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1.0 - Introduction 

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Project Descriptions and Location  

The Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System (LA-RICS) Joint Powers Authority 
(Authority) proposes to establish a Land Mobile Radio (LMR) system as a communications system for 
first responders in Los Angeles County. The LMR system would consist of installation, operation, and 
maintenance of LMR facilities at up to 90 sites. The Authority is considering a total of 95 sites to provide 
alternate locations if some sites are determined to be unviable and are removed from further 
consideration during site feasibility assessments, system engineering, geotechnical evaluations, the 
permitting process, and/or in lease agreement discussions with the property owner. Of these 94 sites, 
the Authority has previously determined that 40 sites are statutorily exempt from California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) under Public Resources Code section 21080.25. A Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) was prepared to analyze the remaining 54 sites that did not qualify for the CEQA 
statutory exemption. Although potential LMR sites are located in Los Angeles County and adjacent 
portions of Orange and San Bernardino counties, the sites evaluated in the Draft EIR (i.e., the sites not 
subject to statutory CEQA exemption) are all located within Los Angeles County with the exception of 
one site in San Bernardino County. Each of the 54 sites analyzed in the Draft EIR would be equipped with 
whip and microwave antennas mounted on either (a) an existing building, or on an existing or modified 
monopole or lattice tower, or (b) a new monopole or new lattice tower. Supporting infrastructure to be 
developed at each site would include equipment racks to be located inside a new or existing equipment 
shelter or building, a new up to 85-kilowatt backup generator with up to 1,500-gallon integrated diesel 
fuel tank, and supporting interconnections for fiber and electrical service. 

A more detailed description of the project and the alternatives considered is provided in Chapter 2.0 of 
the Draft EIR.  

1.2 Public Review Process for the Draft EIR 

The Authority published a Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIR on January 11, 2016, initiating a 
45-day public review and comment period that ended on February 25, 2016. The NOA was published on 
the LA-RICS website (http://www.la-rics.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/LA-RICS-LMR-DEIR-NOA-
FINAL.pdf). The availability of the Draft EIR and the dates of public meetings were advertised in the 
following newspapers: 

• Antelope Valley Press 
• La Opinión  
• Los Angeles Wave 
• Long Beach Press-Telegram 
• Los Angeles Daily News 
• Los Angeles Times 
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• Santa Clarita Valley Signal 
• San Gabriel Valley Tribune 

Public meetings were hosted on the following dates and locations: 

Monday, January 25, 2016, 6:30 p.m. 
Walnut Senior Center, Assembly Room 
21215 La Puente Road, Walnut, CA 91789 
 
Tuesday, January 26, 2016, 6:30 p.m. 
Canoga Park Branch Library, Meeting Room 
20939 Sherman Way, Canoga Park, CA 91303 
 
Wednesday, January 27, 2016, 6:30 p.m. 
Culver City Veterans Memorial Building, Multipurpose Room 
4117 Overland Ave., Culver City, CA 90230 
 
Thursday, January 28, 2016, 6:30 p.m. 
Jane Reynolds Activity Center, Activity Room 
716 Oldfield St., Lancaster, CA 93534 
 
Tuesday, February 2, 2016, 6:30 p.m. 
Peck Park Community Center, Auditorium 
560 N. Western Ave., San Pedro, CA 90732 
 
Tuesday, February 16, 2016, 4:00 p.m. 
Catalina Country Club, Dining Room 
1 Country Club Drive, Avalon, CA 90704 

The format for each public meeting was the same. The meeting started with introductions of team 
members present at the meeting. A short presentation provided an overview of LA-RICS, the proposed 
LMR system, the CEQA process and the contents of the Draft EIR, and methods for providing comments 
on the Draft EIR. The meeting concluded with an open house where the public could talk one-on-one 
with project team members to ask questions or gain a better understanding of the project and the 
locations of proposed LMR sites. Although the meeting format allowed for conversation with the project 
team, the presentation directed that only written comments to the Draft EIR would be considered. 
Comment forms were provided at the public meetings. Completed comment forms could be submitted 
during the meeting or mailed to the Authority. 

The Draft EIR was available for review at the following locations and on the LA-RICS website at 
http://www.la-rics.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/LA-RICS-LMR-DEIR-January-2016.pdf. 

Acton Agua Dulce Library 
33792 Crown Valley Road 
Acton, CA 93510  

Angelo M. Iacoboni Library 
4990 Clark Ave.  
Lakewood, CA 90712  
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Azusa City Library  
729 N. Dalton Ave.  
Azusa, CA 91702 

Avalon Public Library 
215 Sumner Ave. 
Avalon, CA 90704 

  
Canoga Park Branch Library 
20939 Sherman Way, 
Canoga Park, CA 91303 

Castaic Library 
27971 Sloan Canyon Road 
Castaic, CA 91384 

  
James S. Thalman Chino Hills Branch Library 
14020 City Center Drive 
Chino Hills, CA 91709 

Lancaster Library  
601 W. Lancaster Blvd. 
Lancaster, CA 93534 

  
Los Angeles Public Library Central Library,  
Science, Technology & Patents Department 
630 W. Fifth St. 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 

Los Angeles Regional Interoperable 
Communications System Headquarters Building  
2525 Corporate Place, Suite 100 
Monterey Park, CA 91754 

  
Malibu Library 
23519 Civic Center Way 
Malibu, CA 90265 

Pasadena Public Library  
285 E. Walnut St. 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

  

Peninsula Center Library 
701 Silver Spur Road  
Rolling Hills Estates, CA 90274 

West Hollywood Library 
625 N. San Vicente Blvd. 
West Hollywood, CA 90069 

  
Westlake Village Library 
31220 Oak Crest Drive 
Westlake Village, CA 91361 

Wrightwood Public Library  
6011 Pine St. 
Wrightwood, CA 92397 

 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15088, the Authority, as Lead Agency for the Proposed Project, 
has reviewed and evaluated written comments submitted during the public review period regarding the 
LMR Project.  

The CEQA Guidelines, §15088, “Evaluation of Response to Comments,” states:  

a)  The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The lead agency shall 
respond to comments received during the noticed comment period and any extensions and 
may respond to late comments.  

b)  The lead agency shall provide a written proposed response to a public agency on comments 
made by that public agency at least 10 days prior to certifying an environmental impact 
report.  
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c)  The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues raised 
(e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or objections). In 
particular, the major environmental issues raised when the lead agency’s position is at 
variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments must be addressed 
in detail giving reasons why specific comments and suggestions were not accepted. There 
must be good faith, reasoned analysis in response. Conclusory statements unsupported by 
factual information will not suffice.  

d)  The response to comments may take the form of a revision to the draft EIR or may be a 
separate section in the final EIR. Where the response to comments makes important 
changes in the information contained in the text of the draft EIR, the lead agency should 
either:  

1)  Revise the text in the body of the EIR, or  

2)  Include marginal notes showing that the information is revised in the response to 
comments.  

No significant changes to the data and analysis contained in the Draft EIR have been required as a result 
of the comments received during this response process. The responses provided herein clarify, amplify, 
elaborate, and make minor modifications to the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR remains adequate and 
complete; therefore, recirculation per CEQA §15088.5 is not required. This Final EIR will be presented to 
the Authority for certification.  

In Chapter 4 of this Final EIR, the Authority has elected, as appropriate, to revise the Draft EIR text 
where necessary to address errata or update the EIR with information gained in the Responses to 
Comments document.  

CEQA Guidelines §15088 addresses a Lead Agency’s responsibilities in responding to comments. The 
Guidelines require, among other things, that the Lead Agency provide a good faith, reasoned analysis in 
response to significant environmental issues raised, particularly when the Lead Agency’s position is at 
variance with the objections and recommendations raised by commenters. §15088 does not require an 
individual response to each comment letter and does not prevent the Authority from responding to 
comments by way of a summary or comprehensive response that may apply to several individual 
remarks in comment letters.  

Public Resources Code §21091(d)(1) requires that the Authority, as Lead Agency, consider any comments 
on the proposed Draft EIR that are received within the public review period. As previously discussed, six 
public meetings were held; however, no public comments were submitted at these meetings; and no 
additional environmental issues were raised at the meetings that had not been addressed in the Draft 
EIR. The Authority received 74 comment letters and/or emails on the Draft EIR from public agencies, 
organizations, and individuals during the public review period.  
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CEQA Guidelines §15204(a) provides that:  

In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of the document in 
identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant 
effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest 
additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or 
mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the 
adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the 
magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic 
scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, 
study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to 
comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and need not provide all 
information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.  

CEQA Guidelines § 15204(c) further advises:  

Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments and should submit data or references offering 
facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the 
comments. Pursuant to §15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of 
substantial evidence. 

CEQA Guidelines § 15204(d) states:  

Each responsible agency and trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental information 
germane to that agency’s statutory responsibility.  

CEQA Guidelines § 15024(e) states:  

This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of reviewers to comment on the general adequacy of 
a document or the lead agency to reject comments not focused as recommended by this section.  

Each comment received on the Draft EIR is included in its entirety in this document. Each letter or email 
containing comments on the Draft EIR is followed by responses corresponding to comments submitted 
in the letter or email. Comments have been arranged herein under the following categories: State 
Agency Comments, Local/Regional Jurisdiction Comments, Non-Governmental Organization Comments, 
and Public Comments. No new significant environmental impacts are raised by the submitted comment 
letters. 

1.3 Organization of This Document 

This Final EIR briefly summarizes the public review and notification process for the Draft EIR, which are 
key steps in the CEQA process. Chapter 2.0 of this document identifies the persons and agencies who 
offered comments on the Draft EIR and how those comments are listed and addressed in Chapter 3.0. 

Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System Land Mobile Radio Project  5 



1.0 - Introduction 

Chapter 4.0 provides the revisions to the Draft EIR that have been made for the Final EIR in response to 
these comments. This includes corrections or additions identified by Authority staff. 

The Draft EIR is incorporated by reference into this Final EIR. Chapter 4.0 includes revisions to the Draft 
EIR in tracked changes (underline/strikethrough) format. 
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2.0 Agencies and Persons Commenting on the Draft EIR 

During the 45-day review and comment period, 71 written comment submissions were received from 
state, regional, and local agencies; non-governmental organizations; and the public. The submissions 
varied, some consisting of a single comment while some included more than one individual comment. 
Responses to comments received are provided in Chapter 3.0. Comment responses are organized in the 
order listed below. 

2.1 State Agency Comments 

One letter was received from a state agency (SA). This letter is referenced in Table 2.1-1. 

Table 2.1-1: State Agency Comment Letters 

Letter Commenter Date Pages 

SA-1 Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy February 25, 2016 12 – 17 

 

2.2 Local/Regional Agency Comments 

Thirteen letters were received from agencies with local or regional (LR) jurisdiction. These letters are 
referenced in Table 2.2-1. 

Table 2.2-1: Local/Regional Agency Comment Letters 

Letter Commenter Date Pages 
LR-1 Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District January 21, 2016 18 – 20 
LR-2 City of Agoura Hills February 24, 2016 21 – 37 
LR-3 City of Beverly Hills February 25, 2014 38 – 46 
LR-4 City of Chino Hills February 25,2016 47 – 49 
LR-5 City of El Segundo February 23, 2016 50 – 52 
LR-6 City of Glendora February 19,2016 53 – 57 
LR-7 City of Industry January 26, 2016 58 – 60 
LR-8 City of Rancho Palos Verdes February 24, 2016 61 – 65 
LR-9 City of Rolling Hills February 12, 2016 66 – 68 
LR-10 City of Rolling Hills Estates January 13, 2016 69 – 71 
LR-11 City of Signal Hill February 25,2016 72 – 86 
LR-12 South Coast Air Quality Management District February 19, 2016 87 – 89 
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2.3 Non-governmental Organization Comments 

Three comment letters were received from non-governmental organizations (NGOs). These letters are 
referenced in Table 2.3-1. 

Table 2.3-1: Non-governmental Organization Comment Letters  

Letter Commenter Date Pages 
NGO-1 Brentwood Hills Homeowners Association February 20, 2016 90 - 101 
NGO-2 Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations, Inc. February 25,2016 102 - 108 
NGO-3 Catalina Island Conservancy February 25, 2016 109 - 145 

2.4 Public Comments 

Fifty-five comment letters were received from the public. These letters are referenced in Table 2.4-1. 

Table 2.4-1: Public Comment Letters  

Letter Commenter Date Page 
Public-1 Armendariz, Alex and Bayer, Daniel February 19, 2016 146 
Public-2 Armstead, Willie B. February 19, 2016 151 
Public-3 Brainard, S. C. February 19, 2016 152 
Public-4 Caldin, Ralph February 19, 2016 153 
Public-5 Clements, Corey February 19, 2016 154 
Public-6 Chen, Woody February 19, 2016 155 
Public-7 Collins, Joseph Jr. February 19, 2016 156 
Public-8 Cree, Janet February 19, 2016 157 
Public-9 Dew, Leslie February 19, 2016 158 
Public-10 Ferrell, Claire and Walter H. February 19, 2016 159 
Public-11 Ferrera-Garcia, Jason February 19, 2016 160 
Public-12 Hebish, Nady February 19, 2016 161 
Public-13 Heeb, Patrick February 19, 2016 162 
Public-14 Jones, Reid February 19, 2016 163 
Public-15 Joy, Ikonija S. February 19, 2016 164 
Public-16 Kent, Diane February 19, 2016 165 
Public-17 Kent, Jonathan February 19, 2016 166 
Public-18 Khem, S. February 19, 2016 167 
Public-19 Lamee, S. February 19, 2016 168 
Public-20 Llamas, S. February 19, 2016 169 
Public-21 Lauer, Grant February 19, 2016 170 
Public-22 Lim, Tony February 19, 2016 171 
Public-23 Loomis, M. and Michelle February 19, 2016 172 
Public-24 Lu, Jun February 19, 2016 173 
Public-25 McCutchen, Quinn and Quintan, Jane February 19, 2016 174 
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Table 2.4-1: Public Comment Letters  

Letter Commenter Date Page 
Public-26 Olweny, Catherine February 19, 2016 175 
Public-27 Rosenthal, Melissa February 19, 2016 176 
Public-28 Shahid, J. February 19, 2016 177 
Public-29 Simmons, Linda February 19, 2016 178 
Public-30 Simmons, Sanford February 12, 2016 179 

Public-31 Steese, Martha A. February 19, 2016 180 

Public-32 Torreblanca, Jose and Kiva February 19, 2016 181 
Public-33 Virga, Bonnie February 19, 2016 182 
Public-34 Warot, Albert and Warot, J. February 19, 2016 183 

Public-35 Name Illegible 
2489 Eastwind Way, Signal Hill, CA 90755 

February 19, 2016 184 

Public-36 Name Illegible 
2499 Eastwind Way, Signal Hill, CA 90755 

February 19, 2016 185 

Public-37 Name Illegible 
2501 Hillcrest Street, Signal Hill, CA 90755 

February 19, 2016 186 

Public-38 Name Illegible 
2511 Hillcrest Street, Signal Hill, CA 90755 

February 19, 2016 187 

Public-39 Name Illegible 
2521 Hillcrest Street, Signal Hill, CA 90755 

February 19, 2016 188 

Public-40 Name Illegible 
2530 Hillcrest Street, Signal Hill, CA 90755 

February 19, 2016 189 

Public-41 Name Illegible 
2541 Hillcrest Street, Signal Hill, CA 90755 

February 19, 2016 190 

Public-42 Name Illegible 
2580 Hillcrest Street, Signal Hill, CA 90755 

February 19, 2016 191 

Public-43 Name Illegible 
2591 Hillcrest Street, Signal Hill, CA 90755 

February 19, 2016 192 

Public-44 
Name Illegible 
2013 Promontory Drive, Signal Hill, CA 90755 

February 19, 2016 193 

Public-45 Name Illegible 
2304 Promontory Drive, Signal Hill, CA 90755 

February 19, 2016 194 

Public-46 Name Illegible 
2313 Promontory Drive, Signal Hill, CA 90755 

February 19, 2016 195 

Public-47 Name Illegible 
2336 Promontory Drive, Signal Hill, CA 90755 

February 19, 2016 196 

Public-48 Name Illegible 
2377 Promontory Drive, Signal Hill, CA 90755 

February 19, 2016 197 

Public-49 Name Illegible 
2377 Promontory Drive, Signal Hill, CA 90755 

February 19, 2016 198 

Public-50 Name Illegible 
2341 Stanley Avenue, Signal Hill, CA 90755 

February 19, 2016 199 

Public-51 Name Illegible 
2229 Westwind Way, Signal Hill, CA 90755 

February 19, 2016 200 
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Table 2.4-1: Public Comment Letters  

Letter Commenter Date Page 

Public-52 Name Illegible 
2240 Westwind Way, Signal Hill, CA 90755 

February 19, 2016 201 

Public-53 Fernando, Shan February 23, 2016 202 
Public-54 Simmons, Matthew. February 12, 2016 203 
Public-55 Yedidsion, E. February 25, 2016 207 
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3.0 Written Comments and the Draft EIR and Responses to 
Comments 
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Comment Letter SA-1 
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Comment Letter SA-1 
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Comment Letter SA-1 
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Responses to Comment Letter SA-1 
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Responses to Comment Letter SA-1 

  

Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System Land Mobile Radio Project  16 



3.0– Written Comments and the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

Responses to Comment Letter SA-1 
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Comment Letter LR-1 
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Comment Letter LR-1 
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Responses to Comment Letter LR-1 
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Comment Letter LR-2 
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Comment Letter LR-2 
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Comment Letter LR-2 
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Comment Letter LR-2 
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Comment Letter LR-2 
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Comment Letter LR-2 

  

Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System Land Mobile Radio Project  26 



3.0– Written Comments and the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

Comment Letter LR-2 
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Responses to Comment Letter LR-2 
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Responses to Comment Letter LR-2 
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Responses to Comment Letter LR-2 
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Responses to Comment Letter LR-2 
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Responses to Comment Letter LR-2 
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Responses to Comment Letter LR-2 
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Responses to Comment Letter LR-2 
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Responses to Comment Letter LR-2 
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Responses to Comment Letter LR-2 
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Responses to Comment Letter LR-2 
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Comment Letter LR-3 
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Comment Letter LR-3 
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Comment Letter LR-3 
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Comment Letter LR-3 
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Responses to Comment Letter LR-3 
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Responses to Comment Letter LR-3 
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Responses to Comment Letter LR-3 
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Responses to Comment Letter LR-3 
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Responses to Comment Letter LR-3 
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Comment Letter LR-4 
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Comment Letter LR-4 
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Responses to Comment Letter LR-4 
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Comment Letter LR-5 
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Comment Letter LR-5 
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Responses to Comment Letter LR-5 
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Comment Letter LR-6 
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Comment Letter LR-6 
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Comment Letter LR-6 
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Responses to Comment Letter LR-6 
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Responses to Comment Letter LR-6 
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Comment Letter LR-7 
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Comment Letter LR-7 

 

  

Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System Land Mobile Radio Project  59 



3.0– Written Comments and the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

Responses to Comment Letter LR-7 
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Comment Letter LR-8 
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Comment Letter LR-8 
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Responses to Comment Letter NGO 1 

The Authority appreciates the Brentwood Hills Homeowners Association’s comments on the Draft EIR 
dated February 20, 2016. The comments will be provided to the LA-RICS Authority Board when the EIR is 
considered for certification.  

Responses to the comments are provided below. 

Comment 1: Brentwood Hills has serious concerns with the DEIR, which does not comply with either 
the letter or the spirit of CEQA in terms of its environmental analysis of the 180 foot-tall lattice LMR 
towers proposed for numerous locations in the Santa Monica Mountains, including locations within, 
adjacent to, or surrounded by the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area and Topanga 
State Park. Many of these proposed locations are on significant ridgelines, within the Coastal Zone, 
and near scenic highways and corridors. Yet the DEIR dismisses the significant environmental impacts 
of these locations by noting that there is some development at the sites, or claiming existing small 
towers located on those sites mean that there will be no significant impacts from the construction of 
the much larger 180 foot-tall lattice towers proposed for these sites, with their many antennas, 
dishes, lightning rods and flashing lights – not to mention the necessary power structures, associated 
equipment and grading activities. 

Response to Comment 1: The EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, PRC 
Section 21000 et seq. and 14 CCR Section 15000 et seq., respectively. A detailed description of activities 
associated with the construction and operation of the project is provided in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR. 
Specifically, sections 2.1.2.1 (Project Site Components) and 2.1.2.2 (Project Site Types) discuss in detail 
what was considered in the impacts analysis. Section 2.1.2.1 specifically addresses “antennas”, 
“equipment shelters”, “emergency generators”, “grounding”, “cable raceway”, ”utilities”, and “lighting”. 
Exhibits 2.1-2 through 2.1-6 also show the general appearance of the project types and size and 
composition of the enclosures. Impacts associated with construction of the proposed project types, 
including grading, are discussed in detail in Draft EIR Section 2.1.3 Construction. Impacts associated with 
operation and maintenance of the proposed project are discussed in detail in Draft EIR Section 2.1.4 
Operations and Maintenance.  

The Draft EIR identifies and fully analyzes impacts at each of the 54 sites evaluated for each of the 13 
environmental resource areas as discussed in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. Pursuant to 
CEQA, a significance determination was made for each impact at each site as described in Chapter 4, 
aggregated in Chapter 3, and summarized in the executive summary (in particular Table ES-1 and Table 
ES-2) of the Draft EIR.  

The Draft EIR includes information that 12 of the 54 sites analyzed are located within or adjacent to the 
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area and/or Topanga State Park. These are sites CPK 
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(discussed at Draft EIR, page 4-296)1, ENC1 (page 4-372), ENT (page 4-411), GRM (page 4-566), H-69B 
(page 4-643), LACF072 (page 4-799), LACFCP08 (page 4-837), LEPS (page 4-989), PWT (page 4-1371), SPN 
(page 4-1563), TOP (page 4-1722), ZHQ (page 4-2026). Of these 12 sites, two sites (LACFCP08 and PWT) 
are on land administered by the National Park Service, and one site (site GRM) is located on land 
administered by the California Department of Parks and Recreation in Topanga State Park. 

The Draft EIR analysis also considers that: 

• Six of these 12 sites (sites CPK, ENT, H-69B, LACFCP08, SPN, and TOP) were identified on 
significant ridgelines. 

• Eight of these 12 sites (sites CPK, ENC1, GRM, LACF072, LACFCP08, PWT, SPN, TOP) are in the 
coastal zone.  

• Nine of these 12 sites (sites CPK, ENC1, ENT, H-69B, LACF072, LACFCP08, PWT, SPN, and TOP) 
are adjacent to a scenic highway or regional trail.  

Of the 12 sites identified above, existing communication support structures occur at sites CPK, GRM, 
SPN, TOP, and ZHQ. Because these sites already contain communication support structures which are a 
part of the existing viewshed, it was determined that the addition of a proposed new structure would 
result in an added visual intrusion to the area, but would not block or remove views, and therefore the 
visual impacts would not be significant.  

Of the seven other sites in the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area and/or Topanga State 
Park: 

Site ENC1 is situated in an existing fire camp, amongst topography and tall vegetation that were 
determined to obscure the view of the proposed 180-foot tower and associated infrastructure, and 
aesthetic impacts were determined to be less than significant. 

Site ENT includes existing large water towers. While the proposed 70-foot monopole and associated 
infrastructure would be visible from above, it would not result in a substantial adverse effect on any 
scenic vista, and aesthetic impacts were determined to be less than significant.  

Site LACF072 is an existing fire station that is somewhat developed, containing tall vegetation. Views of 
the site from Decker Canyon Road are obscured by the cut banks along the roadway, which is lined by 
telephone/power poles. The site would not interfere with scenic vistas therefore impacts on scenic 
vistas were determined to be less than significant.  

Site LACFCP08 is a developed fire station in an area that has been highly disturbed and is not easily 
visible from readily accessible viewpoints. The proposed new 70-foot monopole and associated 
infrastructure would not block or remove views, nor create a substantial impact on a scenic vista. 
Impacts to aesthetics were determined to be less than significant. 

1 Unless otherwise noted, all page numbers refer to pages in the Draft EIR that contain relevant site-specific analysis, which is 
incorporated by reference herein.  
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Site LEPS includes a water tank, that is not currently visible from Encinal Canyon Road. The proposed 70 
foot monopole and associated infrastructure would be visible, but the greatly varying topography would 
help to obscure the monopole from some locations. The new facilities would be visible from certain view 
points in the area, particularly those north of the site toward the ocean. The relatively low height and 
narrow girth of the structure would make it difficult to see from more distant viewing locations, and the 
facilities would be below the viewing plane in many instances. Aesthetic impacts were determined to be 
less than significant. 

Site PWT is adjacent to an existing water tank, and the proposed 28-foot monopole and associated 
infrastructure would not exceed the height of this existing infrastructure. Scenic views would not be 
substantially impacted, and aesthetic impacts would be less than significant. 

Site H-69B is already highly disturbed, but the site is located on a scenic route on a significant ridgeline 
that contains no current infrastructure. Views would be substantially altered, since no infrastructure is 
present. As a result, the Draft EIR determined that aesthetic impacts at the site would be significant. The 
only potential mitigation measure for this impact would be to paint the structure. However, this 
mitigation is infeasible as FAA standards would dictate any painting or camouflaging activities associated 
with the proposed 180-foot tower for aviation safety purposes. Impacts were determined to be 
significant and unavoidable at this site.  

The comment does not provide any evidence that would result in any revisions to the Draft EIR’s 
conclusions. 

Comment 2: For example, the 180 foot-tall lattice tower proposed for the Green Mountain location 
(GRM) above the popular Temescal Ridge and Waterfall Trail in Temescal Park is much larger than the 
existing 50 foot monopole antenna, both in terms of the height and breadth of the proposed tower, as 
well as the visual disruption to the many hiking trails in Topanga State Park and Temescal Park. And 
the environmental disruption associated with the necessary grading of the large pad required to 
support the associated power and communications equipment makes matters even worse. 

Response to Comment 2: The site specific description and impact analysis for site GRM beginning at 
page 4-568 of the Draft EIR considered, among other factors, the bulk and scale of the existing built 
landscape of the site and the site’s location within Topanga State Park along the heavily traveled 
Temescal Ridge Trail Road. At site GRM, the Draft EIR determined that hikers on the Temescal Ridge Trail 
would be the viewers most likely affected by construction of GRM. Due to the isolated nature of this 
site, it is not readily visible from vantage points other than the trail. Views of nature from the trail are 
currently intruded upon by existing human-made linear structures, such as power poles and powerlines, 
as well as intermittent views of the existing structures on the proposed site. As discussed on page 4-569 
of the Draft EIR:  

“Primary sensitive viewers include hikers on the ‘heavily traveled’ Temescal Ridge Trail, which 
‘begins with a 1,000-foot ascent that gives way to panoramic ocean-and-city views, then 
descends into a sycamore-shaded canyon to a seasonal waterfall’ (trails.com 2014).”  
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Visual impacts were evaluated according to CEQA criteria as discussed in Chapters 3.0 and 4.0 of the 
Draft EIR. The aesthetic analysis considered several factors to determine visual sensitivity, visual 
changes, and visual impacts of each site, as summarized in the methodologies discussed in Section 3.1.1 
of the Draft EIR. As noted in Section 3.1.4 of the Draft EIR, the analysis considered, among many other 
factors, the visual character of each site based the relationships between the existing visible natural and 
built landscape features of each site, the dominance, scale, diversity, and continuity of each site’s visual 
environment, as well as the height, bulk, and scale of existing site uses. Open spaces (such as parks and 
undeveloped land) and significant viewpoints and scenic viewers were also considered in the analysis. 
Section 3.1.4 of the Draft EIR notes that the sensitivity of existing visual resources is influenced by 
whether the visual resource is common or rare within the study area; whether it is considered to be of 
local, regional, national, or global importance, the quality of the resource; public awareness and 
tolerance of adverse visual change; and the ability of the resource to accommodate change. 

Based on the methodology in Section 3.1.4, the impact analysis in the Draft EIR shows that construction 
would result in less than significant impacts on aesthetics at site GRM.  

The existing visual character and quality of the site and its surroundings are impacted by the 
presence of an existing site and tower. Although the new lattice tower and associated 
equipment would contrast and be incompatible with the visual character of the surrounding 
landscape, they would be compatible with the existing site. 

The proposed new features would be uncharacteristic of the scenic vista if no structures were 
already present. However, the new facilities would be located within a site that includes existing 
towers that already create a visual intrusion onto the landscape. The new facilities would not 
perceptibly change the scenic vista due to the presence of the existing towers, which would 
attenuate the noticeability of new structures. In addition, locating the new tower and 
equipment with existing structures would concentrate the impacts so that a small area of the 
scenic vista is altered, thereby minimizing impacts to it. Because of its location on a ridge top, 
the new facilities would not block or remove views of the scenic vista; rather, they would 
become part of them. Ongoing and recurring maintenance activities would be barely visible and 
infrequent. For these reasons, no substantial impacts to scenic vistas would occur. Construction 
impacts would be related to construction of the new tower and equipment, and creation of a 
staging area. Construction and demolition activities and transportation to and from the site 
would create dust that would temporarily affect the viewshed. These construction activities 
would result in minor temporary visual impacts. 

The commenter does not provide any new information or specific concerns related to the methodology, 
developed by the Authority’s aesthetics expert, utilized in the Draft EIR that would require the Authority 
to reconsider methodology or impact analysis at site GRM or any other site.  
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Other impacts resulting from grading, trenching, foundation excavation, construction, provision of 
power and communications lines, and other activities at site GRM were fully analyzed in the Draft EIR, as 
provided in the site specific analysis provided in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR beginning on page 4-568.  

Comment 3: Similarly, the 180 foot-tall lattice tower proposed for Topanga Peak (TOP) is materially 
larger and more disruptive than the two existing 26 foot-tall monopole antennas currently located at 
the site. And many of the other sites proposed within the Santa Monica Mountains Recreation Area 
do not have any antennas at all. Yet the DEIR notes in a cursory fashion that because these is some 
development or small towers, there will be no significant impacts from building the huge 180 foot-tall 
lattice towers at the sites. This does not comply with CEQA. The significant impacts of the huge towers 
proposed by LA-RICS within the Santa Monica Mountains are not properly analyzed in the DEIR, and 
the DEIR should be revised and recirculated.  

Response to Comment 3: The visual impact analysis for site TOP considered the same factors as those 
considered for site GRM and all the other proposed sites, summarized above. Chapter 4.0 of the Draft 
EIR notes that site TOP is located on a significant ridgeline and includes existing infrastructure such as a 
microwave dish and whip antennas mounted to monopoles, as well as a water tank and small one-story 
building. A large radio relay tower is immediately adjacent to the site to the east. The existing radio 
tower is tall and very broad, and is an extremely prominent feature on the ridgeline (see photo below). 
The analysis notes that both the monopoles and radio tower are clearly visible from segments of east- 
and west-bound traffic on Saddle Peak Road. The Backbone Trail passes between the site and Saddle 
Peak Road, and a trailhead and pullout exist on the road just east of the site. The view is dominated by 
the ridgeline, the roadway corridor, and the radio tower.  

 

 

Note the bulk 
and scale of the 
existing radio 
tower adjacent to 
the site (to the 
right of the 
circled tower) 
and its 
prominence in 
this view from 
the road. The 
radio tower 
would be equally 
prominent in 
views from the 
Backbone Trail. 
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Due to the area’s extensively rolling topography, views of the existing site are limited and intermittent. 
Similar to site GRM, Chapter 4.0 notes that the proposed new features would be uncharacteristic of the 
scenic vista if no structures were already present. However, the new facilities would be located within a 
site that includes a large, bulky radio tower and two shorter, slim monopoles that already create a visual 
intrusion onto the landscape. The new facilities would not perceptibly change the scenic vista due to the 
presence of the existing towers, which would attenuate the noticeability of new structures. In addition, 
locating the new tower and equipment with existing structures would concentrate the impacts so that 
only a small area of the scenic vista is altered. The existing visual character and quality of the site and its 
surroundings are impacted by the presence of the existing towers. Although the proposed lattice tower 
and associated equipment would contrast and be incompatible with the visual character of the 
surrounding landscape, this new infrastructure would be compatible with the existing site. There would 
be no substantial adverse change to the visual character or quality of the significant ridgeline or the 
Backbone Trail. In short, the proposed project would result in visual changes; however, the visual 
changes would result in a less than significant visual impact. 

Regarding this comment, no new information or specific concerns were raised by the reviewer related to 
the methodology or impact analysis used for site TOP that would cause the Authority to reconsider the 
impact analysis presented in the Draft EIR.  

Comment 4: In addition, the DEIR completely fails to analyze the required “no project” alternative for 
the specific tower locations in the Santa Monica Mountains. Instead, the DEIR defines the “no project 
alternative” to be the construction of no LA-RICS system at any location at all. Not surprisingly, the 
DEIR rejects that alternative in a cursory manner as not meeting project objectives. But CEQA requires 
much more than that, including a meaningful analysis of the no project alternative at each proposed 
tower location within the Santa Monica Mountains. For example, if the proposed 180 foot-tall lattice 
tower at Green Mountain is not constructed, how will the LA-RICS system be affected? Are there 
other locations that will provide similar coverage and benefits to the system, with fewer 
environmental impacts? The public and the decision-makers will never know because those issues are 
not analyzed in the DEIR.  

Response to Comment 4: The Draft EIR defines the No Project Alternative as a scenario in which none of 
54 sites considered within the Draft EIR would be constructed in compliance with CEQA Guidelines 
section 15126.6(e)(3)(B), which states that when the proposed project is a development project on 
identifiable property, the “no project” alternative is the scenario under which the project does not 
proceed.  

Not constructing one or more of the individual towers proposed would not represent the “no project” 
alternative as defined in CEQA, and would result in a failure to meet the project objectives set forth in 
Draft EIR section 2.2 in the geographic location served by that site. Specifically, within that geographic 
area there would be: 

• no day-to-day communications made available for first and second responders 
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• no interoperability among member agencies and mutual aid providers 
• no support of communications with federal state and local agencies in emergencies 
• no improvement of emergency communications 
• no additional capacity created or replacement of aging infrastructure that meets current public 

safety requirements 
• no ability to increase separation of antennas on support structures to reduce interference 
• no provision of increased frequency flexibility to increase system coverage or capacity 
• no ability to transition from existing T-Band (where it exists) to 700 MHz systems. 

The sites proposed in the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area and Topanga State Park 
provide coverage to serve population centers, transportation corridors, and areas of highest wildland 
fire, among other concerns. Physical, land use, and other constraints to development within these areas 
of concern within the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area and Topanga State Park 
substantially limit suitable sites that serve these areas, hence eliminating the availability of alternatives 
in many locales. The ultimate selection of which sites will be constructed will be determined based on 
consideration of the public comment on the Draft EIR, as well as ultimate site feasibility during final 
system design. Ultimately the system design will seek to maximize Project Objectives discussed in Draft 
EIR Section 2.2.  

Comment 5: Nor does the DEIR analyze any alternative tower heights or antenna configurations at 
those locations, as CEQA requires. At the public meeting held in Culver City, the LA-RICS 
representative told me they believe that, as long as they analyze the largest tower configuration 
possible for the Santa Monica Mountain sites, CEQA will be satisfied, because LA-RICS decision-
makers could later decide to construct a smaller tower, different antenna configurations or even 
delete the location when it comes time to actually build the project. But how will members of the 
public, affected agencies and even the LA-RICS decision-makers themselves know what the least 
impactful, most environmentally sensitive configuration is if the DEIR ignores any such analysis? CEQA 
requires meaningful and thorough analysis of all alternatives, including alternative locations and 
tower configurations for each tower location proposed to be located within environmentally sensitive 
parklands, on significant ridgelines, within the Coastal Zone and near scenic highways and corridors.  

Response to Comment 5: Final design of the system will occur if the project is approved. At that time, 
tower heights would be optimized based on the final system design. Some of these site would be 
constructed nearly exactly as they are described in the Draft EIR. Other sites may be designed to a 
shorter height if additional site information or system requirements found during later design stages 
made this feasible. Other reasons for a change in height could include (but are not limited to) items such 
as subsurface constraints for foundation depths, compliance with FAA requirements, or coastal 
consistency issues. At this time, it would be speculative to identify which sites might ultimately 
accommodate a reduced tower height.  

The analysis conducted in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR; Sections 2.1.2.1 Project Site Components and 
2.1.2.2 Project Site Types provides the best design information currently available for the project. 
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Exhibits 2.1-2 through 2.1-6 also show the general appearance of the project types and size and 
composition of the enclosures. Impacts associated with construction of the proposed project types, 
including grading, are discussed in detail in Draft EIR Section 2.1.3 Construction. Impacts associated with 
operation and maintenance of the proposed project is discussed in detail in Draft EIR Section 2.1.4 
Operations and Maintenance. Associated impacts are analyzed in Chapters 3 and Chapter 4 of the Draft 
EIR.  

Comment 6: The DEIR also fails to properly analyze the environmental impacts of the proposed towers 
on the visual, aesthetics, biological, parkland, and ecological resources. 

Response to Comment 6: The Draft EIR fully analyzed environmental impacts of the proposed towers on 
visual, aesthetics, biological, parkland and ecological resources. Site specific analysis for each of the 54 
sites in the Draft EIR is provided in Chapter 4 and is summarized, as applicable in Chapter 3; Specifically, 
Section 3.1 (“visual” and “aesthetics”), Section 3.3 (“biological” and “ecological resources”) and Sections 
3.9 and 3.11 (“parkland”). The Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA 
Guidelines, PRC Section 21000 et seq. and 14 CCR Section 15000 et seq., respectively. 

Comment 7: Brentwood Hills and many other community organizations feel strongly that the Santa 
Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, Topanga State Park, and Temescal Park are 
inappropriate locations for the huge 180 foot-tall LMR towers that LA-RICS is proposing for those 
sites. 

Response to Comment 7: The project site locations have been selected to maximize coverage to 
enhance safety and emergency response for 10 million Los Angeles County residents and the over 40 
million Los Angeles County tourists. Your opposition to the project locations within the Santa Monica 
Mountains National Recreation Area, Topanga State Park, and Temescal Park is noted, is included in the 
record of proceedings, and will be considered by the Authority’s decision makers in connection with 
their consideration of the proposed project.  

Comment 8: Brentwood Hills urges that the DEIR be amended and recirculated to fully analyze both 
the “no project alternative” and alternative locations and tower configurations for each location 
within the Santa Monica Mountains where LA-RICS is proposing a 180 foot-tall lattice tower in the 
DEIR.  

Response to Comment 8: Please see response to Comment 4 and 5 above for a discussion of how the 
EIR’s analysis of alternatives complies with CEQA. The project locations within the Santa Monica 
Mountains, regardless of the project site type, are critical to the design of the system to provide county-
wide coverage. These sites provide coverage to serve population centers, transportation corridors, and 
areas of highest wildland fire, among other concerns. Physical, land use, and other constraints to 
development within these areas of concern substantially limit suitable sites that serve these areas, 
hence eliminating the availability of alternatives in many locales. The commenter does not specifically 
identify alternative locations for consideration within the Santa Monica Mountains.  

Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System Land Mobile Radio Project  100 



3.0– Written Comments and the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

 Nothing in the comments or the Authority’s responses to these comments is “significant new 
information” as that term is defined in CEQA guidelines section 15088.5, and recirculation of the Draft 
EIR is not required.  

Comment 9: Brentwood Hills agrees with the DEIR that the towers proposed for the H-69B and 
LACPCP08 sites pose significant and unavoidable environmental impacts, and we urge those sites to 
be deleted from consideration. Brentwood Hills also believes that the Green Mountain (GRM) and 
Topanga Peak (TOP) sites, if they were properly analyzed as required by CEQA, would also pose 
significant and unavoidable impacts. We urge those sites as well to be deleted from consideration.  

Response to Comment 9: As discussed in response to the comments above, and as stated in the Draft 
EIR, no significant and unavoidable impacts were found for sites GRM or TOP. (See DEIR pp. 4-566 
through 4-603 (GRM) and pp. 4-1722 through 4-1761 (TOP).) The comment letter does not provide any 
evidence that would require a revision to these conclusions in the EIR. The request that these sites be 
deleted from consideration will be considered by the Authority’s decision makers in connection with the 
proposed project. 

Comment 10: Brentwood Hills hereby incorporates all comments on the DEIR received by other 
community groups and public agencies, and requests that it be placed on the email and mailing notice 
lists for all public meetings, notices, letters and environmental reports concerning this project. Please 
email Brentwood Hills at leslie@caldwell-leslie.com. 

Response to Comment 10: The Authority acknowledges the incorporation of other comments into this 
comment letter. In response, the Authority incorporates its responses to those comments by reference. 
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Comment Letter NGO 2 
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Comment Letter NGO 2 

 

 

Responses to Comment Letter NGO 2 

The Authority appreciates the Federation of Hillside and Canyons Association’s comments on the Draft 
EIR dated February 22, 2016. The comments will be provided to the LA-RICS Authority Board when the 
EIR is considered for certification.  

Responses to the comments are provided below. 

Comment 1: The Federation is aware of a DEIR comment letter submitted by our member 
organization, Brentwood Hills Homeowners Association, dated February 20, 2016. We have had an 
opportunity to review the letter, which we incorporate by reference, and join Brentwood Hills in its 
numerous concerns regarding the adequacy of the project’s DEIR. 

Response to Comment 1: The Authority acknowledges the incorporation of the Brentwood Hills 
Homeowners Association into this comment letter. In response, the Authority incorporates its responses 
to those comments by reference. 

Comment 2: Potentially significant environmental impacts associated with proposed towers within 
and adjacent to the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area and Topanga State Park, some 
on or near significant ridgelines, within the Coastal Zone, or near scenic highways and corridors, have 
not been identified or adequately analyzed. Existing facilities at some of these sites are considerably 
smaller than the proposed towers, and thus cannot justify a finding of no significant impact. 

Response to Comment 2: The Draft EIR identifies and fully analyzes impacts at each of the 54 sites 
evaluated for each of the 13 environmental resource areas, as discussed in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 of 
the Draft EIR. Pursuant to CEQA, a significance determination was made for each impact at each site as 
described in Chapter 4, aggregated in Chapter 3, and summarized in the executive summary (in 
particular Table ES-1 and Table ES-2) of the Draft EIR.  
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The Draft EIR includes information that 12 of the 54 sites analyzed are located within or adjacent to the 
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area and/or Topanga State Park. These are sites CPK 
(discussed at Draft EIR, page 4-296)2, ENC1 (page 4-372), ENT (page 4-411), GRM (page 4-566), H-69B 
(page 4-643), LACF072 (page 4-799), LACFCP08 (page 4-837), LEPS (page 4-989), PWT (page 4-1371), SPN 
(page 4-1563), TOP (page 4-1722), ZHQ (page 4-2026). Of these 12 sites, two sites (LACFCP08 and PWT) 
are on land administered by the National Park Service, and one site (site GRM) is located on land 
administered by the California Department of Parks and Recreation in Topanga State Park. 

The Draft EIR analysis also considers that: 

• Six of these 12 sites (sites CPK, ENT, H-69B, LACFCP08, SPN, and TOP) were identified on 
significant ridgelines. 

• Eight of these 12 sites (sites CPK, ENC1, GRM, LACF072, LACFCP08, PWT, SPN, TOP) are in the 
coastal zone.  

• Nine of these 12 sites (sites CPK, ENC1, ENT, H-69B, LACF072, LACFCP08, PWT, SPN, and TOP) 
are adjacent to a scenic highway or regional trail.  

Of the 12 sites identified above, existing communication support structures occur at sites CPK, GRM, 
SPN, TOP, and ZHQ. Because these sites already contain communication support structures which are a 
part of the existing viewshed, it was determined that the addition of a proposed new structure would 
result in an added visual intrusion to the area, but would not block or remove views, and therefore the 
visual impacts would not be significant.  

Of the seven other sites in the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area and/or Topanga State 
Park: 

Site ENC1 is situated in an existing fire camp, amongst topography and tall vegetation that obscure the 
view of the proposed 180-foot tower and associated infrastructure, and aesthetic impacts were 
determined to be less than significant. 

Site ENT includes existing large water towers. While the proposed 70-foot monopole and associated 
infrastructure would be visible from above, it would not result in a substantial adverse effect on any 
scenic vista, and aesthetic impacts were determined to be less than significant.  

Site LACF072 is an existing fire station that is somewhat developed, containing tall vegetation. Views of 
the site from Decker Canyon Road are obscured by the cut banks along the roadway, which is lined by 
telephone/power poles. The site would not interfere with scenic vistas therefore impacts on scenic 
vistas were determined to be less than significant.  

Site LACFCP08 is a developed fire station in an area that has been highly disturbed and is not easily 
visible from readily accessible viewpoints. The proposed new 70-foot monopole and associated 

2 Unless otherwise noted, all page numbers refer to pages in the Draft EIR that contain relevant site-specific analysis, which is 
incorporated by reference herein.  
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infrastructure would not block or remove views, nor create a substantial impact on a scenic vista. 
Impacts to aesthetics were determined to be less than significant. 

Site LEPS includes a water tank, that is not currently visible from Encinal Canyon Road. The proposed 70 
foot monopole and associated infrastructure would be visible, but the greatly varying topography would 
help to obscure the monopole from some locations. The new facilities would be visible from certain view 
points in the area, particularly those north of the site toward the ocean. The relatively low height and 
narrow girth of the structure would make it difficult to see from more distant viewing locations, and the 
facilities would be below the viewing plane in many instances. Aesthetic impacts were determined to be 
less than significant. 

Site PWT is adjacent to an existing water tank, and the proposed 28-foot monopole and associated 
infrastructure would not exceed the height of this existing infrastructure. Scenic views would not be 
substantially impacted, and aesthetic impacts would be less than significant. 

Site H-69B is already highly disturbed, but the site is located on a scenic route on a significant ridgeline 
that contains no current infrastructure. Views would be substantially altered, since no infrastructure is 
present. As a result, the Draft EIR determined that aesthetic impacts at the site would be significant. The 
only potential mitigation measure for this impact would be to paint the structure. However, this 
mitigation is infeasible as FAA standards would dictate any painting or camouflaging activities associated 
with the proposed 180-foot tower for aviation safety purposes. Impacts were determined to be 
significant and unavoidable at this site.  

The comment does not provide any evidence that would result in any revisions to the Draft EIR’s 
conclusions. 

Comment 3: The DEIR fails to analyze the “no project” alternative on a site-by-site basis. 

Response to Comment 3: The Draft EIR defines the No Project Alternative as a scenario in which none of 
54 sites considered within the Draft EIR would be constructed in compliance with CEQA Guidelines 
section 15126.6(e)(3)(B), which states that when the proposed project is a development project on 
identifiable property, the “no project” alternative is the scenario under which the project does not 
proceed.  

Not constructing one or more of the individual towers proposed would not represent the “no project” 
alternative as defined in CEQA, and would result in a failure to meet the project objectives set forth in 
Draft EIR section 2.2 in the geographic location served by that site. Specifically, within that geographic 
area there would be: 

• no day-to-day communications made available for first and second responders 
• no interoperability among member agencies and mutual aid providers 
• no support of communications with federal state and local agencies in emergencies 
• no improvement of emergency communications 
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• no additional capacity created or replacement of aging infrastructure that meets current public 
safety requirements 

• no ability to increase separation of antennas on support structures to reduce interference 
• no provision of increased frequency flexibility to increase system coverage or capacity 
• no ability to transition from existing T-Band (where it exists) to 700 MHz systems. 

The sites proposed in the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area and Topanga State Park 
provide coverage to serve population centers, transportation corridors, and areas of highest wildland 
fire, among other concerns. Physical, land use, and other constraints to development within these areas 
of concern within the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area and Topanga State Park 
substantially limit suitable sites that serve these areas, hence eliminating the availability of alternatives 
in many locales. The ultimate selection of which sites will be constructed will be determined based on 
consideration of the public comment on the Draft EIR, as well as ultimate site feasibility during final 
system design. Ultimately the system design will seek to maximize Project Objectives discussed in Draft 
EIR Section 2.2.  

Comment 4: The DEIR fails to analyze alternative tower heights, technologies, and configurations. 

Response to Comment 4: Various other types of technologies and configurations were considered and 
subsequently eliminated from further consideration because they would not meet project objectives 
and/or they would not be feasible for additional reasons (see DEIR Section 2.6).  

A “Collocation” alternative was considered that would have limited LMR antennas to existing structures. 
Limiting the LMR locations to only those where collocation is possible would not provide the desired 
coverage, would not meet the Project objectives and was not considered further.  

An alternative identified as “Use Cell on Wheels” (COW) was considered and would have included 
portable towers or monopoles with self-contained equipment and generators. Height limitations for 
portable towers and equipment weight limitation for portable monopoles limited applicability to only a 
few sites and would not provide desired coverage. Use of COWs would not meet the Project objectives 
and was not considered further. 

An alternative identified as “Use of Satellites” was considered, and it was determined that LMR 
communication could be conducted by using a satellite system. However use of satellites for LMR 
communication would result in a lag time between sender and receiver that does not allow for quick 
communication required during emergencies. Use of satellites would not meet the Project objectives 
and was not considered further. 

Additionally, the Authority reviewed various telecommunications options and worked with industry 
experts to modernize their systems, and ease transition from the existing network to a hybrid of digital 
and analog networks to provide a mobile data system. In November 2011, requests for proposals were 
developed to support the hybrid system. In January 2012, proposals were received and a vendor was 
chosen. No alternative system to the hybrid system was identified.  
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Final design of the system will occur if the project is approved. At that time, tower heights would be 
optimized based on the final system design. Some of these site would be constructed nearly exactly as 
they are described in the Draft EIR. Other sites may be designed to a shorter height if additional site 
information or system requirements found during later design stages made this feasible. Other reasons 
for a change in height could include (but are not limited to) items such as subsurface constraints for 
foundation depths, compliance with FAA requirements, or coastal consistency issues. At this time, it 
would be speculative to identify which sites might ultimately accommodate a reduced tower height.  

The analysis conducted in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR; Sections 2.1.2.1 Project Site Components and 
2.1.2.2 Project Site Types provides the best design information currently available for the project. 
Exhibits 2.1-2 through 2.1-6 also show the general appearance of the project types and size and 
composition of the enclosures. Impacts associated with construction of the proposed project types, 
including grading, are discussed in detail in Draft EIR Section 2.1.3 Construction. Impacts associated with 
operation and maintenance of the proposed project is discussed in detail in Draft EIR Section 2.1.4 
Operations and Maintenance. Associated impacts are analyzed in Chapters 3 and Chapter 4 of the Draft 
EIR 

Comment 5: The DEIR fails to properly analyze the environmental impacts of the proposed towers on 
wilderness area resources, including visual, aesthetic, biological, parkland, and ecological resources, 
among others. 

Response to Comment 5: Wilderness is defined in the Wilderness Act of 1964 as “an area where the 
earth and its community of life are untrammeled by man, where man himself is a visitor who does not 
remain.” (See Draft EIR, p. 3-494.) There are no wilderness areas in the Santa Monica Mountains 
National Recreation Area or Topanga State Park. The closest wilderness areas to the project are the San 
Gabriel Wilderness in the San Gabriel Mountains National Monument, which is approximately 1.5 miles 
north of the Pine Mountain site (PMT), and the Cucamonga Wilderness in the Angeles National Forest, 
which is approximately 3 miles northeast of the Sunset Ridge sites (SUN and SUN2). (See Draft EIR, p. 3-
53.) The Draft EIR analyzed the potential impacts of the proposed project on aesthetics, biological 
resources, and recreation and determined that impacts would be less than significant. The Draft EIR also 
fully analyzed environmental impacts of the proposed towers on visual, aesthetics, biological, parkland 
and ecological resources. Site specific analysis for each of the 54 sites in the Draft EIR is provided in 
Chapter 4 and is summarized, as applicable in Chapter 3; Specifically, Section 3.1 (“visual” and 
“aesthetics”), Section 3.3 (“biological” and “ecological resources”) and Sections 3.9 and 3.11 
(“parkland”). The Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, PRC 
Section 21000 et seq. and 14 CCR Section 15000 et seq., respectively. 

Comment 6: If all potentially significant impact areas are properly analyzed, some parkland locations 
will likely be deemed inappropriate for inclusion in the proposed project due to significant 
unavoidable impacts, including the Green Mountain (GRM) and Topanga Peak (TOP) sites. 
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Response to Comment 6: As discussed in response to your comments above, and as stated in the Draft 
EIR, no significant and unavoidable impacts were found for sites GRM or TOP. (See DEIR pp. 4-566 
through 4-603 (GRM) and pp. 4-1722 through 4-1761 (TOP).) The project site locations have been 
selected to maximize coverage to enhance safety and emergency response for 10 million Los Angeles 
County residents and the over 40 million Los Angeles County tourists. Your opposition to the project 
locations within the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, Topanga State Park, and 
Temescal Park are noted, is included in the record of proceedings, and will be considered by the 
Authority’s decision makers in connection with their consideration of the proposed project. 
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Comment Letter NGO 3 
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Comment Letter NGO-3 
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Comment Letter NGO-3 
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Comment Letter NGO-3 
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Comment Letter NGO-3 
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Comment Letter NGO-3 
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Comment Letter NGO-3 
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Comment Letter NGO-3 
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Comment Letter NGO-3 
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Comment Letter NGO-3 
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Comment Letter NGO-3 
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Responses to Comment Letter NGO 3 

The Authority appreciates your comments on the Draft EIR dated February 25, 2016. The comments will 
be provided to the LA-RICS Authority Board when the EIR is considered for certification.  

Responses to the comments are provided below.  

Comment 1: Aesthetic/Viewshed Analysis. Based on our review of the Draft EIR, the document plays 
short shift with this issue, basically concluding that since there is already a 100 foot tower at all three 
proposed sites (BJM, DPK, TWR), there are no aesthetic or viewshed issues with building a second 
180-2OO feet tower (plus 15 foot lighting rod) adjacent to the existing tower. It is the Conservancy's 
position that "co-location" does not resolve this issue for Catalina Island. All three existing towers can 
be viewed from multiple, long distance vantages as you approach Catalina lsland from the sea. They 
are also distinct features from multiple vantages throughout Catalina Island’s interior. Blackjack Peak 
is the third highest mountain on Catalina Island and it and its tower can be seen from locations from 
the far East End to the far West End of the Island. 

Response to Comment 1: Of the three proposed sites on Catalina Island, the existing tower at Site TWR 
site is 100 feet tall; the existing tower at Site BJM is 125 feet tall; and the existing tower at Site DPK is 
200 feet tall, as noted in the Draft EIR at pages 4-110 and 4-335, respectively. Each existing tower is a 
lattice type. The existing towers are prominent visual features in the existing landscape, as shown in the 
example photos below of Site BJM. Based on the existing visual conditions at these sites, the Draft EIR 
describes the visual impact of locating new towers at these sites, and concludes that the addition of 
these towers would not result in a significant visual impact. (See DEIR pp. 4-113 to 4-114 (BJM), pp. 4-
338 to 4-339 (DPK), and pp. 4-1802 to 4-1803 (TWR).) Additionally, two separate towers would be 
viewed as one structure from vantage points where one tower is in front of, and thus blocks views of, 
the other, and the increase in bulk associated with two separate towers would be minimal due to the 
linear nature of the structures. The comment provides no evidence that that requires a revision to the 
conclusions in the Draft EIR. 
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The comment is correct that all three existing towers could be viewed from multiple, long-distance 
vantages on the approach to Santa Catalina Island from the sea. However, collocating the towers would 
result in the two towers appearing more indistinguishable as separate structures (see photos of site BJM 
below). The sites would also be obscured by extremely steep cliffs as boaters approach the island, 
particularly south and north of Site TWR, south and east of Site DPK, and north of Site BJM.  

In addition, the heights of the proposed towers may ultimately be lower than analyzed in the Draft EIR. 
If the project is approved, tower heights would be optimized based on the final system design. Some 
sites would be constructed as they are described in the Draft EIR. Other sites may be designed to a 
shorter height if additional site information or system requirements found during later design stages 
made this feasible. At this time, however, it would be speculative to identify which sites might ultimately 
accommodate a reduced tower height. 

Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System Land Mobile Radio Project  124 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiYyJ3kvKDLAhWMMj4KHcNdAl8QjRwIBw&url=http://www.everytrail.com/guide/trans-catalina-trail-day-1-avalon-to-black-jack&bvm=bv.115339255,d.cWw&psig=AFQjCNGV8PQZdKpAixz7uEL3i5pGH30cMA&ust=1456955349406099


3.0– Written Comments and the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

 

 

 

 
  

Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System Land Mobile Radio Project  125 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwi7-rrzvqDLAhVGGR4KHV00CRcQjRwIBw&url=http://silenthiker.com/7-20-12-catalina-island/&bvm=bv.115339255,d.cWw&psig=AFQjCNGV8PQZdKpAixz7uEL3i5pGH30cMA&ust=1456955349406099


3.0– Written Comments and the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

Comment 2: The new towers will be twice as tall, wider at the base, and also permanently lit at night. 
They will permanently and irrevocably alter the skyline of the lsland. The Conservancy believes the 
Draft EIR must take an island-specific, detailed and extended look at this issue and how it should be 
resolved for all three proposed Catalina lsland sites. 

Response to Comment 2: While the new towers would be taller, they would not be “twice as tall” as 
existing towers. The BJM tower would be up to 180 feet tall and sited adjacent to an existing 125-foot 
tower; the DPK tower would be the same size as the existing tower (both 200 feet tall); and the TWR 
tower would be up to 180 feet tall and sited adjacent to an existing 100-foot tower. The lightning rods 
would be of such insignificant girth as to be generally indistinguishable from most viewing distances. 
Also, the heights of the proposed towers may ultimately be less than described in the Draft EIR, as 
explained above. Lighting at the tower is addressed for Site BJK at page 4-114, for Site DPK at page 4-
339, and for Site TWR at page 4-1803. The analysis shows that regardless of the type of FAA-required 
lighting, no substantial new source of light or glare would be introduced at any of these sites. 

While the new towers would alter the Island’s skyline, the Island’s skyline has already been altered by 
the presence of the existing towers. The new towers would not “substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its surroundings” (Impact AES-3). Although the new towers would 
introduce a new manmade element to each site, the existing conditions demonstrate a substantially 
altered visual environment.  

Comment 3: Alternatives Analysis. This issue is closely related to the aesthetic/viewshed issue. The 
Conservancy believes the alternatives analysis in the Draft EIR is incomplete in that it does not 
specifically address at least two obvious alternatives than the one selected. First, the Draft EIR does 
not address whether the existing 100 foot towers could be replaced by a single larger tower that could 
house all of the antennas and dishes of the existing tower plus the antennas and dishes for the LA-
RICS LMR project. This alternative, if acceptable, would help to resolve the aesthetic/viewshed issue 
discussed above in that while the replacement tower would be much taller, there would still only be 
one tower at each of the three sites.  

Response to Comment 3: As a preliminary matter, the existing towers at the three sites are not all 100 
feet tall. The existing tower at Dakin Peak (DPK) is 200 feet while the towers at Tower Peak (TWR) and 
Black Jack Peak (BJM) are 100 feet and 125 feet tall, respectively. Regarding the suggested alternative of 
placing existing equipment and proposed LMR equipment all on a single larger tower, each of the 
existing towers currently has a substantial number of antennas, and the proposed project would add a 
minimum of twenty five (25) additional antennas to each site. Collocating all of this equipment on a 
single tower would require installation of a substantially taller and larger tower. Given the open nature 
of the surrounding landscape, replacing an existing tower with a new tower of an increased size and 
height would create a greater visual intrusion than the proposed addition of a single tower of the same 
or similar height to the existing structure. A higher tower would be more visible from a greater distance 
than two separate towers, particularly from distant vantage points such as boats approaching the Island. 
In addition, two separate towers would be viewed as one structure from vantage points where one 
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tower is in front of, and thus blocks views of, the other. The increase in bulk associated with two 
separate towers would also be minimal due to the linear nature of the structures compared to the 
increase in height that would be required to accommodate all existing and proposed equipment on a 
single tower. For these reasons, the alternative of placing existing equipment and proposed LMR 
equipment all on a single larger tower would not reduce or avoid the visual impacts of the proposed 
project at these sites, and no revisions to the Draft EIR are required to analyze this alternative.  

Comment 4: Second, the Draft EIR does not discuss as an alternative whether an additional tower is 
actually needed at all three locations to accomplish the LA-RICS LMR project goals.  

Response to Comment 4: The Authority did examine whether the existing towers could accommodate 
the proposed installation of LMR equipment in addition to the equipment currently located on the 
existing towers. As discussed above, each of the existing towers currently has a substantial number of 
antennas, and the proposed project would add a minimum of twenty five (25) additional antennas to 
each site. The Authority determined that it would not be feasible to locate all of the existing and 
proposed equipment on the existing towers, and that new towers would be required for each of the 
three sites to accommodate the proposed LMR equipment.  

Comment 5: Third, the Draft EIR does not discuss whether a second much larger tower at one location 
plus larger replacement towers at the other two sites is an option (or other variants on this theme). 

Response to Comment 5: The alternative suggested in this comment is unclear, but seems to suggest 
installation of larger towers at the three sites on the Island than currently proposed. Installing larger 
towers than those proposed would result in increased visual and other impacts. As such, the Draft EIR 
does not require revisions to analyze this alternative. The Authority’s proposed design seeks to minimize 
the impacts on aesthetics while still meeting project objectives.  

Comment 6: The Conservancy believes the Draft EIR must take an island-specific, detailed and 
extended look at this issue and how it should be resolved for all three proposed Catalina lsland sites. 
The Conservancy believes the project proponent should provide to the Conservancy and the lsland 
Community 3D animations from multiple vantage points and appropriate GIS maps of the various 
alternatives for all three sites discussed here and in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 6: 

Site-specific analysis is provided in Chapter 4 for sites BJM (at pages 4-110 et seq.), DPK (at pages 4-335 
et seq.), and TWR (at pages 4-1799 et seq.). The methodology for aesthetic impact analysis, provided in 
Section 3.1.4 starting on page 3-26 of the Draft EIR was applied to these sites. 3D animations from 
multiple vantage points and GIS maps of the commenter’s suggested alternatives are not a requirement 
for aesthetic impact assessment. An EIR is to be prepared with “a sufficient degree of analysis to provide 
decision makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes 
account of environmental consequences. An evaluated of the environmental effects of a proposed 
project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is 
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reasonably feasible.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15151.) Additionally, “reviewers [of an EIR] should be aware 
that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such 
as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the 
geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform 
all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commentors. When 
responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do 
not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full 
disclosure is made in the EIR.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15204(a).) No change has been made to the Draft EIR. 

Comment 7: Environmental/Mitigation Issues. As outlined in detail in Attachment A, the project as 
proposed entails a number of less-than-trivial environmental and mitigation issues. The Conservancy 
has proposed Catalina-specific language and requirements that it would like to see incorporated into 
the various tables and text of the Draft EIR. Three main issues emerge from the Conservancy’s review 
of the environmental issues associated with the project: 

Response to Comment 7: Please see the responses to the comments in Attachment A, below, regarding 
the environmental and mitigation issues referenced in this comment. Please see the responses below 
for responses to the three main issues referenced in this comment. 

Comment 8: 1) While the Blackjack site appears to have an already developed pad that would allow 
the construction of a new or replacement tower without further habitat disturbance, the Dakin Peak 
and Tower Peak sites do not appear large enough to accomplish this with permanent alteration of 
natural habitat. ln particular, level ground at the Tower Peak site is fully occupied by the existing 
tower, shed, and generator and to co-locate a second tower or even replace the existing tower with a 
new larger tower would appear to require cutting down the existing peak 1-0-20 feet or more or 
significant fill and grading to create a large enough level space. Given the stringent regulatory 
requirements specific to Catalina lsland in the Los Angeles County Zoning Code (see discussion below), 
the Conservancy believes the Draft EIR must take an island-specific, detailed and extended look at 
each of the three proposed sites, with actual, not "typical” site plans. 

Response to Comment 8: The level of disturbance associated with project site development at all sites is 
limited to that analyzed in the EIR, as described in Section 2.1.3, and on a site specific basis for sites BJM 
(at page 4-110), DPK (at page 4-335), and TWR (at page 4-1799). The Authority will examine each site 
based on the site’s unique characteristics and propose the least intrusive installation while still meeting 
the Project’s Objectives. Regarding the request for “an island-specific, detailed and extended look at 
each of the three proposed sites”, please see response to comment 6 regarding the level of detail 
required in an EIR.  

Comment 9: 2) The Draft EIR does only a cursory analysis of how migratory or resident birds or 
resident bats will be affected by up to three 200 foot lattice tower mounted with 80 whip antennas 
and multiple dishes. The island's position as a mountain in the ocean presents different risk factors 
than a typical mainland location to migratory species in particular who are flying across and over the 
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lsland. The Conservancy believes the Draft EIR must take an island specific, detailed and extended 
look at each of the three proposed sites, with regards to the presumed increase in bird and/or bat 
mortality that would be expected. 

Response to Comment 9: Please note that only one of the proposed towers on the Island (DPK) would 
be 200 feet. The others (BJM and TWR) are proposed at up to 180 feet. The Cumulative Impact Analysis 
section (3.3.5.3) on pages 3-239 through 3-241 of the Draft EIR gives an extensive discussion on the 
effects of towers on birds. BIO MM 18 (h) and (i) (page ES-44) give protection measures for migratory 
birds in relation to the communication towers. This measure states that the USFWS Office of Migratory 
Birds voluntary guidelines for communications towers will be followed for all sites 
(https://www.fws.gov/Midwest/es/planning/pdf/USFWS2013RevisedGuidanceCommTowers27Sept13.p
df). In addition, this measure requires coordination with USFWS and FAA to implement their lighting 
requirements (http://www.faa.gov/documentLibrary/media/Advisory_Circular/AC_70_7460-1L_.pdf) 
with the minimal attraction and resulting mortality to migratory birds. These impacts will be addressed 
and minimized to the extent possible at all sites, including BJM, DPK, and TWR, individually based on 
coordination with FAA and USFWS. As noted at pages 3-157 and 3-158, impacts to bats are not 
anticipated. Additional text associated with this analysis will be included for the discussion of sites BJM, 
DPK, and TWR in this section in the Final EIR, as follows: 

Bat mortality is not a concern due to new towers being added to any site or addition of lighting. Bats 
may be attracted to the lights for insect foraging, but strikes are not anticipated as all parts of the 
towers will be stationary and not mobile, thus allowing the bats to navigate safely around the 
structures. 

Comment 10: 3) The Draft EIR should include on-the-ground mitigation proposals and not just the 
“process” (plans, inspections, construction practices, etc.) proposed in the Draft EIR. The Conservancy 
will expect that unavoidable, and permanent habitat or species impacts will be mitigated by on-the-
ground improvements and long-term monitoring (e.g. of bird or bat mortality) funded by annual 
return from a monitoring fund. 

Response to Comment 10: With the exception of cumulative impacts to migratory birds, the Draft EIR 
concluded that impacts to certain biological resources at sites BJM, DPK, and TWR would be significant 
but impacts would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of mitigation measures. A 
total of 16 mitigation measures were identified for implementation to protect biological resources at 
sites BJM, DPK, and TWR. These included measures specifically designed to avoid or minimize impacts to 
special status species and habitats. Since impacts have been determined to be less than significant after 
application of the measures identified in the Draft EIR, CEQA does not require further mitigation 
measures to be applied at sites BJM, DPK, and TWR.  

Comment 11: Local Zoning Requirements. Finally, the Conservancy was surprised to not find any 
discussion of the stringent zoning requirements applicable to the Island found in Title 22 of the Los 
Angeles County Code. The 1983 Local Coastal Plan, which is referenced in the Draft EIR, was codified 
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into ordinance in Title 22, Sections 22.46.050 through 22.46.750, of the Los Angeles County Code and 
is the controlling rule for approving development on Santa Catalina Island. Principal and Accessory 
permitted Uses for Open Space/Conservation District zones are listed in Section 22.46.120 through 
22.46.160. Development standards for archeological/historical, flora and fauna, soils and geology, 
slopes, fire, noise, view protection and signs are found in Sections 22.46.450 through 22.46.530. 
Development of communication equipment buildings and antennas require a Coastal Development 
Permit and Conditional Use Permit (Section 22.46.150) and must comply with view protection 
requirements in Section 22.46.520. The current EIR is silent as to whether the proposed new towers at 
BJM, DPK, and TWR will comply with the standards in Title 22 applicable to Catalina Island. Again, the 
Conservancy believes the Draft EIR must take an island specific, detailed and extended look at each of 
the three proposed sites in relation to now codified LCP in Title 22.  

Response to Comment 11: Section 3.9.1.3 of the Draft EIR addresses sites in the coastal zone and the 
policies of the Local Coastal Plan that are most applicable to the proposed telecommunications facilities. 
Section 3.1.2.3 of the Draft EIR addresses relevant policies of the Santa Catalina Island LCP, and Table 
3.9-2 identifies Sites BJM, DPK, and TWR as being located within the Santa Catalina Island Costal Zone. 
Table 3.9-5 identifies site characteristics and coastal zone policies of relevance. The final determination 
of consistency for sites BJM, DPK, and TWR would be made by the Los Angeles County Department of 
Regional Planning, the agency responsible for issuing a Coastal Development Permit. If a permit is 
issued, operation and maintenance of the site would occur consistent with any applicable permit 
conditions.  

Additionally, Table 3.9-4 identifies planning and/or zoning designations for the proposed project sites. 
As shown in that table, the EIR’s analysis found that implementation of the proposed project at sites 
BJM, DPK and TWR would not be inconsistent with relevant general plan and zoning designations.  

The Authority will comply with Title 22 of the Los Angeles County Code as it develops the three sites on 
Santa Catalina Island, and the Final EIR has been updated at Section 3.9.4.1 to explicitly include this 
information in the discussion regarding the Santa Catalina Island Local Coastal Plan. Additional 
information relevant to biological resources, specifically plant species identified in Section 22.46.470 
(Appendix G), has been included in the Final EIR in a list at Section 3.3.1.2. The added plant species 
would be considered during the coastal development permitting process. The proposed project and 
Mitigation Measures meet and/or exceed those measures outlined in Section 22.46.470 – Flora and 
Fauna. Relevant subsections of 22.6.470 include Section A, which requires a site plan with a 100 foot 
buffer of mapped vegetation prepared by a qualified botanist, impact analysis on native vegetation and 
wildlife, and suggested mitigation measures including transplanting vegetation or revegetating impacted 
areas; and Section B, preventing development that would remove or damage “rare or endangered plant 
species” as defined in Appendix G of the 1989 Santa Catalina Island Specific Plan; and G, development 
within SEAs shall be subject to Title 22 except for the exemption provisions contained in Section 
22.56.215. The Authority believes that incorporation of the BIO MM 1, 2, 8, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 17, 18, 
19, 20, 23, and 24 at all sites on Santa Catalina Island will ensure adherence to Title 22 with regards to 
biological resources. These revisions do not result in any changes to the conclusions in the Draft EIR.  
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Comment 12: Finally in addition to the Title 22 requirements, two of the three tower locations (BJM, 
DPK) are located in Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs). Los Angeles County Code and Policy includes an 
additional level of review, over and above the CDP/CUP permit process, by the SEA Technical Advisory 
Committee (SEATAC) for projects located in SEAs or in LACA Lots where an SEA is located. This process 
is also not addressed in the relevant code summary sections of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 12: Section 3.3.2.3 of the Draft EIR acknowledges that the Los Angeles County 
SEAs ordinance regulates a wide range of biotic communities through the use of environmentally 
sensitive development standards and designs, and acknowledges the permitting process associated with 
these areas. Section 3.3.2.3 of the Draft EIR also discusses SEAs and explains that properties mapped 
within, or partially within, an adopted SEA are subject to the rules in the SEA ordinance. Table 3.3-10 
acknowledges that the three sites are under the jurisdiction of the Santa Catalina Island Local Coastal 
Plan. The site-specific analysis beginning at page 4-121 and continuing at pages 4-123 and 4-125 (for Site 
BJM); at page 4-345 and continuing at pages 4-347 and 4-348 (for Site DPK); and at page 4-1809 and 
continuing at pages 4-1811 and 4-1812 (for Site TWR) provide SEA/CRA status and analysis of 
consistency with the LCP at each of the sites. As noted in the impact discussion for the three sites under 
Impact LU-2 (beginning at page 4-138 for Site BJM, page 4-363 for Site DPK and page 4-1827 for TWR), 
the final determination of consistency with the plan would be made by the agency responsible for 
issuing the coastal permit. If the permit were issued, activities at each site would occur consistent with 
any applicable permit conditions. Table 3.3-10 has been updated to reference the SEA/CRA designation 
applicable at the three sites. These revisions do not result in any changes to the conclusions in the Draft 
EIR. 

Comment 13: Table ES-2. AES-1 through 4. As discussed in the general comments section, the 
Conservancy does not concur with the analysis or results of the Aesthetic Review. 

Response to Comment 13: Comment noted. See response to comment #1 and #2 above for additional 
information. 

Comment 14: Table ES-2. BIO-MM-1. The EIR should state the Conservancy will need to review and 
concur in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) and Worker Environmental 
Awareness Program (WEAP) plans prior to initiating any construction activities on its lands. 

Response to Comment 14: In response to the comment, the following changes were made to BIO MM 1: 

Prior to construction, the Authority shall develop and implement or require the system contractor to 
develop and implement a mitigation monitoring and reporting plan (MMRP) for the proposed Project. 
The MMRP would serve to organize environmental compliance requirements identified in best 
management practices, mitigation measures, permit requirements, real property agreement conditions, 
coordination with the land management agency(s), and other applicable sources. The MMRP shall 
contain an organization chart and communication plan for environmental compliance as it relates to the 
proposed Project. 
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And to BIO MM 2: 

BIO MM 2 Worker Environmental Awareness Program: Prior to construction, the Authority shall develop 
and implement or require the system contractor to develop and implement, including coordination with 
the respective land management agency, a Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) for the 
proposed Project. This mitigation measure would serve to institute and formalize an education program 
to increase awareness of environmental resources and measures and rules that are in place to help 
minimize impacts to those resources. 

Comment 15: Table ES-2. BIO-MM-1. The EIR should state that for sites DPK, BJM, TWR the biological 
monitor shall visit the sites at least once per week during weeks when construction workers are 
present on site, and at least monthly during periods when active construction is not occurring but the 
project is not yet completed and the biological monitor shall contact the Conservancy's Director of 
Conservation prior to each visit in order to coordinate a joint site inspection with Conservancy staff. 

Response to Comment 15: The revision to BIO MM 1 to add “coordination with respective land 
management agencies”, as outlined in response to comment #13 above, will allow the Conservancy to 
request site-specific details through Authority/Conservancy coordination such as the biological 
monitoring site visit schedule suggested in Comment #14. No additional change has been made to BIO 
MM 1. 

Comment 16: Table ES-2. BIO-MM-4. Site Sanitation. The EIR should state that all solid waste will be 
placed in wildlife proof containers with tight fitting secure lids. Containers with any liquids of any sort, 
e.g. drums, roll-off boxes, dumpsters, etc., shall be tightly sealed to prevent foxes or other wildlife 
from drowning in the containers. 

Response to Comment 16: The revision to BIO MM 1 to add “coordination with respective land 
management agencies”, as outlined above, will allow the Conservancy to request site specific details 
through Authority/Conservancy coordination such as the solid waste provisions suggested in Comment 
#15. No change has been made to BIO MM 4. 

Comment 17: Table ES-2. BIO-MM-5. The EIR should state that only "hazardous materials" allowed on 
the site are fuel, equipment lubricants or other materials, such that if disposed would not be 
considered "hazardous waste" under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) or 
equivalent state law hazardous waste definitions. 

Response to Comment 17: The revision to BIO MM 1 to add “coordination with respective land 
management agencies”, as outlined above, will allow the Conservancy to request site-specific details 
through Authority/Conservancy coordination such as the hazardous waste requirements suggested in 
Comment #16. No change has been made to BIO MM 5. 
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Comment 18: Table ES-2. BIO-MM-8. The EIR should specifically reference the Catalina Island Fox for 
sites BJM, DPK and TWR and state that all holes, trenches or other excavations must be completely 
and securely covered at the end of each work day and/or provided with fox escape ramps. 

Response to Comment 18: Components of trench and hole management in reference to the Catalina 
Island Fox were included in the Draft EIR. The EIR specifically references the Catalina Island Fox for sites 
BJM, DPK, and TWR in Section 3.3, Santa Catalina Island Fox (page 3-154) and trench management under 
BIO MM 19 Trenches and Holes Management (pages ES-44 and 3-155-6). Trenches and holes would be 
covered and secured, as noted in subsection a), b), and e). Since all trenches and holes would be secured 
and inspected, no fox escape ramps would be necessary. No change has been made to BIO MM 8. 

Comment 19: Table ES-2. BIO-MM-9(b). The EIR should state that surveys for special status plant 
species at sites BJM, DPK, and TWR will be performed during the appropriate time of year for the 
particular species, e.g. spring surveys for special status annual plants, to be observed and identified. 

Response to Comment 19: The Draft EIR currently requires special status plant surveys to occur “in the 
proper season and in suitable habitat” (BIO MM 24). The phrase implies spring surveys for special status 
annual plants and any other season requirements for each plant species. The Draft EIR specifically 
references the Special Status Plants Surveys and Protection for sites BJM, DPK, and TWR in Table ES-2, 
and in Section 3.3, Special Status Plants: (page 3-167) and under BIO MM 24 Special Status Plants 
Surveys and Protection (pages ES-47 and 3-169). See page ES-47 for the full text for BIO MM 24 Special 
Status Plants Surveys and Protection. No change has been made to BIO MM 9. 

Comment 20: Table ES-2. BIO-MM-9(f). The EIR should state that for sites BJM, DPK and TWR the 
limits of disturbance shall be clearly delimited with properly installed construction fencing or closely 
spaced 4 foot grading stakes with at least two signs per side of the construction site that state, "No 
Equipment or Soil Disturbance Beyond this point." 

Response to Comment 20 The revision to BIO MM 1 to add “coordination with respective land 
management agencies”, as outlined above, will allow the Conservancy to request site-specific details 
through Authority/Conservancy coordination such as the fencing requirements suggested in Comment 
#19. No change has been made to BIO MM 9. 

Comment 21: Table ES-2. BIO-MM-11. The EIR should state that for sites BJM, DPK and TWR the 
project contactor(s) shall obtain all necessary Conservancy vehicle access permits at least 30 days 
prior to bringing vehicles or other wheeled equipment onto Conservancy lands. project contractor(s) 
shall also provide proof of insurance (S1,000,000) for any damage to Conservancy infrastructure and 
provide a written plan for how Conservancy primary and secondary roads will be used, contingencies 
for non-use or upgrade during rainy periods, frequency of access, minimizing ingress and egress, etc. 

Response to Comment 21: The revision to BIO MM 1 to add “coordination with respective land 
management agencies”, as outlined above, will allow the Conservancy to request site-specific details 
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through Authority/Conservancy coordination such as this issue. No change has been made to BIO 
MM 11. 

Comment 22: Table ES-2. BIO-MM-23(a). The EIR should state that for sites BJM, DPK and TWR only 
seeds or plants obtained from the Conservancy's native plant nursery will be used for revegetating 
disturbed ground at the project sites. 

Response to Comment 22: The revision to BIO MM 1 to add “coordination with respective land 
management agencies”, as outlined above, will allow the Conservancy to request site-specific details 
through Authority/Conservancy coordination such as the native seed provisions suggested in Comment 
#21 above. No change has been made to BIO MM 23(a). 

Comment 23: Table ES-2. BIO-MM-23(b). The EIR should state that for sites BJM, DPK and TWR, 
vehicles or other equipment shall enter Conservancy unless inspected by the Conservancy's invasive 
plant Program Manager. 

Response to Comment 23: The revision to BIO MM 1 to add “coordination with respective land 
management agencies”, as outlined above, will allow the Conservancy to request site-specific details 
through Authority/Conservancy coordination such as the invasive species prevention protocol suggested 
in Comment #22 above. No change has been made to BIO MM 23(b). 

Comment 24: Table ES-2. CUL-1. The EIR should add BJM, DPK and TWR to the "sites" column for CUL-
1 rows. All three sites have known cultural locations on (BJM) or within 500 foot buffer. The EIR 
should state that for sites BJM, DPK and TWR that an archeology monitor is present at all times 
excavation is occurring at each site. 

Response to Comment 24: Based on records searches and field surveys, no prehistoric or historic 
archaeological resources were identified at sites BJM, DPK, or TWR that would be impacted by LMR 
project activities. However, to accommodate the concerns of the commenter, an archaeological monitor 
will be present during all ground-disturbing activities at sites BJM, DPK, and TWR. This information will 
be included for the three sites in Section 3.4.5.1, and at page 4-125 (for Site BJM), page 4-349 (for Site 
DPK), and page 4-1813 (for Site TWR). These revisions do not result in any changes to the conclusions in 
the Draft EIR. 

Comment 25: Table ES-2. HAZ-4-MM-1. The EIR should state that for sites BJM, DPK and TWR the 
construction contractor shall coordinate the completion of the Phase I audit with the Conservancy's 
Chief of Conservation and provide the Conservancy an opportunity to review the draft audit prior to 
finalization. 

Response to Comment 25: An environmental database records search was conducted for all proposed 
Project sites as described in Section 3.7.1.1 on page 3-370 of the Draft EIR. As a result of this records 
search, these three sites were identified as “no concern to encounter recognized environmental 
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concerns during intrusive site-related activities” as listed in Table 3.7-5 on page 3-373 of the Draft EIR. 
Therefore, HAZ MM 1 is not required at these sites. No change has been made to the Draft EIR.  

Comment 26: Table ES-2. HAZ-8-MM-3. The EIR should state that for sites BJM, DPK and TWR, the 
draft Fire Management Plan be provided to the Conservancy for its review and comment prior to 
initiating construction activities 

Response to Comment 26: A copy of the draft Fire Management Protection Plan will be provided to the 
Conservancy for review and comment. 

Comment 27: Table ES-2. WQ-1. The EIR should state that for sites BJM, DPK and TWR all stormwater 
and sediment generated shall be contained with the marked disturbance footprint. For site BJM, 
unmanaged stormwater from the existing access road to the site is causing serious erosion and 
damage to the Conservancy's Blackjack Campground Road which must be addressed in order to 
expand the uses at the BJM site. 

Response to Comment 27: During construction, as described in Section 2.0 – Description of Project, on 
pages 2-36 through 2-38, stormwater and sediment would be controlled through use of Best 
Management Practices (BMPs). BMPs include evaluation of the site conditions and may include 
diversion of stormwater from coming on to the project during construction, control of stormwater 
runoff during construction with use of berms, hay bales, and sand bags, and control of sediment runoff 
with fiber rolls, hay bales, silt fences, covering of stockpiles, and minimizing exposed areas to the 
maximum extent possible. Stormwater generated on site will be directed towards existing drainages 
(manmade or natural). If required, baffle systems such as gravel or rock will be put in place to reduce 
flow rate of water and help prevent erosion. The design of the facility will include review of stormwater 
flow to and from the site. Stormwater will be directed towards natural or manmade drainages, and as 
required, may have baffle systems to reduce flow rate of water to reduce the potential for erosion. 
Design of the facility will include analysis of stormwater flow across and through the site. Grading of 
project will incorporate appropriate stormwater management design requirements and will be reviewed 
and approved by the appropriate agency issuing the building permit.  

Comment 28: Table 2.1-1. Dakin Peak is located on Divide Rd. 

Response to Comment 28: Table 2.1-1 of the Draft EIR has been revised to indicate the location of the 
proposed Dakin Peak site on Divide Road. The address for Site DPK on the site summary form in Chapter 
4 has also been revised.  

Comment 29: Table 2.1-3. Anticipated Construction Activities. It appears that both the DPK and TWR 
sites would require substantial amounts of cutting and filling to create sufficient space for new or 
replacement towers. Any fill used will need to certified as weed free. lf this is not possible, funds from 
the interest of an invasive plant control fund will need to be provided in order for the Conservancy to 
perform invasive plant surveys and/or control at the sites for at least 10 years. The applicable BIO 
standard should also be modified to reflect this potential invasive introduction. 
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Response to Comment 29: The level of disturbance associated with project site development at all sites 
is limited to that analyzed in the EIR, as described in Section 2.1.3, and on a site-specific basis for sites 
BJM (at page 4-110), DPK (at page 4-335), and TWR (at page 4-1799). The Authority will examine each 
site based on the site’s unique characteristics and propose the least intrusive installation while still 
meeting the project’s objectives. 

Comment 30: Figure 2.1-3. The proposed new lattice towers at BJM, DPK and TWR will be significantly 
taller than the existing towers. The current EIR does a cursory analysis of aesthetic and viewsheds 
effects as well as potential for additional or worse migratory bird fatalities (See general discussion in 
letter). 

Response to Comment 30: See responses to comments #1, #2, and #8 above. 

Comment 31: Figure 2.1-4. The typical site plan appears to require substantially more space than is 
present in the already developed areas at these locations which will require destruction of natural 
habitat at DPK and TWR, which is not addressed in the EIR.  

Response to Comment 31: See response to Comment 28. 

Comment 32: Section 2.1.2.1. Emergency Generators. Fuel tanks are very large and given remote 
locations, secondary containment must be a feature of the BJM, DPK and TWR sites.  

Response to Comment 32: As noted at Section 3.7.4.1 and on a site-specific basis (at page 4-131 for Site 
BJM, page 4-355 for Site DPK, and 4-1819 for Site TWR) of the Draft EIR, the proposed fuel tanks would 
be installed in accordance with California Fire Code and applicable hazardous material storage 
ordinances. Federal, state, and local regulations, permits, and notification procedures associated with 
construction, installation, use, and storage of fuel tanks and fuel would be implemented. 

Comment 33: Section 2.1.2.1. Lighting. Security lights should be motion sensitive and should not 
remain on throughout the night. Existing towers at BJM, DPK and TWR have red navigation lights. 
Cumulative negative effect of additional tower with light was not discussed in EIR. 

Response to Comment 33: Tower and security lighting for sites BJM, TPK, and TWR are described in 
Draft EIR Section 3.1.4.1 (Project Analysis) on page 3-42 under Rural or Remote areas. Cumulative 
lighting analysis is discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.1.5.3 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) on page 3-45 
under AES-4. The Authority concurs that motion sensitive security lighting should be applied at remote 
sites, including sites BJM, DPK, and TWR. Section 2.1.2.1 will be updated to reflect this new information. 
These revisions do not result in any changes to the conclusions in the Draft EIR. Based on the analysis 
methodology developed for the Draft EIR, no other past present or reasonably foreseeable additional 
projects were noted within 0.25 mile of any of the three sites. Therefore, no cumulative impact from 
light and glare would occur. 

Comment 34: Section 2.6. Alternatives Considered. There is no discussion as to why the existing 100 ft 
towers cannot be replaced with a single, new, much larger tower that can be instrumented with all 
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the dishes and antennas required by the existing tower and the LA-RICS LMR system. This option 
would preserve the existing viewsheds and location aesthetics of a single tower at these locations 
rather than a two tower approach. 

Response to Comment 34: See response to comment #3. 

Comment 35: Section 3.1.1. Conservancy lands should be accorded the same "high visual sensitivity" 
as public lands where the owner/management entity is focused on natural resource protection and 
protection of scenic resources. The Conservancy's articles of incorporation mandate both of these for 
Conservancy lands. Under The 1974 Open Space Easement Agreement with Los Angeles County, 
Conservancy lands are also part of the Los Angeles County parks system. 

Response to Comment 35: The Draft EIR does identify that the Conservancy lands are an area of high 
visual sensitivity, as shown in Figure 3.1-1 on page 3-6 and on Table 3.1-1 (page 3-7), where sites BJM, 
DPK, and TWR are all listed as having high visual sensitivity and being located within a scenic vista, the 
coastal zone, and adjacent to a regional trail. These sites are also described on page 3-17 under the 
discussion of the Trans-Catalina Trail, and are listed on page 3-28 as sites located within an area that 
would be considered a scenic vista.  

Comment 36: Table 3.1-1. Regional or municipal park should also be checked for the BJM, DPK and 
TWR sites. 

Response to Comment 36: The Catalina Island Conservancy Open Space Easement has been added in 
the column for regional or municipal park for these sites in Table 3.1-1 of the Draft EIR. A discussion of 
the Catalina Island Conservancy Open Space Easement has been added as described in the response to 
comment 36 below. These revisions do not result in any changes to the conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

Comment 37: Section 3.1.1.3. Trans Catalina Trail. As it is part of Los Angeles County park system's 
trail network, please delete the "Although it has no official scenic designation." 

Response to Comment 37: The text has been deleted in accordance with this comment. This revision 
does not result in any changes to the conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

Comment 38: Section 3.1.1.4. Conservancy lands are Open Space Easement areas in the Los Angeles 
County park system and should be listed in this section as such. 

Response to Comment 38: A discussion of the Catalina Island Conservancy Open Space Easement has 
been added to Section 3.1.1.4. This revision does not result in any changes to the conclusions in the 
Draft EIR. 

Comment 39: Section 3.3.1. Prior to finalizing the EIR, the extensive databases maintained by the 
Catalina Island Conservancy should be consulted and results included in the EIR (See attached maps). 
The fall floristic survey performed needs to be supplemented by a spring survey in order to be 
considered sufficient. 
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Response to Comment 39: Thank you for offering the Conservancy’s database. Please note that the 
maps that were attached to the comment letter have been redacted. Botanical surveys, as implemented 
under BIO MM 24 – Special Status Plant Surveys and Protection, will target any special-status plants that 
have the potential to occur at the project sites. BIO MM 1, as revised in comment #13, will provide the 
Conservancy a chance to specify details (e.g., add special-status plants from the Conservancy’s 
database), prior to finalization of the MMRP. Therefore, qualified botanists will have updated population 
and location information prior to conducting surveys.  

In compliance with BIO MM 24 (page ES-47) surveys for special status plants shall be conducted by a 
qualified botanist prior to ground-disturbing activities in the proper season and in suitable habitat. 
Surveys would be conducted in the appropriate season and for the appropriate conditions for the given 
species, as noted in Section 3.1, Special Status Plants(page 3-167),” Each species has specific habitat 
requirements and a species-appropriate survey period.”  

Comment 40: Table 3.1-1. For the BJM, DPK and TWR sites, plant communities within 500 feet of the 
existing tower include the following: Island Scrub Oak (Quercus pacifica) Chaparral, Coastal Sage 
Scrub, Non-native Grassland. 

Response to Comment 40: Table 3.3-1 was revised to add sites BJM, DPK, and TWR to these plant 
communities. This revision does not result in any changes to the conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

Comment 41: Table 3.3-3. The following text should be substituted for that in Table 3.3-3: Site BJM is 
located on the top of Blackjack Peak, the third highest mountain on Catalina Island. North facing 
slopes of Blackjack are dominated by intact Island scrub oak (Quercus pacifica) Chaparral; south-facing 
slopes are dominated by intact Coastal Sage Scrub (note: areas mapped as Bare Ground in 2003 are 
largely recovering into Coastal Sage Scrub). A former silver mine pit is located above the Blackjack 
Campground access road on the north side of the peak. Black jack peak is visible from many locations 
on and around Catalina Island. The Trans-Catalina Trail passes just southeast of the peak, and the 
Airport Road, very popular for motor tours, just to the northwest. 

Response to Comment 41: The study area description for Site BJM in Table 3.3-3 has been revised in 
accordance with this comment. This revision does not result in any changes to the conclusions in the 
Draft EIR. 

Comment 42: Table 3.3.-3. The plant species list in this table for Blackjack Peak should be as follows 
(Note all edit species list in Section 4.0 Site Summary Forms. Species not listed here have no records 
near project site): 

The following special status species have records within 1 mile of the project site (those with an "*" 
within 1000 feet, those with "*x" within 500 feet): 

Arctostaphylos catalinae* 
Atriplex coulteri 

Ceanothus megacarpus var. insularis 
Crossosoma californicum 
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Crocanthemum greenei 
Dendromecon harfordii* 
Dichondra occidentalis 
Dissanthelium californicum 
Eriogonum giganteum var. giganteum 
Eschscholzia ramosa 
Galium catalinense ssp. catalinense 
Galium nuttallii ssp. insulare* 
Gilia nevinii 

Hordeum intercedens 
Jepsonia malvifolia 
Lepechinia fragrans 
Lyonothamnus floribundus ssp. floribundus 
Ophioglossum californicum 
Quercus tomentella 
Ribes viburnifolium 
Scrophularia villosa 
Solanum Wallacei 

 

Response to Comment 42: We appreciate the updated plant occurrence data provided in the comment 
letter. A species list that includes these species has been added into Section 3.3.1.2. . This revision does 
not result in any changes to the conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

Comment 43: Site DPK is located on the top of Dakin Peak, a prominent high point above Avalon and 
Silver/Grand Canyons. The peak is dominated by Coastal Sage Scrub with areas of Grassland (Bromus-
Avena-Nasella) and Island Scrub Oak (Quercus pacifica) Chaparral. Dakin peak is visible from many 
locations on and around Catalina Island. The Trans-Catalina Trail follows the Divide Road immediately 
northwest of the existing tower. The Divide Road is also a very popular road for interior jeep tours. 

Response to Comment 43: The study area description for Site DPK in Table 3.3-3 has been revised in 
accordance with this comment. This revision does not result in any changes to the conclusions in the 
Draft EIR. 

Comment 44: The following special status species have records within 1 mile of the project site (those 
with an "*" within 1000 feet, those with "**" within 500 feet): 

Arctostaphylos catalinae 
Atriplex coulteri 
Ceanothus megacarpus var. insularis 
Crossosoma californicum 
Crocanthemum greenei 
Dudleya virens ssp. insularis 
Eriogonum giganteum var. giganteum** 
Eschoscholzia ramosa 

Hordeum intercedens 
Jepsonia malvifolia 
Lyonothamnus floribundus ssp. floribundus 
Quercus tomentella 
Ribes viburnifolium 
Scrophularia villosa 
Solanum Wallacei 

 

Response to Comment 44: We appreciate the updated plant occurrence data provided in the comment 
letter. A species list that includes these species will be added into Section 3.3.1.2. This revision does not 
result in any changes to the conclusions in the Draft EIR.  
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Comment 45: Site TWR is located on the top of Tower Peak, a prominent high point above the 
lsthmus/Two Harbors area. The peak is dominated by Coastal Sage Scrub with areas of Grassland 
(Bromus-Avena-Nasella) and Island Scrub Oak (Quercus pacifica) Chaparral. Tower peak is visible from 
many locations on and around Catalina Island. The Trans-Catalina Trail follows the Banning Road 
immediately west of the existing tower. 

Response to Comment 45: The study area description for Site TWR in Table 3.3-3 has been revised in 
accordance with this comment. This revision does not result in any changes to the conclusions in the 
Draft EIR. 

Comment 46: The following special status species have records within 1 mile of the project site (those 
with an "*" within 1000 feet, those with "**" within 500 feet): 

Atriplex coulteri 
Constancea nevinii 
Crossosoma californicum 
Cryptantha wigginsii 
Deinandra clementina 
Dichondra occidental is 
Dissanthelium californicum (1400 feet west of 
site) 
Dudleya virens ssp. hassei 
Eriogonum giganteum var. giganteum 
Eriogonum grande var. grande 
Eschoscholzia ramosa 
Galium catalinense ssp. catalinense 
Gambelia speciosa 
Hordeum intercedens 
Jepsonia malvifolia 
Lyonothamnus floribundus ssp. floribundus 
Pentachaeta lyonii (1400 feet northwest of 
site) 
Ribes viburnifolium** 
Scrophularia villosa 
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Response to Comment 46: We appreciate the updated plant occurrence data provided in the comment 
letter. A species list that includes these species will be added into Section 3.3.1.2. This revision does not 
result in any changes to the conclusions in the Draft EIR.  

Comment 47: Section 3.3.1.6. Local Policies and Ordinances. As discussed above for Sections 3.1.4 and 
3.1.5, Catalina Island is part of unincorporated Los Angeles County and subject to land use ordinances 
of general applicability as well as Title 22, specific to Catalina Island. 

Response to Comment 47: Refer to response to Comment #10. Additionally, the Authority believes that 
the proposed project and Mitigation Measures meet and/or exceed those measures outlined in Section 
22.46.470 – Flora and Fauna. Relevant subsections of 22.6.470 include Section A, which requires a site 
plan with a 100 foot buffer of mapped vegetation prepared by a qualified botanist, impact analysis on 
native vegetation and wildlife, and suggested mitigation measures including transplanting vegetation or 
revegetating impacted areas; and Section B, preventing development that would remove or damage 
“rare or endangered plant species” as defined in Appendix G of the 1989 Santa Catalina Island Specific 
Plan; and G, development within SEAs shall be subject to Title 22 except for the exemption provisions 
contained in Section 22.56.215. The Authority believes that incorporation of the BIO MM 1, 2, 8, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 17, 18, 19, 20, 23, and 24 at all sites on Santa Catalina Island will ensure adherence to 
Title 22 with regards to biological resources. Additionally, the project will be required to obtain a coastal 
development permit, and therefore the specific project will be analyzed for adherence to Title 22 and 
any other land use ordinances of general applicability. 

Comment 48: Section 3.3.2.3. Local Regulatory Setting. As discussed above for Sections 3.1.4 and 
3.1.5, Catalina Island is part of unincorporated Los Angeles County and subject to land use ordinances 
of general applicability as well as Title 22, specific to Catalina Island. 

Response to Comment 48: Refer to responses to Comments #10 and #44 above. 

Comment 49: Table 3.3-7. Species with Suitable Habitat within Study Areas. The following should be 
added to this table:  

Burrowing Owl: BJM, DPK, TWR 
California Mountain Kingsnake: BJM 

Response to Comment 49: Table 3.3-7 has been revised to add the sites for these species. This revision 
does not result in any changes to the conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

Comment 50: Section 3.3.4.1, Page 3-147 4th full paragraph and 3-148 first full paragraph. Burrowing 
owls are frequently observed throughout Catalina Island and should be listed for the BJM, DPK and 
TWR sites. 
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Response to Comment 50: The presence of burrowing owls at sites BJM, DPK, and TWR has been added 
to the text in the 4th full paragraph on page 3-147 and in the first paragraph on page 3-148. This revision 
does not result in any changes to the conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

Comment 51: Section 3.3.4.1, Pages 3-154 to 3-155. Santa Catalina Island Fox. The following changes 
should be made: 

1st Paragraph, 1st Sentence should state: "The Santa Catalina Island Fox is a habitat generalist and is 
found throughout Catalina Island in all natural habitats and areas of human habitation and 
development." 

1st Paragraph, last sentence should state: "Young can be born any time from late February through 
late April..." 

2nd Paragraph, should state: "The major threat to Catalina Island Foxes have been disease outbreaks, 
e.g. the canine distemper outbreak in the late 1990s that almost wiped out the population, and 
mortality from vehicle collisions or other dangers associated with human development, e.g. drowning 
in open containers of liquids, poisoning, becoming trapped in open excavations. Catalina Island Foxes 
should be expected at all three Catalina Island project sites and should definitely expected to 
investigate any changes to the sites during active construction, especially open holes and trenches, 
open containers of liquids and improperly enclosed solid or food wastes.,' 

3rd Paragraph, Construction impacts should read: The noise and activities associated with 
construction of the proposed Project sites could result in temporary disturbance of fox. Therefore, 
construction cannot be initiated from late February the end July. Foraging foxes will investigate the 
construction site for new food sources and for cover in uncovered excavations, under equipment or 
stored materials. Discarded food and trash is effectively an attractive nuisance for foxes and can result 
in increased habituation and dependence on humans for food." 

Response to Comment 51: Revisions were made to the 1st and 2nd paragraphs in accordance with the 
comment. These revisions do not result in any changes to the conclusions in the Draft EIR. Regarding the 
comment to the 3rd paragraph, since BIO MM 20 part b) includes the inspection for fox dens within the 
project area and within an additional 250 foot buffer, and that construction activities will be stopped 
and USFWS and CDFW contacted if a den is found, there is no additional need for a seasonal restriction. 
No change to text has been made. 

Comment 52: BIO-MM-19(e). Add the following: "Any trenches, holes or other excavations that are 
not covered at the end of the work day, must be provided with a fox escape ramp."  

Response to Comment 52: See response to Comment #17. 

Comment 53: BIO-MM-20(a). Add the following: "Crews should be informed that there is absolutely 
no feeding of foxes allowed on Catalina Island." 
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Response to Comment 53: In compliance with BIO MM 20, Santa Catalina Island Fox Protection, 
construction crews will be informed on measures to avoid impacts to the fox, including no feeding. No 
change has been made to BIO MM 20. 

Comment 54: Section 3.3.4.1, Pages 3-157 to 3-158. Small Animals, California Mountain Kingsnake, 
Coast Horned Lizard, San Diego Woodrat, Tehachapi Pocket Mouse, Townsend's Big-eared Bat and 
Western Mastiff Bat. The Conservancy has documentation of California Mountain Kingsnake at nearby 
Blackjack Campground. Townsend's Big-eared Bats breed on Catalina Island in caves and abandoned 
mines.  

Response to Comment 54: Site BJM has been added for the discussion of California mountain kingsnake, 
and sites DPK and TWR have been added to the discussion of Townsend’s big-eared bat in the 
paragraphs indicated on pages 3-157 and 3-158. These revisions do not result in any changes to the 
conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

Comment 55: Section 3.3.4.1., Pages 3-158 and 3-159. BJM should be added to the list of sites at the 
top of page 3-158, in the fourth full paragraph of page 3-158, and in the first full paragraph on page 3- 
159. 

Response to Comment 55: Site BJM has been added to the paragraphs indicated on pages 3-158 and 3-
159. This revision does not result in any changes to the conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

Comment 56: Section 3.3.4.1, Page 3-169. BIO-MM-23(b). Add the following: "For sites BJM, DPK and 
TWR, all construction vehicles and equipment shall be washed prior to being brought to Catalina 
Island and shall not enter Conservancy property until it is inspected by the Conservancy's invasive 
Plant Program Manager. 

Response to Comment 56: See response to Comment #22. 

Comment 57: Section 3.3.4.1, Page 3-207. See earlier comment regarding reference to Title 22 
regulations. 

Response to Comment 57: The authority acknowledges the project must adhere to Title 22, which will 
occur during the coastal plan permitting phase. See response to Comments #10 and #44.  

Comment 58: Table 3.3-12. Special Status Species. The following species should be added to this table 
for Sites BJM, DPK and TWR: 

Burrowing Owl 
Island Loggerhead Shrike 
Catalina Island Quail 
San Clemente Spotted Towhee 
Hutton's Vireo 
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In addition, the consultant should refer to Appendix G of the LCP for other species of special concern 
regulated under Title 22 of the LA County Code. 

Response to Comment 58: The bird species listed in the comment have been added to the species list 
for sites BJM, DPK, and TWR in Table 3.3-12. These revisions do not result in any changes to the 
conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

Thank you for providing the reference to the list of rare Catalina Island native plants, referred to in your 
comment as Appendix G of the LCP (http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/data/pd_santa-catalina-
island-implementation.pdf). A species list that includes these species will be added into Section 3.3.1.2. 
Appendix G was reviewed and these plant species were also included in this revised list. This revision 
does not result in any changes to the conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

In accordance with established mitigation measures, impacts to native vegetation will be minimized with 
the application of BIO MM 9 (page ES-40), and special status plants will be protected with the 
application of BIO MM 24 (page ES-47). A comprehensive inventory of plant species will be conducted at 
each project site where project activities would result in ground disturbance. Any special status plant 
species found on site will be identified for protection.  

Comment 59: Section 3.4. Cultural Resources. Extensive prehistoric and historic cultural resources are 
present nearly everywhere on Catalina Island. Human habitation and use of the island extends at least 
to 8,000 BP and likely much earlier. Any excavation or drilling, even in previously developed areas, 
should expect to encounter cultural artifacts, human remains, middens, lithic scatters, and/or 
habitation sites. All three Catalina Island sites have mapped cultural locations in or near the project 
location (see attached maps). No excavation or soil disturbance should be undertaken without an 
archeological monitor present. All of the tables and text in Section 3.4 should be edited to include 
BJM, DPK and TWR as actual or likely locations for cultural resources to be present. 

Response to Comment 59: Please note that the maps that were attached to the comment letter have 
been redacted. Protocols for the identification of prehistoric and historic archaeological resources 
included records searches; a review of site records, site maps, and archaeological survey reports; GIS 
mapping; and field surveys of all Project sites, including BJM, DPK, and TWR. Although Santa Catalina 
Island is known to have a long history of human habitation, based on the identification protocols, there 
were no prehistoric or historic archaeological sites, features, or other remains that would be impacted 
by Project activities identified within the proposed ground disturbing areas at sites BJM, DPK, or TWR. 
Within a 0.5-mile radius of Site BJM, one prehistoric site was noted approximately 0.21 mile to the 
north. Within a 0.5-mile radius of Site DPK, one prehistoric site (a single artifact) was noted 
approximately 0.23 mile to the southwest; and one historic site (two concrete water line markers) was 
noted approximately 0.12 mile to the northeast. No prehistoric or historic archaeological remains were 
found within 0.5-mile radius of Site TWR. None of the identified archeological remains were recorded as 
being historical resources as defined in California PRC section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5(a)) – i.e., listed in, or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources. 
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However, to address the concerns of the Conservancy, an archaeological monitor will be present during 
all ground-disturbing activities at sites BJM, DPK, and TWR.  

These revisions do not result in any changes to the conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

Comment 60: Section 4.0. Site Summary Forms. -- All site summary forms for BJM, DPK and TWR 
should be thoroughly edited to reflect changes discussed above. 

Response to Comment 60: Site summary forms for BJM, DPK and TWR have been edited for consistency 
with the revisions described in previous responses. 
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Comment Letter Public 1 
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Responses to Comment Letter Public 1 

The Authority appreciates your comments on the Draft EIR dated February 19, 2016. The comments will 
be provided to the LA-RICS Authority Board when the EIR is considered for certification.  

Responses to the comments are provided below.  

Comment 1: I live in Promontory Crest in Signal Hill and within our gated community is an antenna 
tower, just a few feet away from many of the homes. I vehemently oppose any extension to this 
antenna tower and any placement of additional radio transmitters. 

Response to Comment 1: Your opposition to the use of Site SGH is noted. 

Comment 2: We were told by LA-RICS officials that our site is unique in that it is the only proposed 
location out of 92 sites that is surrounded by a residential neighborhood. The antenna tower was here 
first; however, there was no public disclosure that the antenna tower could grow by 35 feet and could 
grow up to 49 additional antennas. Many residents have talked about raising money for a class action 
lawsuit, but we are confident that if we get our voices heard that all parties will realize that increasing 
the radiation field in a residential neighborhood is not the right thing to do. We have hundreds of 
condos nearby and numerous million dollar homes that have an interest in making sure the antenna 
tower does not grow. 

Response to Comment 2: The total number of potential locations considered for the LMR project is 94. 
Information on the numbers of sites that was provided during public meetings and community outreach 
meetings is consistent with the information in the Draft EIR. While each LMR site included in the Draft 
EIR is unique, other sites analyzed in the Draft EIR, such as SDW and WAD, are similar to site SGH in that 
they are located in residential areas with residences adjacent. Regarding the comment that there was a 
lack of public disclosure, the Draft EIR was circulated for a 45 day public review period. The Draft EIR 
explains that the Authority is proposing installation of up to 40 whip and up to 9 microwave antennas on 
an existing 160-foot tower, which would be extended to 180 feet, with an additional 15 foot lighting rod. 
(Draft EIR, pp. 2-32, 4-1487.) Regarding the comment on “radiation fields,” please see response to 
comment 3, below. 

Comment 3: There have been nine cases of cancer on our street and two cancer related deaths. The 
safety guidelines for the amount of allowable RF are based on what we "know". But I would venture 
to guess, there is much more that we don't know about RF than what we do know. Simply following 
the safety guidelines does not ensure safety for our residents. It wasn't that long ago that smoking 
was considered safe. RF causes cancer and kills people. There is no justification to add harmful 
radiation to a residential neighborhood, especially when there are nearly a hundred other sites to 
choose from. 

Response to Comment 3: As described in Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR, the Authority will manage 
radiofrequency (RF) electromagnetic energy (EME) radiation in accordance with applicable guidance 
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found at the Federal Communication Commission’s Office of Engineering and Technology (OET) Bulletin 
65. This will include desktop analysis of RF exposures inclusive of all equipment at the site (including 
new LMR equipment) prior to construction and confirmatory sampling of RF exposures upon completion 
of construction to ensure exposures are within regulatory requirements for workers and the public. The 
assessments from the different health and safety organizations seem to be different on how they 
classify RF EME field. See the below FCC web link: https://www.fcc.gov/engineering-
technology/electromagnetic-compatibility-division/radio-frequency-safety/general/rf. However RF-EME 
is classified by the different health and safety organizations, per information on 
https://www.fcc.gov/general/radio-frequency-safety-0), “…the FCC has continuously monitored 
research and conferred with experts in this field, and is confident in its RF exposure guidelines and the 
soundness of the basis for its rules”, the FCC guideline is still current and valid. It is unclear whether any 
organization besides the FCC has established new safety guidelines, nor is there any evidence that RF 
exposure is harmful at the levels that would occur with the proposed project.  

Comment 4: In addition, there is talk about placing a 1,500 gallon diesel storage tank to power a new 
85 KW generator to power the antennas in case of a power failure. This is a bad idea. On every home 
sale, a natural hazards report is released and underground storage tanks and leaks could impact the 
values and desirability of nearby homes. Signal Hill is on an earthquake fault line and we do not need 
thousands of gallons of fuel place buried in our soil. The generator may also create a lot of noise that 
would be a nuisance to neighboring homes. 

Response to Comment 4: The proposed 1,500 gallon diesel storage tank would be an aboveground, 
double-walled belly tank on the 85-KW diesel generator, not a buried underground storage tank. The 
diesel storage tank would be in installed in accordance with all federal, state and local regulations, and 
the California Fire Code as discussed in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR, with specific detail for Site SGH at 
pages 4-1508 and 4-1509. The regulations are promulgated to ensure diesel storage tanks are safely 
constructed and include secondary spill control containment requirements to prevent leaks into the 
environment. Also, for facilities that have a fuel tank greater than 660 gallons or fuel storage greater 
than 1,320 gallons, a Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures Plan (SPCC Plan) will be prepared 
and kept on site. Management of fuels will be conducted in accordance with all applicable regulations.  

Signal Hill is bounded by a fault system. According to the California Geologic Special Studies Zones, Long 
Beach Quadrangle, the active fault trace is located near the bottom of Signal Hill, approximately 1/8 mile 
from the site, but the site is not within an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone. However significant shaking would 
occur at the site should an earthquake rupture along the active fault trace. A discussion of geologic 
hazards at the site is provided on page 4-1504 of the Draft EIR. The storage tank would be installed in 
compliance with the local building codes to minimize seismic hazards (page 3-349 of DEIR). 

Noise levels associated with the period operation of the diesel generator, estimated to be one hour per 
month as part of routine maintenance, and as required in the event of power outage. Section 4, page 4-
1518 of the Draft EIR provides a detailed analysis of noise from the period use of the generator. The 
Draft EIR concludes that “resulting noise emissions would be 58 dBA at 21 feet or 56 dBA at 25 feet. 
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Receivers are located 25 feet from this project site and with existing ambient noise levels typically 
ranging from 45 dBA to 60 dBA. Adding this occasional operational noise to ambient conditions would 
fall far below the daytime (90 dBA) or nighttime (80 dBA) thresholds identified by the Federal Transit 
Authority used in the analysis. The more continuous noise associated with the air conditioning unit used 
to regulate temperature in the equipment shelters would fall within background noise levels; therefore, 
impacts from operational noise would be less than significant.” 

Comment 5: If this project moves forward, there will be an outpouring of support to hold the decision 
makers accountable for harming our quality of life. LA-RICS has engaged in obfuscating the truth from 
the public. We received a form letter from LA-RICS, which did not explain the scope of the project. 
Instead it directed the public to a 3,200 page document and buried inside were the pertinent details 
of the antenna growing by leaps and bounds. In addition, the public meetings were very far away 
from the proposed site and in one case, we'd have to hop on a boat to have our voices heard. I urge 
you to take our complaint seriously. Once everyone knows the truth about this proposal you will have 
hundreds of very angry families who will do everything to stop you from pulling a Porter Ranch on us. 

Response to Comment 5: As lead agency and proponent of the project, the Authority has and will 
continue to perform outreach with the public regarding LMR project implementation. The Authority is 
fully accountable for the decisions being made regarding the implementation of LMR Project. The 
Authority’s Board will consider the Draft EIR and Final EIR, inclusive of your comments, prior to making a 
decision on the proposed project. The LMR system would provide emergency responders with an 
improved communications system that will enable efficient and coordinated response to incidents and 
emergencies that is currently not possible in Los Angeles County. The improved communications could 
reduce response times and ultimately save lives. The LMR system would support faster, better-
coordinated, large-scale multi-agency response to emergencies such as terrorist attacks, earthquakes, 
civil disturbance, wildfire or other disasters, improving overall system capacity and coverage for first and 
second responders region-wide. The LMR project would enhance safety and emergency response for 10 
million Los Angeles County residents and the over 40 million Los Angeles County tourists. 

The DEIR fully discloses the project and potential project impacts based on the best available 
information at the time it was released for public review. The form letter that you note in your comment 
was likely the Notice of Availability (NOA). The NOA was provided to you in accordance with Section 
21092 of the California Public Resources Code. The NOA included: Project Description and Location; 
Significant Anticipated Environmental Effects; Hazardous Waste Sites; Document Availability (including 
both the Website for electronic review and 16 locations for where hard copies of the document could be 
reviewed) and Public Review and Meetings (which included location and time for six public hearings and 
both e-mail and physical address for submitting public comments). A total of six public meetings were 
held for the Draft EIR: one in each of the five districts of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors, 
plus one in Avalon on Catalina Island. The nearest location of a public meeting for the Draft EIR to the 
site in Signal Hill was approximately 12 miles from the site at Peck Park Community Center Auditorium 
at 560 N. Western Ave. in San Pedro. The project spans all of the Los Angeles County area, and the 
Authority selected locations that would provide opportunities for people all across the county to attend 
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a public meeting if desired. The format and information provided at each of the public meetings was the 
same.  

The Draft EIR included all pertinent details of the proposed project at Site SGH. As described in the Draft 
EIR on page 2-32, Site SGH is an “Existing 160’ tower to be extended to 180’.” As described in more 
detail beginning at page 4-1487, Site SGH describes installation of up to 40 whip and up to 9 microwave 
antennas on existing 160-foot lattice tower to be extended to 180 feet tall, with additional up to 15-foot 
lightning rod. 
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Comment Letter Public 2 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 3 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 4 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 5 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 6 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 7 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 8 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 9 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 10 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 11 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 12 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 13 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 14 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 15 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 16 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 17 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 18 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 19 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 20 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 21 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 22 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 23 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 24 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 25 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 26 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 27 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 28 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 29 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 30 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 31 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 32 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 33 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 34 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 35 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 36 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 37 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 38 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 39 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 40 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 41 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 42 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 43 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 44 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 45 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 46 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 47 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 48 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 49  

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 50 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 51 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1  
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Comment Letter Public 52 

 

Please see response to comment letter Public 1.   
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Comment Letter Public 53 

 

Responses to Comment Letter Public 53 

The Authority appreciates your comments on the Draft EIR dated February 23, 2016. The comments will 
be provided to the LA-RICS Authority Board when the EIR is considered for certification.  

Responses to the comments are provided below.  

Comment 1: I live in Promontory Crest and within our gated community is an antenna tower, just a 
few feet away from many of the homes. I vehemently oppose any extension to this antenna tower 
and any placement of additional radio transmitters. 

Response to Comment 1: The commenter’s opposition to the use of Site SGH is noted. 

Comment 2: We were told by LA-RICS officials that our site is unique in that it is the only proposed 
location out of 92 sites that is surrounded by a residential neighborhood. The antenna tower was here 
first; however, there was no public disclosure that the antenna tower could grow by 35 feet and could 
grow up to 49 additional antennas. 

Response to Comment 2: While each LMR site included in the Draft EIR is unique, other sites analyzed in 
the Draft EIR, such as sites SDW and WAD, are similar to Site SGH in that they are located in residential 
areas with residences adjacent. Regarding the comment that there was a lack of public disclosure, the 
Draft EIR was circulated for a 45 day public review period. The Draft EIR explains that the Authority is 
proposing installation of up to 40 whip and up to 9 microwave antennas on an existing 160-foot tower, 
which would be extended to 180 feet, with an additional 15 foot lighting rod. (Draft EIR, pp. 2-32, 4-
1487.)   
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Comment Letter Public 54 
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Responses to Comment Letter Public 54 

The Authority appreciates your comments on the Draft EIR dated February 12, 2016. The comments will 
be provided to the LA-RICS Authority Board when the EIR is considered for certification.  

Responses to the comments are provided below.  

Comment 1: We are outraged at the proposal to extend the radio antenna tower by an additional 20 
feet and install a new 15 foot lighting rod on top of it. There are hundreds of homes and condos 
nearby that would be adversely affected. We have children growing up in the neighborhood and we 
do not want to be bombarded by additional radiation. 

Response to Comment 1: The commenter’s concerns regarding increasing the height of the existing 
tower at Site SGH are noted and will be reviewed by the LA-RICS Joint Powers Authority Board of 
Directors prior to their consideration of the project, and made a part of the administrative record for 
this project. The management of radiofrequency exposures at the site would be conducted, as noted in 
the Draft EIR at Section 5.3 (page 5-8), in accordance with applicable regulations and guidelines. 

Comment 2: As homeowners, all of us signed disclosures acknowledging the existence of the radio 
tower. What was never disclosed to any of us was that the radio tower could grow by 35 feet. That is 
the size of a school bus planted vertically on top of the antenna. That is a big deal. That is 
unacceptable and that is something you would not allow in your backyard. From my understanding, it 
would be illegal to build the antenna after the homes were already here, so I do not see how 
increasing the size and scope of the existing antenna is legal. 

Response to Comment 2: The Authority’s proposal for Site SGH is to extend the existing 160-foot lattice 
tower by 20 feet to 180 feet. A 15-foot lightning rod would be installed on the top of the extended 
tower. The tower would not be extended by 35 feet. The commenter’s opposition to the proposed 
project at Site SGH is noted. The commenter’s comment regarding the legality of building antenna is not 
an environmental issue that requires a response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088 and is 
outside the scope of the EIR. 

Comment 3: If every home went down in value by $25,000 as a result of the antenna tower's giant 
growth, we are talking about tens of millions of dollars of damages to the local real estate market. 
Not only does increasing the size of the antenna impact home values, it does additional damage to 
property values because now homeowners would have to disclose that the antenna was increased in 
size by 35 feet and it could happen again in the future. The precedent of growing the antenna by leaps 
and bounds at any time would further depreciate property values for hundreds of property owners. 

Response to Comment 3: CEQA does not require social or economic impacts to be treated as significant 
effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e), 15382). Additionally, there is no evidence 
that the proposed project would have any impact on property values near Site SGH, or that any 
potential change in property value would result in a physical impact on the environment.  
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Comment 4: Notice of the initiative was sent out to the neighbors; however, nowhere in the notice 
does it mention that the antenna will grow by 35 feet. That's disingenuous and obfuscating the truth. 
It is also inappropriate and manipulative to hold six public meetings regarding the impact of the 
antenna and not one of these public meetings held by the LA-RICS is taking place near the proposed 
site, where the health of the families will be affected. We would literally have to get on a boat to get 
to the February 1st meeting on Catalina Island. 

Response to Comment 4: As lead agency and proponent of the project, the Authority has and will 
continue to perform outreach with the public regarding LMR project implementation. The Authority is 
fully accountable for the decisions being made regarding the implementation of LMR Project. The 
Authority’s Board will consider the Draft EIR and Final EIR, inclusive of comments received, prior to 
making a decision on the proposed project. The LMR system would provide emergency responders with 
an improved communications system that will enable efficient and coordinated response to incidents 
and emergencies that is currently not possible in Los Angeles County. The improved communications 
could reduce response times and ultimately save lives. The LMR system would support faster, better-
coordinated, large-scale multi-agency response to emergencies such as terrorist attacks, earthquakes, 
civil disturbance, wildfire or other disasters, improving overall system capacity and coverage for first and 
second responders region-wide. The LMR project would enhance safety and emergency response for 10 
million Los Angeles County residents and the over 40 million Los Angeles County tourists. 

The Draft EIR fully discloses the project and potential project impacts based on the best available 
information at the time it was released for public review. The notice identified in the comment was 
likely the Notice of Availability (NOA). The NOA was provided to you in accordance with Section 21092 of 
the California Public Resources Code. The NOA included: Project Description and Location; Significant 
Anticipated Environmental Effects; Hazardous Waste Sites; Document Availability (including both the 
Website for electronic review and 16 locations for where hard copies of the document could be 
reviewed) and Public Review and Meetings (which included location and time for 6 public hearings and 
both e-mail and physical address for submitting public comments). A total of six public meetings were 
held for the Draft EIR: one in each of the five districts of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors, 
plus one in Avalon on Santa Catalina Island. The nearest location of a public meeting for the Draft EIR to 
the site in Signal Hill was approximately 12 miles from the site at Peck Park Community Center 
Auditorium at 560 N. Western Ave. in San Pedro. The project spans all of the Los Angeles County area 
and the Authority selected locations that would provide opportunities for people all across the county to 
attend a public meeting if desired. The format and information provided at each of the public meetings 
was the same.  

The Draft EIR included all pertinent details of the proposed project at Site SGH. As described in the Draft 
EIR on page 2-32, Site SGH is an “Existing 160’ tower to be extended to 180’”. As described in more 
detail beginning at page 4-1487, Site SGH describes installation of up to 40 whip and up to 9 microwave 
antennas on existing 160 foot lattice tower to be extended to 180 feet tall, with additional up to 15 foot 
lightning rod.  
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Comment 5: If this proposal passes, I will personally send out thousands of postcards to the nearby 
residents to hold the decision makers accountable for endangering our health and damaging our 
property values. 

Response to Comment 5. The commenter’s concerns are noted. 
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Comment Letter Public 55 
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Responses to Comment Letter Public 55 

The Authority appreciates your comments on the Draft EIR dated February 25, 2016. The comments will 
be provided to the LA-RICS Authority Board when the EIR is considered for certification.  

Responses to the comments are provided below.  

Comment 1: We hereby oppose to installation of additional Towers at this location due to known 
health risk hazard to residents who live close to such sites.  

Response to Comment 1: The Authority acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to the installation of 
additional towers at the proposed Walker Drive site (WAD). As the Draft EIR explains on page 4-1874, 
the proposed project would utilize an existing monopole at site WAD, which would be increased from its 
current height of 120 feet to 140 feet. No new tower(s) is proposed for this location.  

Comment 2: There are already TWO (2) communication towers at this address and adding another, 
will surly intensify the risk and hazard to health by factor of 75%. Why not share and use the existing 
towers? 

Response to Comment 2: The commenter is correct regarding the number of existing towers (a lattice 
tower and monopole currently exist at Site WAD). The Draft EIR includes a site-specific analysis of the 
potential for exposure to hazardous conditions at Site WAD on pages 4-1895 through 4-1898. The Draft 
EIR also includes a discussion of Radio Frequency (RF) exposures in Section 5.3. As explained there, RF 
exposures from operation of each site are not permitted to exceed the maximum permissible exposure 
(MPE) standards established by the FCC as set forth in 47 CFR Sections 1.1307 and 1.1310, and 
expressed in FCC OET Bulletin 65. To comply with this legal standard at each operational site, the 
Authority will require its contractor to perform an RF emission safety study prior to construction that 
will model the RF emission level from all equipment on site and demonstrate that it complies with the 
FCC guidelines and regulations on MPE for the General Public / Uncontrolled and for the Occupational / 
Controlled groups per the FCC’s OET Bulletin 65. After installation of the proposed Project site 
equipment and prior to operation, the contractor will conduct field measurements to confirm RF 
emission levels are in compliance and will identify, resolve, and correct any noncompliance (including 
posting appropriate signage) until compliance can be demonstrated. Radiofrequency exposures at 
proposed LMR project sites would be managed in accordance with applicable regulations contained in 
OET Bulletin 65. 

There is no evidence that the proposed project would intensify health hazards. Additionally, as discussed 
above, the proposed project would use an existing tower at Site WAD, as the commenter suggests. 

Comment 3: The studies made by various countries and independent institution show very high health 
risk to close residence even at radiations of 100 times less that what is being proposed. (please refer 
to attachments.) 
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Response to Comment 3: The Authority has reviewed the referenced six web sites. The information and 
related references do not contain any evidence that would compel the Authority to revise the discussion 
of radio frequency emissions in the Draft EIR. The Authority will continue to follow the underlying 
guidance provided by the FCC (i.e., FCC OET Bulletin 65) as the accepted and authoritative guidance used 
for management of RF-EME, as documented in the Draft EIR. No information applicable to the analysis in 
the Draft EIR that would result in a change to the conclusions of the Draft EIR was identified.  

Comment 4: Who and which organization is going to accept liability and be responsible for the short 
and long term wellbeing of the immediate residents? Have any one of the studies presented in this 
(EIR) been done by independent contractors with no connection what so ever to beneficiaries? 

Response to Comment 4: The EIR, and all reports prepared in connection with the EIR, reflect the 
independent judgment of the Authority and have been prepared in compliance with CEQA. 

Comment 5: Has there been any study to evaluate the effect of these towers on the value of the 
properties close to this specific site?? Who or which organization is going to compensate the property 
owners for such losses? 

Response to Comment 5: CEQA does not require social or economic impacts to be treated as significant 
effects on the environment. (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e), 15382.) Additionally, there is no evidence 
that the proposed project would have any impact on property values near Site WAD, or that any 
potential change in property value would result in a physical impact on the environment. 
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4.0 Revisions to the Draft EIR 

This chapter presents specific changes to the Draft EIR made in response to written comments received 
from the public and/or reviewing agencies. Text in blue underline (i.e., blue underline) represents 
language that has been added to the EIR; text in red strikeout (i.e., red strikeout) has been deleted from 
the EIR.  
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Page ES-36; Table ES-2: Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The text of BIO MM 1, BIO MM 2, BIO MM 5, BIO MM12, BIO MM 14, CUL MM 2, CUL MM 5 through CUL MM 7, GEO MM 1, HAZ MM 1 through 
HAZ MM 3, NOI MM 2, TRANS MM 1, TRANS MM 2, and UTL MM 1 in Table ES-2 is hereby amended as follows: 

Table ES-2: Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Area Impact Mitigation Measure Sites 
Biological Resources BIO-1: Significant 

Impact Reduced to 
Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

BIO MM 1 Conservation Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Plan: Prior to construction, the 
Authority shall develop and implement or require the system contractor to develop and implement 
a mitigation monitoring and reporting plan (MMRP) for the proposed Project. The MMRP would 
serve to organize environmental compliance requirements identified in best management 
practices, mitigation measures, permit requirements, real property agreement conditions, 
coordination with the land management agency(s), and other applicable sources. The MMRP shall 
contain an organization chart and communication plan for environmental compliance as it relates 
to the proposed Project. 

AGH, AJT, BJM, BUR, BUR1, BUR2, BUR3, CPK, 
DPK, ENC1, ENT, FRP, FTP, GMT, GRM, H-17A, 
H-69B, JOP, JPK, JPK2, LACF072, LACFCP08, 
LACFCP09, LACFCP11, LEPS, LPC, MMC, MML, 
MTL2, OAT, PASPD01, PHN, PMT, PWT, RIH, 
SDW, SGH, SPN, SUN, SUN2, TMT, TOP, TPK, 
TWR, VPK, WAD, WMP, WTR, ZHQ 

 BIO-1: Significant 
Impact Reduced to 
Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

BIO MM 2 Worker Environmental Awareness Program: Prior to construction, the Authority shall 
develop and implement or require the system contractor to develop and implement, including 
coordination with the respective land management agency, a Worker Environmental Awareness 
Program (WEAP) for the proposed Project. This mitigation measure would serve to institute and 
formalize an education program to increase awareness of environmental resources and measures 
and rules that are in place to help minimize impacts to those resources. 

a) A WEAP shall be developed and shall be required for all construction employees prior to 
placement of Project equipment, construction, or any ground-disturbing activities at the 
proposed Project site. Training of additional workers, contractors, and visitors shall be 
provided, as needed.  

b) The WEAP is to inform on-site workers of the possible presence of special status species, the 
measures to be taken to protect these species, and the importance of minimizing impacts to 
the natural environment through the protection of native vegetation, adhering to required 
buffers and protection zones, staying on existing roads, and implementing best management 
practices, that include containment of any spills, disposal of trash, and management of 
runoff and sediment transport. 

c) To assure long-term implementation of mitigation measures, an information sheet listing 
potential sensitive species and what to do if any are encountered shall be prepared, 
distributed to workers, and posted on site. 

AGH, AJT, BJM, BUR, BUR1, BUR2, BUR3, CPK, 
DPK, ENC1, ENT, FRP, FTP, GMT, GRM, H-17A, 
H-69B, JOP, JPK, JPK2, LACF072, LACFCP08, 
LACFCP09, LACFCP11, LEPS, LPC, MMC, MML, 
MTL2, OAT, PASPD01, PHN, PMT, PWT, RIH, 
SDW, SGH, SPN, SUN, SUN2, TMT, TOP, TPK, 
TWR, VPK, WAD, WMP, WTR, ZHQ 
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Table ES-2: Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Area Impact Mitigation Measure Sites 
 BIO-1: Significant 

Impact Reduced to 
Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

BIO MM 5 Hazardous Materials Management: 

a) A toxic substance management and spill response plan shall be prepared by the contractor 
for review and approval by the Authority.  

c) Hazardous materials shall be contained; spills shall be prevented; and any spills at the Project 
site or along access roads shall be contained and cleaned up immediately. 

d) All construction vehicles are required to carry at least one spill response kit. 
d) Any spills shall be accounted for in reports prepared by the biological/environmental 

monitor. 

BJM, BUR, BUR1, BUR2, BUR3, DPK, FRP, GMT, 
JOP, JPK, JPK2, LACFCP09, LACFCP11, LPC, 
MMC, MML, MTL2, OAT, PMT, SUN, SUN2, 
TMT, TPK, TWR, VPK, WMP, WTR 

 BIO-1: Significant 
Impact Reduced to 
Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

BIO MM 12 Coastal California Gnatcatcher Protection:  

a) As part of BIO MM 2 WEAP, construction crews shall be informed of the possible presence of 
coastal California gnatcatchers in the area and the importance of maintaining coastal sage 
scrub vegetation.  

b) As part of BIO MM 9 Protect Native Vegetation and Common Wildlife, disturbance to native 
perennial vegetation, especially coastal sage scrub vegetation (e.g., California sagebrush, sage, 
laurel sumac, and California buckwheat), would be minimized. Surveys shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist for the presence of coastal sage scrub perennial vegetation, and plants not 
identified for removal within or near the construction zone shall be marked for protection.  

c) As part of BIO MM 3 Biological Compliance Reporting, the environmental monitor shall verify 
at least once a week during active construction and upon completion of construction activities 
that habitat protection measures have been followed. 

d) At proposed Project sites H-17A, PHN, and RIH, a higher level of protection is required to 
ensure that gnatcatchers are not present when construction activities would occur and 
adverse effects would be avoided. For proposed Project sites that include known or suspected 
gnatcatcher nesting or otherwise include suitable nesting habitat where the bird is expected 
to be present, the following mitigation measure is to ensure the highest level of protection to 
the bird. All the above measures (BIO MM 1 through BIO MM 3, and BIO MM 8 through BIO 
MM 12) apply as well as BIO MM 13 Coastal California Gnatcatcher Breeding Season 
Restrictions 

H-17A, LEPS, PHN, PWT, RIH, SDW, VPK 

 BIO-1: Significant 
Impact Reduced to 
Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

BIO MM 14 Coastal California Gnatcatcher Protocol Surveys 

a) To determine if coastal California gnatcatchers are present within 500 feet of specified Project 
sites and if breeding season restrictions would be required, surveys following the most recent 
version of the USFWS Coastal California Gnatcatcher Presence/Absence Survey Protocol 
(current revision issued by USFWS Carlsbad Office 1997) shall be conducted prior to initiating 

LEPS, PWT 
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any construction activities that may result in ground disturbance or loud noises during the 
gnatcatcher breeding season (February 15 through August 30). This protocol requires call-
playback surveys by a permitted biologist, conducting a minimum of six surveys at least one 
week apart between March 15 and June 30 (additional survey requirements are presented in 
the protocol).  

b) If adult, nesting, or fledgling gnatcatchers are detected even once within 500 feet of the 
proposed Project site, or if surveys are not completed in compliance with the protocol, BIO 
MM 13 Coastal California Gnatcatcher Breeding Season Restrictions shall apply to the site, 
precluding any construction activities that include loud noises (e.g., trenching, drilling, 
concrete cutting), the use of large equipment (e.g., booms, cranes, drills, concrete pouring), or 
the removal of perennial vegetation between February 15 and August 30. 

c) If no adult, nesting, or fledgling gnatcatchers are detected within 500 feet of the proposed 
Project site, construction activities may commence beginning July 1 through February 14. 

d) e) Survey requirements shall be applied each year that construction activities take place at the 
Project site. 

Cultural Resources CUL-1: Significant 
and Unavoidable 

CUL MM 2: Archaeological Monitoring – Historic-Age Resources 

At proposed Project LMRsites with known or potential presence of historic-age archaeological 
material (artifacts and/or features) within the defined APEs, a qualified archaeological monitor shall 
be present during all subsurface excavation for tower or monopole foundations and during grading 
for access roads and structure foundations. Monitors will also be responsible for restricting access 
by construction personnel to any identified archaeological resources as noted in this EIR section or 
Chapter 4. The direct and indirect APEs are defined at the beginning of this EIR section.  

The archaeological monitor will, at a minimum, have a B.A. in anthropology or related field or will 
have successfully completed an archaeological field methods school. The monitor will work under 
the supervision of an archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards (Project Archaeologist). The standards are published in CFR 36 Part 61 and 
found on the National Park Service website at http://www.nps.gov/history/local-
law/arch_stnds_9.htm. 

H-69B, LACFCP08, LACFCP09, LPC 

Cultural Resources CUL-1: Significant 
and Unavoidable 

CUL MM 5: Architectural Resources Protection and Camouflage 

Attachment of Equipment to Historic Buildings and Structures 

H-69B, LACFCP08, LACFCP09, LPC  
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Exterior antennas, wiring, towers, and other LMR equipment that are proposed to be attached to 
buildings, structures, objects, and other features that are listed, eligible, or potentially eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP or CRHR, or are locally-designated landmarks under CEQA may cause an 
adverse direct and/or visual effect. Mitigation measures to offset potential effects would include 
review of the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
(Standards) and the Secretary of the Interior's Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
(Guidelines), which can be found on the National Park Service's website at 
http://www.nps.gov/tps/standards.htm and http://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-
treatments/standguide/index.htm respectively. The Standards are a series of practices for 
maintaining, repairing, and replacing historic materials, as well as designing new additions or 
making alterations. The Guidelines assist in applying the complementary Standards to a specific 
property. Together, they provide a framework and guidance for decision-making about work or 
changes to a historical resource.  

For historic buildings or structures where communications-related equipment will be attached, the 
following preservation practices would shall be employed, as applicable, to ensure that impacts are 
less than : significant: 

1) When running new exterior wiring to a historic building, existing entry points shall be utilized. 
If a new entry point is required, the entry shall be placed at the rear of the building or in an 
unobtrusive area on the side of the building i.e., an area where it will be hidden by an existing 
architectural feature. that [insert language characterizing what it means to be “unobtrusive” 
for purposes of this measure to ensure no impact]. 

2) When wireless nodes, antennas, microwave or satellite dishes, etc. are installed on historic 
buildings, existing mounting points shall be utilized. For new mounts, nonpenetrating mounts 
shall be used. 

3) Equipment shall be placed where it does not detract from the building's overall appearance; 
roof-mounted equipment shall be placed where it will not be visible from accessible locations 
at grade. Adequate structural support for the new equipment and design shall be ensured, 
and a system that minimizes the number of cutouts or holes in structural members and 
historic material shall be installed. Existing building features shall be used to conceal 
equipment. 

4) New equipment installations on a historic building that will be visible shall be painted or color-
matched to the surrounding building materials. Concealment with color-matched FRP 
(fiberglass reinforced plastic) shrouds (boxes) is acceptable.  

5) Any supports or brackets for new equipment shall be color-matched to the existing materials. 
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6) The installation of exterior wiring shall be minimized; where unavoidable, the wiring will be 

color-matched to the original building material to reduce the visual impact. 

7) Equipment shall not be directly anchored into stone or brick; mortar joints for anchoring the 
equipment will be utilized. 

8) Rust-resistant mounts to prevent staining of the building materials shall be used. 

9) Reversible mounting techniques shall be used to avoid damage to building materials. 

10) Installation of underground cable or conduit at a historical resource shall be undertaken in a 
manner that considers the stability of the historic building, including limiting any new 
excavations adjacent to historic foundations that could undermine the structural stability of 
the building and avoiding landscape or other changes that could alter drainage patterns and 
cause water-related damage to the building. 

11) New interior wiring shall utilize space in existing chases, closets, or shafts. 

12) Equipment and systems shall be installed to cause the least alteration possible to the 
building's floor plan and the least damage to the historic building material. 

13) Vertical runs of conduit and cables shall be placed in closets, service rooms, and wall cavities 
to create the least intrusion into the historic fabric of the building and to avoid major 
intervention into the wall and floor systems. 

Architectural Camouflage 

All new towers and monopoles or a proposed increase in the height of existing towers and 
monopoles may that would cause adverse visual impacts on historical resources that are adjacent 
or within the viewshed shall be camouflaged. All camouflage implemented for the proposed Project 
designs would shall be sympathetic to the existing landscape and visually compatible with the 
surrounding architecture, and acceptable to the property owner 
(http://www.generalcode.com/codification/sample-legislation/cell-towers) and/or host 
community.in accordance with applicable municipal codes 
(http://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2009/09-2645_RPT_ATTY_06-07-11.pdf). Tower disguises may 
include, but are not limited to, painting and various types of concealments, including (e.g., 
clock/water towers, flag/light poles, silos, trees, and unique site-specific designs). Such measures 
must also be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards/Guidelines for the Treatment 
of Historic Properties (see Attachment of Equipment discussion above). As noted within the 
required mitigation measures for some Project sites, the painting of towers of certain heights is 
controlled by FAA Advisory Circulars 47 CFR § 17.21-17.58 to prevent aviation hazards; therefore, 
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painting would not, be a feasible mitigation at those sites. 

Cultural Resources CUL-3: Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

CUL MM 6: Potential Paleontological Resources Plan 

Proposed Project sites with the potential for paleontological resources would require preparation 
of a paleontological monitoring plan and a qualified paleontological monitor to be present during 
all subsurface excavation for tower or monopole foundations and during grading for access roads 
and structure foundations.  

In the event that a previously unidentified paleontological resource is uncovered, the following 
actions shall be taken: 

1) All ground-disturbing work within 165 feet (50 meters) of the discovery shall be halted. A 
qualified paleontologist shall divert or direct construction activities in the area of an exposed 
fossil in order to facilitate evaluation and, if necessary, salvage of the exposed fossil. 

2) The paleontologist shall inspect the discovery and determine whether further investigation is 
required. If the discovery can be avoided and no further impacts will occur, no further effort 
shall be required. 

3) If the resource cannot be avoided and may be subject to further impact, the paleontologist 
shall evaluate the resource and determine whether it is “unique” under CEQA, Appendix G, 
Part V. If the resource is determined not to be unique, work may commence in the area. 

4) If the resource is determined to be a unique paleontological resource, work shall remain halted, 
and the paleontologist shall consult with LA-RICS Authority staff regarding methods to ensure 
that no substantial adverse change would occur to the significance of the resource. Preservation 
in place (i.e., avoidance) is the preferred method of ensuring that no substantial adverse impacts 
occur to the resource and shall be required unless other equally effective methods are available. 
Other methods include ensuring that the fossils are scientifically recovered, prepared, identified, 
catalogued, and analyzed according to current professional standards. 

5) Due to the small nature of some fossils, a fine mesh screen may be used at the discretion of 
the paleontologist at project-specific inspections to collect matrix samples for processing. 

6) Provisions for preparation and identification of any fossils collected shall be made before 
donation to a suitable repository. 

7) All recovered fossils shall be curated at a local accredited and permanent scientific institution 

AGH, AJT, ASD, CPK, ENT, GRM, H-17A, H-69B, 
LACFCP08, LARICSHQ, LEPS, SPN, OAT, 
PASPD01, PDC, PHN, PWT, RIH, SDW, SGH, 
SIM, TOP, WS1, ZHQ 

Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System Land Mobile Radio Project   217 



4.0 – Revisions to the Draft EIR  

Table ES-2: Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Area Impact Mitigation Measure Sites 
according to Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standard guidelines standards. Work may 
commence upon completion of the appropriate treatment and the approval from the Authority. 

A Paleontological Resources Monitoring Plan shall be developed and approved prior to construction to 
guide the activities of monitors during ground-disturbing activities. The plan would include, but not be 
limited to, a description of the project location, the regulatory framework, site-specific impact 
mitigation requirements designed to reduce impacts to less than significant, specific locations and 
construction activities requiring monitoring and/or spot checking, procedures to follow for construction 
monitoring and fossil discovery and recovery, and a repository agreement with the Natural History 
Museum of Los Angeles County or other accredited repository. Mitigation measures that may be 
implemented to ensure that impacts to paleontological resources would be reduced to less than 
significant may include but are not limited to the following: 

a) Worker awareness training on paleontological resources presented to construction 
personnel prior to the start of construction. The training should include at minimum, the 
following:  

• The types of fossils that could occur at the project site 

• The procedures that should be taken in the event of a fossil discovery 

• Laws protecting paleontological resources 

• Penalties for destroying or removing paleontological resources 

b) Paleontological monitoring during ground disturbance at all sites with moderate/unknown or 
high paleontological potential 

c) Salvage of significant fossil resources 

d) Screenwashing of matrix samples for microfossils 

e) Laboratory preparation of recovered fossils to the point of identification and curation 

f) Identification of recovered fossils to the lowest possible taxonomic order 

g) Curation of significant fossils at the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County or other 
accredited repository 

h) Preparation of a final monitoring report that includes at a minimum the dates of field work, 
results of monitoring, fossil analyses, significance evaluation, conclusions, locality forms, and 
an itemized list of specimens 

The Plan shall be submitted to the Authority for review and approval and finalized at least 14 days 
prior to the start of construction. 
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Cultural Resources CUL-3:Less than 

Significant with 
Mitigation 

CUL MM 7: Paleontological Resources Monitoring 

Paleontological monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified paleontological monitor who has 
demonstrated experience in the collection and salvage of fossil materials. An undergraduate degree 
in geology or paleontology is preferable but is less important than documented experience 
performing paleontological monitoring and mitigation. The monitor will work under the supervision 
of a Principal Paleontologist. 

The qualified professional paleontological monitor shall be present during ground disturbance at all 
sites with moderate/unknown or high paleontological potential and as specified in the 
Paleontological Resources Monitoring Plan prepared in accordance with CUL MM 6. The monitor 
shall be present during all subsurface excavation for tower or monopole foundations and during 
grading for access roads and structure foundations. Any sites that require monitoring or mitigation 
within the Angeles National Forest will require a qualified paleontologist to have a U.S. Department 
of Agriculture Forest Service-Temporary Special-Use Permit for paleontology. Based on the specific 
site conditions observed during monitoring (type of sediment impacted, previous disturbances, 
nature of site conditions), the Principal Paleontologist may reduce or increase monitoring efforts in 
consultation with the Agency. 

In the event that a previously unidentified paleontological resource is uncovered, the following 
actions shall be taken: 

1) All ground-disturbing work within 50 feet of the discovery shall be halted. A qualified 
paleontologist shall divert or direct construction activities in the area of an exposed 
fossil in order to facilitate evaluation and, if necessary, salvage of the exposed fossil. 
Work shall not resume in the discovery area until authorized by the qualified 
paleontologist. 

2) The paleontologist shall inspect the discovery and determine whether further 
investigation is required. If the discovery can be avoided and no further impacts will 
occur, no further effort shall be required. 

3) If the resource cannot be avoided and may be subject to further impact, the 
paleontologist shall evaluate the resource and determine whether it is “unique” under 
CEQA, Appendix G, Part V. If the resource is determined not to be unique, work may 
commence in the area. 

4) If the resource is determined to be a unique paleontological resource, work shall remain 
halted, and the paleontologist shall consult with LA-RICS Authority staff regarding 
methods to ensure that no substantial adverse change would occur to the significance of 

AGH, AJT, ASD, CPK, ENT, GRM, H-17A, H-69B, 
LACFCP08, LARICSHQ, LEPS, SPN, OAT, 
PASPD01, PDC, PHN, PWT, RIH, SDW, SGH, 
SIM, TOP, WS1, ZHQ 
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the resource. Preservation in place (i.e., avoidance) is the preferred method of ensuring 
that no substantial adverse impacts occur to the resource and shall be required unless 
other equally effective methods are available. Other methods include ensuring that the 
fossils are scientifically recovered, prepared, identified, catalogued, and analyzed 
according to current professional standards. 

5) Due to the small nature of some fossils, a fine mesh screen may be used at the 
discretion of the paleontologist to screen matrix test samples on site during monitoring. 
Additionally, bulk matrix samples may be collected and transported to a laboratory 
facility for processing. 

6) Provisions for preparation and identification of any fossils collected shall be made 
before donation to a suitable repository. 

7) All recovered fossils shall be curated at the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles 
County or a local accredited and permanent scientific institution according to Society of 
Vertebrate Paleontology standard guidelines standards. Work may commence upon 
completion of the appropriate treatment and the approval from the Authority. 

Geology and Soils GEO-1: Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

GEO MM 1 : Prior to or concurrently with submittal of the application for a building permit for any 
portion of the proposed Project site, the project sponsor Contractor shall: 

1) Submit to the appropriate municipality (County of Los Angeles, County of San Bernardino, or 
city having jurisdiction over the site) a site-specific, design-level geotechnical report 
reviewed and approved by both an engineering geologist licensed in the State of California 
and a civil engineer licensed in the State of California. The report shall comply with all 
applicable state and local code requirements and shall: 

a. include an analysis of the expected ground motions at the site from known active faults 
using accepted methodologies 

b. include an analysis of all potential geologic hazards including but not limited to, 
landslides, mudslides, liquefaction potential, identification of active faults, land 
spreading, and land subsidence. The report shall be prepared in accordance with and 
meet the requirements of the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 
(LACDPW) Manual for Preparation of Geotechnical Reports, July 1, 2013. 

c. Specify liquefaction mitigations that shall use proven methods generally accepted by 
professional engineers to reduce the risk of liquefaction to a less than significant level such as: 

i. subsurface soil improvement 

AGH, ASD, BJM, BUR, BUR1, BUR2, BUR3, CPK, 
DPK, ENC1, ENT, FRP, FTP, GMT, GRM, H-17A, 
H-69B, JOP, JPK, JPK2, LACF072, LACFCP08, 
LACFCP09, LACFCP11, LEPS, LPC, MMC, MML, 
MTL2, OAT, PASPD01, PHN, PMT, PWT, RIH, 
SDW, SGH, SPN, SUN, SUN2, TMT, TOP, TPK, 
TWR, VPK, WAD, WMP, WTR, ZHQ 
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ii. deep foundations extending below the liquefiable layers 

iii. structural slabs designed to span across areas of non-support 

iv. soil cover sufficiently thick over liquefaction soil to bridge liquefaction zones 

v. dynamic compaction 

vi. compaction grouting 

vii. jet grouting 

viii. mitigation for liquefaction hazards suggested in the California Geological Survey’s 
(CGS) Geology Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards (CGS Special 
Publication 117, 1997) including edge containment structures (berms, dikes, sea 
walls, retaining structures, compacted soil zones), removal or treatment of 
liquefiable soils, modification of site geometry, lowering the groundwater table, in-
situ ground densification, deep foundations, reinforced shallow foundations, and 
structural design that can withstand predicated displacements 

d. Determine structural design requirements as prescribed by the most current version of 
the California Building Code, including applicable local county and local city 
amendments, to ensure that structures can withstand ground accelerations expected 
from known active faults 

e. Determine the final design parameters for walls, foundations, foundation slabs, utilities, 
roadways, parking lots, sidewalks, and other surrounding improvements 

2) Project plans for foundation design, earthwork, and site preparation shall incorporate all of 
the mitigations in the site specific investigations. 

3) The project structural engineer shall review the site specific investigations, provide any 
additional necessary mitigation to meet Building Code requirements, and incorporate all 
applicable mitigations from the investigation in the structural design plans and shall ensure 
that all structural plans for the project meet current Building Code requirements. 

4) Site construction shall not begin until: 

a. The registered geotechnical engineer representing the applicable permitting 
municipality for the project site (county or city), or third party registered engineer 
retained to review the geotechnical reports, has reviewed each site specific geotechnical 
investigation, approved the final report, and required compliance with geotechnical 
mitigations contained in the investigation in the plans submitted for the grading, 
foundation, structural, infrastructure and other relevant construction permits; and 
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b. The applicable permitting municipality for the project site (county or city) has reviewed 

all project plans for grading, foundations, structural, infrastructure and other relevant 
construction permits to ensure compliance with the applicable geotechnical 
investigation and other applicable Code requirements 

Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

HAZ-4: Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

HAZ MM 1: Prior to construction activity, the construction contractor must shall prepare a Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment meeting the standards outlined in the American Society for Testing 
Materials (ASTM), Practice for Limited Environmental Due Diligence: Transaction Screen Process E 
1528.  

• Phase I documents shall be reviewed to determine if the lateral and vertical extent of 
impacted soil and/or groundwater will be encountered by proposed construction activities.  

• If proposed construction activities will not encounter impacted soil or groundwater based on 
the documented vertical and lateral extent, no further action will be required.  

• If it is determined that the construction footprint will encounter impacted soils or encounter 
impacted groundwater, the contractor shall prepare a site-specific Health and Safety Plan that 
meets the requirements of 29 CFR 1910 for worker safety. 

• If the lateral and vertical extent or the nature of the impacted soil cannot be determined from 
available documents, a Phase II investigation shall be completed to determine if the soils 
and/or groundwater that may be encountered during construction (within the footprint any 
excavation) are impacted. The Phase II investigation shall also determine the nature of 
contaminations that may be encountered. 

• The Phase II report should also address disposal alternatives and procedures for any impacted 
soil that may be encountered or groundwater which may need to be removed. 

PDC 

Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

HAZ-5: Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

HAZ MM 2: Prior to issuance of building permits, the Contractor shall submit Form 7460–1 (Notice 
of Proposed Construction or Alteration) to the FAA, in the form and manner prescribed in 14 CFR 
Part 77. The Contractor shall also provide documentation to the appropriate city or county planning 
agency demonstrating that the FAA has issued a “Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation” 

The FAA regulates objects affecting navigable airspace according to 14 CFR Part 77. The federal and 
state Departments of Transportation also require the proponent to submit FAA Form 7460–1, 
Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration. According to 14 CFR Part 77, notification allows the 
FAA to identify potential aeronautical hazards in advance, thus preventing or minimizing any 
adverse impacts on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace.  

SDW 
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Per 14 CFR Part 77, notification requirements include sending one executed form set (four copies) 
of FAA Form 7460–1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration, to the Manager, Air Traffic 
Division, of the FAA Regional Office having jurisdiction over the area within which the construction 
or alteration will be located. The notice required must be submitted at least 45 days before the 
earlier of the following dates: (1) the date the proposed construction or alteration is to begin, or (2) 
the date an application for a construction permit is to be filed. 

Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

HAZ-8: Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

HAZ MM 3: Fire Management Plan. Prior to construction activity, the Authority must shall work 
with the agency responsible for fire protection in the jurisdiction where the site is located to 
develop and implement a fire management plan for use during construction activity. The plan will 
identify project locations, project descriptions, anticipated construction activities, limitation of 
activities during periods of elevated fire risk (e.g., “red flag” days), level of suppression equipment 
required on site, training requirements, and points of contact.  

AGH, AJT ,BJM , BUR, BUR1, BUR2, BUR3, CPK, 
DPK, ENC1, ENT, FRP, FTP, GMT, GRM, H-17A, 
H-69B, JOP, JPK, JPK2, LACF072, LACFCP08, 
LACFCP09, LACFCP11, LEPS, LPC, MMC, MML, 
MTL2, OAT, PHN, PMT, PWT, RIH, SDW, SIM, 
SPN, SUN, SUN2, TMT, TOP, TPK, TWR, VPK, 
WAD, WMP, WTR, ZHQ 

Noise NOI-3: Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

NOI MM 2: Prior to commencement of construction at Site WS1, the contractor shall demonstrate, 
to the satisfaction of the Authority, measures that will reduce construction noise impacts below the 
levels specified in the City of Santa Monica noise ordinance. Such measures may include but are not 
limited to the following: 

• Use noise blankets or other muffling devices on equipment and quiet-use generators at noise-
sensitive receivers. 

• Use well-maintained equipment and have equipment inspected regularly. 

• Operate construction equipment for periods of fewer than 15 consecutive minutes when 
possible. 

NOI MM 3: Prior to commencement of construction at any site with an applicable1 noise ordinance 
where construction activities are necessary outside the specified hours in the ordinance, the 
Authority shall apply for and obtain variances from the agency with jurisdiction at that site. 

WS1 

Transportation/Traffic TRANS-3: 
Significant Impact 
Reduced to Less 
than Significant 
with Mitigation 

HAZ MM 2: Prior to issuance of building permits, the Contractor shall submit Form 7460–1 (Notice 
of Proposed Construction or Alteration) to the FAA, in the form and manner prescribed in 14 CFR 
Part 77. The Contractor shall also provide documentation to the appropriate city or county planning 
agency demonstrating that the FAA has issued a “Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation.”: 
See above 

BJM, DPK, SDW, SGH 

Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System Land Mobile Radio Project   223 



4.0 – Revisions to the Draft EIR  

Table ES-2: Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Area Impact Mitigation Measure Sites 
The FAA regulates objects affecting navigable airspace according to 14 CFR Part 77. The federal and 
state Departments of Transportation also require the proponent to submit FAA Form 7460–1, 
Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration. According to 14 CFR Part 77, notification allows the 
FAA to identify potential aeronautical hazards in advance, thus preventing or minimizing any 
adverse impacts on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace.  

Per 14 CFR Part 77, notification requirements include sending one executed form set (four copies) 
of FAA Form 7460–1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration, to the Manager, Air Traffic 
Division, of the FAA Regional Office having jurisdiction over the area within which the construction 
or alteration will be located. The notice required must be submitted at least 45 days before the 
earlier of the following dates: (1) the date the proposed construction or alteration is to begin, or 
(2) the date an application for a construction permit is to be filed. 

Transportation/Traffic 

TRANS-4: Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

TRANS MM 1: The construction contractor shall maintain a minimum of one open lane of traffic at 
all site access roads during project construction. Use of standard construction traffic control 
practices such as flagmen, warning signs, and other measures shall be implemented as necessary to 
ensure that traffic flow remains uninterrupted at all times. 

TRANS MM 2: Any temporary road or lane closures that may affect state highways shall be 
coordinated with Caltrans prior to commencement of construction at the site that will require the 
road or lane closures. If construction requires temporary road or lane closures on roads and streets 
managed by local entities, a traffic management plan shall be prepared and submitted to the 
relevant county and/or city public works department or other appropriate department for approval 
prior to commencement of construction at the site. Encroachment permits would be obtained 
where applicable 

ASD, LARICSHQ, PASPD01, PDC, SGH, SIM, 
WS1, ZHQ 

 

 
TRANS MM 2: Any temporary road or lane closures that may affect state highways shall be 
coordinated with Caltrans prior to commencement of construction at the site that will require the 
road or lane closures. If construction requires temporary road or lane closures on roads and streets 
managed by local entities, a traffic management plan shall be prepared and submitted to the 
relevant county and/or city public works department or other appropriate department for approval 
prior to commencement of construction at the site. Encroachment permits would be obtained 
where applicable. 
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Resource Area Impact Mitigation Measure Sites 

Utilities/Service 
Systems 

UTL-1: Significant 
Impact Reduced to 
Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

UTL MM 1: In the event groundwater in sufficient quantity is encountered to require dewatering, a 
discharge permit would shall be obtained from the applicable RWQCB prior to construction, and 
removal or discharge of water would be in accordance with the terms and conditions of the permit. 

AGH, ASD, BJM, BUR, BUR1, BUR2, BUR3, CPK, 
DPK, ENC1, ENT, FRP, FTP, GMT, GRM, H-17A, 
H-69B, JOP, JPK, JPK2,LACF072, LACFCP08, 
LACFCP09, LACFCP11, LEPS, LPC, MMC, MML, 
MTL2, OAT, PASPD01, PHN, PMT, PWT, RIH, 
SDW, SGH, SPN, SUN, SUN2, TMT, TOP, TPK, 
TWR, VPK, WAD, WMP, WTR, ZHQ 

1 The LA-RICS Authority is not subject to certain local noise ordinances under the doctrine of intergovernmental immunity (Cal. Gov. Code § 53090(a)). 
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Page 1-11; Section 1.6.2 

The responsible and trustee local agencies listed in Section 1.6.2 is hereby amended as follows: 

Local Agencies 

• Los Angeles County • City of Malibu 

• City of Agoura Hills • City of Monterey Park 

• City of Beverly Hills • City of Palmdale 

• City of Calabasas • City of Pasadena 

• City of Cerritos • City of San Dimas 

• City of Chino Hills • City of Santa Monica 

• City of Glendale • City of Signal Hill 

• City of Long Beach • City of West Hollywood 

• City of Los Angeles • City of Whittier 

 
Pages 2-16 & 2-18; Table 2.1-1: Potential LMR Sites Analyzed in This EIR 

Site information for Sites DPK and SGH, listed in Table 2.1-1, is hereby amended as follows: 

Table 2.1-1: Potential LMR Sites Analyzed in This EIR 

Site ID Site Name 
Address 

Jurisdiction 
Street  City Zip Code 

DPK Dakin Peak Avalon Canyon Rd.Divide Road Santa Catalina Island 90704 
Los Angeles 

County 

SGH Signal Hill 2321 Stanley Ave. Signal Hill 90755 
Signal Hill 

Long Beach 
 
Page 2-28; Lighting 

The text in this section is hereby amended as follows: 

The sites would have security lighting. New equipment shelters would generally require exterior security 
lighting equivalent to a 100-watt light bulb. Security lighting would be motion-sensing in rural locations 
and continuous in urban locations. Where required by the FAA, new antenna support structures would 
be lighted and/or marked consistent with FAA Advisory Circular, AC 70/7460-1L Obstruction Marking 
and Lighting, for visibility to aircraft, as applicable, based on proposed structure height and location. FAA 
lighting is not generally required for towers less than 200 feet in height above ground level; however, 
lighting for air navigation safety may be required at specific locations for shorter structures, depending 
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on site conditions. If tower obstruction lighting is installed on a tower, it may include red or white light-
emitting diode (LED) lamps or strobe lights that are steady and/or flashing. 

 

Page 2-40; Section 2.3 

The text in this section is hereby amended as follows: 

Sites BUR, BUR1, BUR2, and BUR3, and BUR 4 

Page 2-42; Section 2.5 

The text in this section is hereby amended as follows: 

Sites BUR, BUR1, BUR2, and BUR3, and BUR 4 
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Page 2-47; Table 2.7-1: Comprehensive List of Projects within Two Miles of Proposed Project Sites 

Information about projects within 2 miles of Site AJT, listed in Table 2.7-1, is hereby amended as follows: 

Table 2.7-2: Comprehensive List of Projects within Two Miles of Proposed Project Sites  

Site ID Distance 
(Miles) 

Distance 
(Feet) Project Name Address City Project Description Status Schedule 

AJT 1.76 9,295 Stonefield 
Development 1850 Fairway Dr. Chino Hills New 28 SFR in gated community in 

35 acres 
Post Entitlement 
Review 

Tentative 
subdivision map 
approved 

  1.83 9,660 Hidden Oaks Country 
Club 

1285 Carbon 
Canyon Rd. Chino Hills New 107 residential lots hillside 

development with open space Env. Review: EIR in review 

  1.45 7,657 Foremost Communities 
- Canyon Hills 

16432 Carbon 
Canyon Rd. Chino Hills New 76 SFR development with open 

space 
Under 
Construction 

approved tract 
map 

 

Page 3-10; Table 3.1-1: Project Sites Located in Areas Generally Containing High or Medium Viewer Sensitivity 

Information about projects sites located in areas generally containing high or medium viewer sensitivity for Sites BJM, DPK, SGH, and TWR is 
hereby amended as follows: 

Table 3.1-3. Project Sites Located in Areas Generally Containing High or Medium Viewer Sensitivity 

LMR 
Site 

Name 

Federal State 
Scenic 

Highway or 
Regional  

Trail 

Regional or Municipal Park 
Historic 
District 

Significant 
Ridgeline 

Visual 
Sensitivity* 

Located Within 
a Scenic Vista 

Angeles National Forest 
and San Gabriel 
Mountains NM 

Within 
SMMNRA 
Boundary 

Coastal  
Zone 

Park 

SIO/ SAC1 
USFS Land  
Use Zone 

BJM 
Blackjack 
Peak 

   
Santa 
Catalina 
Island LCP 

 
Trans-Catalina 
Trail 

Catalina Island Conservancy 
Open Space Easement 

  High X 

DPK Dakin Peak    
Santa 
Catalina 
Island LCP 

 
Trans-Catalina 
Trail 

Catalina Island Conservancy 
Open Space Easement 

  High X 
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Table 3.1-3. Project Sites Located in Areas Generally Containing High or Medium Viewer Sensitivity 

LMR 
Site 

Name 

Federal State 
Scenic 

Highway or 
Regional  

Trail 

Regional or Municipal Park 
Historic 
District 

Significant 
Ridgeline 

Visual 
Sensitivity* 

Located Within 
a Scenic Vista 

Angeles National Forest 
and San Gabriel 
Mountains NM 

Within 
SMMNRA 
Boundary 

Coastal  
Zone 

Park 

SIO/ SAC1 
USFS Land  
Use Zone 

SGH Signal Hill     
 

Skyline Drive 
Hilltop and Sunset View 
parks 

  Medium  

TWR Tower Peak    
Santa 
Catalina 
Island LCP 

 
Trans-Catalina 
Trail 

Catalina Island Conservancy 
Open Space Easement 

  High X 
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Page 3-16; Section 3.1.1.3 

Section 3.1.1.3, addressing scenic corridors, is hereby amended to add the following text after the City 
of Malibu Scenic Roads text and before the discussion on Santa Monica Mountains North Plan Scenic 
Routes: 

City of Signal Hill Scenic Route 

The SGH site is located on a hilltop within a gated residential community, approximately 200 feet north 
of Skyline Drive. The 2009 City of Signal Hill General Plan Circulation Element identifies Skyline Drive as a 
scenic route (City of Signal Hill 2009). The plan notes that ‘The entire route provides views of urban 
Southern California, the ocean, and the downtown Long Beach skyline.’ These views are on the south 
side of the scenic route. Site SGH is entirely surrounded by residences, as well as a similar site with a 
large lattice tower immediately adjacent to the south, and an oil drilling rig directly east of and adjacent 
to the other telecommunication tower. 

Page 3-17; Section 3.1.1.3 

Section 3.1.1.3, addressing Trans-Catalina Trail is hereby amended to delete the following text: 

Although it has no official scenic designation, The 37-mile Trans-Catalina trail, completed in 2009, 
traverses Catalina Island in its entirety and offers “spectacular views across the 43,000-acre Nature 
Preserve of the Catalina Island Conservancy” (Catalina Island Conservancy 2014). Sites BJM, DPK, and 
TWR are adjacent to this trail. 

Page 3-17; Section 3.1.1.4 

Section 3.1.1.4, addressing State and regional parks as well as open space and recreation areas, is 
hereby amended to add the following text after the subheading and before Topanga State Park: 

Catalina Island Conservancy Open Space Easement 

A 50-year Open Space Easement Agreement was signed between the County of Los Angeles and the 
Santa Catalina Island Company in 1974 to preserve the natural character of the island (City of Santa 
Catalina Island 1983). Land uses defined as Open Space/Directed Recreation and Conservation/Primitive 
Recreation together comprise 96 percent of Catalina Island. Although no maps were readily available 
identifying or designating this open space at the time of this analysis, it is assumed that sites BJM, DPK, 
and TWR are located within this open space. 

Page 3-33; Section 3.1.4.1 

The project analysis for CEQA Question AES-2 within Section 3.1.4.1 is hereby revised as follows: 

AES-2: Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, 
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?  
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No scenic resources were identified within any Project site boundary. The following Project sites are 
located adjacent to scenic highways as discussed in Section 3.1.1.3:  

ENC1 ENT H-69B JOP LACF072 
LACFCP08 LEPS PWT SGH TMT 
WS1 ZHQ    

 

Operation Impacts 

The SGH site is located approximately 200 feet north of Skyline Drive, designated as scenic by the City of 
Signal Hill for providing ‘views of Southern California, the ocean, and the downtown Long Beach Skyline.’ 
However, these views are to the south of the road; the site is on the opposite (north) side of the road. 
Therefore, the site would not interfere with those views or affect the road’s scenic designation. In 
addition, views to the south from Skyline Drive adjacent to the site are blocked by existing residential 
structures. Operational impacts for all other sites would be as described under AES-1 (effects on a scenic 
vista). Operational impacts on scenic resources would be less than significant. 

Page 3-56; Section 3.2.2.3 

The local regulatory setting for the Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District (AVAQMD) is 
hereby revised to add the following: 

AVAQMD 

AVAQMD Regulation II, Rule 219 (2011) – Federal Operating Permit Requirements 

The purpose of this rule is to describe equipment that does not require a permit and which does not 
need to be listed on an application for a Federal Operating Permit (FOP) or on an issued FOP. Equipment 
powered by piston type internal combustion engines with a manufacturer’s rating of 50 bhp or less do 
not require a FOP under this rule. 

Page 3-57; Section 3.2.2.3 

The local regulatory setting for the South Coast Air Quality Management District (AVAQMD) is hereby 
revised to add the following: 

SCAQMD 

SCAQMD Regulation XIV, Rule 1470 (2012) – Requirements for Stationary Diesel-Fueled Internal 
Combustion and Other Compression Ignition Engines 

This rule shall apply to any person who sells, owns, or operates a stationary combustion ignition (CI) 
engine in the SCAQMD with a rated brake horsepower greater than 50 bhp. Equipment powered by CI 
engines in excess of 50 bhp, with some exceptions, are required to obtain a permit from the District. 
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Pages 3-80 to 3-81, Table 3.3-1: Vegetation Communities within the Study Area 

Table 3.3-1 is hereby amended to add to the list of Project sites within the study area for selected 
vegetation communities, as follows: 

Table 3.3-4: Vegetation Communities within the Study Areas1 

Vegetation Community Vegetation Alliance  Study Area(s) 

Coastal Sage Scrub California sagebrush scrub 
AGH, BJM, DPK, FTP, GRM, LEPS, 
MMC, TWR, WTR 

Mixed chaparral 
Scrub oak chaparral BJM, CPK, DPK, ENT, TWR, VPK 
Thick-leaved Yerba Santa scrub JOP 
Toyon chaparral  GRM, TWR 

Non-native grassland 
Annual brome grass Semi-natural 
herbaceous stands 

BJM, DPK, TPK, TWR 

 

Page 3-83, Section 3.3.1.2 

The text revising special status species designations is hereby amended as follows: 

Santa Catalina Island 
 Species identified from the Santa Catalina Island Local Coastal Plan (Appendix G) 
 Species information received in public comments from the Catalina Conservancy  
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Page 3-85, Table 3.3-3 

The study area description for sites BJM, DPK, and TWR, as listed in Table 3.3-3, are hereby amended as follows: 

Table 3.3-5: Special Status Plant and Animal Species Recorded within One Mile of Proposed Project Sites1 

Site Study Area Description 
Species Recorded Within  
One Mile2 

Status 
Designations3 

BJM Site BJM is located on Black Jack Peak on Santa Catalina Island on a hilltop that has been leveled and 
mostly paved to support the existing facilities. The vegetation in the area has been heavily impacted by 
overgrazing and long-term drought, resulting in bare soil and an increase in non-palatable plant species. 
Adjacent to the site is coastal sage scrub bisected by hiking trails and bike paths. The site contains many 
native and nonnative mature trees. Diagnostic woody shrubs include coast prickly pear (Opuntia 
littoralis), laurel sumac (Malosma laurina), toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), coyote bush (Baccharis 
pilularis), bush monkeyflower (Diplacus aurantiacus), lemonadeberry (Rhus integrifolia), and island oak 
(Quercus pacifica). 
Site BJM is located on the top of Blackjack Peak, the third highest mountain on Catalina Island. North-
facing slopes of Blackjack are dominated by intact Island Scrub Oak (Quercus pacifica) Chaparral; south-
facing slopes are dominated by intact Coastal Sage Scrub (note: areas mapped as Bare Ground in 2003 
are largely recovering into Coastal Sage Scrub). Outside the study area, a former silver mine pit is 
located above the Blackjack Campground access road on the north side of the peak. Blackjack Peak is 
visible from many locations on and around Catalina lsland. The Trans-Catalina Trail passes just 
southwest of the peak; and the Airport Road, very popular for motor tours, is just to the east. 

Santa Catalina Island fox  
(Urocyon littoralis catalinae) 

ESA-E  
CA-T 

Townsend's big-eared bat  
(Corynorhinus townsendii) 

CA-PT  
CDFW-SSC  

two-striped garter snake  
(Thamnophis hammondii) 

CDFW-SSC  
 

beach spectaclepod  
(Dithyrea maritima) 

CA-T  
CRPR-1B.1 

California dissanthelium  
(Dissanthelium californicum) 

CRPR-1B.2 

Catalina crossosoma  
(Crossosoma californicum) 

CRPR-1B.2 

island rush-rose  
(Crocanthemum greenei) 

ESA-T  
CRPR-1B.2 

round-leaved filaree  
(California macrophylla) 

CRPR-1B.1 

Santa Catalina figwort  
(Scrophularia villosa) 

CRPR-1B.2 

Santa Catalina Island currant  
(Ribes viburnifolium)  

CRPR-1B.2 

Santa Catalina Island ironwood  
(Lyonothamnus floribundus ssp. 
floribundus) 

CRPR-1B.2 

Santa Catalina Island manzanita  
(Arctostaphylos catalinae) 

CRPR-1B.2 

Santa Cruz Island rockcress  
(Sibara filifolia) 

ESA-E  
CRPR-1B.1 
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Table 3.3-5: Special Status Plant and Animal Species Recorded within One Mile of Proposed Project Sites1 

Site Study Area Description 
Species Recorded Within  
One Mile2 

Status 
Designations3 

Wallace's nightshade  
(Solanum wallacei) 

CRPR-1B.1 

DPK Site DPK is located on Santa Catalina Island on a ridgeline within a transition of coastal sage scrub and 
chaparral vegetation communities. The area has been overgrazed, resulting in areas of bare soil. 
Common shrubs include coast prickly pear, white sage (Salvia apiana), laurel sumac, island buckwheat 
(Eriogonum crocatum), sagebrush, toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), black sage, and lemonadeberry. 
Site DPK is located on the top of Dakin Peak, a prominent high point above Avalon and Silver/Grand 
canyons. The peak is dominated by Coastal Sage Scrub with areas of Grassland (Bromus-Avena-Nasella) 
and lsland Scrub Oak (Quercus pacifica) Chaparral. Outside the study area, Dakin Peak is visible from 
many locations on and around Catalina Island. The Trans-Catalina Trail follows the Divide Road 
immediately east and northwest of the existing tower. The Divide Road is also a very popular road for 
interior jeep tours. 

Santa Catalina Island fox  
(Urocyon littoralis catalinae) 

ESA-E  
CA-T  

Santa Catalina shrew  
(Sorex ornatus willetti) 

CDFW-SSC 

aphanisma  
(Aphanisma blitoides) 

CRPR-1B.2 

beach spectaclepod  
(Dithyrea maritima) 

CA-T  
CRPR-1B.1 

California dissanthelium  
(Dissanthelium californicum) 

CRPR-1B.2 

Catalina crossosoma  
(Crossosoma californicum) 

CRPR-1B.2 

chaparral ragwort  
(Senecio aphanactis) 

CRPR-2B.2 

coast woolly-heads  
(Nemacaulis denudata var. 
denudata) 

CRPR-1B.2 

Coulter's saltbush  
(Atriplex coulteri) 

CRPR-1B.2 

Davidson's saltscale  
(Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii) 

CRPR-1B.2 

island green dudleya  
(Dudleya virens ssp. insularis) 

CRPR-1B.2 

island rush-rose  
(Crocanthemum greenei) 

ESA-T  
CRPR-1B.2 

Nevin's woolly sunflower  
(Constancea nevinii) 

CRPR-1B.3 

round-leaved filaree  
(California macrophylla) 

CRPR-1B.1 
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Table 3.3-5: Special Status Plant and Animal Species Recorded within One Mile of Proposed Project Sites1 

Site Study Area Description 
Species Recorded Within  
One Mile2 

Status 
Designations3 

Santa Catalina figwort  
(Scrophularia villosa) 

CRPR-1B.2 

Santa Catalina Island bedstraw  
(Galium catalinense ssp. 
catalinense) 

CRPR-1B.2 

Santa Catalina Island currant  
(Ribes viburnifolium) 

CRPR-1B.2 

Santa Catalina Island desert-thorn  
(Lycium brevipes var. hasse) 

CRPR-1B.1 

Santa Catalina Island ironwood  
(Lyonothamnus floribundus ssp. 
floribundus) 

CRPR-1B.2 

Santa Catalina Island manzanita  
(Arctostaphylos catalinae) 

CRPR-1B.2 

Santa Catalina Island monkeyflower  
(Mimulus traskiae) 

CRPR-1A 

Santa Cruz Island rockcress  
(Sibara filifolia) 

ESA-E  
CRPR-1B.1 

showy island snapdragon  
(Gambelia speciosa) 

CRPR-1B.2 

south coast saltscale  
(Atriplex pacifica) 

CRPR-1B.2 

Wallace's nightshade  
(Solanum wallacei) 

CRPR-1B.1 

TWR Site TWR is located on a hilltop of Tower Peak along a steep ridge in highly disturbed coastal sage scrub 
vegetation. Island oak trees are on north-facing slopes and into broad canyons below the Project site. 
Coastal sage scrub on the dryer habitats is dominated by coast prickly pear, coastal sagebrush, and 
toyon. 
Site TWR is located on the top of Tower Peak, a prominent high point above the lsthmus/Two Harbors 
area. The peak is dominated by Coastal Sage Scrub with areas of Grassland (Bromus-Avena-Nasella) and 
Island Scrub Oak (Quercus pacifica) Chaparral. The Trans-Catalina Trail follows the Banning Road 

Santa Catalina Island fox  
(Urocyon littoralis catalinae) 

ESA-E  
CA-T 

essential fish habitat MSA 
beach spectaclepod  
(Dithyrea maritima) 

CA-T  
CRPR-1B.1 

California dissanthelium  
(Dissanthelium californicum) 

CRPR-1B.2 
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Table 3.3-5: Special Status Plant and Animal Species Recorded within One Mile of Proposed Project Sites1 

Site Study Area Description 
Species Recorded Within  
One Mile2 

Status 
Designations3 

immediately west of the existing tower. Outside the study area, Tower Peak is visible from many 
locations on and around Catalina lsland. 

 

Catalina crossosoma  
(Crossosoma californicum) 

CRPR-1B.2 

Catalina Island dudleya  
(Dudleya virens ssp. hassei) 

CRPR-1B.2 

Coulter's saltbush  
(Atriplex coulteri) 

CRPR-1B.2 

decumbent goldenbush  
(Isocoma menziesii var. decumbens) 

CRPR-1B.2 

Lyon’s pentachaeta  
(Pentachaeta lyonii) 

ESA-E  
ESA-CH  
CA-E 
CRPR-1B.1 

Nevin's woolly sunflower  
(Constancea nevinii) 

CRPR-1B.3 

round-leaved filaree  
(California macrophylla) 

CRPR-1B.1 

Santa Catalina figwort  
(Scrophularia villosa) 

CRPR-1B.2 

Santa Catalina Island bedstraw  
(Galium catalinense ssp. 
catalinense) 

CRPR-1B.2 

Santa Catalina Island currant  
(Ribes viburnifolium) 

CRPR-1B.2 

Santa Catalina Island ironwood  
(Lyonothamnus floribundus ssp. 
floribundus) 

CRPR-1B.2 

showy island snapdragon  
(Gambelia speciosa) 

CRPR-1B.2 

 Wiggins' cryptantha  
(Cryptantha wigginsii) 

CRPR-1B.2 
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Page 3-102, Section 3.3.1.2 

The text is hereby amended by including the following information: 

In addition to the sensitive species identified in Table 3.3-3, the following species have been identified as locally important from the Catalina 
Conservancy and Appendix G of the Santa Catalina Island Local Coastal Plan. Where appropriate, species names shown from Appendix G of the 
Local Coastal Plan have been updated (with the former names shown in parentheses).  

Abronia umbellata Acmispon (Lotus) argophyllus var ornithopus Acmispon (Lotus) grandiflora Acmispon glaber (Lotus scoparius) 

Acmispon subpinnatus Ammannia coccinea Andropogon barbinodis Arthrocnemum (Salicornia) subterminale 

Antirrhinum kelloggii Aphanisma blitoides Arctostaphylos catalinae Arenaria douglasii 

Aristida adscensionis Asclepias fascicularis Aspidotis californica Astragalus didymocarpus var 
didymocarpus 

Astragalus trichopodus var trichopodus Athysanus pusillus Atriplex coulteri Atriplex watsonii 

Bergerocactus emoryi Brodiaea jolonensis Bromus arizonicus Calandrinia maritima 

Callitriche marginata Cardamine californica Carex praegracilis Carex triquetra 

Carpobrotus aequilaterus Ceanothus arboreus Ceanothus megacarpus var insularis Cercocarpus traskiae 

Chenopodium macrospermum var 
farinosum 

Chorizanthe staticoides Clinopodium (Satureja) douglasii Constancea (Eriophyllum) nevinii 

Crassula aquatica Cressa truxillensis var vallicola Crocanthemum (Helianthemum) 
greenei 

Crossosoma californicum (californica) 

Cryptantha micromeres Cryptantha wigginsii Deinandra (Hemizonia) clementina Dendromecon harfordii 

Dendromecon rigida ssp rhamnoides Dichondra occidentalis Dissanthelium californicum Dudleya greenei 

Dudleya virens ssp hassei Dudleya virens ssp insularis  Elatine californica Eriastrum filifolium 

Erigeron foliosus Erigeron grande var grande Eriodictyon traskiae ssp traskiae Eriogonum giganteum var giganteum 

Eschscholtzia ramosa Euphorbia misera Euphorbia spathulata Galium catalinense ssp catalinense 

Galium nuttallii ssp insulare Gambelia (Galvesia) speciosa Gilia capitata ssp abrotanifolia Gilia nevinii 
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Gnaphalium palustre Helenium puberulum Hesperolinon micranthum Heteromeles arbutifolia var macrocarpa 

Holodiscus discolor Hordeum intercedens Hordeum californicum Jaumea carnosa 

Jepsonia malvifolia Lavatera assurgentiflora Laennecia (Conyza) coulteri Lastarriaea (Chorizanthe) coriacea 

Lepechinia fragrans Leptosyne (Coreopsis) gigantean Linanthus bicolor Lithophragma affine ssp mixtum 

Lycium brevipes var hassei Lyonothamnnus floribundus ssp floribundus Malvella (Sida) leprosa Mentzelia micrantha 

Microseris douglasii ssp platycarpha Mimulus guttatus Mimulus traskiae Monanthochloe littoralis 

Nemophila menziesii Notholaena californica Ophioglossum californicum Orobanche bulbosa 

Orobanche fasciculata franciscana Papaver californicum Paspalum distichum Pentachaeta (Chaetopappa) lyonii 

Phacelia distans Phacelia grandiflora Phacelia lyonii Piperia unalascensis 

Plagiobothrys nothofulvus Platystemon californicus Pluchea odorata (purpurascens) Potamogeton foliosus 

Potentilla glandulosa Pseudognaphalium (Gnaphalium) 
microcephalum 

Psilocarphus tenellus Quercus engelmannii 

Quercus lobata Quercus tomentella Rhamnus pirifolia Ribes viburnifolium 

Salicornia pacifica Shoenoplectus americanus (Scirpus olneyi) Scirpus robustus Scrophularia villosa 

Sibara filifolia Sisyrinchium bellum Solanum wallacei Solidago velutina ssp californica 

Senecio lyonii Spergularia marina Stebbinoseris (Microseris) 
heterocarpa 

Stipa cernua 

Stylomecon heterophylla Suaeda californica Thysanocarpus curvipes ssp elegans Trichostema lanceolatum 

Trifolium albopurpureum Trifolium gracilentum Trifolium macraei Trifolium microdon var pilosum 

Trifolium palmeri Tropidocarpum gracile Vitus girdiana Xylococcus bicolor 
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Page 3-103, Table 3.3-4: Sensitive Plant Communities Located within One Mile of Proposed Project 
Sites 

The list of Project sites located within one mile of the California Walnut Woodland vegetative 
community is hereby amended as follows: 

Table 3.3-6: Sensitive Plant Communities Located within One Mile of Proposed Project Sites 

Sensitive Community Project Sites 
California Walnut Woodland AGH, AJT, ENT, OAT, PHN, SIM 
 

Pages 3-126 and 3-128; Table 3.3-7: Species with Suitable Habitat Generally within the Study Areas 

The list of Project sites with a study area generally within suitable habitat for certain protected species is 
hereby amended as follows: 

Table 3.3-7: Species with Suitable Habitat Generally within the Study Areas 

Species Status Designations Proposed Project Site Study Area(s) 
burrowing owl 
(Athene cunicularia) 

CDFW-SSC 
BJM, DPK,H-17A, TWR 

California mountain kingsnake  
(Lampropeltis zonata) 

CDFW-SSC 
USFS-Sens 

BJM, H-69B, SPN, TOP 

Townsend's big-eared bat  
(Corynorhinus townsendii) 

CA-PT  
CDFW-SSC  
USFS-Sens 

BJM, DPK, TWR 

 

Pages 3-131 and 3-132; Section 3.3.4.1 

Three biological resource mitigation measures are hereby amended as follows: 

BIO MM 1  Conservation Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 

Prior to construction, the Authority shall develop and implement or require the system contractor to 
develop and implement a mitigation monitoring and reporting plan (MMRP) for the proposed Project. 
The MMRP would serve to organize environmental compliance requirements identified in best 
management practices, mitigation measures, permit requirements, real property agreement conditions, 
coordination with the land management agency(s), and other applicable sources. The MMRP shall 
contain an organization chart and communication plan for environmental compliance as it relates to the 
proposed Project. 
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BIO MM 2 Worker Environmental Awareness Program 

 Prior to construction, the Authority shall develop and implement or require the system 
contractor to develop and implement, including coordination with the respective land 
management agency, a Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) for the 
proposed Project. This mitigation measure would serve to institute and formalize an 
education program to increase awareness of environmental resources and measures 
and rules that are in place to help minimize impacts to those resources. 

BIO MM 5 Hazardous Materials Management: 
a) A toxic substance management and spill response plan shall be prepared by the contractor for 

review and approval by the Authority.  

b) Hazardous materials shall be contained; spills shall be prevented; and any spills at the Project 
site or along access roads shall be contained and cleaned up immediately. 

c) All construction vehicles are required to carry at least one spill response kit. 

d) Any spills shall be accounted for in reports prepared by the biological/environmental monitor. 

 
Page 3-147; Section 3.3.4.1 

The last paragraph of the impact analysis for raptors is hereby amended as follows: 

The burrowing owl was recorded about 0.2 mile west of the proposed Project Site H-17A along 
Skyline/Fire Ridge Road. The bird was using the cleared firebreak along the road following the ridge. 
Similar and contiguous habitat is found within Site H-17A and its study area. Burrowing owls are also 
known to be present throughout Santa Catalina Island, which includes the vicinity of sites BJM, DPK, and 
TWR. Site DPK is located in rolling grassland, while sites BJM and TWR are in mountainous terrain, less 
conducive to burrowing owls. 

Page 3-148; Section 3.3.4.1 

In the discussion of construction impacts to raptors, the first paragraph on Page 3-148 is hereby 
amended to the following: 

Burrowing owls typically remain in the vicinity of their burrows and would be more susceptible to 
disturbance or destruction; impacts to burrowing owl from construction at proposed Project Site sites 
BJM, DPK, H-17A, or TWR would be significant.  

Page 3-154; Section 3.3.4.1 

The introductory impact analysis for the Santa Catalina Island Fox is hereby amended as follows: 
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The Santa Catalina Island fox typically is found in dense shrubby vegetation; however, it has been 
observed using all habitat types present on Santa Catalina Island and could be found anywhere on the 
island—grasslands, shrublands, coastal marshes, and forests. is a habitat generalist and is found 
throughout Catalina lsland in all natural habitats and areas of human habitation and development. The 
fox is omnivorous, eating fruits, insects, birds, eggs, crabs, lizards, and small mammals. Individual foxes 
tend to move about rather than travel in packs. The fox is generally nocturnal, with peaks of activity at 
dawn and dusk; it is not intimidated by humans. Santa Catalina Island foxes give birth to young in simple 
dens, under shrubs, or in the sides of ravines (Laughrin 1973). Young are born from early to can be born 
any time from late February through late April after a gestation period of approximately 50 to 53 days. 
Litter size ranges from one to five kits (Moore and Collins 1995). 

Major threats to the fox have been canine distemper have been disease outbreaks (e.g., the canine 
distemper outbreak in the late 1990s that almost wiped out the population), mortality from vehicle 
collisions or other dangers associated with human development (e.g., drowning in open containers of 
liquids, poisoning, becoming trapped in open excavations), and predation by golden eagles; however, no 
golden eagles have been seen on the island since the mid-1980s (Catalina Island Conservancy 2015). 
Though none of the three proposed Project sites on Santa Catalina Island (BJM, DKP, and TWR) are 
within what may be considered preferred fox habitat, the area surrounding each of these three sites 
could be occupied by foxes. Catalina lsland foxes could be expected at all three sites and would be 
expected to investigate any changes to the sites during active construction, including open holes and 
trenches, open containers of liquids, and food wastes. 

Page 3-157; Section 3.3.4.1 

The impact analysis for small animals is hereby amended as shown in the following sentence: 

…Potentially suitable habitat for one or more of these species is assumed to be found within 14 study 
areas (see Table 3.3-7.), with the coast horned lizard and California mountain kingsnake potentially 
occurring within multiple locations (12 study areas and 3 4 study areas, respectively)...  

Page 3-157 and 3-158; Section 3.3.4.1 

In the discussion of construction impacts to small animals, the second and third paragraphs are hereby 
amended to the following: 

There would be no impact to Townsend’s big-eared bat or western mastiff bat due to construction-
related impacts at sites BJM, DPK, and OAT, and TWR.  

Construction-related impacts to coast horned lizard, California mountain kingsnake, San Diego woodrat, 
and Tehachapi pocket mouse would be less than significant at sites BJM, CPK, ENT, FTP, H-17A, H-69B, 
LACFCP11, MMC, MTL2, RIH, SPN, TOP, and TPK. 
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Page 3-158; Section 3.3.4.1 

In the discussion of operational impacts to small animals, the second and third paragraphs are hereby 
amended to the following and the introduction to the mitigation measures is also amended: 

Bat mortality is not a concern due to new towers being added to any site or addition of lighting. Bats 
may be attracted to the lights for insect foraging; but strikes are not anticipated as all parts of the 
towers will be stationary and not mobile, thus allowing the bats to navigate safely around the 
structures. There would be no impact to Townsend’s big-eared bat or western mastiff bat due to 
operational activities at sites BJM, DPK, and OAT, and TWR.  

Operations-related impacts to coast horned lizard, California mountain kingsnake, San Diego woodrat, 
and Tehachapi pocket mouse would be less than significant at sites BJM, CPK, ENT, FTP, H-17A, H-69B, 
LACFCP11, MMC, MTL2, RIH, SPN, TOP, and TPK. 

Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures would be implemented for California mountain kingsnake, coast 
horned lizard, San Diego woodrat, and Tehachapi pocket-mouse at proposed Project sites BJM, CPK, 
ENT, FTP, H-17A, H-69B, LACFCP11, MMC, MTL2, RIH, SPN, TOP, and TPK (see Table 3.3-7) (mitigation 
measures previously described are listed by name only): 

Page 3-159; Section 3.3.4.1 

The first paragraph of post-mitigation impact analysis for small animals is hereby amended as follows: 

Though impacts to California mountain kingsnake, coast horned lizard, San Diego woodrat, and 
Tehachapi pocket-mouse at proposed Project sites would be less than significant without application of 
mitigation measures, these measures would still apply at these sites regardless of the level of 
significance and would further reduce the already less than significant impacts at sites BJM, CPK, ENT, 
FTP, H-17A, H-69B, LACFCP11, MMC, MTL2, RIH, SPN, TOP, and TPK. Since there would be no impact to 
Townsend’s big-eared bat or western mastiff bat, no mitigation measures for these species apply to 
Project sites BJM, DPK, and OAT, and TWR. 

Page 3-192; Table 3.3-10 

Table 3.3-10 is hereby amended as follows: 

Table 3.3-8: Plans and Relevant Land Use Designations for Protection of Biological Resources 

Site Local Plans Affecting Biological Resources HCP/NCCP 

BJM Santa Catalina Island Local Coastal Program (CRA) N/A 
DPK Santa Catalina Island Local Coastal Program (CRA) N/A 
TWR Santa Catalina Island Local Coastal Program (CRA) N/A 
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Pages 3-218 to 3-221 and Page 3-235, Table 3.3-12 

The special status species associated with Sites BJM, DPK, and TWR, as listed in Table 3.3-12, are hereby 
amended as follows 

Table 3.3-12: Special Status Species of Wildlife and Plants, and Sensitive Natural Communities with 
the Required Mitigation Measures at Each of the Proposed Project Sites 

Site Species Determination* Mitigation Measures 

BJM 

American peregrine falcon 
(Falco peregrinus anatum) LM • BIO MM 1 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Plan 
• BIO MM 2 WEAP 
• BIO MM 3 Biological Compliance Reporting 
• BIO MM 4 Site Sanitation 
• BIO MM 5 Hazardous Materials Management 
• BIO MM 6 Anti-perch Devices  
• BIO MM 8 Biological Monitoring  
• BIO MM 9 Protect Native Vegetation and Common 

Wildlife 
• BIO MM 10 No Pets 
• BIO MM 11 Site Access 
• BIO MM 17 Raptor Protection 
• BIO MM 18 Nesting Bird Protection  
• BIO MM 19 Trenches and Holes Management 
• BIO MM 20 Santa Catalina Island Fox Protection  
• BIO MM 23 Prevent the Spread of Nonnative 

Vegetation 
• BIO MM 24 Special Status Plants Surveys and 

Protection 

bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus) LM 

burrowing owl (Athene 
cunicularia) LM  

California dissanthelium 
(Dissanthelium californicum) LM 

island rush-rose (Crocanthemum 
greenei) LM 

round-leaved filaree (California 
macrophylla) LM 

Santa Catalina Island fox 
(Urocyon littoralis catalinae) LM 

Santa Cruz Island rockcress 
(Sibara filifolia) LM 

Townsend’s big-eared bat 
(Corynorhinus townsendii) NI 

Wallace’s nightshade (Solanum 
wallacei) LM 

migratory birds (including Island 
loggerhead shrike, San 
Clemente spotted towhee, and 
Hutton’s vireo) 

LM 

Local Policies - Santa Catalina 
Island Local Coastal Plan LM 

DPK 

American peregrine falcon 
(Falco peregrinus anatum) LM • BIO MM 1 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Plan 
• BIO MM 2 WEAP 
• BIO MM 3 Biological Compliance Reporting 
• BIO MM 4 Site Sanitation  
• BIO MM 5 Hazardous Materials Management 
• BIO MM 6 Anti-perch Devices  
• BIO MM 8 Biological Monitoring  
• BIO MM 9 Protect Native Vegetation and Common 

Wildlife 
• BIO MM 10 No Pets 
• BIO MM 11 Site Access 
• BIO MM 17 Raptor Protection 
• BIO MM 18 Nesting Bird Protection 
• BIO MM 19 Trenches and Holes Management 
• BIO MM 20 Santa Catalina Island Fox Protection  
• BIO MM 23 Prevent the Spread of Nonnative 

Vegetation 

bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus) LM 

burrowing owl (Athene 
cunicularia) LM 

island rush-rose (Crocanthemum 
greenei) LM 

Santa Catalina Island bedstraw 
(Galium catalinense ssp. 
catalinense) 

LM 

Santa Catalina Island fox 
(Urocyon littoralis catalinae) LM 

Santa Cruz Island rockcress 
(Sibara filifolia) LM 

migratory birds (including Island 
loggerhead shrike, San 
Clemente spotted towhee, and 
Hutton’s vireo) 

LM 
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Local Policies - Santa Catalina 
Island Local Coastal Plan LM • BIO MM 24 Special Status Plants Surveys and 

Protection 

TWR 

American peregrine falcon 
(Falco peregrinus anatum) LM • BIO MM 1 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Plan 
• BIO MM 2 WEAP 
• BIO MM 3 Biological Compliance Reporting 
• BIO MM 4 Site Sanitation  
• BIO MM 5 Hazardous Materials Management 
• BIO MM 6 Anti-perch Devices  
• BIO MM 8 Biological Monitoring  
• BIO MM 9 Protect Native Vegetation and Common 

Wildlife 
• BIO MM 10 No Pets 
• BIO MM 11 Site Access 
• BIO MM 17 Raptor Protection 
• BIO MM 18 Nesting Bird Protection 
• BIO MM 19 Trenches and Holes Management 
• BIO MM 20 Santa Catalina Island Fox Protection  
• BIO MM 23 Prevent the Spread of Nonnative 

Vegetation 
• BIO MM 24 Special Status Plants Surveys and 

Protection 

bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus) LM 

burrowing owl (Athene 
cunicularia) LM 

decumbent goldenbush 
(Isocoma menziesii var. 
decumbens) 

LM 

island rush-rose (Crocanthemum 
greenei) LM 

Lyon’s pentachaeta 
(Pentachaeta lyonii) LM 

round-leaved filaree (California 
macrophylla) LM 

Santa Catalina Island bedstraw 
(Galium catalinense ssp. 
catalinense) 

LM 

Santa Catalina Island fox 
(Urocyon littoralis catalinae) LM 

Wiggins’ cryptantha (Cryptantha 
wigginsii) LM 

migratory birds (including Island 
loggerhead shrike, San 
Clemente spotted towhee, and 
Hutton’s vireo) 

LM 

Local Policies - Santa Catalina 
Island Local Coastal Plan LM 

 

Page 3-327; following Section3.3.4.1 

A new Section 3.3.4.2 is hereby added to state the following: 

3.3.4.2 No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed Project sites would not be developed as 
communications sites. As a result, no biological resources would be affected by implementation of this 
alternative 

Page 3-319, Table 3.4-3  

Table 3.4-3 is hereby amended to add a footnote for Sites BJM, DPK, and TWR, as follows: 
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Table 3.4-9. Proposed Project Sites by Impact Level – Archaeological and Architectural Resources 

Impact 
Level 

No Historical 
Resources impacted 

Less Than Significant 
Impacts 

Adverse Impacts 
Mitigated to Less 
than Significant 

Levels 

Significant and 
Unavoidable Impacts 

Sites 

AGH**, AJT, ASD, 
BJM***, CPK, DPK***, 
ENT**, FTP, GRM, H-
17A, LACF072, 
LARICSHQ, LEPS**, 
MMC, OAT, PDC, PHN, 
RIH, SDW, SGH, SIM, 
SPN, TPK, TWR***, 
VPK, WS1 

BUR*, BUR1*, BUR2*, 
BUR3*, FRP*, GMT*, JOP*, 
JPK*, JPK2*, LACFCP11*, 
MML*, MTL2*, PMT*, 
SUN*, SUN2*, TMT*, 
WMP*, WTR* 

PASPD01, PWT*, 
WAD, ENC1, TOP, 
ZHQ 

H-69B, LACFCP08*, 
LACFCP09*, LPC*  

* Proposed Project sites on federal lands require consultation and coordination with the appropriate federal agency. 
** Based on records searches and field surveys, there are no archaeological sites within the direct APE of this project site and 

there would be no impacts; however, a monitor would be present during ground disturbing activities at the request of the 
Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians. 

***Based on records searches and field surveys, no archaeological sites are within the direct APE of this project site and there 
would be no impacts; however, a monitor would be present during ground-disturbing activities at the request of the 
Catalina Island Conservancy. 

 

Page 3-350; Section 3.5.4.1 

Mitigation measures GEO MM 1 is hereby amended as follows: 

GEO MM 1  Prior to or concurrently with submittal of the application for a building permit for any 
portion of the proposed Project site, the project sponsor Contractor shall: 

Page 3-372; Table 3.7-4: Proposed Project Sites with Low Potential to Encounter Recognized 
Environmental Concerns during Intrusive Site-Related Activities 

A typographical error in the address for Site SGH is hereby corrected as follows: 

Table 3.7-10: Proposed Project Sites with Low Potential to Encounter Recognized Environmental 
Concerns during Intrusive Site-Related Activities 

Site ID Site Name Address 

SGH Signal Hill 2321 Stanley Ave, Signal Hills CA 90755 
 

Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System Land Mobile Radio Project  245 



4.0 – Revisions to the Draft EIR  

Pages 3-385 and 3-389; Section 3.7.4.1 

Mitigations measures HAZ MM 1 and HAZ MM 3 are hereby amended as follows: 

HAZ MM 1 Prior to construction activity, the construction contractor must shall prepare a Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment meeting the standards outlined in the American Society 
for Testing Materials (ASTM), Practice for Limited Environmental Due Diligence: 
Transaction Screen Process E 1528.  

HAZ MM 3 Fire Management Plan. Prior to construction activity, the Authority must shall work with 
the agency responsible for fire protection in the jurisdiction where the site is located to 
develop and implement a fire management plan for use during construction activity. The 
plan will identify project locations, project descriptions, anticipated construction 
activities, limitation of activities during periods of elevated fire risk (e.g., “red flag” 
days), level of suppression equipment required on site, training requirements, and 
points of contact.  

Page 3-427, Section 3.9.4.1 

Text describing the Santa Catalina Island Local Coastal Plan is hereby amended as follows: 

The Santa Catalina Island Local Coastal Plan was approved by the Los Angeles County Board of 
Supervisors on March 15, 1983, and was certified by the CCC on November 17, 1983. The plan is codified 
in the Los Angeles County Code at Sections 22.46.050 through 22.46.750. 

Page 3-434 – 3-442, Table 3.9-4: Planning and/or Zoning Designations for Proposed Project Sites 

Table 3.9-4 is hereby amended as follows: 

Site ID Site Name General Plan Name 
General Plan 
Designation 

Zoning 
Designation 

Height 
Restriction 

Inconsistent 
with Plans or 
Policies 

AGH Agoura Hills City of Agoura Hills 
General Plan 
Update 
Los Angeles County 
General Plan 2035 

Open Space 
Deed Restricted 

Open Space 
Deed 
Restricted 

60 feet Not 
allowed in 
Open 
Space Deed 
Restricted 
zone 

Yes, exceeds 
height 
restriction by up 
to 10 feet1 

prohibited use 
in Open Space 
Deed Restricted 
zone1 

AJT AeroJet City of Chino Hills 
Draft 2014 General 
Plan Update 
Los Angeles County 
General Plan 2035 

Undesignated Rural 
Residential 

70 35 feet No 
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Site ID Site Name General Plan Name 
General Plan 
Designation 

Zoning 
Designation 

Height 
Restriction 

Inconsistent 
with Plans or 
Policies 

WAD Walker 
Drive 

City of Beverly Hills 
General Plan 
Los Angeles County 
General Plan 2035 

Single Family 
Residential – 
Low Density 

One Family 
Residential 
Zone Parks, 
Reservoirs, 
Government 
(Unzoned) 

N/A Inconsistent 
with County 
plan 

 

 

Page 3-444; Section 3.9.4.1 

The discussion of construction impact for question LU-1 is hereby amended as follows: 

As indicated in Table 3.9-4, a review of city and county general plans and zoning ordinances indicate that 
Sites AGH, FTP, H-17A, JPK, JPK2, LEPS, MMC, PASPD01, and SDW are inconsistent with local zoning 
ordinances regarding height restrictions. Site AGH is inconsistent with the Open Space Deed Restricted 
zoning, which is designated to set aside natural open space by restricting development. Additionally, 
Sites JPK and JPK2… 
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Pages 3-460 and Page 3-470, Table 3.10-2; Summary of Local Regulations 

Table 3.10-2 is hereby amended for selected sites, as follows 

Site 
ID(Name) 

Jurisdiction 
Noise Ordinance Noise Level Threshold Noise Restrictions 

Vibration 
Restrictions City County 

AGH(Agoura 
Hills) 

Agoura 
Hills 

Los 
Angeles 

City of Agoura Hills; 
Article IX - Zoning; 
Chapter 6 - Regulatory 
Provisions, Part 2 - 
Special Regulations; 
Division 6 - Noise 
Regulations. 

 

City of Agoura Hills 2035 
General Plan Update. 

None specified General 
Plan Community Noise 
Equivalent Levels: 

Table N-1 Land Use 
Compatibility (Residential) 

Zone A (clearly 
compatible) < 60 Dba CNEL 

Zone B (normally 
compatible) 60 – 70 dBA 
CNEL 

Zone C (normally 
incompatible) 70 – 75 dBA 
CNEL 

Zone D (clearly 
incompatible) > 75 dBA 
CNEL 

Table N-2 Interior/Exterior 
Standards(Residential) 

Interior 45 dBA CNEL 

Exterior 55 dBA CNEL 

Work must not occur between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on 
weekdays, including Saturday, or at any time on Sunday or a 
legal holiday.  

See noise 
restrictions 

SGH (Signal 
Hill) 

Signal 
Hill 

Los 
Angeles 

City of Signal Hill, 
California, Municipal 
Code, Title 9 Public, 
Peace, Morals and 
Welfare, Chapter 9.16 

none specified No person shall carry on any construction activities, 
including the erection, demolition, excavation, modification, 
alteration or repair of any building or structures, or any 
other activities creating construction noise as defined in this 
section other than between the hours of seven a.m. and six 

See noise 
restrictions 
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Site 
ID(Name) 

Jurisdiction 
Noise Ordinance Noise Level Threshold Noise Restrictions 

Vibration 
Restrictions City County 

Noise p.m. on weekdays, except as otherwise permitted in this 
section. It is the purpose of this section to promote quiet 
and peaceful residential areas by limiting construction 
activities which create disturbing noise to reasonable times 
and circumstances, but such limitations shall not apply 
where residences will not be affected, where individual 
homeowners are performing maintenance work, or to 
emergency circumstances.  

Per Chapter 9.16.060 of the Municipal Code, machinery and 
other equipment, including air conditioning units, 
generators, etc. operating for more than 5 minutes cannot 
exceed the ambient noise level at the property line. The 
daytime (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) and nighttime (10 p.m. to 
7 a.m.) ambient noise level for residential areas prescribed 
in Chapter 9.16.020 of the Signal Hill Municipal Code are 
60 dbA and 50 dBA, respectively. 
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Page 3-516; Section 3.12.2.3 

The discussion of Signal Hill Circulation Element, Scenic Routes is hereby amended as follows: 

City of Signal Hill General Plan (2009) 

Circulation Element, Scenic Routes – designates a series of roadways at higher elevations as scenic 
routes. Skyline Drive, located immediately south of the project site, is a designated scenic route. 
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Page 4-12, Site AGH  

Site AGH, Question BIO-2, Mitigation Measure(s) is hereby amended as follows: 

Mitigation Measure(s): 

Minimize disturbance to natural vegetation; do not remove California walnut trees. Prior to 
construction, mark the construction disturbance limits and monitor for adherence to these boundaries. 
Stay on existing roads. Use caution to minimize the use of heavy equipment near (within the dripline) 
walnut trees to protect the plant's root system. Required Mitigation Measures: • BIO MM 1 Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Plan • BIO MM 2 Worker Environmental Awareness Program • BIO MM 3 
Biological Compliance Reporting • BIO MM 8 Biological Monitoring • BIO MM 9 Protect Native 
Vegetation and Common Wildlife • BIO MM 11 Site Access • BIO MM 19 Trenches and Holes 
Management • BIO MM 23  

Page 4-28, Site AGH  

Site AGH, Land Use Planning Setting, zoning height restriction question and the second paragraph in the 
discussion for Question LU-1 are hereby amended as follows: 

What is the zoning height restriction, if any?: 60 feet Development is limited to passive recreational 
facilities; height restriction for this zone is not identified. 

 

LU-1: Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 
with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local 
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

Discussion: 

Based on the zoning ordinances for this site, the maximum allowable height of structures in this area is 
60 feet development is limited to passive recreational facilities (such as parks and trails) with a 
conditional use permit. 

 

Page 4-64, Site AJT  

Site AJT, Land Use Planning Setting, zoning height restriction question is hereby amended as follows: 

What is the zoning height restriction, if any?: 70 35 feet 

Page 4-113, Site BJM 

The Site BJM Aesthetic Setting section is hereby amended as follows: 
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State, regional, or municipal recreation area: No Yes 

If yes, enter recreation area name: N/A Catalina Island Conservancy Open Space Easement 

 
Page 4-121, Site BJM 

For Site BJM, Biology Setting, the discussion for special status animals recorded within 1 mile, special 
status plants recorded within 1 mile, and species or habitat present in Project vicinity (generally within 
500 Feet) is hereby amended as follows: 

Special Status Animals Recorded within 1 Mile: 

California mountain kingsnake (Lampropeltis zonata; CDFW-SSC, USFS-Sens); Santa Catalina Island fox 
(Urocyon littoralis catalinae; ESA-E, CA-T); Townsend's big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii; CA-PT; 
CDFW-SSC); two-striped garter snake (Thamnophis hammondii; CDFW-SSC); groundfish (M&FEFH). 

Special Status Plants Recorded within 1 Mile: 

beach spectaclepod (Dithyrea maritima; CA-T, 1B.1); bobtail barley (Hordeum intercedens, 3.2, SCI); 
California adderstongue (Ophioglossum californicum; 4.2, SCI); California dissanthelium (Dissanthelium 
californicum; 1B.2); Catalina crossosoma (Crossosoma californicm; 1B.2); climbing bedstraw (Galium 
nuttallii ssp. insulare; 4.3, SCI); Coulter's saltbush (Atriplex coulteri; 1B.2); island ceanothus (Ceanothus 
megacarpus var. insularis; 4.3, SCI); island Jepsonia (Jepsonia malvifolia; 4.2, SCI); island live oak 
(Quercus tomentella; 4.2, SCI); island pitchersage (Lepechinia fragrans; 4.2, SCI); island poppy 
(Eschscholzia ramosa; 4.3, SCI); island rush-rose (Crocanthemum greeni; ESA-T, 1B.2); Nevin’s gilia (Gilia 
nevinii; 4.3, SCI); roundleaved filaree (California macrophylla; 1B.1); Santa Catalina figwort (Scrophularia 
villosa; 1B.2); Santa Catalina Island bedstraw (Galium catalinense ssp. catalinense; 1B.3); Santa Catalina 
Island buckwheat (Eriogonum giganteum var. giganteum; 4.3, SCI); Santa Catalina Island currant (Ribes 
viburnifolium; 1B.2); Santa Catalina Island ironwood (Lyonothamnus floribundus ssp floribundus; 1B.2); 
Santa Catalina Island manzanita (Arctostaphylos catalinae; 1B.2); Santa Cruz Island wingedrock cress 
(Sibara filifolia; ESA-E, 1B.1); south island bush-poppy (Dendromecon harfordii var. rhamnoides; 3.1); 
Wallace's nightshade (Solanum wallacei; 1B.1); western dichondra (Dichondra occidental; 4.2, SCI). 

Species or Habitat Present in Project Vicinity (Generally Within 500 Feet): 

burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia; CDFW-SSC); California mountain kingsnake (Lampropeltis zonata; 
CDFW-SSC, USFS-Sens); Santa Catalina Island fox (Urocyon littoralis catalinae; ESA-E, CA-T); Townsend's 
big-eared bat – foraging (Corynorhinus townsendii; CA-PT); bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus; CA-E, 
CDFW-FP, USFS-S); groundfish (M&FEFH); Coulter's saltbush (Atriplex coulteri; 1B.2); dissanthelium 
(Dissanthelium californicum; 1B.2); round-leaved filaree (California macrophylla; 1B.1); Santa Catalina 
Island bedstraw (Galium catalinense ssp. catalinense; 1B.3); Santa Cruz Island winged-rock cress (Sibara 
filifolia; ESA-E, 1B.1); round-leaved filaree (California macrophylla; 1B.1); island rush-rose 
(Crocanthemum greeni; ESA-T, 1B.2); Wallace's nightshade (Solanum wallacei; CNPS-1B.1) 
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Page 4-125, Site BJM 

Impact analysis for Impact CUL-1 is hereby modified as follows: 

Mitigation Measure(s): 

None required CUL MM 1  

Page 4-335, Site DPK  

Site DPK, Project Description, address is hereby amended as follows: 

Address: Avalon Canyon Rd. Divide Road 

Page 4-338, Site DPK 

The Site DPK Aesthetic Setting section is hereby amended as follows: 

State, regional, or municipal recreation area: No Yes 

If yes, enter recreation area name: N/A Catalina Island Conservancy Open Space Easement 

Page 4-345, Site DPK 

For Site DPK, Biology Setting, the discussion for special status animals recorded within 1 mile, special 
status plants recorded within 1 mile, and species or habitat present in Project vicinity (generally within 
500 Feet) is hereby amended as follows: 

Special Status Animals Recorded within 1 Mile: 

aphanisma (Aphanisma blitoides; 1B.2); beach spectaclepod (Dithyrea maritima; CA-T, 1B.1); bright 
green dudleya (Dudleya virens ssp. insularis; 1B.2, SCI); bobtail barley (Hordeum intercedens, 3.2, SCI); 
California adderstongue (Ophioglossum californicum; 4.2, SCI); California dissanthelium (Dissanthelium 
californicum; 1B.2); Catalina crossosoma (Crossosoma californicm; 1B.2); chaparral ragwort (Senecio 
aphanactis; 2B.2); coast woolly-heads (Nemacaulis denudata var. denudata; 1B.2); Coulter's saltbush 
(Atriplex coulteri; 1B.2); Davidson's saltscale (Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii; 1B.2); island ceanothus 
(Ceanothus megacarpus var. insularis; 4.3, SCI); island green dudleya (Dudleya virens ssp. Insularis; 
1B.2); island Jepsonia (Jepsonia malvifolia; 4.2, SCI); island live oak (Quercus tomentella; 4.2, SCI); island 
poppy (Eschscholzia ramosa; 4.3, SCI); island rush-rose (Crocanthemum greenei; ESA-T, 1B.2); Nevin's 
woolly sunflower (Constancea nevinii; 1B.3); round-leaved filaree (California macrophylla; 1B.1); Santa 
Catalina figwort (Scrophularia villosa; 1B.2); Santa Catalina Island bedstraw (Galium catalinense ssp. 
Catalinense; 1B.2); Santa Catalina Island buckwheat (Eriogonum giganteum var. giganteum; 4.3, SCI); 
Santa Catalina Island currant (Ribes viburnifolium; 1B.2); Santa Catalina Island desert-thorn (Lycium 
brevipes var. hasse; 1B.1) ; Santa Catalina Island ironwood (Lyonothamnus floribundus ssp. Floribundus; 
1B.2); Santa Catalina Island manzanita (Arctostaphylos catalinae; 1B.2); Santa Catalina Island 
monkeyflower (Mimulus traskiae; 1A); Santa Cruz Island winged-rockcress (Sibara filifolia; ESA-E, 1B.1); 
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showy island snapdragon (Gambelia speciosa; 1B.2); south coast saltscale (Atriplex pacifica; 1B.2); south 
island bush-poppy (Dendromecon harfordii var. rhamnoides; 3.1); Wallace's nightshade (Solanum 
wallacei; 1B.1); western dichondra (Dichondra occidental; 4.2, SCI). 

Species or Habitat Present in Project Vicinity (Generally Within 500 Feet): 

burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia; CDFW-SSC); Santa Catalina Island fox (Urocyon littoralis catalinae; 
ESA-E, CA-T); Townsend's big-eared bat – foraging (Corynorhinus townsendii; CA-CT; CDFW-SSC); bald 
eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus; CA-E, CDFW-FP, USFS-S) island rush-rose (Crocanthemum greenei; ESA-
T, CNPS-1B.2); Santa Cruz Island winged-rockcress (Sibara filifolia; ESA-E, 1B.1) 

Page 4-349, Site DPK 

Impact analysis for Impact CUL-1 is hereby modified as follows: 

Mitigation Measure(s): 

None required CUL MM 1  

Page 4-1487, Site SGH  

Site SGH, Project Description, the city and land owner are hereby amended as follows: 

City: Signal Hill Long Beach 

Landowner: GTE California Inc. and Long Beach City  

Page 4-1490, Site SGH  

For Site SGH, Aesthetics Setting, the visual description is hereby amended as follows: 

Visual Description: The site is located on a hilltop within a gated residential community, approximately 
200 feet north of Skyline Drive. The 2009 City of Signal Hill General Plan Circulation Element identifies 
Skyline Drive as a scenic route (City of Signal Hill 2009). The plan notes that ‘The entire route provides 
views of urban Southern California, the ocean, and the downtown Long Beach skyline. The site consists 
of an elongated concrete surface … A small park (Sunset View Park) is south of the site and provides 
views of the distant horizon to the south. This elongated park parallels a road Skyline Drive and consists 
of low grasses and shrubs, concrete benches, and a concrete path. 

Page 4-1505, Site SGH 

For Site SGH, Question GEO-2, Discussion is hereby amended as follows: 

GEO-2: Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Discussion:  
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The site is located on flat grade in an urban environment. Building permits require that standard BMPs 
for erosion control be put in place on all projects. Construction plans would be reviewed by the City of 
Signal Hill Long Beach planning department prior to issuance of a building permit to ensure proper 
drainage is maintained at the site and directed towards existing storm drains inlets. 

Page 4-1514, Site SGH 

Site SGH, Land Use Planning Setting, local agency jurisdiction and zoning are hereby amended as follows: 

Local Agency Jurisdiction: Signal Hill City of Long Beach 

Zoning: Hilltop Specific Plan District, Antenna and Microwave Consolidation/Park Site. Note: The Hilltop 
Area Specific Plan includes view protection provisions, but the City of Signal Hill is not administering 
permits for the project. 

Pages 4-1516 and 4-1517, Site SGH 

For Site SGH, Question NOI-1, the fifth paragraph of the discussion is hereby amended as follows: 

NOI-1: Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of 
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 

Because noise level thresholds have not been established in the local ordinance, a 60 dBA "normally 
acceptable" community noise equivalent level (CNEL) developed by the California Department of Health 
Services was referenced in the analysis of the dominant noise source during Project operation, which is 
HVAC units for equipment shelters. According to the Air Conditioning, Heating, and Refrigeration 
Institute standards and Project assumptions, noise emissions from the HVAC systems would be 
approximately 53 dBA CNEL at 20 feet. In addition, emergency diesel generators would operate 
intermittently, for backup power purposes. Noise from diesel generators operating inside solid 
enclosures would be 58 dBA CNEL at 21 feet. In addition, the closest adjacent receiver to the site 
property line is separated by a 5-foot privacy wall that would provide an additional 5 dBA of noise 
mitigation and a net 51 dBA at the property line. Noise levels from both sources would be below the 
60 dBA “normally acceptable” level. Therefore, operational noise would not exceed any standards 
established in a local general plan or ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. 

Page 4-1524, Site SGH 

Site SGH, Utilities Setting, nearest solid waste disposal facility is hereby amended as follows: 

Nearest Solid Waste Disposal Facility: Savage Canyon Landfill EDCO Disposal, 2755 California Ave., 
Signal Hill 
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Page 4-1802, Site TWR 

The Site TWR Aesthetic Setting section is hereby amended as follows: 

State, regional, or municipal recreation area: No Yes 

If yes, enter recreation area name: N/A Catalina Island Conservancy Open Space Easement 

Page 4-1809, Site TWR 

For Site TWR, Biology Setting, the discussion for special status animals recorded within 1 mile, special 
status plants recorded within 1 mile, and species or habitat present in Project vicinity (generally within 
500 Feet) is hereby amended as follows: 

Special Status Animals Recorded within 1 Mile: 

beach spectaclepod (Dithyrea maritima; CA-T, 1B.1); bobtail barley (Hordeum intercedens, 3.2, SCI); 
bright green dudleya (Dudleya virens ssp. hassei; 1B.2, SCI); California dissanthelium (Dissanthelium 
californicum; 1B.2); Catalina crossosoma (Crossosoma californicum ; 1B.2); Catalina Island dudleya 
(Dudleya virens ssp. Hassei; 1B.2); Coulter's saltbush (Atriplex coulteri; 1B.2 ); decumbent goldenbush 
(Isocoma menziesii var. decumbens; 1B.2); island buckwheat (Eriogonum grande var. grande; 4.2, SCI); 
island Jepsonia (Jepsonia malvifolia; 4.2, SCI); island poppy (Eschscholzia ramosa; 4.3, SCI); Lyon's 
pentachaeta (Pentachaeta lyonii; ESA-E, CA-E, 1B.1); Nevin's woolly sunflower (Constancea nevinii; 
1B.3); round-leaved filaree (California macrophylla; 1B.1); Santa Catalina figwort (Scrophularia villosa; 
1B.2); Santa Catalina Island bedstraw (Galium catalinense ssp. catalinense; 1B.2); Santa Catalina Island 
buckwheat (Eriogonum giganteum var. giganteum; 4.3, SCI); Santa Catalina Island currant (Ribes 
viburnifolium; 1B.2); Santa Catalina Island ironwood (Lyonothamnus floribundus ssp. Floribundus; 1B.2); 
showy island snapdragon (Gambelia speciosa; 1B.2); western dichondra (Dichondra occidental; 4.2, SCI); 
Wiggins' cryptantha (Cryptantha wigginsii; 1B.2) 

Species or Habitat Present in Project Vicinity (Generally Within 500 Feet): 

burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia; CDFW-SSC); Santa Catalina Island fox (Urocyon littoralis catalinae; 
ESA-E, CA-T); bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus; CA-E, CDFW-FP, USFS-S); groundfish (M&F-EFH); 
Townsend's big-eared bat – foraging (Corynorhinus townsendii; CA-PT; CDFW-SSC); island rush-rose 
(Crocanthemum greenei; ESA-T, CNPS-1B.2); Lyon’s pentachaeta (Pentachaeta lyonii; ESA-E, ESA-CH, CA-
E, CNPS-1B.1); round-leaved filaree (California macrophylla; CNPS-1B.1); Santa Catalina Island bedstraw 
(Galium catalinense ssp. catalinense; CNPS-1B.2); Santa Catalina Island currant (Ribes viburnifolium; 
1B.2); Wiggins' cryptantha (Cryptantha wigginsii; CNPS-1B.2) 

Page 4-1813, Site TWR 

Impact analysis for Impact CUL-1 is hereby modified as follows: 
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Mitigation Measure(s): 

None required CUL MM 1  

Pages 4-1982 and 4-1983, Site WS1 

Site WS1, Question NOI-2, Mitigation Measure(s) is hereby amended as follows: 

Mitigation Measure(s): 

NOI MM 2 

Prior to commencement of construction at site Site WS1, the contractor shall demonstrate, to the 
satisfaction of the Authority, measures that will reduce construction noise impacts below the levels 
specified in the City of Santa Monica noise ordinance. Such measures may include but are not limited to 
the following: 

• Use noise blankets or other muffling devices on equipment and quiet-use generators at noise-
sensitive receivers.  

• Use well-maintained equipment and have equipment inspected regularly.  

• Operate construction equipment for periods of fewer than 15 consecutive minutes when 
possible.  

NOI MM 3 

Prior to commencement of construction at any site with an applicable noise ordinance where 
construction activities are necessary outside the specified hours in the ordinance, the Authority shall 
apply for and obtain variances from the agency with jurisdiction at that site. 
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