consumer electronics that utilize satellites, such as 
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hand-held Global Positioning System (GPS) units or satellite television.  The critical distinction with 
these products, however, is that they are receiving devices only.  They themselves do not transmit a 
signal.  The signal they receive is actually a very weak signal due to its distance from the transmitter 
(i.e., the satellite).  For these devices to be able to transmit with sufficient strength to actually 
communicate with the satellite, the transmission signal from the device would need to be substantially 
higher than levels considered safe for a hand-held device.  Even short-term exposure to these 
excessive levels of signal strength would have implications for the safety of emergency service 
providers. 

If this alternative were at all feasible and safe, it would certainly be the environmentally superior 
alternative simply because it would meet all of the project’s objectives while completely avoiding all 
of the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  However, it is not possible at this time to 
implement this technology in an effective or safe manner.  Perhaps in the future, this may be 
considered as a viable alternative, but at the present time it is not.  Therefore, this alternative is not 
environmentally superior to the proposed project.  Therefore, this alternative was rejected as both 
ineffective and infeasible given currently available technology.

Alternatives Analysis, Section 6.2.3 (Page 6-9 of the Draft EIR) 

This alternative would abandon the project as currently designed and instead provide emergency 
communication services through alternative technology.  These technologies could include the use of 
satellites or other services that would not require the use of land-based networks and thus avoid the 
significant environmental effects of the proposed project.  The challenge with this alternative is that it 
is simply not possible with current technologies.  While satellite communication sounds like an easy 
answer to communication challenges, the ability to offer these types of services in a reliable and safe 
manner is probably many years away.  For instance, satellite coverage typically requires line-of-site 
connectivity between the user and the satellite.  For this reason, satellite communications do not work 
particularly well in buildings or in areas where physical obstructions block the line-of-site.  This is 
particularly problematic for public safety personnel, who regularly work inside buildings and in 
situations where reliable communication is critical. 

Satellite transmitters also present challenges in regards to the safety of users.  Most persons view 
satellite technology based on experience with consumer electronics that utilize satellites, such as 
hand-held Global Positioning System (GPS) units or satellite television.  The critical distinction with 
these products, however, is that they are receiving devices only.  They themselves do not transmit a 
signal.  The signal they receive is actually a very weak signal due to its distance from the transmitter 
(i.e., the satellite).  For these devices to be able to transmit with sufficient strength to actually 
communicate with the satellite, the transmission signal from the device would need to be substantially 
higher than levels considered safe for a hand-held device.  Even short-term exposure to these 
excessive levels of signal strength would have implications for the safety of emergency service 
providers. 
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If this alternative were at all feasible and safe, it would certainly be the environmentally superior 
alternative simply because it would meet all of the project’s objectives while completely avoiding all 
of the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  However, it is not possible at this time to 
implement this technology in an effective or safe manner.  Perhaps in the future, this may be 
considered as a viable alternative, but at the present time it is not.  Therefore, this alternative is not 
environmentally superior to the proposed project.  Therefore, this alternative was rejected as both 
ineffective and infeasible given currently available technology.
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Appendix A:  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
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Measure 
Number Mitigation Measure Method of Verification of 

Completion 
Timing of 

Verification 
Responsible 

for 
Verification 

Status/Date/Initials 

AIR QUALITY MEASURES 
MM AQ-1 All sites shall comply with the SCAQMD Rule 403 

requirements, regardless of location. 
Direct observations; Data sheets 
to be included with compliance 
report; Review data sheets during 
site inspections; Contractor to 
include any written instruction to 
equipment operators or 
construction supervisors 

Ongoing 
throughout 
construction 
activities 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

 

MM AQ-2 During project construction, the developer shall 
require all contractors not to idle construction 
equipment onsite for more than five minutes. 

Direct observations; Data sheets 
to be included with compliance 
report; Review data sheets during 
site inspections; Contractor to 
include any written instruction to 
equipment operators or 
construction supervisors 

Ongoing 
throughout 
construction 
activities 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

 

MM AQ-3 During project construction, the workers should 
carpool to the greatest extent practical.  Workers 
shall be informed in writing of this requirement.  At 
a minimum, the workers shall leave their vehicles at 
a central location near the site so that fugitive dust 
generated by travel on dirt roads is limited. 

Direct observation; During site 
inspections, contractor to provide 
any written instruction to 
construction personnel 

Ongoing 
throughout 
construction 
activities 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

 

MM AQ-4 If the County wishes to develop additional sites in 
the future besides those assessed in this analysis, 
any additional full time generator sites shall be 
limited to one in the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD 
(South Coast Air Basin), three in the jurisdiction of 
the SCAQMD (Salton Sea Air Basin), and six in the 
jurisdiction of the MDAQMD. 

Verification during plan check 
process for additional sites 

During plan 
check process 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

 

MM AQ-5 Any additional full time generators (besides the 
existing Santa Rosa Peak site) shall be propane 
fueled. 

Verification during plan check 
process for additional sites 

During plan 
check process 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
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Measure 
Number Mitigation Measure Method of Verification of 

Completion 
Timing of 

Verification 
Responsible 

for 
Verification 

Status/Date/Initials 

Management 
Director or 
designee 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES MEASURES 
MM BR-1a If a proposed site is located within a USFWS-

designated Critical Habitat area for a federally 
listed species, but is located outside of an 
established Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), then 
appropriate FESA consultation with the USFWS 
must be undertaken prior to site development.  If 
suitable habitat for the species is present on or 
adjacent to the project, then focused surveys shall 
be undertaken to determine presence or absence of 
the listed species.  This survey requirement may be 
avoided if the listed species’ occupancy of the site 
is preemptively assumed. 

Notification by USFWS that 
appropriate consultation has been 
completed 

Prior to 
commencement 
of construction 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

 

MM BR-1b  If a proposed site is located in an area of close 
proximity to suitable habitat for a species listed 
under the FESA or CESA as threatened or 
endangered, then pre-construction surveys of the 
area shall be performed by a qualified and/or 
USFWS permitted biologist to determine presence 
or absence of the species in the area.  If it is 
determined that no listed species are present in the 
area, then development may commence without 
further impediment.  If it is determined that a listed 
species is present in the area, then appropriate 
avoidance measures shall be implemented to avoid 
inadvertent take of the listed species.  Avoidance 
measures may include, but may not be limited to; 1) 
Postponement of construction until the species has 
vacated the area; 2) The installation of exclusion 
fencing or other barriers to assure that the species 

Receipt of appropriate surveys 
and results; verification of site 
clearance by a qualified biologist 

Prior to 
commencement 
of construction 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 
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Measure 
Number Mitigation Measure Method of Verification of 

Completion 
Timing of 

Verification 
Responsible 

for 
Verification 

Status/Date/Initials 

does not enter the construction area; or 3) other 
avoidance measures as recommended by the 
biologist. 

MM BR-1c If any construction related to the proposed project, 
such as access roads, is anticipated to occur outside 
of the area surveyed for the June 3, 2008 Habitat 
Assessment Report, then additional habitat 
assessments shall be conducted by a qualified 
biologist prior to development to evaluate potential 
impacts.  If these expanded surveys find that 
sensitive biological resources are present in the area 
to be impacted, then appropriate measures 
consistent with applicable laws and policies in 
effect at the time of the survey shall be undertaken 
to avoid or mitigate identified impacts.  If the 
expanded surveys do not find sensitive biological 
resources in the area to be impacted, then 
development may then commence unimpeded 
within the parameters of applicable laws and 
policies governing such development. 

Review of finalized site plans 
and verification that final site is 
within the area previously 
surveyed; if site is outside of area 
previously surveyed, then 
appropriate surveys, results, and 
recommendations as determined 
by a qualified biologist must be 
presented and complied with 
prior to construction 

Prior to 
commencement 
of construction 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

 

MM BR-1d If the amount of time between the date of the 
habitat assessment survey, indicated in Table 3 of 
the June 3, 2008 Habitat Assessment Report, and 
the commencement of construction exceeds 18 
months, a qualified biologist must determine if 
potential changes in conditions on the site warrant 
the initiation of additional survey work.  If the 
determination is made that additional survey work 
is required, then surveys must be conducted by a 
qualified biologist prior to site development.  If 
subsequent surveys find that sensitive biological 
resources have taken up occupancy of the site and 
may be impacted by development, then appropriate 
measures consistent with applicable laws and 

Review of finalized site plans 
and verification that construction 
will not begin after the expiration 
of survey; if construction is to 
commence after the expiration of 
the survey, then appropriate 
surveys, results, and 
recommendations as determined 
by a qualified biologist must be 
presented and complied with 
prior to construction 

Prior to 
commencement 
of construction 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 
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Measure 
Number Mitigation Measure Method of Verification of 

Completion 
Timing of 

Verification 
Responsible 

for 
Verification 

Status/Date/Initials 

policies in effect at the time of the survey shall be 
undertaken prior to site development to avoid or 
mitigate identified impacts.  If conditions at the site 
have not changed considerably and sensitive 
biological resources are not found, then 
development may commence unimpeded. 

MM BR-2a Prior to the commencement of construction at any 
site, coverage must be obtained under the General 
Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated 
with Construction Activity (Construction General 
Permit 99-08-DWQ) from the appropriate RWQCB 
with jurisdiction over the site.  As part of the permit 
process, a SWPPP must be developed that meets the 
requirements of the applicable RWQCB and lists 
BMPs that will be implemented to protect and 
control storm water runoff from the site. 

Verification of filing of Notice of 
Intent as required by the 
Construction General Permit 99-
08-DWQ process; submittal of 
approved SWPPP 

Prior to 
commencement 
of construction 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

 

MM BR-3a If construction of a proposed site has the potential 
to impact nesting birds during avian nesting season 
as indicated in the “Potential to Impact Nesting 
Birds” column of Table 14 of the June 3, 2008 
Habitat Assessment Report, then one of the 
following must occur: 1) Construction should occur 
outside of the avian nesting season (approximately 
February 1 through August 31); 2) If construction 
must occur during the nesting season, then a pre-
construction nesting bird survey of the site shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist no more than 
thirty days prior to construction activities.  If active 
nests are found onsite, then they must be avoided 
by an appropriate buffer until any young birds have 
fledged and the nest has completed its cycle, as 
determined by a qualified biologist.  If construction 
occurs outside of the avian nesting period, then 
construction may commence without further 

Verification that construction 
will commence outside of 
prescribed nesting season; if 
construction must commence 
during nesting season, then the 
site must be surveyed by a 
qualified biologist, the results 
submitted, and any 
recommendations contained 
therein implemented prior to 
commencement of construction 

Prior to 
commencement 
of construction 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 
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Measure 
Number Mitigation Measure Method of Verification of 

Completion 
Timing of 

Verification 
Responsible 

for 
Verification 

Status/Date/Initials 

impediment. 
MM BR-3b The use of towers utilizing permanent ground-

anchored guy-wires should be avoided. If site 
constraints or other factors make the construction of 
a self-supporting tower infeasible and a guy-wire 
supported tower is identified as the only practical 
alternative, then each of the following measures 
must be implemented: 1) the number of guy-wires 
must be limited to the minimum number necessary 
to meet the engineering requirements of the 
structure; 2) guy-wires shall be equipped with 
appropriate daytime visual markers (e.g., bird 
diverter devices) to lessen the potential for collision 
by birds with the guy-wires; 3) The services of a 
qualified professional shall be retained to develop 
specific requirements for the types of diverters, the 
spacing of the devices upon the wires, and other 
criteria necessary to minimize impacts to avian 
species. 

Verification of implementation 
during plan review; direct 
observation prior to issuance of 
certificate of operation for the 
site 

Verification of 
implementation 
during plan 
review; direct 
observation 
prior to issuance 
of certificate of 
operation for 
the site 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

 

MM BR-3c If a communication tower is proposed and is for 
whatever reason required to install and maintain 
aircraft warning lights, then the minimum amount 
of lighting required by the FAA shall be used.  
Where permissible by the FAA, only white strobe 
lights shall be used at night.  These lights shall be 
up-shielded to minimize disruption to local 
residents, and shall be the minimum number, with 
minimum intensity and number of flashes per 
minute (i.e., the longest duration between flashes) 
allowed by the FAA.  Unless specifically required 
by the FAA, the use of solid red or pulsating red 
warning lights shall be avoided at night. 

Verification of implementation 
during plan review; direct 
observation prior to issuance of 
certificate of operation for the 
site. Ability to comply with this 
measure is subject to approval by 
the FAA 

Verification of 
implementation 
during plan 
review; direct 
observation 
prior to issuance 
of certificate of 
operation for 
the site 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

 

MM BR-3d Security lighting or other nighttime lighting for on- Verification of implementation Verification of Riverside  
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Measure 
Number Mitigation Measure Method of Verification of 

Completion 
Timing of 

Verification 
Responsible 

for 
Verification 

Status/Date/Initials 

ground facilities and equipment shall be down-
shielded to keep light within the boundaries of the 
site and to minimize its potential attraction for 
birds. 

during plan review; direct 
observation prior to issuance of 
certificate of operation for the 
site 

implementation 
during plan 
review; direct 
observation 
prior to issuance 
of certificate of 
operation for 
the site 

County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

MM BR-4a If the installation of a communication tower facility 
has the potential to impact native desert plants 
protected under the California Desert Native Plants 
Act as identified in the “Potential to Impact 
CDNPA Listed Plants” column of Table 14 of the 
June 3, 2008 Habitat Assessment Report, then those 
plant specimens shall be avoided to the maximum 
extent feasible.  If a listed plant cannot be avoided, 
then the appropriate removal permit must be 
obtained from the relevant official.  Permits may be 
obtained from the Agricultural Commissioner or 
Sheriff of the relevant county. 

Verification of implementation 
during plan review; submission 
of applicable permits as 
necessary 

Verification of 
implementation 
during plan 
review and prior 
to start of 
construction 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

 

MM BR-5a A consistency analysis shall be prepared for all sites 
governed by the WRMSHCP.  This analysis may be 
presented as a master document that incorporates 
analysis for all of the sites rather than separate 
documents for each site.  Regardless of the manner 
in which the analysis is presented, the development 
of each site must be found consistent with the 
WRMSHCP by the RCA and payment of the 
mandatory mitigation fee must be submitted prior to 
the site’s development.  Payment of the fee and a 
determination of consistency with the requirements 
of the WRMSHCP is intended to provide full 
mitigation under CEQA, NEPA, CESA, and FESA 
for impacts to the species and habitats covered by 

Receipt from RCA of verification 
of compliance with applicable 
WRMSHCP regulations 

Prior to 
commencement 
of construction 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

 

 
 
Michael Brandman Associates 
S:\Luke\Projects\2749 County of Riverside\0003 Telecom Towers\FEIR\FEIR\PSEC Final EIR and RTC's.doc  301 



County of Riverside 
Public Safety Enterprise Communication Project Final EIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
 

Measure 
Number Mitigation Measure Method of Verification of 

Completion 
Timing of 

Verification 
Responsible 

for 
Verification 

Status/Date/Initials 

the WRMSHCP. 
MM BR-5b If a site is located within a Criteria Cell as defined 

in the WRMSHCP, then the County shall enter into 
a HANS process with the Riverside County 
Environmental Planning Department (EPD) or the 
appropriate WRMSHCP participant.  Once the 
HANS application is deemed complete, a HANS 
Criteria Determination Letter shall be issued.  The 
application and letter must then be reviewed and 
accepted by the Regional Conservation Authority 
prior to site development. 

Receipt from RCA of verification 
of compliance with applicable 
WRMSHCP regulations 

Prior to 
commencement 
of construction 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

 

MM BR-5c If a site is proposed to be located within an area that 
is governed by the WRMSHCP, and is also listed in 
the “Focused Surveys Required” column of Table 
14 of the June 3, 2008 Habitat Assessment Report, 
then additional focused surveys must be conducted 
for those species according to established survey 
protocols.  If the species is found to be present on 
the site, then the site shall be considered occupied 
suitable habitat, and, if it is not feasible to conserve 
at least 90 percent of the area, then the County must 
submit an analysis supporting a DBESP.  The 
DBESP discussion shall list why avoidance is not 
possible, quantify unavoidable impacts, propose 
project design features and mitigation measures to 
reduce indirect effects, and demonstrate that the 
project would be biologically equivalent or superior 
to avoidance. 

Receipt from RCA of verification 
of compliance with applicable 
WRMSHCP regulations 

Prior to 
commencement 
of construction 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

 

MM BR-5d A consistency analysis shall be prepared for all sites 
governed by the CVMSHCP.  This analysis may be 
presented as a master document that incorporates 
analysis for all of the sites rather than separate 
documents for each site.  Regardless of the manner 

Receipt from CVAG of 
verification of compliance with 
applicable CVMSHCP 
regulations 

Prior to 
commencement 
of construction 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
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in which the analysis is presented, the development 
of each site must be found consistent with the 
CVMSHCP by the CVAG and payment of the 
mandatory mitigation fee must be submitted prior to 
the site’s development.  Payment of the fee and a 
determination of consistency with the requirements 
of the CVMSHCP are intended to provide full 
mitigation under CEQA, NEPA, CESA, and FESA 
for impacts to the species and habitats covered by 
the CVMSHCP. 

Director or 
designee 

MM BR-5e If a site is proposed to be located within a 
conservation area as designated by the CVMSHCP, 
then the proposed development shall be reviewed 
under the appropriate review process in effect at the 
time of application.  During the interim period prior 
to final MSHCP adoption, participants in this 
review are assumed to be the USFWS and the 
CDFG.  Following the MSHCP’s adoption, the 
reviewing authority is assumed to be the CVCC.  
Regardless of the reviewing authority or process in 
effect at the time of application, appropriate review 
must take place and the specific direction of the 
reviewing authorities implemented prior to site 
development. 

Receipt from CVAG of 
verification of compliance with 
applicable CVMSHCP 
regulations 

Prior to 
commencement 
of construction 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

 

MM BR-5f  If any federal or State listed threatened or 
endangered species are listed as potentially 
occurring upon any site and those species are 
covered under either the WRMSHCP or 
CVMSHCP, then all feasible avoidance measures 
will be implemented to ensure no take of the 
species occurs. 

Direct observation through onsite 
inspections during construction; 
Contractor to provide any written 
instruction to equipment 
operators or construction 
supervisors 

Ongoing during 
construction 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

 

MM BR-5g If a site is proposed to be located within a SKRHCP 
Fee Area, then the mandatory mitigation fee shall 

Verification of fee payment 
and/or verification of compliance 

Prior to 
commencement 

Riverside 
County 
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be paid.  Payment of the fee is intended to provide 
full mitigation to Stephens’ kangaroo rat under 
CEQA, NEPA, CESA, and FESA through the 
SKRHCP. 

with applicable regulations of construction Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

MM BR-5h If a site is proposed to be located within an SKR 
Reserve Area, then focused surveys for Stephens’ 
kangaroo rat shall be conducted to determine the 
occupancy status of the species on the site.  If the 
species is determined to be present on the site, an 
area of suitable habitat, at a minimum replacement 
ratio of one to one and approved by both the CDFG 
and the USFWS, shall be purchased and managed 
as a reserve area. 

Submittal of appropriate protocol 
survey results; verification of 
compliance from CDFG and 
USFWS 

Prior to 
commencement 
of construction 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

 

MM BR-5i If a site is proposed to be located on lands managed 
by an agency of the federal government, then 
development of the site must be reviewed by the 
agency prior to site development and found to be 
consistent with the agency’s applicable resource 
management plan. 

Verification of compliance with 
agency regulations; submittal of 
Record of Decision by agency 

Prior to 
commencement 
of construction 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

 

CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES MEASURES 
MM CR-1a In the event that ground-disturbing activities extend 

beyond the limits of a 300-foot buffer from the 
surveyed site, then additional archaeological studies 
must be completed to determine whether historical 
properties or significant archaeological resources 
will be affected by the proposed construction plans.  
Ground disturbing activities may consist of, but are 
not limited to trenching for electrical power, 
creation of access roads, or access road 
improvements.  The extent of these additional 
archaeological studies would be determined based 

Review of finalized site plans 
and verification that final site is 
within the area previously 
surveyed; if site is outside of area 
previously surveyed, then 
appropriate surveys, results, and 
recommendations as determined 
by a qualified archaeologist must 
be presented and complied with 
prior to construction 

Prior to 
commencement 
of construction 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 
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upon the nature of the proposed construction plans 
beyond a 300-foot radius of the surveyed location. 
If these expanded surveys find that sensitive 
properties or resources are present in the area to be 
impacted, then appropriate measures consistent 
with applicable laws and policies in effect at the 
time of the survey shall be undertaken to avoid or 
mitigate identified impacts. If the expanded surveys 
do not find sensitive properties or resources in the 
area to be impacted, then development may then 
commence unimpeded within the parameters of 
applicable laws and policies governing such 
development. 

MM CR-1b   There is a moderate probability that subsurface 
cultural resources relating to either historical 
properties or significant archaeological resources 
will be unearthed during development-related 
ground disturbance.  Therefore, at these sites an 
archaeological monitoring program shall be 
implemented during ground-disturbing activities.  
This monitoring program should commence with a 
meeting between the contracted archaeologist and 
the development crew.  This meeting will serve to 
educate the crew on when monitoring activities 
should begin at the site.  Full-time monitoring shall 
continue until the project archaeologist determines 
that the overall sensitivity of the area has been 
reduced from moderate to low, as a result of 
monitoring.  Should the monitor determine that 
there are no cultural resources within the impacted 
areas, or should the sensitivity be reduced from 
moderate to low during monitoring, all monitoring 
may cease. 

Submittal by a qualified 
archaeologist of verification of 
compliance with monitoring 
requirements 

Ongoing during 
construction 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

 

MM CR-1c   The CRHR eligible property (historical property) Submittal by a qualified Prior to Riverside  
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identified in Table 4.5-2 could be adversely 
impacted by the construction at this site.  For this 
reason, the site shall be protected for the purpose of 
complete avoidance during all ground-disturbing 
activities associated with construction. An 
archaeological monitor shall be present during 
ground disturbing activities to ensure that the 
resource will not be directly or indirectly impacted.  
This archaeological monitoring could be reduced or 
potentially eliminated if the boundaries of the site, 
as defined by a professional archaeologist, were 
fortified with temporary fencing to reduce the 
potential for impacts to the resource. Beyond the 
recommended archaeological monitoring for the 
purpose of protecting the site, no additional cultural 
resource mitigation is recommended prior to 
construction. 
  
If the site cannot be avoided during construction, 
then additional archaeological research must be 
conducted for the purposes of determining the 
NRHP and CRHR eligibility of potentially 
impacted resources.  This additional work may 
include subsurface testing if appropriate, depending 
on the type of archaeological resource.  The results 
of this additional work should be incorporated into 
updated DPR 523 Forms and be submitted to the 
appropriate Information Center.  Any resources 
found to be eligible for listing on the NRHP or 
CRHR through these additional studies will require 
additional mitigation efforts. 

archaeologist of verification of 
compliance with avoidance, 
monitoring, and recording  
requirements 

commencement 
of construction 

County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

MM CR-2a In the event that ground-disturbing activities occur 
at sites identified in Table 4.5-3 of the DEIR as 
potentially significant extending beyond the limits 

Review of finalized site plans 
and verification that final site is 
within the area previously 

Prior to 
commencement 
of construction 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 

 

 
 
Michael Brandman Associates 
S:\Luke\Projects\2749 County of Riverside\0003 Telecom Towers\FEIR\FEIR\PSEC Final EIR and RTC's.doc  306 



County of Riverside 
Public Safety Enterprise Communication Project Final EIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
 

Measure 
Number Mitigation Measure Method of Verification of 

Completion 
Timing of 

Verification 
Responsible 

for 
Verification 

Status/Date/Initials 

of a 300-foot buffer from the identified site, then 
additional studies may need to be completed to 
determine whether paleontological resources, sites 
or unique geologic features will be affected by the 
proposed construction plans.  Ground disturbing 
activities may consist of, but are not limited to 
trenching for electrical power, and creation of 
access roads or access road improvements.  The 
extent of these additional studies shall be 
undertaken by a qualified individual, and would be 
determined based upon the nature of the proposed 
construction plans beyond a 300-foot radius of the 
identified and surveyed site.  Should that 
determination conclude that additional study is 
necessary, then the reviews prescribed in Mitigation 
Measure CR-2b shall be undertaken.  If the 
determination concludes that additional study is not 
necessary, then all mitigation efforts may cease. 

surveyed; if site is outside of area 
previously surveyed, then 
appropriate surveys, results, and 
recommendations as determined 
by a qualified paleontologist 
must be presented and complied 
with prior to construction 

Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

MM CR-2b   If required by the findings of Mitigation Measure 
CR-2a, then a Paleontological Literature Review 
and Records Check should be requested from an 
accredited institution, such as the Division of 
Geologic Sciences at the San Bernardino County 
Museum (SBCM), to determine whether there are 
any known paleontologic localities (sites) located 
within or near the project area.  If the results of this 
review indicate that there are known localities 
within the project area, or within a 1-mile radius, 
and a qualified vertebrate paleontologist 
recommends a paleontological-monitoring program, 
then the program prescribed in Mitigation Measure 
CR-2c shall be implemented.  If the results of this 
records check indicate that there are no known 
localities within the project area or within a 1-mile 

Submittal by a qualified 
archaeologist of verification of 
compliance with survey, 
monitoring, and recording  
requirements 

Prior to 
commencement 
of construction 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 
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radius, and a qualified vertebrate paleontologist 
does not recommend a paleontological-monitoring 
program, then any and all additional mitigation 
efforts may cease. 

MM CR-2c If required by the findings of Mitigation Measure 
CR-2b, a paleontological-monitoring program shall 
be established and implemented.  This monitoring 
plan should include monitoring in sediments 
assigned moderate, moderate to high, or high 
paleontologic sensitivity through the literature 
review and records check.  This mitigation-
monitoring program should commence with a 
meeting between the contracted paleontologist and 
the development crew.  This meeting will serve to 
educate the crew on when monitoring activities 
should begin at the site.  Full-time monitoring 
should commence at the modern ground surface, 
unless otherwise indicated by a qualified vertebrate 
paleontologist, and should continue until the project 
paleontologist determines that the overall sensitivity 
of the area has been reduced from high or moderate 
to low, as a result of mitigation monitoring.  Should 
the monitor determine that there are no 
paleontological resources within the impacted 
areas, or should the sensitivity be reduced from 
high or moderate to low during monitoring, all 
monitoring may cease. 
 

Submittal by a qualified 
archaeologist of verification of 
compliance with survey, 
monitoring, and recording  
requirements 

Ongoing during 
construction 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY MEASURES 
MM HY-1a Prior to the commencement of construction at any 

site, coverage must be obtained under the General 
Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated 
with Construction Activity (Construction General 

Verification of filing of Notice of 
Intent as required by the 
Construction General Permit 99-
08-DWQ process; submittal of 

Prior to 
commencement 
of construction 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
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Permit 99-08-DWQ) from the appropriate RWQCB 
with jurisdiction over the site.  As part of the permit 
process, a SWPPP must be developed that meets the 
requirements of the applicable RWQCB and lists 
BMPs that will be implemented to protect and 
control storm water runoff from the site. 

approved SWPPP Management 
Director or 
designee 

MM HY-1b   Prior to commencing construction at any site, the 
County shall develop an ERP to provide for any 
contingencies that could arise during construction.  
The ERP may be applied to all sites, and should 
provide direction regarding specific actions to be 
taken in the event of spillage, leakage, or upset at 
any of the sites. 

Submittal of ERP approved by 
the County Fire Chief or his/her 
designee 

Prior to 
commencement 
of construction 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 

 

MM HY-1c   Prior to commencing operations at any site, the 
County shall develop an ERP to provide for any 
contingencies that could arise during operation.  
The ERP may be applied to all sites, and should 
provide direction regarding specific actions to be 
taken in the event of spillage, leakage, or upset at 
any of the sites. 

Submittal of ERP approved by 
the County Fire Chief or his/her 
designee 

Prior to 
commencement 
of operation 

Riverside 
County 
Department of 
Facilities 
Management 
Director or 
designee 
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