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Appendix C

Table C-1: Summary of Scoping Comments and Where Addressed in This PEA

Commenter
County of Los Angeles, Chief
Executive Office, September 14,

2015 letter

Issues/Concerns

Letter provided two points of
clarification:

(1) Los Angeles County has a

smaller-scale interoperable LMR
system, but it is used by disaster
recovery agencies and not
primary responders.

(2) Although inadequate, there
is a system that currently exists;
however, the system is not
interoperable region-wide in its
configuration and relies
exclusively on radio spectrum
that will no longer be available
for exclusive public safety use
after FCC statutorily-mandated
actions in 2022.

Letter expresses full support for the
LARICS project.

(2)

Where Addressed in this PEA

The purpose of and need for the

proposed project is described in
Section 1.5 of this PEA.

City of Calabasas, September 8,
2015 letter

Consider City’s Scenic Corridor
Development Guidelines in design
of project.

Specific sites by city location are not
addressed in this PEA, but site-
specific effects will be evaluated
prior to grant funding; that process
is summarized in Section 1.2.2 and
Figure 1.2-1 of this PEA. Visual
effects are addressed in Section
4.11 of this PEA.

Observe City’s Municipal Code
(Section 17.32) that protects native
oak trees and City’s Oak Tree
Ordinance to preserve oak trees

Specific sites by city location are not
addressed in this PEA, but site-
specific effects will be evaluated
prior to grant funding; that process
is summarized in Section 1.2.2 and
Figure 1.2-1 of this PEA. Local land
use plans, policies, and regulations
are addressed in Sections 3.1 and in
4.1.2 of this PEA.

City of Chino Hills, September 15,
2015 letter

Submit permit application and
deposits for site within city limits.

Comment noted. No

required in this PEA.

response

City of Glendora (via Chatten-Brown
& Carstens LLP), September 10,
2015 letter

Aesthetic  impacts must  be

addressed

Visual effects are addressed in
Section 4.11.2 of this PEA.

City is concerned about public
safety, specifically radiowave /
microwave emissions.

Human health effects, including RF
emissions, are addressed in Section
4.5 of this PEA.
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Appendix C

Table C-1: Summary of Scoping Comments and Where Addressed in This PEA

Commenter

Issues/Concerns

Request procedures to examine

alternate site locations

Where Addressed in this PEA

Specific sites are not addressed in

this PEA. Site-specific effects will be
evaluated prior to grant funding;
that process is summarized in
Section 1.2.2 and Figure 1.2-1 of this
PEA. Appendix B of this PEA includes
a list of sites, some of which have
been eliminated from consideration.
As indicated in Section 1.0, grant
funding for up to 90 sites is
proposed and all sites remaining
under consideration are alternative
site.  locations that may be
constructed.

Properly involve City - provide
adequate review time for NEPA and
CEQA processes and coordinate the
reviews.

Section 1.6 of this PEA describes
process to announce availability of
this PEA and how it was made
available for review and comment.

Huntington Park - Community
Development Department, August
26, 2015 letter

Requested list of potential LMR

project sites.

The list of potential LMR sites is
included in Appendix B.

Requested information on whether
any LMR project sites are located
within City of Huntington Park, and
if so, whether on private or public
right-of-way.

Specific sites by city location are not
addressed in this PEA, although the
list of sites considered is included in
Appendix B. Site-specific effects will
be evaluated prior to grant funding;
that process is summarized in
Section 1.2.2 and Figure 1.2-1 of this
PEA

City of Rancho Palos Verdes,
September 10, 2015 letter
transmitting  previous comment

letters dated September 23 and 29,
2014,

Site PVC would impact visual
resources. Eliminate site or fully
evaluate aesthetic impacts of site.

As indicated in Appendix B, Site PVC
has been eliminated from
consideration.

Site PVC would be surrounded by
the Alta Vicente Reserve of the
Palos Verdes Nature Preserve. Site
RHT would abut the Vista del Norte
Reserve of the City’s Palos Verdes
Nature Preserve. Eliminate sites or
fully evaluate biological resource
impacts.

Specific sites are not addressed in
this PEA, but site-specific effects will
be evaluated prior to grant funding;
that process is summarized in
Section 1.2.2 and Figure 1.2-1 of this
PEA. Biological resource effects are
addressed in Section 4.4.2 of this
PEA.

Site  PVC would impact -cultural
resources. Eliminate site or fully
evaluate cultural resource impacts.

As indicated in Appendix B, Site PVC
has been eliminated from
consideration.

A significant portion of Site RHT is
within the City of Rollins Hills
Estates; recommend you contact
them to identify historic resources
within their jurisdiction.

Historic properties are addressed in
Section 3.7 and 4.7.2 of this PEA.
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Appendix C

Table C-1: Summary of Scoping Comments and Where Addressed in This PEA

Commenter

Issues/Concerns

An approximate five-acre portion of

the city property surrounding site
PVC is leased to James Hatano, who
returned to farming this last vestige
of commercial agricultural property
after the Japanese internment
during World War .

Where Addressed in this PEA

As indicated in Appendix B, Site PVC

has been eliminated from
consideration. Land use impacts,
including prime or unique farmland,
are addressed in Section 4.1.2 of
this PEA.

Fully evaluate the impact of
hazardous materials at Sites PVC,
RHT, and SPC for impacts to schools
within 0.25 mile radius.

Specific sites are not addressed in
this PEA, but site-specific effects will
be evaluated prior to grant funding;
that process is summarized in
Section 1.2.2 and Figure 1.2-1 of this
PEA. Human health effects are
addressed in Section 4.5.2 of this
PEA.

Site RHT would impact visual
resources; eliminate site or fully
evaluate aesthetic impacts of the
site. Fully evaluate feasibility of
collocating LMR equipment with
existing antenna structure.

Specific sites are not addressed, in
this PEA, but site-specific effects will
be evaluated prior to grant funding;
that process is summarized in
Section 1.2.2 and Figure 1.2-1 of this
PEA. Visual effects are addressed in
Section 4.11.2 of this PEA. Section
2.2.4.1 of this PEA provides the
criteria used in determining if
collocation on existing antenna
support  structures would be
feasible.

Site RHT should not be located
within portion of the site that is
zoned “Open Space-Hazard.” Fully
evaluate land use and planning
impacts.

Specific sites are not addressed, in
this PEA, but site-specific effects will
be evaluated prior to grant funding;
that process is summarized in
Section 1.2.2 and Figure 1.2-1 of this
PEA. Land use effects are addressed
in Section 4.1.2 of this PEA.

Site  SPC  would impact visual
resources. Fully evaluate aesthetic
impacts of the site. Fully evaluate
feasibility of collocating LMR
equipment with existing antenna
structures.

As indicated in Appendix B, Site SPC
has been eliminated from
consideration.

Site SPC is located within City of
Rollins  Hills; recommend you
contact them to identify historic
resources within its jurisdiction.

As indicated in Appendix B, Site SPC
has been eliminated from
consideration.
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Appendix C

Table C-1: Summary of Scoping Comments and Where Addressed in This PEA

Commenter

Issues/Concerns

Fully evaluate geology and soils

impacts regarding landslides and
expansive soils. Mandate site-
specific geologic and geotechnical
studies prior to construction.

Where Addressed in this PEA

Effects on geology and soils as well

as seismic risks are addressed in
Section 4.2.2 of this PEA. As
indicated in Section 2.2.1, site-
specific geotechnical investigations
are proposed.

Fully evaluate hydrology and water
quality impacts. Mandate site-
specific conditions for compliance
with local, state, and federal water

Effects on water resources are
addressed in Section 4.3.2 of this
PEA.

quality  regulations  prior to

construction.

Fully evaluate noise and | Effects from noise are addressed in
transportation/traffic impacts. | Section 4.10.2. Effects on
Mandate specific mitigation | transportation are addressed in

measures to address them.

Section 4.8.2 of this PEA. Mitigation
measures are listed in Appendix F of
this PEA.

Consider only collocating new
antennae with existing structures
rather than construct new towers
and monopoles.

Section 2.2.4.1 of this PEA provides
the criteria used in determining if
collocation on existing antenna
support  structures would be
feasible. Effects on environmental
resources for each site type are
addressed throughout Section 4 of
this PEA.

Clarify if the city will have authority
to review sites through
development review and building
permit processes.

As indicated in Section 4.1.2.1 of
this PEA, the Authority would be
responsible for obtaining required
approvals from appropriate
authorities to be consistent with the
land use plans of jurisdictions with
authority for a proposed LMR site.
However, as noted in Section 3.1.1.4
of this PEA, the Authority is not
subject to certain local land-use
plans, policies, and regulations
under the doctrine of
intergovernmental immunity
[California Government Code §
53090(a) and 53091(a)].

Programmatic Environmental Assessment

Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System
Joint Powers Authority Land Mobile Radio Project

March 2016

c-4




Appendix C

Table C-1: Summary of Scoping Comments and Where Addressed in This PEA

Commenter

Issues/Concerns

Will sites within the city be included

if the city opts out of participating?

Where Addressed in this PEA

As discussed in Section 1.6 of this

PEA, although some cities have
elected to not participate in the
LMR project, sites within those cities
may still be considered to provide
full voice coverage of the system
with the fewest number of sites
possible.

Brentwood Hills Homeowners
Association, September 14, 2015
letter

Site SVP would impact visual

resources and wildlife.

Specific sites are not addressed in
this PEA, but Site SVP has been
eliminated from consideration, as
indicated in Appendix B.

Sierra Club - Santa Monica | Proposed Site SVP would impact | As indicated in Appendix B, Site SVP
Mountains Task Force, September | parkland, viewsheds, and sensitive | has been eliminated from
15, 2015 email habitat on San Vicente Peak and | consideration.

within Mulholland Scenic Corridor.
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County of Los Angeles
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICE

Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street, Room 713, Los Angeles, California 90012
(213) 974-1101
http://ceo.lacounty.gov

SACH! A. HAMAI Board of Supervisors

Interim Chief Executive Officer HILDA L. SOUS
First District

MARK RIDLEY-THOMAS
Second District

SHEILA KUEHL
Third District

DON KNABE
Fourth District

MICHAEL D. ANTONOVICH
Fifth District

September 14, 2015

Ms. Jill S. Dale

Grants Program Sr. Environmental Specialist

U.S. Department of Homeland Security/FEMA Region IX
1111 Broadway, Suite 1200

Qakland, California 94607

Dear Ms. Dale:

Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System (LA-RICS)
Land Mobile Radio (LMR) Project - HSGP 2010-SS-T0O-0085 (17651)
Subrecipient: City of Los Angeles

As a member of the Joint Powers Authority for the Los Angeles Regional Interoperable
Communication System (LA-RICS), the County of Los Angeles wholeheartedly
supports:

(1) This Land Mobile Radio (LMR) Project, and

(2) The Depariment of Homeland Security’s Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) proposal to fund the associated installation of emergency
communications facilities in the Los Angeles County Operational Area.

Therefore, we encourage FEMA to favorably consider this project during your due
diligence with this National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance process.

Two points of clarification should be brought to your attention. First, there is a smaller-
scale interoperable LMR system currently operating by and within Los Angeles County,
but it is used by disaster recovery agencies and not primary responders. The proposed
project will allow for consolidation of its infrastructure and equipment with the existing
LMR system such that interoperable communications capabilities will be available
regionally for all public safety responders and emergency managers.

Second, the new LMR project was described in FEMA’s August 13, 2015 letter as one
which “would establish a communications system for emergency responders, currently
not available, that would ailow for an efficient and coordinated response {0 emergencies

“To Enrich Lives Through Effective And Caring Service”
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Ms. Jill S. Dale
September 14, 2015
Page 2

in the County of Los Angeles.” Although woefully inadequate, there is a system that
currently exists. However, the existing system is not interoperable region-wide in its
configuration, and it relies exclusively on radio spectrum that will no longer be available
for exclusive public safety use after Federal Communications Commission (FCC)
statutorily-mandated auctions in 2022. All of this magnifies the need for the proposed
project.

The County of Los Angeles fully supports the LA-RICS project, and respectfully request
that FEMA expedite this NEPA compliance review as well as support the funding for this
much-needed region-wide interoperable communications project.

We trust that these comments will assist in your NEPA assessment of proposed project,
and facilitate your reaching positive conclusions regarding continued financial support.
However, if we can be of additional assistance, please feel free to contact me or
Alvia Shaw, of my staff, at (213) 974-7315 or ashaw@ceo.lacounty.gov.

Sincerely,

St Qe

SACHI A.HAMAI
Interim Chief Executive Officer

SAH:ADC
AS:th
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Cty o ( hino 4itls

14000 City Center Drive
Chino Hills, CA 91709
(909) 364-2600

September 15, 2015 : W . ol 5%%

Ms. Jill S. Dale
1111 Broadway, Suite 1200
Oakland, CA 94607

SUBJECT: Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System (LA-RICS), Land
Mobile Radio (LMR) Project

Dear Ms. Dale,

The City would like to appreciate this opportunity to work with City of Los Angeles and
U.S. Department of Homeland Security Region 1X on the Land Mobile Radio Project. it
is to our knowledge, based on the notice letter sent to the City of Chino Hills in 2014,
the project description and locations of the proposed radio towers show one particular
location within city limits of Chino Hills. In order to acquire appropriate permits, the
following applications will be required,;

1. Site Development Permit Application ($6,042 deposit)
2. Trust Deposit Account Application
3. Trust Deposit Account Agreement

The Site ‘Development Permit Application is processed administratively at the Director of
Community Developments discretion. This process should take anywhere between 1-3 months to
obtain approval.

If you have questions, please contact me at (909) 364-2777.

Sincerely,

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Michael Hofflinger

Associate Planner

Encl: Site Developmeni Permit Application

Trust Deposit Account Application
Trust Deposit Account Agreement
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City of Chino Hills
Community Development Department
Planning Division
14000 City Center Drive
Chino Hilis, CA 91709
(909) 364-2740 Fax (909) 364-2795
www.chinohills.org

SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
INFORMATION & APPLICATION

A Site Development Permit provides an administrative review and approval of detailed
plans for proposed uses which have a relatively low potential for adverse impact on the
subject site or the surrounding community due to the nature or magnitude of the use.
This is an Actual Cost application. The actual cost for a project is determined by the
time spent by staff on that project and the associated personnel henefits, department

overhead, and other costs incurred for that project.

APPLICATION FEE: Refer to the Community Development Fee/Deposit Schedule for
application fee amounts.

ADDITIONAL FEES:

Fire District Review Fee: Fire District Review Fees will be required prior to application
submittal. Contact the Chino Valley Independent Fire District at (209) 902-5280 for
fee applicability and payment prior to application submittal.

Building and Safety Review: For projects requiring a Geology Report or a Geologic
Feasibility Analysis. Refer to the Community Development Fee/Deposit Schedule for
application fee amounts. This deposit must be submitied to the building and safety
public service counter by a separate check.

SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT INFORMATION & PROCEDURES:

1. We encourage you or a representative to discuss the site proposal with the
Planning Department staff at the public information counter to obtain general
information regarding applicable regulations and necessary procedures. |f further
information is required, a pre-application conference or consultation may be
appropriate.

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS

Applications and fees are subject to change. Please vislt our website for the most current version of this application.

S:\Community Development\Appfications & Forms\Planning\CDPD_2036 - SDP Info & Appl.doex Rev. 11/10/2011
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City of Chino Hills
Community Development Department
Administration
14000 City Center Drive
Chino Hills, CA 91709
(909) 364-2740 Fax (909) 364-2795
www.chinohills.org

TRUST DEPOSIT ACCOUNT APPLICATION

PART | PROJECT OWNER INFORMATION*

Name of Owner/Legal Entity:

{Individual name or corporate hame under which all financial transactions for this project will be conducted)
Billing Address:

Name of Contact:

{Typically the project manager at the project owner or legal entity's firm)
Contact's Phone Number(s). Phone:

Fax

PART Il APPLICANT INFORMATION

Name of Applicant:
(Typically the Project Owner's representative authorized to submit the project and will be the City's main contact)
Name of Contact;

Contact's Phone Number{s): Phone:
Fax:

PART Ill PROJECT INFORMATION

Name of Project:
Project Description:

Project Location:

* UNLESS THE PROJECT OWNER MAKES OTHER ARRANGEMENTS IN WRITING, THE
PROJECT OWNER WILL BE FINANCIALLY RESPONSIBLE FOR THE PROJECT INCLUDING
DEFICITS AND WILL ALSO BE THE ONLY PARTY ENTITLED TO ANY REFUNDS AT THE END OF
THE PROJECT

Signature: : Date:
Print Name:

Applications and fees are subject to change. Please visit our website for ihe most current version of this application.
WCHMDACDShare\Commurity Development\ipplications & Forms\Admis\CDADMIN_3002 - TDA Acct Application.docx Rev. 3/10/2011
javila
1o0f1

C-11




2. Once a formal application is submitted, the application will be scheduled for the Project Review
Commiittee (PRC) mesting where staff from the different Cily Depariments and Divisions will
comment on the proposal, discuss whether the application is complete or incomplete, and identify
any corrections that are required on the plan(s). If the application is complete and there is no
correction that must be made on the plan(s), the PRC will discuss conditions of approval, and make
a recommendation to the Director of Community Development.

3. Any decision by the Director of Community Development or designee may be appealed to the
Chino Hills Planning Commission.

SUBMITTAL CHECKLIST:
(All ltems must be included at the time of submittal)

PLEASE RETURN THIS CHECKLIST WITH APPLICATION PACKET UPON SUBMITTAL.
ONLY USE CITY FORMS. IF MORE SPACE IS NEEDED, USE ATTACHEMENTS.
COMPUTER GENERATED APPLICATIONS ARE NOT ACCEPTABLE.

__ One (1) Copy of completed application.

— One (1) signed and dated copy of the “Trust Deposit Account Procedures/ Agreement” Form.

— Fifteen {15} copies of plot plan, floor plans, conceptual grading, and elevations drawn at a
scale to accurately delineate the proposed project. (Folded accordion style — 8 x 11 size.) (Refer
to the plot plan checklist for specific requirements. A conceptual plan is not acceptable.)

—— One (1) reduced copy (8 x 11) of each plan submitted.

— Three {3) copies of photo simulations, if required.

One (1) Copy of a Preliminary Title Repor, if required.

— Three (3} copies of technical studies (RF emission analysis, coverage area, and site locations
throughout the City, stc.).

— . One (1) copy of the receipt of payment of Fire Review Fees or letter stating such fees are not
applicable. (Payment of these fees may be accomplished at the Chino Valley [ndependent Fire
District, located at 14011 City Center Dr., Chino Hills, CA 91709. Please contact the Fire District
at Phone Number (908) 802-5280 regarding Fire Review Fees,

SPECIFIC PLOT PLAN REQUIREMENTS:

SITE PLAN TO BE DRAWN TO SCALE ON ONE SHEET (MINIMUM 18" X 24"y SHOWING THE
FOLLOWING ITEMS:

Names, addresses and telephone numbers of the record owner, applicant and the person
preparing the map.

— . Legal description and Assessor's Parcel Number of the property involved,
— North point, date of drawing and ENGINEER'’S scale (suggest 1:20 or 1:30).

—-. Location, width and names of streets and recorded easements on property. Locate all existing
road improvements and driveway locations.

—— Dimensions of property lines or boundary lines of project and parcels within project.

— Location, size and use of all existing and proposed buildings and structures, including
dimensions, square footage, distance from property lines, and building separation.
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Locate all signs, including a side elevation for all proposed signs showing the face dimensicns,
overall height, and height above grade from bottom of sign.

Submit a letter of intent clearly indicating all intended uses associated with the proposal, which
clearly identifies the specific areas in which uses will be conducted.

Indicate the present land use of all surrounding property.

Show parking spaces in detail. Refer to the City's Development Code for detailed information
regarding parking requirements for your use and for handicapped parking requirements.

Show loading zone space(s) (10°x20%, if required.

Indicate any unusual drainage or hilly terrain that might affect the building site, parking area or
access by flow line arrows and contour lines.

Vicinity Map.

THIS SECTION INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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City of Chino Hills
Community Development Department
Planning Division
14000 City Center Drive
Chino Hills, CA 91709
D HILLS (909) 364-2740 Fax (909) 364-2795

www.chinohills.org

SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
APPLICATION QUESTIONNAIRE

Owner's Name:

Telephone No.: Fax No.:

Mailing Address:

Assessor's Parcel Number;

Individual to be notified other than owner:

Name: Telephone No.:

Address:

Address or general location of property: (Important: Indicate which side of the street, property's
location from nearest street or intersection)

Project Description: (Please provide as much detail as possible.)

| certify under penalty of perjury that | am the (check one}:

L Legal Owner (all individuais must sign their names, names appear on the deed to the land, or)
U Owner's Legal Agent, and that the foregoing is true and correct.

Signature: Date:
Print Name: Date:
Signature: Date:
Print Name: Date:
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City of Chino Hills

Community Development Department
Administration
14000 City Center Drive
Chino Hills, CA 91709
(909) 364-2740 Fax (909) 364-2795
www.chinohills.org

Trust Deposit Account Agreement
October 1, 2007

Final

1. In order to process a land development project in the City of Chino Hills (City), a Trust
Deposit Account {TDA) must be established prior to the City commencing any work on the
project. The following information must be provided and the following provisions agreed to in
order to establish a TDA:

a.

b,
c.

d.

Name of Applicant: Project Owner or Leaal Entity: (This will be the corporate name
under which all financial transactions for this project will be conducted.)

Billing Address for Applicant.
Contact Person for the Applicant and Contact Person’s Phone Number(s).

Name of Project, Project Description & Location.

2, The following will be provided by City staff;

a.

b.

The reguired project depcsit amount.

An assigned Project Manager.

3. When paying the initial TDA deposit amount or any required supplemental payments:

a.

The Trust Deposit Account number must be placed on all checks to ensure proper
posting of payments made.

There will be a return check charge of $33.00.
Once a check has been returned, applicant must pay with a cashier's check or cash.

A Stop Work Status will be issued if required TDA deposits are not paid within
two weeks of the request for additional TDA funds. Work will re-commence once
the funds are received. (If the applicant does not agree with project charges and
would like an opportunity to protest the charges without slowing work on the
project, he/she may pay the required TDA supplemental amount in order to keep
the project moving forward while the protest of charges is considered.)

The Project Manager will be the communication link between applicants and the City,
except for issues that are purely financial in nature, which the applicant may direct to
Finance staff.

Applications and fees are subject to change. Please visit our website for the most current version of this application.

Cdadmin_3001 - Tda Acct Agreement
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10.

11

12.

On a monthly basis, the Finance Department will mail financial status statements to the
applicant, which will consist of project costs incurred by City staff, consultants, and legal
fees, in addition to reimbursable costs, such as postage, courier services, County Clerk
charges, etc.

Applicant has 30 days from the date of preparation of the monthly statement to dispute
any charge(s).

a. Disputes shall be submitted, in writing, to the Finance Department. Finance staff
will route disputes to the appropriate Department Director.

City will investigate any charge disputes within ten {10} business days of written notice of
the dispute and will notify applicant of outcome of investigation within five (5) additional
business days. This decision wilt be final.

Supplemental deposits may be required periodically, which will be determined by the
Project Manager andfor the Department Director. When additional deposit has been
requested, work will be suspended on the project when ninety-five (95) percent of the
deposit previously received has been expended.

A separate, ancillary project TDA may be required for large projects if there are Council-
approved contracts issued to support the project, such as for EIR consultant services,
quality control engineering, etc. This will be handled separately from the primary project
TDA. A separate monthly financial statement will be prepared for this type of TDA.

Ancillary TDAs will not be included in or referenced on a project's monthly pirimary
account TDA statement.

Work will not continue unless and until any required additional TDA deposit amount is
received. Projects will not be brought before the approving body for review and approvai
if money is due.

If a change of ownership occurs for the project, the existing owner must notify the City, in
writing, of the change, and must provide for the effective date of the change.

a. The Project Manager, in cooperation with the Building/Engineering/ Planning
Counter will open a new account, aleng with requiring an initial TDA deposit for
the new applicant. This will be submitted to Finance, as with the initiation of any
new project TDA. '

b. A new TDA number will be issued for the new legal entity.

c. If the new applicant has acquired (as part of the project acquisition) the project
TDA funds already deposited with the City by the existing applicant, a notarized
letter from the existing applicant directing the transfer of those funds to the new
applicant must be submitted to the City.

d. fthe new applicant is not acquiring the project funds on file with the City as part
of the ownership transfer, the existing applicant will go through the TDA refund
process once all charges for the project have been paid and the outlined deposit
refund timeframe has transpired.

Post Entitlement/Public Improvements TDAs:

a. For the Post Entitiement/Public Improvements phase, a new TDA will be created.
The Engineer's estimate for public improvements for the project will be used to
establish the required deposit amount.

b. The deposit amount may consist of new and/or transferred funds from the
Entitlement TDA, if the applicant is the same for both phases of the project, or
from new funds if the applicants are different for the two phases of the project.
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13. Refund Process:

a.

At the completion of the project, a refund for any remaining TDA funds will be
issued to the applicant, commensurate with the project's bond release.
i. The applicant is to request a refund through the defined refund process.
ii. If norefund is requested, any remaining funds may become the property
of the City after the required period of time elapses, in accordance with
California law.

If a new legal entity acquires a project before its completion, the prier entity may
request a refund of any remaining TDA balance in the prior entity's account.
Such a refund will not occur until at least 90 days has elapsed after the effective
date of the change in project ownership, and City staff has determined that all
appropriate charges have been posted and collected against the prior entity's
TDA.

14. Miscellaneous:

a,

TDA deposits may be used to cover unpaid bills owed to the City, including any
department or district it controls or administers, e.g. water charges that have not
been paid.

Monthly statement financial questions are to be directed to the Finance
Department, Trust Deposit Account Specialist.

All other project questions are to he directed to the Project Manager.

There is no guarantee that a project will be approved. Regardless of the
approval or non-approval of a project, all costs for processing the project must be
paid.

Project staff will, {o the best of their ahility, provide an anticipated cost to process
a project. This estimate will not include Post Entitlement work, as that dollar
amount is determined by the Engineer’s Estimate once a project is Entitled.

i. Many factors impact the cost of processing a project, including the
completeness and quality of a project submitial, the timeliness of
required submittals, environmental issues/concerns, neighborhood
issues/concerns, etc. For these reasons, staff can only provide a
projected processing cost, but the ultimate cost may be higher. The
applicant is responsible to pay all costs to process a project, regardless
of whether or not the costs are higher than staff's initial projection.

Applicant Signature Date

Print Name & Title
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Dale, Jill

From: Michael Leslie <leslie@caldwell-leslie.com>

Sent: Monday, September 14, 2015 6:48 PM

To: Dale, Jill; Deshong, Casey

Cc: Mike Bonin; Tricia Keane; John Gregory (john.gregory@Ilacity.org);

FParkRogers@bos.lacounty.gov; sheila@bos.lacounty.gov; tim.pershing@asm.ca.gov;
josh.kurpies@asm.ca.gov; andrea.kune@asm.ca.gov; Senator.Pavley@senate.ca.gov;
Senator.Allen@senate.ca.gov; Richard.Bloom@asm.ca.gov;
Matt.Dababneh@asm.ca.gov; edelman@smmc.ca.gov; edmiston@smmc.ca.gov;
Rebekah.Rodriguez-Lynn@sen.ca.gov; president@hillsidefederation.org; Wendy-Sue
Rosen; Tom R. Freeman; Eric Edmunds; John Given (johngiven@me.com);
cheadle@smmc.ca.gov; loismark@gmail.com

Subject: RE: FEMA notice under NEPA for LA-RICS: San Vicente Peak Tower

Attachments: 2015-09-14 BHHA LA-RICS Itr.docx; 2015-09-14 Itr attachments.pdf

Dear Ms. Dale,

In response to FEMA’s August 13, 2015 letter requesting comments by September 15, 2015 on the
programmatic EIS under NEPA for the LA-RICS proposed LMR tower on San Vicente Peak in the Santa Monica
Mountains, please review the attached comment letter and exhibits from the Brentwood Hills Homeowners
Association (BHHA).

Please make this letter and its exhibits part of the record in this action and be sure BHHA is placed on the
notice list for all meetings, studies, notice and other announcements in connection with this project.

Thank you.

Michael R. Leslie, First Vice President

Brentwood Hills Homeowners Association



Via Email and U.S. Mail
September 14, 2015

Jill S. Dale

Grants Program Sr. Environmental Specialist
1111 Broadway, Suite 1200

Oakland, CA 94607

RE: Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System (LA-RICS) Land Mobile
Radio (LMR)Project; HSGP 2010-SS-T0-0085(17651); Sub-recipient — City of Los Angeles

Dear Ms. Dale:

I am the First Vice President of Brentwood Hills Homeowners Association (Brentwood Hills), and
am writing on behalf of Brentwood Hills in response to the August 13, 2015 letter from Mr.
Alessandro Amaglio from FEMA Region IX. That letter requests comments on the anticipated
Programmatic Environmental Assessment for the above-referenced LMR project under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and requests comments be submitted by September 15, 2015.

Brentwood Hills represents over 450 homes in the Santa Monica Mountains above Mandeville
Canyon Road north of Sunset Blvd in the Brentwood region of Los Angeles. Brentwood Hills has
been instrumental in protecting open space, public access and parklands in the Santa Monica
Mountains, including the Westridge-Canyonback Wilderness Park. Westridge-Canyonback
Wilderness Park is part of the Santa Monica National Recreation Area, and includes Westridge Fire
Road and the adjacent trails leading to San Vicente Mountain Park, which is a designated location
for one of the 180-foot LMR towers proposed by LA-RICS.

The proposed San Vicente Peak LMR tower is not only within—and surrounded by—San Vicente
Mountain Park and Westridge-Canyonback Wilderness Park, but it is also immediately adjacent to
Topanga State Park. The Proposed LMR tower is also located within the Mulholland Scenic
Parkway Specific Plan.

This proposed 180-foot LMR microwave tower is located in beautiful open space parkland that is
heavily used by thousands of hikers, picnickers and mountain bikers each year. The huge tower
would be an obvious eyesore for miles throughout not only the adjacent protected parklands, but also
throughout West Los Angeles and the west San Fernando Valley. In addition, the tower—with its
high-wattage blinking light, many microwave dishes and associated microwave radiation—would
have significant environmental impacts not only on the view-sheds and surrounding scenic



Jill S. Dale
Sept. 14, 2015

parklands, but also on wildlife, birds and the thousands of visitors that visit the park and the viewing
platform that is immediately adjacent to the proposed LMR tower.

San Vicente Mountain Park is an historical interpretive site that was a NIKE Missile radar site
during the Cold War. There are interpretive signs explaining the history of the Nike Missile system,
the radar site and the Cold War, and the park includes picnic areas, hiking trails and a viewing
platform immediately adjacent to the proposed 180-foot LMR tower. This viewing platform is
heavily used by the public, with unparalleled 360-degree views stretching from Long Beach to the
Pacific Ocean, the Santa Susanna and San Gabriel Mountains, Downtown LA and beyond.

In case you are unfamiliar with the location for the proposed San Vicente Peak LMR tower, here are
some photographs of this beautiful site. The new 180-foot tall tower would be located next to the
existing, much smaller tower next to the viewing platform you can see in these photographs:



Jill S. Dale
Sept. 14, 2015



Jill S. Dale
Sept. 14, 2015

For comparison, here is a representation of the 180-foot LMR tower proposed for San Vicente Peak,
which is located right next to the viewing platform used by thousands of people each year who visit
this park:

Brentwood Hills and many other community organizations feel strongly that San Vicente Peak is an
inappropriate location for the huge LMR tower that is proposed for this site. In addition, letters of
concern regarding the San Vicente Peak LA-RICS tower have been written by the National Park
Service and the Santa Monica Mountain Conservancy. Moreover, the Los Angeles City Council
recently expressed concern over the San Vicente Peak LMR tower, and asked that an alternative
location be explored by LA-RICS. I am attaching those letters of concern for your information.

Brentwood Hills urges that the San Vicente Peak location for the LA-RICS LMR tower be removed
from further consideration, as the environmental impacts associated with an LMR tower at this site
would be significant, unavoidable, permanent and could not be mitigated. Simply put, this park is an
inappropriate location for this type of huge microwave tower.



Jill S. Dale
Sept. 14, 2015

If the San Vicente Peak location is not immediately dropped from further consideration, Brentwood
Hills strongly believes this particular location should be the subject of a separate and robust
environmental analysis under both NEPA and CEQA. Given its unique location in the middle of
protected state and federal parkland and within the Mulholland scenic corridor, it would be
inappropriate for the proposed San Vicente Peak LMR tower to be lumped in with all of the other
urban LA-RICS facilities in a single programmatic EIS or EIR.

If the San Vicente Peak LMR tower is not removed from consideration at this time—which
Brentwood Hills believes would be the appropriate course of action—Brentwood Hills demands that
all alternatives to the proposed San Vicente Peak LMR tower be subject to a meaningful
environmental analysis, including the “no tower” alternative, alternative locations outside of
protected parklands and sensitive habitat, and much smaller tower configurations.

Brentwood Hills requests that it be placed on the notice list for all public meetings, notices, letters
and draft and final environmental reports.

We look forward to your thoughtful consideration of the community’s substantial concerns regarding
this tower.

Sincerely,

MICHAEL R. LESLIE,
First Vice President, Brentwood Hills Homeowners Association

Attachments

Cc:  Councilman Mike Bonin, City of Los Angeles
Supervisor Sheila Kuehl, County of Los Angeles
State Senator Fran Pavley
State Assemblyman Richard Bloom
State Assemblyman Matt Dababneh
State Senator Ben Allen
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy
National Park Service
Hillside Federation
Interested community groups and homeowners associations
LA-RICS






























Hoyt, James

From: Drew Steinberg <drew.steinberg@Iacity.org>

Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2015 4:15 PM

To: Pat Mallon; Odenthal, Chris; Hoyt, James; Rykaczewski, Carl; Nancy Yang
Cc: Patricia Whelan; Ahee Han; Alisa Finsten

Subject: Fwd: Sierra Club Scoping Letter Received (San Vicente Peak)

Below is the emailed letter from Sierra Club re:LA-RICS LMR project, specifically the San Vicente Peak site,
in response to FEMA's scoping letter. The other letters will come as attachments in a separate email shortly.

Thank you,

Drew

From: MaryAnn Webster [mailto:mawebster1984 @sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2015 3:29 PM

To: Dale, Jill <jill.dale@fema.dhs.gov>; Deshong, Casey <Casey.Deshong@fema.dhs.gov>
Subject: RE: LOS ANGELES rEGIONAL iNTEROPERABLE COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM

SIERRA CLUB LOS ANGELES CA  9/15/15

TO: Il S. Dale, Grants Program Sr. Environmental
Specialist

FROM: Santa Monica Mountains Task Force, Sierra
Club


mailto:Casey.Deshong@fema.dhs.gov
mailto:jill.dale@fema.dhs.gov
mailto:mawebster1984@sbcglobal.netj

RE: Los Angeles Regional Interoperable
Communications System (LA-RICS) Land Mobile
Radio (LMR) project: HSGP 2010-SS-tp-0085(17651

Dear Ms. Dale,

The Santa Monica Mountains Task Force(SMMTF) of
the Sierra Club 1s sending this letter with our comments
and concerns re the above-referenced LMR project
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

The SMMTTF of the Sierra Club has been instrumental
for many years in protecting open space, public access
and parklands in the Santa Monica Mountains and the
Santa Monica National Recreation Area. Our
environmental protection area includes San Vicente
Mountain Park. It includes Westridge-Canyonback
Wilderness Park, Westridge Fire road and the adjacent
trails leading to San Vicente Mountain Park.

San Vicente Mountain Park is a designated location for
one of the 180-foot LMR towers proposed by LA-
RICS. The proposed tower is within and surrounded by
San Vicente Mountain Park and Westridge-
Canyonback Wilderness Park. It is also adjacent to
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Topanga State Park and located within the Mulholland
Scenic Parkway Specific Plan.

We strongly object to this proposed location.

To install this gigantic 180-foot LMR microwave on
San Vicente Peak would be a visual blight for miles in
all directions, on protected parklands throughout the
Santa Monica Mountains. Significant environmental
impacts would be not only on the viewshed and
surrounding scenic parklands, but also on wildlife, birds
and the year-round visitors to the park and the viewing
platform and its unparalleled 360-degreee views 1n all
directions, of Los Angeles, Long Beach, the Pacific
Ocean and the Santa Susanna and San Gabriel
Mountains. The proposed LMR tower would be
located next to the much smaller tower next to the
viewing platform-- already in place.

The Santa Monica Mountains Task Force of the Sierra
Club, along with many environmental groups, feels
strongly that San Vicente Peak 1s a hugely inappropriate
location for constructing and installing this mammoth
tower, now and in the future.
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The proposed location 1s within protected state and
federal parkland and within the Mulholland scenic
corridor.

The suggested location negatively affects protected
parklands, visual viewsights, and sensitive habitat.

We request that the San Vicente Peak LMR tower be
removed from consideration at this time. We also
request that an alternate location be chosen that does
not impact parklands, the environment, and the public.

Cordially, Mary Ann Webster, Chair
Santa Monica Mountains Task Force, Sierra Club

3435 Wilshire Bl.,(#660) Los Angeles, CA. 90010

The SMMTF is submitting objections to the proposed
180-foot tower that would located in San Vicente Park.



Drew Steinberg
Public Safety

Office of Mayor Eric Garcetti

0. (213) 978-0686

c. (213) 221-5300



Dale, Jill

From: Marian Dodge <president@bhillsidefederation.org>

Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 10:15 AM

To: Nancy.Yang@LA-RICS.org; Dale, Jill

Subject: LA-RICS LMR on San Vicente Peak

Attachments: pastedGraphic.pdf; LA-RICS San Vicente tower 102715.pdf

Dear Ms. Yang and Ms. Dale,

Attached is a letter from the Hillside Federation opposing the placement of an LA-RICS LMR on San Vicente Peak. Please add it to
you file and include the Hillside Federation on any and all notification lists for the project.

Thank you very much.

Best regards,

Marian Dodge, President
Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations
www.hillsidefederation.org
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THE FEDERATION

OF HILLSIDE AND CANYCON ASSOCIATIONS, INC.

Nancy Yang Jill 8. Dale

Project Engineer Grants Program Sr. Environmental Specialist
LA-RICS FEMA

2525 Corporate Place, Suite 200 1111 Broadway, Suite 1200

Monterey Park CA 91754 Oakland, CA 94607

October 27, 2015

Re: RE: Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System

(LA-RICS) Land Mobile Radio (ILMR) Project on San Vicente Peak
HSGP 2010-55-1T0-0085(17651); Sub-recipient — City of Los Angeles

Dear Ms. Yang and Ms. Dale:

The Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations, Inc., founded in 1952,
represents 45 resident and homeowner associations spanning the Santa Monica
Mountains, The Federation’s mission is to protect the property and qualify of life
of its over 200,000 constituents and to conserve the natural habitat and
appearance of the hillside and mountain areas in which they live.

The Hillside Federation strongly objects to the proposed 180-foot LMR
microwave tower proposed by LA-RICS for San Vicente Peak in the Santa
Monica Mountains. This huge proposed tower would be located right in the
middle of San Vicente Mountain Park and Westridge-Canyonback Wilderness
Park, which are both immediately adjacent to Topanga State Park. These parks
are key parts of the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, which is
one of the nation’s largest wilderness parks located in the heart of a major
metropolitan area. As such, these parklands and the Santa Monica Mountains
National Recreation Area are precious resources that should not be negatively
impacted by a huge communications facility of this nature. '

San Vicente Peak, the proposed tower location, is located within the Mulholland
Scenic Parkway Specific Plan, in the heart of San Vicente Mountain Park. This
park is an historical interpretive site that formerly was a NIKE Missile radar site
during the Cold War. There are interpretive signs explaining the history of the
Nike Missile system, the radar site and the Cold War, and the park includes
picnic areas, hiking trails and a viewing platform immediately adjacent to the
proposed 180-foot LMR tower. This viewing platform is heavily used by the
public, and has unparalicled 360-degree views stretching from Long Beach to the
Pacific Ocean and Channel Islands, and from the Santa Monica and Santa
Susanna Mountains to the San Gabriel Mountains, Downtown Los Angeles, and
beyond.




This huge proposed tower would be an obvious eyesore for miles throughout not only the adjacent
protected parklands, but also throughout West Los Angeles and the San Fernando Valley. In addition, the
tower—with its high-wattage blinking lights, many microwave dishes, and associated microwave
radiation—would have significant environmental impacts not only on the view-sheds and surrounding
scenic parklands, but also on wildlife, birds, and the thousands of visitors that come to the park and use
the viewing platform immediately adjacent to the proposed LMR tower.

The Hillside Federation joins many other community organizations strongly opposed to siting such a
tower at the San Vicente Peak location. Letters of concern regarding the San Vicente Peak LA-RICS
tower have been written by the National Park Service and the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy.
Moreover, the Los Angeles City Council recently expressed its concern over the San Vicente Peak LMR
tower, As part of the approval to use Cily sites for the placement of the LA-RICS equipment, the City
Council adopted, and the Mayor approved, a motion that the LA-RICS LMR location at San Vicente Peak
be re-evaluated and a less intrusive alternative be considered.

The Hillside Federation urges that the San Vicente Peak LA-RICS LMR tower site be removed from
further consideration, as the environmental impacts associated with an LMR tower at this site would be
significant, unavoidable, permanent, and could not be mitigated. Simply put, given its unique location in
the middle of protected state and federal parkland and within the Mulholland Scenic Corridor, San
Vicente Mountain Park is an inappropriate location for this type of huge microwave tower and
communications facility, Further, it is entirely inappropriate for the proposed San Vicente Peak ILMR
tower to be lumped in with the other urban LA-RICS facilities in a smgle Program EIR under CEQA or in
a single Programmatic EIS under NEPA,

I the San Vicente Peak LMR tower is not removed from consideration, the location must be the subject
of a separate and robust environmental analysis under both NEPA and CEQA. The Federation demands
that all feasible alternatives to the proposed San Vicente Peak LMR tower be subject to a meaningful state
and federal environmental analysis, including the “no tower” alternative, alternative locations outside of
protected parklands and sensitive habitat, and much smaller tower configurations.

Finally, the Hillside Federation requests that it be placed on the notice list for all public meetings, notices,
letters, environmental assessment documents, and draft and final environmental reports.

We look forward to your thoughtful consideration of the community’s substantiai concerns regarding this
tower.

Sincerely,

“Marian ﬂ)ac{g&&@'\)&mﬁ_)
Marian Dodge
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