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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



Page 1

Meghan Directo

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

TEXT.htm Mime.822

 

  _____  

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

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

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

I can be reached at the following telephone numbers.

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

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

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

 

 




