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August 29, 2014

PROJECT NAME: OLD MINE ROAD TELECOMMUNICATION FACILITY MAJOR USE
PERMIT; CASE NUMBER(S): PDS2011-3300-11-034; PROJECT ADDRESS: 27865 OLD
MINE ROAD, RANCHITA; APN 196-060-12

RE: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
To All Commenters;

Planning & Development Services (PDS) has completed the Response to Comments. Please
find Attachment A as the original Plot Plan and Photosimulations, which were circulated during
Public Review from August 23, 2012 through September 21, 2012. Attachment B includes the
current Plot Plan and Photosimulations, which reflect a redesign to the project. Please note
that there are still outstanding items, such as the Alternative Site Analysis and Geographic
Study Area, which will be made available once received.

If you have any questions regarding this letter or other aspects of the project, please contact
me at (858) 694-2621.

Sincerely,

| H=
arisa Smith, Project Manager
Project Planning Division






" County of San Diego, Planning & Development Services
/ Project Planning Division

TO: File

FROM: Marisa Smith, Land Use/ Environmental Planner

SUBJECT: Old Mine Wireless Telecommunication Facility, PDS2012-3300-11-034
3910 11-10-006 (ER)

DATE: August 29, 2014

The following are staff's responses to comments received during the public review
period for the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration dated August 23, 2012. The draft
Mitigated Negative Declaration was circulated for public review from August 23, 2012
through September 21, 2012. Comments were received that require changes to the
Mitigated Negative Declaration, Initial Study/Environmental Analysis, and/or the project.
Also, as a result of public review, the applicant redesigned the proposed
telecommunication facility. The proposed design included in public review was for a 58-
foot faux tree or water tank (please see Attachment A for a copy of the plot plans and
photo-simulations). The currently proposed design is for two 35-foot tall faux tree’s
(please see Attachment B for a copy of the updated plot plans and photo-simulations).

Response to comments received from Dave Singleton, Native American Heritage
Commission:

A-1 Comment: The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) is the State of
California ‘Trustee Agency for the protection and preservation of Native
American cultural resources pursuant to California Public Resources Code
§21070 and affirmed by the Third Appellate Courts in the case of EPIC v.
Johnson (1985: 170 Cal App. 3™ 604).

This letter includes state and federal statutes relating to Native American historic
properties or resources of religious and cultural significance to American Indian
tribes and interested Native American individuals as ‘consulting parties’ under
both state and federal law. State law also addresses the freedom of Native
American Religious Expression in Public Resources Code §5097.9.

Response: Introductory comments noted.

A-2 Comment: The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA — CA Public
Resources Code 21000-21177, amendments effective 3/18/2010) requires that
any project that causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
historical resource, that includes archeological resources, is a ‘significant effect’
requiring the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) per the CEQA
Guidelines defines a significant impact on the environment as ‘a substantial, or
potentially substantial, adverse change in any of physical conditions within an
area affected by the proposed project, including...objects of historic or aesthetic
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significance.” In order to comply with this provision, the lead agency is required to
assess whether the project will have an adverse impact on these resources
within the ‘area of potential effect (APE), and if so, to mitigate that effect.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment which
refers to the California Public Resources code 21000-21177. Based on an
analysis of County of San Diego archaeology resource files, archaeological
records, maps, and aerial photographs by County of San Diego staff
archaeologist it has been determined that the project site is not likely to contain
any archaeological resources. In addition, the project must comply with the San
Diego County Grading, Clearing, and Watercourse Ordinance (§87.101-87.804),
CEQA §15064.5(d), and §7050.5 of the Health & Safety Code. Section 87.429 of
the Grading, Clearance, and Watercourse Ordinance requires the suspension of
grading operations when human remains or Native American artifacts are
encountered. Therefore, the project will not have an adverse impact on cultural
resources. No changes were made to CEQA documentation as a result of this
comment.

Comment: The NAHC recommends that the lead agency request that the NAHC
do a Sacred Lands File search as part of the careful planning for the proposed
project.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. A check
of the Sacred Lands File was not completed as part of this project because the
project is an unmanned wireless telecommunication facility. However, local
Native American tribes were contacted during the public review process and no
responses were received. No changes were made to CEQA documentation as a
result of this comment.

Comment: The NAHC “Sacred Sites,” as defined by the Native American
Heritage Commission and the California Legislature in California Public
Resources Code §§5097.94(a) and 5097.96. ltems in the NAHC Sacred Lands
Inventory are confidential and exempt from the Public Records Act pursuant to
California Government Code §6254(r).

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. The
County agrees that the location of sacred sites is confidential and that they are
exempt from the California Public Records Act. No changes were made to
CEQA documentation as a result of this comment.

Comment: Early consultation with Native American tribes in your area is the best
way to avoid unanticipated discoveries of cultural resources of burial sites once a
project is underway. Culturally affiliated tribes and individuals may have
knowledge of the religious and cultural significance of the historic properties in
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the project area (e.g. APE). We strongly urge that you make contact with the list
of Native American contacts on the on the attached list of Native American
contacts, to see if your proposed project might impact Native American cultural
resources and to obtain their recommendations concerning the proposed project.
Pursuant to CA Public Resources Code §5097.95, the NAHC requests
cooperation from other public agencies in order that the Native American
consulting parties be provided pertinent project information. Consultation with
Native American communities is also a matter of environmental justices as
defined by California Government Code §65040.12(e). Pursuant to CA Public
Resources Code §5097.95, the NAHC requests that pertinent project information
be provided consulting tribal parities, including archaeological studies. The
NAHC recommends avoidance as defined by CEQA Guidelines §15370(a) to
pursuing a project that would damage or destroy Native American cultural
resources and Section 2183.2 that requires documentation, data recovery Native
American cultural recourses and Section 2183.2 that requires documentation,
data recovery of cultural resources.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. The
County agrees that early consultation with Native American tribes is the best way
to avoid unanticipated discoveries of cultural resources or burial sites. Local
Native American tribes were contacted during the public review process and no
responses were received. County Guidelines also require avoidance of
significant archaeological sites as the preferred method of preservation.
Avoidance will not be required for this project since no prehistoric or historic sites
were identified within the Area of Potential Effect (APE). No changes were made
to CEQA documentation as a result of this comment.

Comment: Furthermore, the NAHC if the proposed project is under the
jurisdiction of the statues and regulation of the National Environmental Policy Act
(e.g. NEPA; 42 U.S.C. 4321-43351). Consultation with tribes and interested
Native American consulting parties, on the NAHC list, should be conducted in
compliance with the requirements of federal NEPA and Section 106 and 4(f) of
federal NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq), 36 DFR Part 800.3(f)(2) & .5, the
President’'s Council on Environmental Quality (CSQ, 42 U.S.C 4371 et seq. and

-NAGPRA (25 U.S.C. 3001-3013) as appropriate.

Response: Comment noted. Major Use Permit P11-034 is not under the
jurisdiction of the Federal Government. As such, regulations including the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Native American Graves and
Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), and Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA) etc. do not apply to this permit. However, should any
Federal permits be required, the applicant would be required to comply with
Federal statutes and regulations.
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Comment: The 1992 Secretary of the Interiors Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties were revised so that they could be applied to all historic
resource types included in the National Register of Historic Places and including
cultural landscapes. Also, federal Executive Orders Nos. 11593 (preservation of
cultural environment), 13175 (coordination & consultation) and 13007 (Sacred
Sites) are helpful, supportive guides for Section 106 consultation. The
aforementioned Secretary of the Interior's Standards include recommendation for
all ‘lead agencies’ to consider the historic context of proposed projects and to
“‘research” the cultural landscape that might include the ‘area of potential effect.’

Response: Comment noted. No cultural resources are present on the subject
property. Also see response under item 6 above.

Comment: Confidentiality of “historic properties of religious and cultural
significance” should also be considered as protected by California Government
Code §6254(r) and may also be protected under Section 304 of the NHPA or at
the Secretary of the Interior discretion if not eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places. The Secretary may also be advised by the federal
Indian Religious Freedom Act (cf. 42 U.S.C., 1996) in issuing a decision on
whether or not to disclose items of religious and/or cultural significance identified
in or near the APEs and possibility threatened by proposed project activity.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. The
County agrees with the need for confidentiality when discussing -cultural
resources. No confidential information has been provided to the public. No
changes were made to CEQA documentation as a result of this comment.

Comment: Furthermore, Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, California
Government Code §27491 and Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5 provide for
provisions for inadvertent discovery of human remains mandate the processes to
be followed in the event of a discovery of human remains in a project location
other than a ‘dedicated cemetery'.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. The
project must comply with the San Diego County Grading, Clearing, and
Watercourse Ordinance (§87.101-87.804), CEQA §15064.5(d), and §7050.5 of
the Health & Safety Code. Section 87.429 of the Grading, Clearance, and
Watercourse Ordinance requires the suspension of grading operations when
human remains or Native American artifacts are encountered. No changes were
made to CEQA documentation as a result of this comment.

A - 10 Comment: To be effective, consultation of specific projects must be the result of

an ongoing relationship between Native American tribes and lead agencies,
project proponents and their contractors, in the opinion of the NAHC. Regarding
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tribal consultation, a relationship built around regular meeting and informal
involvement with local tribes will lead to more qualitative consultation tribal input
on specific projects.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. The
County agrees that ongoing consultation with Native American tribes is the most
effective way to develop relationships between Native American tribes, lead
agencies, project proponents and their contractors. Local Native American tribes
were contacted during the public review process and no responses were
received.

A - 11 Comment: Finally, when Native American cultural sites and/or Native American

burial sites are prevalent within the project site, the NAHC recommends
‘avoidance’ of the site as reference by CEQA Guidelines Section 15370(a).

Response: ' The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment.
Avoidance is also the recommended mitigation measure for cultural resources.
No cultural resources are located within the project APE.

Response to comments received from Douglas Moriarty, Mercy Medical
Transportation, Inc.

B-1

Comment: In regards to a potential cellular tower in the rural setting of
Ranchita, east county of San Diego. Certainly as a first responder of the
Advanced Life Support (ALS) service this would be without question a necessary
addition as ‘communication’ for the Paramedic service is vital to sending and
receiving information and direction for patient care. As well as seamless ongoing
patient care documentation with handheld devices that are carried on all our
emergency vehicles.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment.
Comment noted.

Comment: Therefore, | give my support for this added platform (in) hopes of
continuing and enhancing the vital communication in the backcountry of this
particular catchment.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment.
Comment noted.
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Response to comments received from Steven and Sandy Howard, residents of
Ranchita '

C-1 Comment: | have been an owner of a 52 acre ranch in Ranchita since Feb.
1977. We need this cell tower. When we have had fires out here we have lost
communication with the outside. We will probably see the tower from our
property. This cell tower is well over due.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment.
Comment noted.

Response to comments received from Ken Russell, resident of Ranchita

D-1 Comment: | am a home owner in Ranchita. | received your letter on the Notice
of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration.

| wanted to write in that | very strongly support this cell tower. Cell service is so
terrible in Ranchita that | don’t have a cell phone just because of this. We just
had a very major fire in Ranchita. Safety is my main point for wanting this tower.
Our Land Lines go down almost every time there is a fire. The power is either
shut off or the poles burn and the electricity goes out. Our phone service will not
work without line voltage, so every time we (lose) power, we also (lose) phone
service. | don’'t know the exact wording for the devices but there is a AT&T
switching box that controls the phone service and it is powered by the line
voltage. So, no power, no land line phone.

However, this cell tower will provide its own generator for when power outages
occur, so we will have full power for our phone services. We will also have the
benefit of cellular service during a fire which means we can call wherever we are.
During fires, very often, we are displaced or on the move to avoid the fire.
Because this is a very small community, we depend on our friends and neighbors
or they depend on us. There are many elderly out here. We are the type of
community which looks out for the other. Telephones make it all possible.

There are more than a few folks in town who do not have land lines as the
telephone company has not run them, or the cost to bring wires to them is too
much for them to pay (we are a real frontier town!), so these people have dell
phones. These folds have all kinds of trouble getting any phone service at all and
must drive to a point that the cellular reception is good. Just making an
emergency call for a health issue or injury might not be possible, especially if one
were along and injured. The lack of good cell service is a life and death thing for
them. The lack of quality, good cellular service may mean people die. This is a
very real possibility and must not be taken lightly.
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The reason | am so very attuned to cellular service is | am Treasurer of the
Montezuma Valley Volunteer Fire Department. | work with firemen and the public
almost every day. | understand the concerns of a few people who do not want
this service, but the benefits far outweigh the possible downside. As a member of
the Fire Board, | can say that lives are in the balance. | believe that people will
lose their lives without it. It is of interest that the firemen and our Fire Chief all
carry cell phones and stay in touch with the population, with each other, and with
the Fire Board with their cell phones, including and especially during fires. This
tower will mean that they will always be able to stay in communication.

We need this cellular service very much.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment.
Comment noted.

Response to comments received from Patti Dvorak, resident of Ranchita

E-1 Comment: Thank you for your time today in answering my questions on the
proposed cell tower project for Old Mine Road in Ranchita — Case #3910-11-10-
006.

I would like to formally express my support for this project. | have read the
documentation on line and was very impressed with the care and detail the
proponents have taken to adhere to environmental concerns and visual concerns
for our area. | was also impressed with the fact the site will actually plant and
water live foliage around the tower site to blend in with our beautiful environment
and compliment our landscape and view.

It is obvious those working on this project have taken great care to make not only
the local residents happy but to adhere to environmental laws and concerns as
well.

The benefits of having expanded coverage in Ranchita are obvious but | will state
briefly the immediate benefits | see:

1. Emergency usage of cell phones in cases of vehicle accidents, fires and
loss of electricity. | have personally experienced the need for cell phone
usage during a power outage from the Witch Creek Fire years ago. Our
land lines were down but | could not contact my children in Ramona, who
were evacuating, by cell phone without traveling away from our house and
closer to the center of town to get coverage. Power outages and loss of
land line phones occur in Ranchita annually and often more than once due
to weather, etc.
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2. In the case of accidental and emergencies on rural property away from the
main road, the increased cell service would allow residents to reach
emergency services more easily.

3. The convenience and cost savings available to residents who want to use
cell service instead of a land line is obvious.

4. The convenience of using the Internet via 3G and 4G service on other
electronic devices, such as computers and tablets, without being limited to
unreliable and extremely slow dial-up service and very expensive and
slow satellite service is a financial and convenience benefit. As our world
and culture rely more heavily on electronic divides for our every function, it
becomes a necessary part of our lives to have cell and Internet access.

| would like to voice my 100% support of the completion and installation of this
project.

Please keep me advised of any notifications, hears or meetings regarding this
project.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments. The
County will provide notification to the commenter's when a public hearing is
scheduled.

Response to comments received from Mitchell Berner, resident of San Diego

F-1

Comment: Would you please see that my name and address are added to all
mailing lists for public notices, hearings, environmental documents and staff
reports please?

Response: The commenter's name and address have been added to ensure
they receive future notifications.

Comment: Can you also send me a set of notices and environmental document
out for public review please?

Response: The link to the document (previously emailed to the commenter) is
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/ceqa/3300-11-034.html.
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Response to comments received from Rachel Grimes, resident of Ranchita

G -1 Comment: [ am against the building of the proposed Verizon cell phone tower
on the end of Old Mine Road. Currently | have AT&T as my cell phone provider
and | have excellent reception not only at my residence but also all along the 79
as well as all along Montezuma Valley Highway.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments.
Comment noted.

G -2 Comment: The AT&T tower is five miles away and | believe is a safer location
as it is not close to homes as well as not being an eye sore for a classified scenic
highway.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments. As
demonstrated in the Alternative Site Analysis and Geographic Service Area
(GSA), various other locations were considered and studied but would not fill in
the gaps in coverage. Although there is some coverage in the area from outlying
facilities, the GSA maps demonstrate that the existing coverage is not adequate
for the residential areas and Montezuma Valley Road. However, in order to reach
the coverage objective for a co-locatable facility and to provide an overall
network to transmit information from tower to tower, this particular area was the
best location for the purposes of coverage. Coverage maps from the facility that
is referenced by the commenter does not provide adequate coverage for the
same area that this site is proposed, nor would it help provide a continuous
network for the carrier(s) to utilize in transferring information.

Also, as a result of public review, the applicant redesigned the proposed
telecommunication facility. The proposed design included in public review was for
a 58-foot faux tree or water tank. The currently proposed design is for two 35-foot
tall faux tree’s (please see Attachment B for a copy of the updated plot plans and
photo-simulations).

The proposed wireless telecommunication facility is located approximately 1,300
feet north of Montezuma Valley Road, which is part of the County of San Diego
Scenic Highway System. The proposal of a telecommunication site within the
vicinity of Montezuma Valley Road required a review on how the aesthetics of the
design would comply with applicable regulations and standards. The project
would not adversely affect the desirable neighborhood character because the
project is designed to be camouflaged. The equipment enclosure would be
located within a concrete pre-fabricated enclosure with landscaping to screen it
from the surrounding properties. Photo simulations illustrate that the line, form,
and color of the facility would be largely consistent with other elements that make
up the visual setting of the area, such as the existing accessory structures and
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the existing vegetation. Drivers using this road would have limited views of the
faux tree design as it would be screened with additional tree’s and landscaping
that would help the facility blend into the area, and not be a prominent feature for
drivers using this scenic road, nor inconsistent with the character of the area.

Comment: | also tether my computer to my phone for internet service and |
have a very strong signal. | believe that the Verizon Tower should be placed in a
similar location.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments.
Comment noted.

Response to comments received from Gene and Deborah Stewart, residents of
Ranchita

H-1

Comment: Regarding your notice of intent to build out in Ranchita, CA: As
owners of the above property (28020 Old Mine Rd, Ranchita, CA 92066) — we
have no objection to your proposed 58 foot pretend pine — communication tower.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. Also, as
a result of public review, the applicant redesigned the proposed
telecommunication facility. The proposed design included in public review was for
a 58-foot faux tree or water tank. The currently proposed design is for two 35-foot
tall faux tree’s (please see Attachment B for a copy of the updated plot plans and
photo-simulations). Comment noted.

Response to comments received from Karin and Philip McAleese, residents of
Ranchita

-1

Comment: We went to a meeting in Ranchita to listen to the facts in regards to
the cell tower on a piece of land in the small town called Ranchita. |, Karin R.
McAleese and my husband, Philip G. McAleese, definitely want to have a new
Verizon Cell Tower installed here in our little town. There are some people who
are trying to keep the rest of the community from enjoying the secure phone
connections we need from the much needed cell phone tower.

My husband and | had trouble with our AT&T landline phones. If we had too
much rain, snow, or winds. We ended up not having a phone for several days.
The AT&T service man finally gave me a number to reach him in person to fix the
phones. Recently, we purchased a Verizon wireless home phone to go along
with our cell phone and it is so great to be able to pick up the phone and have it
there. My husband and | are over 70 years old and we have found what a
convenience having reliable phone service is for us. Even now however, some of
our service can be interrupted, due to the lack of a cell tower in our valley. When
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this happens we are out of touch with not only our community but all the safety
personal to help us and lots or others. From my house we (lose) the cell phone
as we drive towards S-2. | have friends in the valley's to the west, who are not
able to have cell service at all their homes. They need a close by cell tower as is
planned for our area and it is VERY NECESSARY! for the safety of those people
and ever for the main part of the town we live in.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments.
Comment noted.

Comment: Secondly, the lady who has become involved with this attempt to
stop the tower, has her home on the market to be sold. She admitted that she
does not reside in her home all the time. Why should her attempt to interrupt the
safety of many Ranchita residents overpower the fairness to our people. | find
this very selfish on her part. She does not have the right to hold back safety for
our residents because she wants to sell her home. | have seen the towers of pine
trees and palm trees and in my opinion they do not look terrible. | applaud the
cell companies for making an attempt to not destroy the look of nature. PLEASE
DO NOT STOP THE CELL TOWER FROM RANCHITA TO MAKE ONE
PERSON HAPPY, MAKE ALL THE USERS OF VERIZON IN OUR BACK
COUNTRY HAVE THE PROTECTION THEY DESERVE.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments.
Comment noted.

Response to comments received from Judith Benedict, resident of Ranchita

J-1

Comment: As a homeowner living ¥ mile from proposed wireless 4G Tower by
the Verizon Co, | believe there must be better sites for this large tower than
among homes in this small rural community of 400 people.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. Please
see response to comment G2.

Comment: Montezuma Valley Road is a designated as a scenic highway.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment.
Montezuma Valley Road is part of the County of San Diego Scenic Highway
System. A “scenic roadway highway” can pertain to any freeway, highway, road,
or other vehicular right-of-way along a corridor with considerable natural or
otherwise scenic landscape. The proposal of a telecommunication facility within
the vicinity of Montezuma Valley Road included a review on how the aesthetics
of the design would comply with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), Zoning Ordinance and General Plan. Drivers using this road would have
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limited views of the faux tree design as it would be screened with additional trees
and landscaping. Therefore, screening the faux facility with several live trees and
shrubs would help the facility blend into the area, and not be a prominent feature
for drivers using this scenic road.

Comment: Also this site is a “non-preferred” area.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. The
project is zoned A70 (Limited Agricultural), which is not considered a “preferred
area” as identified in section 6986A (1). Therefore, the project is subject to a
Major Use Permit, which the applicant has filed as MUP11-034.

The applicant submitted an Alternative Site Analysis (Revised June 4, 2012),
which was displayed for Public Review. This report detailed that the proposed
location was determined after reviewing various surrounding sites. The Vulcan
Mountain site has an existing telecommunication facility (a.k.a., Rutherford Peak,
P08-046) and was reviewed by the applicant, but rejected since the location is
too far west to meet objectives. Another location was reviewed along Highway
79, approximately 8.4 miles west of the proposed Old Mine Road facility. An
application was filed with the County (P06-075) but later withdrawn. No site was
permitted nor built. It was determined that this location could not be utilized since
it is too far away to provide the necessary coverage with the intervening
ridgelines. A Nextel facility (P06-036) was previously filed with the County but
also withdrawn. This site is 8.8 miles away and was too far west to meet
coverage objectives. Mobilite had filed an application (P11-009) for a 70-foot tall
faux windmill, but was withdrawn due to sensitive biology within the proposed
lease area.

Vista Towers has an existing facility named Mesa Grande (P06-096). This site is
a 60-foot tall faux mono-broadleaf tree, and both AT&T and Verizon have existing
sites at this location. The proposed Old Mine Road facility would help to fill in the
coverage gaps that the Mesa Grande facility cannot, due to intervening
topography.

Furthermore, the applicant had obtained a lease with a property owner on Old
Saddle Road, approximately 0.3 mile from the current proposed location. In order
to avoid possible biology impacts, Vista Towers decided to relocate the lease
area within the property boundaries. Based on the changes to the draft plans, the
property owner and Vista Towers were unable to agree on the updated lease
arrangements, and the project was never filed with the County.

In addition to the Alternative Site Analysis, the applicant submitted a Geographic
Service Area Map, which was also on file during Public Review. These maps
show the difference in service coverage for both AT&T and Verizon with and
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without the proposed site. This demonstrates how the coverage would continue
along Montezuma Valley Road and connect the coverage “gaps” which currently
exist.

For telecommunication facilities, the Zoning Ordinance (Z.0.) requires that
certain findings be made in order to determine that certain zones and locations
are preferable to others. Section 6980-6991 is the Wireless Telecommunication
Facilities Ordinance that governs the permitting of cell sites for the County of San
Diego. In particular, Section 6986 of the Z.0O. states that each application shall
identify the zone and location preference that the proposed facility is meeting. If
the proposed facility is not in a preferred zone or if it is not in a preferred location,
the applicant shall provide a map of the geographical area and a discussion of
preferred sites that could potentially serve the same area as the proposed site
and should include a description of each site.

Preferred zones include commercial zones (C32, C34, C35, C36, C37, C38, C40,
C42), industrial zones (M50, M52, M54, M56, M58) and special purpose zones
(882, S86, S94, and S88 when the facility would be located in a commercial or
industrial component of the Specific Plan). Preferred locations include existing
structures including but not limited to, water tanks, utility towers and poles, traffic
lights, “cobra-style” street lights, and roadway overpasses in non-residential
zones when the size and scale are compatible, commercial and industrial
buildings, County or other governmental facilities, and collocation in zones other
than residential to a total of three towers each.

The proposed facility is not in a preferred zone or location, therefore, the
applicant provided a map of the geographical area and a discussion of non-
residential land or zones that could potentially serve the same area as the
proposed site. The proposed project site is developed with a single family
residence, with the surrounding area characterized by single-family residences,
agricultural use, and vacant lands. There is a commercial zone and a fire station,
both located approximately two miles southeast of the requested coverage area.
The commercial site is currently occupied by a convenience store with accessory
structures. However, neither the fire station site nor the commercial site was
selected because of a predominant ridgeline between these locations and the
project coverage area. The ridge would block any cell service coverage to the
west of the intervening ridgeline. This example is shown in the Alternative Site
Analysis. The proposed location was selected because the knoll where the
facility is proposed would allow the maximum coverage. The proposed
telecommunication facility would allow carriers to connect to any coverage
provided by their existing sites to the west on Highway 79 which loops around
Lake Henshaw and to east towards Borrego Springs. The facility would
specifically target an existing gap in coverage along Montezuma Valley Road,
while also allow providing broader coverage to surrounding residential areas,
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businesses, emergency services, and drivers while lessening the number of
needed telecommunication facilities in the vicinity of the area.

An Alternative Site Analysis was provided by the applicant which includes
discussions of potential locations in an 8.8 mile radius of the proposed project
site. The analysis concluded that there are no preferred zones or locations that
would be able to provide the necessary coverage characteristics as that
requested by the current project site.

Therefore, the proposed revised design demonstrates that preferred sites are not
technologically feasible and the proposed facility would biend in with the
surrounding existing and man-made environment to the maximum extent
possible.

Comment: I'm concemed about property values, too.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. However,
this comment is not a CEQA related issue. County review of a proposed Major
Use Permit does not focus on property value per se, but rather on consistency
with the General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and all other applicable laws and
regulations, and matters such as visual impacts, height, location, noise, design
and compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood. Therefore, it is not relevant
to the review of the County of San Diego.

Comment: Is this really the best place for this tower?

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. Please
see response to comments G-2 and J-3.

Comment: We have a fire season here in Ranchita. Is there any problem with
tower causing or interfering with fires?

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. The
project has been reviewed by the County of San Diego Fire Authorities. The
project has been found to be in compliance with Policy FP-2, Fire Code
Compliance for Cellular Facilities. The goal of the fire prevention standards in
Policy FP-2 are to ensure cellular sites are designed to be self protected, with no
fire agency emergency response anticipated, including major wildland areas.
This is accomplished primarily through construction with non-combustible exterior
materials. Based on compliance with the County Policy FP-2, Fire Code
Compliance for Cellular Facilities, the project would not expose people or
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires.
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Furthermore, a CMU wall needs a prolonged burn at an intense heat. As all the
fuel around the proposed facility are low and should burn out relatively quickly,
the CMU wall design would withstand a fire in the immediate area.

Comment: I'd rather the tower site of 27865 Old Mine Road be located
elsewhere in Ranchita.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. Please
see response to comment J-3 for more information. Comment noted.

Response to comments received from Michael Pinto, Ph.D., resident of Ranchita

K-1

Comment: As past president and founder of the Ranchita Community Center, |
have been involved in helping to bring positive things to our community including
a lending library, recycling center, community park and heritage museum.
Ranchita is an economically challenged community and one where it is so easy
to take advantage of this condition. The applicant’'s proposal that sites the tower
in a residential area is such an action.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments.
Comment noted.

Comment: The community is not against cell service and in fact welcomes the
latest technological advances. What it doesn't need is a tower that poses a fire
hazard...

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments.
Please see response J-6.

Comment: ...flies against the county’s own requirements for secondary access
(there is only one way out for the homes sited next to the proposed tower's
location)...

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments. The
secondary access requirement is in regards to when density will be increased.
This project does not propose any change in density. Furthermore, it is an
unmanned facility, which would not require anyone to be at the facility other than
routine maintenance. Therefore, secondary access is not applicable.

Comment: ...and where there are alternatives (such as the ATT tower on
Volcan Mountain) that would meet the communities and the applicant’s needs.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments. See
response to comments G-2 and J-3.
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Response to comments received from Alana Sills, resident of Ranchita

L-1

Comment: | strongly object to the above referenced proposed cell phone tower
to be erected in my neighborhood for the following reasons:

Ranchita is a historical neighborhood with beautiful views and an untampered
environment which has preserved its history and it holds the secrets of a long
vanished tropical past.

Ranchita was not always considered high desert as it was engulfed by the
Ancient Sea of Cortez.

Since the late 19" century, numerous scientific studies and published papers
have centered on the marine organisms that inhabited the ancient Sea of Cortez.
Fossil assemblages from the classic ‘Imperial Formation’ includes calcareous
nanoplankton and dinofiagellates, foraminifera, corals, pollychaetes, clams,
gastropods, sea urchins, and sand dollars, and crabs and shrimp. The deposits
also yield the remains for marine vertebrates such as sharks and rays, bony fish,
baleen whale, walrus, and dugong.

The region in and around Ranchita have an exceptional fossil record; and include
preserved plants, a variety of invertebrate shells, animal tracks, and an array of
bones and teeth. These fossils date from six million to under a half million years
in age, or about 60 million years after the last dinosaur age ended.

Response: Introductory comments noted.

Comment: | have personally collected these beautifully preserved fossils from
the property that | live on, which is on Old Mine Road. The Cell Tower Base Site
will be just hundreds of feet from these finds and will GREATLY DISTURB
protected wildlife and DAMAGE valuable ancient treasures which are a resource
of education and historical importance.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. The
wireless project footprint would impact approximately 2,394 square feet of the 10-
acre parcel and would include the redesigned faux mono-pines for the antennas
as well as pads for all of the associated equipment. In addition to the project
footprint, an approximate 750-foot utility trench will be graded up to an existing
utility pole. While it is true that the project footprint will disturb native vegetation,
the grading will be limited and may not exceed the 200 cubic yards that would
trigger the requirement for a grading permit. The limited amount of grading will
not likely impact the fossil layer. However, the project will be conditioned for
Paleontological monitoring. Implementation of the project would not impact
sensitive species, and mitigation has been conditioned for the impacts to
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vegetation. Changes will be made to CEQA documentation as a result of this
comment.

Comment: A report has not been done by the CEQA (California Environmental
Quality Act) nor by the NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act). These studies
must be performed before allowing destruction of this site.

Response: Staff does not agree with this comment. An Initial Study was
prepared for the project and all CEQA environmental issues were reviewed,
including Paleontology. County maps indicate that the underlying project site is
Quaternary Alluvium with a low potential for paleontological deposits. A condition
for paleontological monitoring will be added to the MND should the grading
exceed 200 cubic yards, and a grading permit would then be required. A NEPA
review would be conducted after discretionary approval and prior to building,
when the applicant applies for a permit from the Federal Communication
Commission (after a decision is rendered at local level).

Changes will be made to CEQA documentation (initial study and MND) as a
result of this comment.

Comment: Ranchita has already suffered enough with the recent fires and it is a
non-preferred zone under the County's Ordinance. For all the aforementioned
reasons, this proposed Cell Tower Base Site should be DENIED.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment and
agrees that recent fires have been devastating. The wireless communications
facility would be a passive, unmanned facility with all utility connections
undergrounded. Please see response J-3 in regards to preferred location.
Please see response J-6 in regards to fire.

Comment: | am grateful for your consideration in this matter. | would be
personally devastated if this is allowed to be built in such a historical
neighborhood.

Response: Concluding comment noted.

Response to comments received from Susan Stevenson, resident of Ranchita

M -1 Comment: | am writing to object to the proposed cell tower on Old Mine Rd as

unnecessary duplication of service and it would destroy some of the last beautify
views from our scenic highway, on Montezuma Valley Rd. This industrial site
would be completely out of character for the community, especially in this
particular area with historic adobes that are of significance to the San Diego
County at large. | drive Montezuma Valley Rd. often and have perfect cell
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reception all along Montezuma Valley Rd, till it drops down to Borrego. | also
have great service at all locations | have been in Ranchita. | am also familiar with
the historic adobes that are on Old Mine Rd and it would be a shame to destroy
the beauty and historic character of this neighborhood especially because of
historic significance of these adobes to the County’s history. '

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments.
Please see response to comment G-2 for a discussion on the scenic road and
further below.

The project would not adversely affect the desirable neighborhood character
because the project is designed to be camouflaged. The equipment would be
located within a concrete pre-fabricated enclosure. Photo simulations on file with
Major Use Permit P11-034 illustrate that the line, form, and color of the facility
would be largely consistent with other elements that make up the visual setting of
the area, such as the existing structures and vegetation. The photo simulations
demonstrate that the project would be visually unobtrusive to the surrounding
viewshed (refer to Attachment B for updated photosimulations). As seen in the
photo simulations, the proposed facility to be landscaped with Allepo Pine trees
and Toyon shrubs to help buffer the proposed structure, and would appear as
part of the existing landscape. This is due to the increased setback distances to
existing residences and Montezuma Valley Road, and proposed landscaping,
which would buffer the facility and equipment cabinet. In addition, ‘socks’ would
be placed around each panel which would further buffer and screen the facility.
Also, the microwave antenna would be painted to match the color of the faux
tree, and the trunk would have a heavy bark texture. Furthermore, the project
was reviewed for noise impacts and determined to be consistent with the County
Noise Ordinance. The project, as designed, would not cause any substantial,
demonstrable negative aesthetic effect to views from the surrounding area and
roadways. Therefore, the project would not have a harmful effect on the
neighborhood character.

Additionally, the project site is located along Montezuma Valley Road, which is
designated as a County scenic highway. The project would be consistent with
General Plan Goal COS-11 because the project has been sited and designed to
minimize visual impacts by designing the project to blend with the rural
surrounding. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the General Plan.

Lastly, the adobes on Old Mine Road are not listed on the historic site list.
Therefore, the historic values of these adobes are not known.

Comment: Specifically on Old Mine Road in Ranchita my AT&T cell gets 4 and
5 bars. | understand others confirm there is no problem with AT&T cell service in
the area. If Verizon wants to add an antenna, direct them to do it where a newer
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tower already exists which gives great coverage in the target area. Don’t destroy
some our County’s most beautiful undisturbed views just so a tower company
can make more profit. It totally unnecessary with the existing infrastructure as
mentioned above. Thank you for your consideration.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments. See
response to comments G-2 and J-3 in regards to coverage.

Response to comments received from Scott Stevenson, resident of Ranchita

N-1

Comment: | am writing to object to the proposed cell tower on Old Mine Rd as
unnecessary duplication of service and it would destroy some of the last beautify
views from our scenic highway, on Montezuma Valley Road. This industrial site
would be completely out of character for the community, especially in this
particular area with historic adobes that are of significance to the San Diego
County at large. | drive Montezuma Valley Road often and have perfect cell
reception all along Montezuma Valley Road, till it drops down to Borrego. | also
have great service at all locations | have been in Ranchita.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments.
Please see response to comment G-2 for a discussion on the scenic road, and
see M-1 for more information on community character. As a note,
telecommunication facilities are defined as a civic use, not commercial or
industrial. Comment noted.

Comment: | am an architect and contractor and am very familiar with the area
the tower is proposed to go, and, with the newer AT&T site on Vulan Mountain on
Mr. Rutherford’s property, Ranchita no longer has a cell service problem. If
Verizon or other carriers want to add antennae, they should do it in an area with
AT&T or somewhere else where it is not visible from our scenic highway along
Montezuma Rd.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments. See
response to comments G-2 and J-3.

Comment: | am also familiar with the historic adobes that are on Old Mine Rd
and it would be a shame to destroy the beauty and historic character of this
neighborhood especially because of historic significance of these adobes to the
County’s history.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments.
Comment noted. The adobes are not on the historic site list, therefore, their
historic values are unknown.
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N-4

Comment: | have clients on Old Mine Road in Ranchita and my AT&T cell gets
4 and 5 bars. | understand others confirm there is no problem with AT&T cell
service in the area. If Verizon wants to add an antenna, direct them to do it where
a newer tower already exists which gives great coverage in the target area. Don't
destroy some our County’s most beautiful undisturbed views just so a tower
company can make more profit. It is totally unnecessary with the existing
infrastructure as mentioned above. Thank you for your consideration.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments.
Comment noted.

Response to comments received from Tammy Cooter, resident of Ranchita

O0-1

Comment: | am opposed to putting in another cell tower in Ranchita when we
already have a AT&T cell tower which is located on Vulcan Mountain. | have a .
Verizon house phone and my roommate and | both have Verizon cell phones
which work just fine. | have neighbors and family that have AT&T service and live
in Ranchita near me. | have both spoke with and observed them receive and dial
out with the AT&T phone service in various locations of Ranchita. They get good
service too.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments. Please
see response to comments G-2 and J-3 for more information.

Comment: | object to being able to even see this tower because a 58 foot tall
cell tower with base station which is visible from Montezuma Valley Road. This
will interfere with our beautiful natural views. It is inconsistent with the character
of our rural community. Even if it is camouflaged it will still stand out on a balled
hill.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments. As a
result of public review, the applicant redesigned the proposed telecommunication
facility. The proposed design included in public review was for a 58-foot faux tree
or water tank. The currently proposed design is for two 35-foot tall faux tree'’s
(please see Attachment B for a copy of the updated plot plans and photo-
simulation). Please note that aesthetics were reviewed as a part of the Initial
Study. The project would not adversely affect the desirable neighborhood
character because the project is designed to be camouflaged. The equipment
enclosure would be located within a concrete pre-fabricated enclosure with
landscaping to screen it from the viewshed of surrounding properties. Photo
simulations illustrate that the line, form, and color of the facility would be largely
consistent with other elements that make up the visual setting of the area, such
as the existing accessory structures and the existing vegetation (please see
Attachment B for a copy of the updated photo-simulations).
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0-3

0-4

As seen in the photo simulations, the proposed facility to be landscaped with
trees and shrubs to help buffer the proposed structure, and would appear as part
of the existing landscape. In addition, the project was reviewed for noise impacts
and determined to be consistent with the County Noise Ordinance. The project,
as designed, would not cause any substantial, demonstrable negative aesthetic
effect to views from the surrounding area and roadways. Therefore, the project
would not have a harmful effect on the neighborhood character.

Also, the project site is located along Montezuma Valley Road, which is
designated as a County scenic highway. The project would be consistent with
General Plan Goal COS-11 because the project has been sited and designed to
minimize visual impacts by designing the project to blend with the rural
surrounding. Therefore, the proposed project is not inconsistent with the
character of the area.

Comment: | am concerned with the fire safety because we are in a high fire
zone. The Old Mine Road has only one way in and out. This proposed cell tower
can create access problems which could propose unforeseeable hazards.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments.
Please see response to comment J-6.

Comment: Please deny this cell site as it is not necessary.

Response: Concluding comment noted.

Response to comments received from Linda R. and Ubaldo Mouett, residents of
Ranchita

P-1

Comment: My husband, Ubaldo Mouett, and | are property owners in Ranchita
and we would prefer that the cell tower in said case not be placed on Old Mine
Road. We would prefer that it go on Vulcan Mountain. We are concerned with
what the cell tower would do to our property values if placed on Old Mine Road.
Also, we would have our view interrupted by this tower from our property and this
would also affect our property values.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments.
Please see response to comment J-3 in regards to Volcan Mountain, see
response to comment J-4 regarding impacts to property values, and see
response to comment G-2 regarding impacts to viewsheds. Comment noted.
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Response to comments received from Joseph Rauh, resident of Ranchita

Q-1

Comment: | definitely would love a new cell tower in Ranchita and support any
location, even multiple locations! The current proposed position seems well
thought out and to the best benefit of the community. Te next one should be on
the opposite end of town to support the grade down to Borrego Springs which
have many ‘dead’ spots on it and is a real pam when a car breaks down on it.
Many thanks for your help.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments.
Comment noted.

Response to comments received from Aldern Family, residents of Ranchita

R-1

Comment: We the Jared Aldern Family strongly object to the above referenced
proposed cell tower in our neighborhood. NO NOTICE WAS GIVEN TO US OR
TIME TO REVIEW STUDIES.

We have been sadly disappointed that neither the owner of the property in
question nor the County have contacted us to inform us of this situation.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments. During
the initial submittal of the Major Use Permit application, the department is
required to notice a minimum of 20 different property owners within 300-feet of
the project site. In this instance, the noticing radius was extended farther out to
gather a minimum of 20 different property owners, and they were mailed a notice
of the proposed project. However, your parcel fell outside this noticing radius.

During Public Review, County Staff and the applicant agreed to notice a wider
area, even though it was not required. Staff gathered names and addresses of
property owners with a 7,000-foot radius and noticed them of the Public Review
period. It is noted that your address was listed on the Public Review Noticing.
However, the address the notification was mailed to is the Montezuma Valley
Road address, which you have indicated in your letter is not your preferred
mailing address. The address was gathered using the Tax Assessor’s listing, and
the Montezuma Valley address was the only address noted. Staff did not receive
a returned notice from the United Postal Service, so no further noticing action
was taken. Staff will send all future notices to both of the addresses.

Comment: Thanks to our neighbors, we learned recently that this project
threatens the property value of our private parcel of 30 acres at the address
above, which is in very very close proximity to the proposed project, and our
home on the parcel, which is also close to the proposed project through not on
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the same road. The oversight of contacting all affected parties was somehow
overlooked, and we would now like to express our interest in all social and
environmental impact studies thus far which have taken place in relation to this
proposal and our property.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments.
Please see response to comment R-1 on how the County provided notices to a
larger noticing radius to the community. Please see response to comment J-4 in
regards to property values.

Comment: HEALTH CONCERNS - We are concerned that the proposed site of
the tower does not take us and other property owners above the site into
consideration; our homes are at a more horizontal level with the active
components of the tower. The perceived danger from these units and any future
units is increased for property owners or dwellings that have a horizontal
relationship to the active unit, and all studies that have been done would need to
specifically address this super-elevational concern as well as the proximity issue
for our dwelling or any future dwellings on our parcel.

Additionally, we have women and small children in our family and renting at our
property, and we do not believe that this tower is in the best interest of our
children or four our female family members, who may be at higher risk of
contracting cancer from living and functioning within close proximity of this tower.
Many of our dear female friends in Ranchita who already are cancer survivors
would be at higher health risk while at homes in close proximity to this tower, and
we do not feel that this is helping the residents of our community to have a
situation such as that interfere with our small town.

In addition, we do not want to lose our neighbor, who is sensitive to these
structures and who has invested heavily in the betterment of our community
through improving her own property, which is a historic house on the level of the
nearby Warner Springs Ranch and Resort. Even if she is somehow compensated
individually for her loss, we would in that case be losing her as a friend and
community member, which would be a devastating overall loss of our family and
our community.

We believe that Ranchita deserves cell tower service, but we do not believe that
this site is the place for a powerful 4G tower within a neighborhood of homes.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments. By
federal law, the County is prohibited from regulating the placement, construction
and modification of personal wireless service facilities on the basis of the
environmental effects of radio frequency (RF) emissions, if the facilities comply
with the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) regulations concerning
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RF emissions. Also, staff does not require information from the applicant
concerning such effects from RF emissions associated with the project.
Information regarding potential health effects is available from the cellular
providers upon request as it is also available from the FCC.

Comment: DAMAGES VIEW SHED FROM OUR SCENIC HIGHWAY,
MONTEZUMA VALLEY ROAD, AND HISTORICAL NEIGHBORHOOD - This
proposed tower is not more than 1,500 feet from Montezuma Valley Rd, which is
a designated scenic highway by our County.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. Please
see response G-2.

Comment: This is also an historical neighborhood within sight of the international
Pacific Crest Trail, and other beautiful sweeping views of the very historic Warner
Valley and San Diego County’s highest peak, Hot Springs Mountain, which make
this part of Ranchita one of the best neighborhoods in the town.

There are adobe dwellings in this neighborhood, which are some of Ranchita’s
most historic buildings, which give the area character popular with tourists from
all over the world as well.

To put an industrial complex and 58 ft faux tree or 58 ft fake water tank would not
be consistent with the neighborhood’s high quality historic or natural character.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. Please
see responses R-2 and M-1 for more information. Also see response G-2
regarding the redesign of the project.

Comment: INCREASES COSTLY FIRE DANGER IN HIGH FIRE DANGER
ZONE - We are also concerned about it causing additional fire hazard, in close
proximity to our property, which is rated at the highest fire danger rating where
safety is of utmost concern. This summer, there were three fires which cost the
county a huge amount of money which were caused by lightning strikes in or
near the town of Ranchita and creating a metal tower in the neighborhood would
most likely cost more than if that were at a high mountaintop elevation where
most towers are located.

There are duck ponds and swimming pools in the vicinity that serve as
emergency sources of water for fire fighters. Placing a 58 foot cell tower and
substantial major use permit base station within the vicinity of a water source for
fire fighting is negligent and puts residence in further danger in the event of fire,
in our opinion, and it will only take one fire in this area to see an accident that will
result in more costs and compensations.
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Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. Piease
see responses J-6 and G-2.

Comment: ACCEPTABLE ALTERNATE LOCATION FOR ANTENNA THAT
GIVE ADDITIONAL VERIZON COVERAGE TO THE ALREADY EXCELLENT
SIGNAL FROM AT&T IN THE STATED TARGET AREA.

We would suggest that the interested company use an existing spot or choose a
spot that would maximize coverage to those who do not already have service,
which would not impact the safety or property values of any other neighborhood.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. Please
see response to comments G-2 and J-3.

Comment: As stated by one of our neighbors:

“There is a newer tower installed in March 2010 that gives excellent AT&T
service all along the route Vista Tower Company states is its target area for
coverage. There is no need to put an additional tower rather than co-locate with
the AT&T Tower that already gives excellent cell service all over Ranchita and
the entire length of Montezuma Valley Rd.

We do not want our little historic neighborhood to be sacrificed for Vista Tower's
profit when there is a perfectly good alternative as well as thousands of acres of
BLM and Vista lrrigation lands to choose from that would give the coverage it
seeks.”

We are in agreement of these sentiments.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. The
applicant submitted a detailed Alternative Site Analysis, which was available to
read during Public Review. The study detailed several alternative areas for a
telecommunication facility, but none had the extended coverage and range while
still being able to comply with the County’s ordinances and findings. In addition,
the applicant researched the area and found this particular property with a willing
property owner, which would have little to no impact on the environment (Biology,
Cultural). This is one reason why a residential property which has previously
disturbed land was beneficial over undisturbed land. Finally, fire clearing around
an existing house is mandatory.

Comment: There are also a multitude of other locations over thousands of acres
of land that this tower could be located. As of March 2010, AT&T cell service
works with excellent signal strength along the target area this Tower company
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identified. There is absolutely no reason this tower company should not co-
located Verizon and other antenna at the Vulcan mountain site.

There is no need for another base station to provide a signal to the target area
along Montezuma Valley Road and Ranchita, as it already exists.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. See
response to comments G-2 and J-3.

R-10 Comment: MISREPRESENTATIONS BY THE TOWER COMPANY - We
understand that the Tower Company has made a representation of Ranchita that
this tower is necessary and that the people of Ranchita deserve service.
However, if this is so, it is misrepresenting the situation, as the service exists and
the tower could be placed elsewhere in less historical areas to pick up signals to
places that do not currently have service. Don't unnecessarily destroy one of the
last rural viewsheds from a scenic highway and jam an industrial building and
fake tree in a sleepy historic neighborhood that is an inappropriate placement of
a cell tower.

Response: The County ackndwledges and appreciates this comment. See
response to comments G-2, J-2, J-3 and R-8 for more information.

R - 11 Comment: NECESSARY TO DO CEQA AND NEPA STUDY; NO
ACCEPTABLE EXCEPTION — We understand that there has been neither a
California Environmental Quality Act report (CEQA) nor a National Environmental
Policy Act report (NEPA) done. These studies should be done before allowing
destruction of habitat of protected plants and animals as well as valuable historic
and archeological resources.

Response: See response to comment L-3.

R-12 Comment: INTERFERENCE WITH FIRE SAFETY AND WATER SOURCES
TO FIGHT FIRES - This is a residential area, a non-preferred zone under the
County’s Ordinance. Also contrary to the representation of the Vista Tower
Company there is a small commercial zone in Ranchita. But Volcan Mountain
provides excellent coverage thought the area in that these signals travel at least
TEN MILES with good strength. For all the aforementioned reasons, this
proposed major use permit meant for an industrial or commercial site should not
be allowed in a residential historical neighborhood, also marring the viewshed
from homes and the designated scenic highway just hundreds of feet away. This
tower application should be denied.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. See
response to comments G-2, J-3 and R-8.
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R-13 Comment: Thank you for your consideration and we hope you require due
diligence in form of the proper CEQA and NEPA studies. Residents in this part of
the County deserve to be protected by the County representatives and
ordinances that are put in place to protect all citizens. The low cost of living
attracts low-income families who deserve social environmental justice, to be
protected under the law as well.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. See
response to comment L-3.

Response to comments received from Melvin Pearles, resident of Ranchita

S-1 Comment: My family has owned property in Ranchita for over 20 years. | am
writing to both of you to express my concern about the proposed 4G Cell tower
installation in my community. This proposed site is a “non-preferred” location due
to the immediate proximity to numerous residences.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. See
response to comment J-3.

S -2 Comment: An alternate site already exist on nearby Vulcan Mountain where the
tower could be co-located with the current AT&T antenna.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. See
response to comments G-2 and J-3.

S$ -3 Comment: The proposed site does not have sufficient infrastructure to support
the construction, operation or maintenance of this proposed facility. Those of us
personally familiar with the area understand the environmental and geographical
damage that would likely occur, particularly in the winter months.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. Comment
noted.

S-4 Comment: In addition this area is a designated scenic auto route. ..

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. See
response to comment J-2.

S-5 Comment: ...with no industrial development anywhere along the highway
corridor and only one small scale commercial development, consisting of the
Ranchita Country Store and a small office. The store has been in existence since
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the early 1940’s and adds to the country charm of the area rather than detract
from it as the cell tower complex would.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. Please
see response to comments G-2 and J-3 for more information. Comment noted.

Comment: Please do not allow the greed of one land owner and a commercial
construction company to damage my communities charm and the property
values of the surrounding residences. Thank you.

Response: Please see response to comment G-2 for an explanation on how the
project would not have an adverse effect upon community character, and please
see response to comment J-4 for a response to impacts upon property values.
Closing comments noted.

Response to comments received from Pat and Sandy Talbott, residents of
Ranchita

T-1

Comment: | would like to draw your attention to a proposed wireless cell tower
on Old Mine Road in Ranchita, case #3910-11-006. We are a small community
with few voices with which to object but we appreciate our peaceful rural
environment. We moved here to escape the noise and light pollution that is
inherent to cities.

Response: Opening comments noted.

Comment: There are no structures or trees here that are 45 ft tall to enable the
tower to be camouflaged.

Response: The County acknowledges this comment. In order to help
camouflage the proposed facility, a landscape plan would need to be designed in
order to blend the proposed facility into the surrounding viewshed. The applicant
submitted a landscape plan that would require low maintenance, native, drought
tolerant, and yet grow quickly to help buffer the proposed structure and
equipment cabinet. The applicant proposes to utilize the property owner's
existing water supply for the irrigation of the additional landscaping, and steps
were taken to use the least amount of water necessary, while encouraging
growth of the proposed plants. Please see G-2 in regards to the redesign.

Comment: We hope to preserve our open spaces for all to enjoy. We are
surrounded by thousands of acres that are not in proximity to private property
i.e., Vista lIrrigation, and that would pose much less of a risk for fire,
electromagnetic fields, and property value loss.
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Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. See
response to comments R-3 (fire), J-6 (electromagnetic fields), and J-4 (property
values).

Comment: We appeal to you to please support and advocate for use. Thank you
for your time.

Response: Closing comments noted.

Response to comments received from Patricia and Barbara Schnier,' residents of
Ranchita

U-1

Comment: Please find our PUBLIC COMMENT and two photos included with
COMMENT. Please confirm you have received this as it is 3:15 pm September
21, 2012 which is within the public comment period.

Response: Staff had replied via email to Patricia and Barbara Schnier,
acknowledging the receipt of their email, and that it was received prior to the end
date of Public Review.

Comment: We suggest the Vista Tower company co-locate it clients’ antennas
on the newer existing cell tower/base station on Rutherford Peak/Vulcan Mt.
where AT&T provides and excellent signal to all of Ranchita and the 7 mile
corridor on Montezuma Valley Rd, stated as the Tower Companies target
coverage area.....or locate to an alternate more appropriate site for its
commercial facility, away from residential homes. There are thousands of acres
available to site this tower without putting it in a place visible from a designated
scenic highway such as Montezuma Valley Rd or in a neighborhood with homes
of historical significance to the County.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments.
Please see response to comments G-2 and J-3 (alternative sites) and J-2 (scenic
highway).

Comment: This is a neighborhood that includes old California adobes built in the
1940s that are of historical significance to San Diego County.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. While it is
possible that there are homes that would qualify as a historic building, this is only
evaluated if the said structure is proposed to be removed or renovated. Since the
proposed telecommunication facility is not requiring removal or relocation of any
other structures, this is not applicable.
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Uu-4

Comment: This industrial complex would not be consistent with the community
or neighborhood character and detract from the historic buildings and view shed
causing diminution in value of our homes and compromise of a San Diego
treasure. This location is known for beautiful sweeping views of the Palomar
Observatory and neighboring hills and nature.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments.
Please see response to comment J-3. Also see response to comment G-2
regarding the redesign of the project.

Comment: This also will over burden the private easements of this privately
maintained dirt road, which are meant for residential traffic in and out not siting of
an industrial commercial facility.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments. While
the County does agree that there would be additional traffic during the
construction phase of a wireless telecommunication facility, once construction is
completed, maintenance trips would average one to two trips per month. The
permit will be conditioned to require the applicant be responsible for any
damages on the private road easement caused by the construction and/or
maintenance of the facility.

Comment: This also creates addition access problems of possible increased
runoff adding to flooding of the intersection of Old Saddle Rd and Old Mine Rd in
the winter. Under the best of conditions at various spots on Old Mine Rd one has
to pull over to let an oncoming car pass. The grading of the steep slopes at the
proposed cell site, would add to the runoff and flooding that already cause
difficulty to access for residents beyond Old Saddle Rd in the winter and a
credible safety hazard. (See picture Attachment 1)

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments. A
Storm Water Management Plan was submitted by the applicant and approved by
the Department of Public Works. In addition, the property was reviewed for flood
purposes, and the project site, as designed and placed, would not be affected or
increase the risk of additional flooding and/or runoff. In addition, the proposed
project would be sited in an area which would require minimal grading, since the
location is not in a steep area. The project would be conditioned that if grading
were to exceed 200 cubic yards, which it is not expected to, a grading permit
would be required, and additional environmental review by the County would be
required.

Comment: Fire risk is a big concern to residence in our neighborhood. We just
dealt with threats from fires started by lightning strikes in our immediate area. Old
Mine Rd and Old Saddle Rd are also dead end roads giving residence no
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alternate escape in case of additional fire risk caused by the proposed cell
tower/base station.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments.
Please see response to comment J-6.

Comment: There is an alternate site that contrary to the Vista Tower Company’s
representation, gives excellent and complete cell and data services throughout
Vista Tower Company’s stated target coverage area. | have an AT&T cell phone
which gets uninterrupted service all along Montezuma Valley Rd as well as at our
home. The signal is better than those found in most cities (5 bars). | also have a
Verizon droid phone which | would like better signal for but that can be
accomplished by co-located with the AT&T site on Rutherford Peak which
provides excellent coverage throughout the target coverage area.

This newer tower became operational installed in 2010 which gives excellent
AT&T. There is no need to put an additional tower rather than co-locate with the
AT&T Tower that already exists. This is an unnecessary duplication of coverage.
It is our opinion that the only reason the Vista Tower Company wants another
tower that duplicates coverage of an existing tower is that is makes more money
building a new tower and base station. We do not want our little historic
neighborhood to be sacrificed for Vista Tower's profit when there is a perfectly
good alternative as well as thousands of acres of BLM and Vista Irrigation land to
choose from that would give the coverage it sought.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments.
Please see response to comments G-2, J-3 and R-8.

Comment: Additionally our family has a disabled family member designated as
so, by the United States Social Security Administration and protected under the
Americans with Disabilities Act, Title Il and Title [ll. While the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 section 704 prohibits objecting to siting of cell
towers on health grounds, it does not prohibit objection to cell tower placement
on based on discrimination against a disabled person, under federally legislated
and projected right. She has been diagnosed with chemical injury, neurological
damage as well as radiation illness. We formerly request an accommodation
from the County and the Tower Company to relocate its tower away from this
disabled person’s home. Putting a powerful 4G tower within a few hundred feet of
her home with approval of the County is a discriminatory even though the
ordinance is neutral on it's face. (see endnote 1). The County’s approval of such
a tower, this close to a disabled person’s home, who is particularly disabled by
radiation emissions in much lower does than that emitted from a 4G tower, would
be a violation of Title Il of the Act. The tower company would be violating Title 11l
of the act by placing a commercial facility in close proximately so as to cause
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certain harm to a disabled person who is severely sensitive to radiation
emissions.

This is a Federal disability and California disability issue not a health issue
pursuant to section 704 of the Telecommunications Act. Objection based on
disability IS NOT prohibited by the 1996 ACT. If the Tower Company has taken
Government funding through the bailout program this would additionally be a
violation of Section 504 of the Rehab Act of 1973, and numerous California
disability laws protected the disabled from discrimination.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments. See
response to comment R-3.

U -10 Comment: This tower does not harmonize with the surrounding residential
neighborhood and should not be allowed. There are charming California adobe
ranch homes on this street of historical significance, and several horse farms that
are beautiful. A tower such as this, jutting out of a bald hill will harm our property
values and impact our historic neighborhood and change the character of our
beautiful neighborhood.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments. See
response to comments J-4 (property values) and M-1 for community character.

U-11 Comment: | viewed the pictures the tower company presented and it grossly
misrepresents the size, proximately from the road and fails to show the
prominence this lone pine will display over bald hills with no trees near it (See
attachment 2 showing view of site from our home).

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments. See
response to comments G-2 (redesign), J-2 (scenic road) and T-2 (community
character). The photosimulations show the proposed faux trees with landscaping,
which would be a condition of the Major Use Permit.

U -11 Comment: There are protected species in the area, both animals such as
kangaroo rat and protected plants. Moreover there are archeological concerns
regarding Indian relics and historic archeological treasures such as sea shells
millions of years old left from when the Sea of Cortez ran through this area. This
area historically used to be a waterway and we have found shells perfectly
preserved, that have been examined and dated to over five million years ago.
The cell site is just hundreds of feet from these finds. To disturb the land to put a
35 by 60 foot base station with an eight foot block wall around it may destroy truly
historic valuable archeological resources that are irreplaceable.
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Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments. See
response to comments A2 through A11(cultural), and L-2 (paleo).

U - 12 Comment: There has been neither a Califoria Environment Quality Act report
(CEQA) nor a National Environmental Policy Act report (NEPA) done. These
studies should be done before allowing destruction of habitat of projected plans
and animals as well as valuable historic and archeological resources.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments. See
response to comments A2 through A11(cultural), and L-3 (NEPA).

U - 13 Comment: Remember under the failure to proceed standard, the test for
determining if CEQA review is required is whether there is a mere “possibility”
that a project’s impacts will ultimately cause or contribute to physical effects on
the environment. (See Friends of Davis v. City of Davis (2000) 83 Cal. App. 4™
1004, 1017, citing Dunn-Edwards Corp. V. Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (1992) 9 Cal. App 4" 644, 655; Terminal Plaza Corp v. City and County of
San Francisco (1986) 177 Cal. App. 3™ 892, 903.)

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments. See
response to comment L-3.

U - 14 Comment: In this case, there are clear if not overwhelming possibility that the
following socio-economic factors, individually and cumulatively, may cause the
Tower Company to terminate development thus creating or contributing to
physical environmental impacts that include, inter alia, having needlessly
destroyed or damaged trees, wildlife, archeological treasures such as Indian
relics or ancient fossil sea shells and other sensitive and irreplaceable biological
resources.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments. A full
Environmental Study/ CEQA Analysis was completed and available during Public
Review. See response to comment L-3.

U - 15 Comment: The military also does flying exercises quite often over our road and
a 58 ft tower would pose a potential danger to the military exercises. Has anyone
checked with the military regarding impingements on their training routes?

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments. Staff
reviews all wireless applications for Federal Airport Authority (FAA) conformance.
This project does not fall within the FAA review requirement based on the height
of the facility and the elevation of the land. In addition, this area was reviewed for
fight patterns, and found to be in conformance.
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U-16 Comment: Thank you for your consideration and we hope you require due
diligence in form of the proper CEQA and NEPA studies. Also this will protect
irreplaceable archeological areas, rare animals and plants and the access and
fire safety, view shed, historic nature of our neighborhood as well as other
important above-stated concerns. We own one of the historic Adobes of historical
significance to San Diego, and that has archeological fossil treasure found in the
soil. Moreover the character and view shed should be preserved.

Response: Closing comments noted.

Response to comments received from Joseph and Judy Duarte, residents of
Ranchita

V-1 Comment: We live at 27734 Old Mine Rd., very near where the cell phone
tower might be. We DEFINITELY do not want it there, as we believe it is very
dangerous to the health of the people from the research we read.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments.
Please see response to comment R-3.

Response to comments received from Ellen Schnier, resident of Ranchita

W -1 Comment: Please find attached the petition of community members that would
like to comment by signing the commission. Written authorization for each name
is on file in our records. It is 3:22 pm September 21. 2012. Please acknowledge
receipt within public comment period.

Response: Staff had replied via email to Ellen Schnier, acknowledging the
receipt of their email, and that it was received prior to the end date of Public
Review. The form and names that were attached to the comment letter were
received.

Response to comments received from Paul Newell, resident of Ranchita

X-1 Comment: | have owned Warner Springs Reality for 15+ years, and founded
Ranchita Realty. As the principal real estate broker serving the northeastern
mountain area of San Diego County | know the area well and over the years
have handled the sale of many properties in the scenic Ranchita community.
Among these properties are several historic “Southwestern” adobes on acreage
along Old Mine Rd, not far from the proposed tower site.

Response: Opening comments noted.
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X-2

Comment: This seems a poor location in which to site an industrial type cell
tower. Montezuma Valley Rd is a scenic highway and the hill on which this tower
is proposed for placement is conspicuously visible from the country highway.
Most of the hills and mountains are picturesque, but lacking in vegetation.
Placement of an industrial structure here would create a stark contrast and tend
to spoil the natural vistas enjoyed by residents and traveling vistas, and
consequently would diminish the value of the small ranches, homes and
equestrian properties proximal to the tower.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments.
Please see response to comments J-2 (scenic) and J-4 (property value).

Comment: | hope that a more appropriate site can be found for this proposed
facility, and that the County will find it appropriate to deny permits for its
construction in this location.

Response: Closing comments noted.

Response to comments received from Susan Brinchman, resident of Ranchita

Y-1

Comment: Whereas there is a growing body of thousands of independent, peer-
reviewed research studies showing an association between the chronic
exposures to electromagnetic frequencies (EMF) (emitted in high amounts by cell
towers) and adverse biological or health effects, such as, but not limited to,
cancers or precancerous conditions such as DNA breakage; breast cancer,
leukemia, lymphomas, spinal cord and brain tumors in children; reproductive
dysfunction such as miscarriages, and lower sperm count, chromosomal
abnormalities and malformations of offspring; central nervous system dysfunction
such as amyotrophic lateral sclerosis, Alzheimer's, insomnia, headaches, sexual
dysfunction, chronic fatigue, learning and memory problems, development of
diabetes, autism and assorted other maladies; and high risk for all of the above...

Whereas there are many hundreds of experts, scientists, and physicians around
the world warning against these exposures and telling governments to utilize the
Precautionary Principle (not waiting for disaster to strike) to protect the citizens
from invisible but potent electromagnetic radiation pollution known as
‘electrosmog,” and that the Work Health Organization has recently established
radiofrequency radiation (such as is emitted by cell towers in massive quantities)
as a B-2 carcinogen...

Whereas there is an outcry about the potential health impacts and that there are
also people who are sensitive to radio frequency radiation and may be unable to
live in their homes if a cell tower is nearby...
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Whereas once a cell tower is located on a property, the companies have the right
to endlessly upgrade and increase the dangerous radiofrequency exposure of the
surrounding residents to more radio frequency radiation...

Whereas any insistence of safety is not based on independent, but industry-
based research only, and is, in reality, false...

It makes sense for the County of San Diego keep this and all cell towers away
from occupied or residential areas, following the currently recommended plan,
without waivers.

The County of San Diego has enough disabled, suffering, sick, dispossessed,
and homeless people without adding to their numbers. We should not expose
people unnecessarily to radio frequency radiation with known risks, as there are
other choices. We should not ignore our County’s policies. Corporate interests
must take a backseat to our County’s well-written and well-established cell tower
siting policy, supporting safety and protection of the citizenry. | can provide an
assortment of studies and consensus statements by physicians, experts,
scientists, and researchers to support all of the above.

Please deny this location and relocate the cell tower many miles away from
residential properties. That is certainly possible to do. If the cell tower is no vital, |
encourage you to deny it completely.

Less electrosmog pollution in our communities is the only thing that makes
sense.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments.
Please see response to comment R-3.

Response to comments received from Glynn Morrow & Carolyn Smith Morrow,
residents of Ranchita

Z-1 Comment: We have lived in Ranchita since 2004 and have no cell service (nor
phone service) at our house. We are in full support of a cell phone tower on Old
Mine Road.

We feel it is important to the growth of our little town and, on a personal basis, it
will help us tremendously in growing our businesses. Without phone service, we
have been significantly hampered, plus it is a safety issue. Living out in the
county can be dangerous (rattle snakes, fire, etc.) and we have no way of calling
for help from our property. '
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Again, we went to register our support for this tower and hope to see it built in the
very near future.

Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates these comments.
Comment noted

Response to comments received from Mitchell Berner, Public Solutions:

AA-1

AA-2

AA-3

(Please note, due to the length of each comment, and the number of
comments, only the responses are listed. Please refer to the original letter
for the comment).

Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the Mitigated Negative
Declaration is inadequate in the analysis and conclusion.

The Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study are complete and the
analysis is thorough per the requirements of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). Furthermore, the conclusion is consistent since appropriate
mitigation measures and conditions would be implemented if the Major Use
Permit was implemented.

Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that there is substantial evidence
that the project will have a significant effect on the environment with particular
emphasis upon visual impacts.

The applicant has made attempts to offer two different options to the community
with a faux mono-pine tree or a faux elevated water tank. Both options
complement the area. Pine trees are found within the area of Ranchita. The other
option is a faux elevated water tank, whereby water tanks are found within the
region. In addition, the applicant has agreed to provide extensive landscaping to
help buffer and screen the proposed wireless facility. The landscaping would help
either the faux tree or elevated water tank blend in, as referenced in Section
6987.B of the County of San Diego Zoning Ordinance. Finally, the applicant
designed the facility to ensure that views along Montezuma Valley Road - a
county designated scenic highway — would be well screened as demonstrated in
the photo-simulations. The distance from the proposed structure to Montezuma
Valley Road is approximately 1,100 feet and from the proposed structure to Old
Mine Road is approximately 1,000 feet. Additionally, the enclosure is situated so
as to cause the least amount of impact to those drivers using the scenic road.
With implementation of a redesign of two faux trees, the aesthetic impacts would
be “Less than Significant.”

Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the project fails to meet
County standards and guidelines.
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The project is subject to Section 6980 of the Zoning Ordinance, which regulates
Wireless Telecommunication Facilities. Although the project is located within a
non-preferred zone, the site was selected because no other preferred zones exist
in the service area that meets the coverage objective. The area surrounding the
proposed project is characterized by single family residences and open space,
with no commercial zones or structures in the immediate vicinity that would
provide the same request for coverage.

The proposed facility would be 35-feet in height, which is consistent with the
Zoning Ordinance height limit of 35-feet. In addition, findings can be made, since
the proposed faux trees would be placed along the northeast portion of the
property, and would be screened by an adequate landscape plan.

The project is classified as a Tier 4 site pursuant to Section 6985A of the Zoning
Ordinance which requires a Major Use Permit. The project meets the standard
application requirements, general regulations, and the design regulations for
wireless facilities.

The proposed project is subject to the Rural Regional Category and Rural Lands
(RL-40) General Plan Land Use Designation. The project, as proposed, is
consistent with the General Plan because the proposal is for an unammaned
telecommunication facility and major impact utilities are anticipated in the Rural
Lands Land Use Designation. Civic uses are allowed if they support the local
population. Therefore, the project is in conformance with the policies of the
General Plan.

The proposed project is subject to Land Use Element Policies 15.1 and 15.2.
These policies require wireless telecommunication facility be sited and designed
to minimize visual impacts, adverse impacts to the natural environment, and are
compatible with existing development and community character. The proposed
project, is consistent with the General Plan because the proposal is for an
unmanned telecommunication facility, which would blend in with the visual setting
of the vicinity, be compatible with the existing community character, and would
not result in adverse impacts to the natural environment. In addition, the
proposed project would allow co-location of another telecommunication facility in
the future. Therefore, the project is in conformance with the policies of the
~ General Plan.

The proposed project would serve the needs of the local population by improving
the countywide telecommunication system, and is designed so as not to detract
from the community character. Finally, the project meets all ordinance
requirements as detailed in the Ordinance Compliance Checklist.
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AA-4

AA-5

Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the project is inconsistent with
the Telecommunication Ordinance Section 6987.B, and that the project is
inconsistent with community character and stands out.

During Public Review, the applicant provided the option of either a 58-foot tall
faux tree or a 58-foot tall faux elevated water tank, both which would fit in with
the community since similar tree’s and water tanks are typically found in the area.
Since Public Review, the project has been redesigned as two 35-foot tall faux
mono-pine trees. Furthermore, the applicant has provided a detailed landscape
plan which incorporates several trees and shrubs around the proposed wireless
facility and equipment enclosure. The trees and shrubs, as proposed, mimic
other residents’ landscaping alongside their homes and along Montezuma Valley
Road. These measures are shown in the photosimulations, and will meet Section
6987.B, as the proposed structure would not “stand out” along the viewshed.

In addition, grading monitoring would be placed into the conditions of approval for
paleontology and hydromodification purposes; off-site purchase of northern
mixed chaparral, migratory bird breeding season avoidance and temporary
fencing would all be conditioned for biology; an eight-foot tall CMU wall lined with
acoustical paneling would be placed around the equipment and emergency
generator to help mitigate the decibel level to a level at or below the County
Noise Ordinance requirement; and Transportation Impact Fees would be paid at
the Building Permit stage to mitigate for project related traffic.

The project would not significantly conflict with the existing land use goals,
objectives, policies, or recommendations of the General Plan, including the North
Mountain Subregional Plan. The proposed project would be consistent with the
applicable environmental plans or policies adopted by agencies with jurisdiction
over the project. These design considerations allow staff to make the proper
findings.

Response: Staff disagrees that the project is inconsistent with community
character and that the two options provided during Public Review are
inappropriate for the site. Compatibility with the surrounding community is an
important component for project design to ensure that the proposed faux tree or
faux elevated water tank would not cause significant impacts to community
character. In regards to impacts to community character, the environmental
analysis considered potentially significant impacts to aesthetics, archeology,
biology, land use and planning, transportation and traffic, air quality, groundwater
and noise associated with implementation of the project. The project does not
involve uses or activities that would adversely impact surrounding existing uses
or indirectly cause existing surrounding land uses to change. The project would
not generate traffic that would adversely affect circulation patterns or cause
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AA-6

significant congestion. The development would not adversely impact existing
uses within the project area.

Since Public Review, the project was redesigned to that of two 35-foot tall faux
pine trees. This was chosen as an option because the additional landscaping
would help it blend in with the new trees and shrubs, and appear as a small
grove of trees, which are found within the area. The facility would be screened
with additional landscaping so that it would blend in with the viewshed, and meet
the requirements of the Wireless Ordinance. '

Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the project fails to avoid
adverse visual impacts from Montezuma Valley Road, a County Scenic Highway.

The applicant was made aware that Montezuma Valley Road is a designated
Scenic Highway per the County of San Diego General Plan. The original
photosimulations provided by the applicant did not provide adequate buffering
and screening for several vantage points, particularly Montezuma Valley Road.
Therefore, the applicant agreed to landscape the project to help the facility blend
into the surrounding land.

In addition, the distance from the proposed facility to Montezuma Valley Road is
approximately 1,100 feet. The distance from the proposed facility to Old Mine
Road is approximately 1,000 feet. The distance to the nearest surrounding single
family residents is between 590 to 980 feet, and there are rolling hills and other
nearby trees to help buffer the view. The increased distance from the roads and
surrounding neighbors helps the proposed facility be less obtrusive, as the
appearance would be less noticeable.

AA-7 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the project is inconsistent with

the purpose of the Telecommunication Ordinance Section 6980.

Section 6982 defines the purpose of the County Wireless Telecommunication
Ordinance:

The purpose and intent of this Section is to provide a uniform and
comprehensive set of standards for the development, siting and
installation of wireless telecommunications facilities. These regulations are
intended to protect and promote the public health, safety and welfare of
the residents of the unincorporated areas of San Diego County and to
preserve community character and protect aesthetic quality in accordance
with the guidelines and intent of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and
fo encourage siting in preferred locations to minimize aesthetic impacts
and to minimize the intrusion of these uses into residential areas.
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AA-9

The applicant detailed in the Alternative Site Analysis why this particular site was
the best location for the wireless telecommunication facility. While it was
understood that the proposed location is not a preferred site, it was determined
that there are no nearby preferred zones or locations which would facilitate the
same coverage objective. Preferred zones are defined as primarily commercial
and industrial areas. Preferred locations would include existing structures, such
as water tanks, government facilities, and commercial or industrial buildings. Any
other zones or locations would be considered non-preferred. However, even if a
location or zone is non-preferred, the applicant can submit a discretionary permit
(such as a Major Use Permit) to determine if the proposed facility and
location/zone could meet the appropriate findings and provide design
considerations and/or mitigation for associated impacts.

Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the project violates the
purpose of the Telecommunication Ordinance Section 6983, which details the
camouflaging of a proposed facility:

C. Camouflaged — Any telecommunications facility that is designed to
blend into the surrounding environment. Examples of camouflaged
facilites may include architecturally screened roof-mounted antennas,
building-mounted antennas painted to match the existing structure,
antennas integrated into architectural elements, towers made to look like
frees and antenna structures designed to look like light poles.
Camouflaged facilities may be considered low or high visibility depending
on the type of facility, degree of camouflaging and compatibility with the
surrounding existing environment (see definitions of low and high
visibility).

The applicant has provided two options that are both designed to be
camouflaged as either a faux tree or faux elevated water tank. Both options are
considered camouflaged, and qualify under the above definition. As previously
mentioned, the facility has been redesigned to two 35-foot tall faux pine trees.

Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the project violates the
purpose of the Telecommunication Ordinance Section 6983, Community
Character, defined as “those unique attributes including, but not limited to,
architecture, historical and cultural features, historical development patterns,
landscape, hardscape and the size, scale and spacing of buildings and other
structures that define a community’s identity.”

The proposed wireless telecommunication facility does not adversely affect
community character, as the facility was originally offered as either a faux tree or
elevated water tank to disguise its appearance as a telecommunication facility.
Since Public Review, the applicant has redesigned the project to two 35-foot tall
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faux pine trees. In addition, the project would incorporate landscaping to help
buffer and screen the site from surrounding vantage points.

AA-10 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the project violates the
purpose of the Telecommunication Ordinance.

As previously discussed, the original proposed facility was designed as either a
faux tree or elevated water tank to help disguise its appearance as a wireless
telecommunication facility. The applicant has incorporated details in the design to
help the facility be less noticeable (i.e., “painting the faux elevated water tank a
weathered appearance or providing a faux tree design that would appear natural
in concert with additional landscaping with “socks” placed on the antennas).
Since Public Review, the applicant has redesigned the project to two 35-foot tall
faux pine trees. The project would also incorporate landscaping to help buffer
and screen the site from surrounding vantage points.

AA-11 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the project violates the criteria
of the Telecommunication Ordinance Sections 6986 A(1) and (2) for preferred
sites.

The applicant submitted an Alternative Site Analysis (Revised June 4, 2012),
which was displayed for Public Review. This report detailed that the proposed
location was determined after reviewing various surrounding sites. The Vulcan
Mountain site has an existing telecommunication facility (a.k.a., Rutherford Peak,
P08-046) and was reviewed by the applicant, but rejected since the location is
too far west to meet the coverage objectives. Another location was reviewed
along Highway 79, approximately 8.4 miles west of the proposed Old Mine Road
facility. An application was filed with the County (P06-075) but later withdrawn.
No site was permitted nor built. It was determined that this location could not be
utilized since it is too far away to provide the necessary coverage with the
intervening ridgelines. A Nextel facility (P06-036) was previously filed with the
County but also withdrawn. This site is 8.8 miles away and was too far west to
meet coverage objectives. Mobilite had filed an application (P11-009) for a 70-
foot tall faux windmill, but was withdrawn due to sensitive biology within th

proposed lease area. '

Vista Towers has an existing facility named Mesa Grande (P06-096). This site is
a 60-foot tall faux mono-broadleaf tree, and both AT&T and Verizon have existing
sites at this location. The proposed Old Mine Road facility would help to fill in the
coverage gaps that the Mesa Grande facility cannot, due to topography.

Furthermore, the applicant had obtained a lease with a property owner on Old
Saddle Road, approximately 0.3 mile from the current proposed location. In order
to avoid possible biology impacts, Vista Towers decided to relocate the lease
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area within the property boundaries. Based on the changes to the draft plans, the
property owner and Vista Towers were unable to agree on the updated lease
arrangements, and the project was never filed with the County.

In addition to the Alternative Site Analysis, the applicant submitted a Geographic
Service Area Map, which was also on file during Public Review. These maps
show the difference in service coverage for both AT&T and Verizon with and
without the proposed site. This demonstrates how the coverage would continue
along Montezuma Valley Road and connect the coverage “gaps” which currently
exist.

For telecommunication facilities, the Zoning Ordinance (Z.0.) requires that
certain findings be made in order to determine that certain zones and locations
are preferable to others. Section 6980-6991 is the Wireless Telecommunication
Facilities Ordinance that governs the permitting of cell sites for the County of San
Diego. In particular, Section 6986 of the Z.O. states that each application shall
identify the zone and location preference that the proposed facility is meeting. [If
the proposed facility is not in a preferred zone or if it is not in a preferred location,
the applicant shall provide a map of the geographical area and a discussion of
preferred sites that could potentially serve the same area as the proposed site
and should include a description of each site.

Preferred zones include commercial zones (C32, C34, C35, C36, C37, C38, C40,
C42), industrial zones (M50, M52, M54, M56, M58) and special purpose zones
(S82, S86, S94, and S88 when the facility would be located in a commercial or
industrial component of the Specific Plan). Preferred locations include existing
structures including but not limited to, water tanks, utility towers and poles, traffic
lights, “cobra-style” street lights, and roadway overpasses in non-residential
zones when the size and scale are compatible, commercial and industrial
buildings, County or other governmental facilities, and collocation in zones other
than residential to a total of three towers each.

The proposed facility is not in a preferred zone or location, therefore, the
applicant provided a map of the geographical area and a discussion of non-
residential land or zones that could potentially serve the same area as the
proposed site. A property subject to the C40 (Rural Commercial) zone is located
approximately 2 miles from the project site. This site is not chosen because there
is a ridgeline to the west of the commercial property which inhibits the cellular
signal from traveling any further past the ridge. Therefore, would not be able to
provide the same coverage objective as the project site. The applicant also
analyzed the fire station located adjacent to the commercial property, yet this site
was also not utilized for the same reasons as the commercial property. The
selected site allows the applicant to provide broader coverage to surrounding
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residential areas, businesses, emergency services, and drivers while lessening
the number of needed telecommunication facilities in the vicinity of the area.

The discussion in the alternate site analysis details the potential locations in an
8.8 mile radius of the proposed project site illustrates that no preferred zone or
preferred location is feasible that would provide the necessary coverage
characteristics as that requested by the current proposed project. The proposed
project site is characterized agricultural and residentially zoned parcels that are
considered non-preferred zones. Preferred zones are located near Borrego
Springs, which is much lower in elevation, has intervening ridgelines, and
exceeds the distance needed in order to provide adequate coverage to the
specific area that is currently proposed. Although the project is located within a
non-preferred zone and non-preferred location, the site was selected because no
other preferred zones exist in the service area that meets the coverage objective.
Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with Section 6986 of the Zoning
Ordinance by demonstrating that each preferred sites are not technologically
feasible.

AA-12 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the project does not conform
to the criteria of the Telecommunication Ordinance Section 6987 design
regulations. Please see response to comment AA-4.

AA-13 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the project violates the criteria
of the Telecommunication Ordinance Sections by not providing adequate
screening.

The project would be camouflaged, as previously discussed. See response to
comments AA-4, AA-6, and AA-8.

During Public Review, the proposed project includes a submitted Conceptual
Landscape Plan (page L.1.1 of the plot plans for the faux tree and page A.1.2 for
the faux elevated water tank). For both options, three 48-inches boxed sized
Allepo Pine trees (Pinus halepensis) and ten 5-gallon California Holly/Toyon
(Heteromeles Arbutifolia) shrubs would be planted. The updated design of two
35-foot tall faux trees includes a Landscape Plan which would incorporate three
48-inches boxed sized Allepo Pine trees (Pinus halepensis) and thirteen (13) 5-
gallon California Holly/Toyon (Heteromeles Arbutifolia) shrubs. The maturity of
the shrubs will be range between six to ten feet tall, which would buffer and
screen the proposed equipment enclosure (to be a maximum height of six feet
eight-inches). The maturity of the proposed trees would range between 30 feet to
60 feet in height at a moderate growth rate, and would be further screened with
the existing mature trees that are on-site. Water would be obtained from an
existing on-site water tank, which is currently being used by the property owner
and would be maintained by Vista Towers.
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In addition, Section 6983.C. of the Wireless Ordinance defined camouflaged as
“Any telecommunication facility that is designed to blend into the surrounding
environment. Examples of camouflaged facilities may include architecturally
screened roof-mounted antennas, building-mounted antennas painted to match
the existing structure, antennas integrated into architectural elements, towers
made to look like trees and antenna structures designed to look like light poles.”
In this case, the proposed facility would be “made to look like trees.” Therefore,
the project fits the criteria of camouflaging.

AA-14 Response: Although staff did state in the Scoping letter dated January 9, 2012
that the project was inconsistent with Telecommunication Ordinance Section
(6987.B.), the applicant subsequently provided an updated design. As stated in
the response above, the revised facility included landscaping comprised of Toyon
bushes and Allepo pine trees.

The original design was either a 58-foot tall faux tree or a 58-foot tall elevated
water tank, which would help disguise its appearance as a telecommunication
facility. Since Public Review, the project has been redesigned to that of two 35-
foot tall faux pine trees. In addition, the project would incorporate landscaping to
help buffer and screen the site from surrounding vantage points. As previously
discussed, the applicant has incorporated details in the design to help the facility
be less noticeable (i.e., “socks” on the antenna of the faux tree, faux bark trunk).
The updated plans and photosimulations demonstrate that the applicant has
addressed the County’s concerns (please see Attachment B).

AA-15 Response: Staff disagrees with the commenter that findings cannot be made to
support the project. Findings are made within the Form of Decision, which is not
completed as part of the public review process, but is prepared when the project
is ready for recommendation to the decision making authority (Planning
Commission).

Please see previous responses, specifically AA-2, AA-3, AA-5, AA-6.

For telecommunication facilities, the Zoning Ordinance (Z.0.) requires that
certain findings be made in order to determine that certain zones and locations
are preferable to others. The MUP findings are made when the project is
docketed for hearing, and are issued in the form of a staff report that is made
available prior to the item being presented to the decision making authority. See
responses AA 1-11 regarding various alternate sites and “preferred
zones/locations.”

The project is subject to the A70 (Limited Agricultural) zone, which is a non-
preferred zone for wireless telecommunication facilities, pursuant to Section 6986
of the County of San Diego Zoning Ordinance. Although the project site is
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located within a non-preferred zone and location, the site was selected because
no other preferred zones exist in the service area that meets the coverage
objective. The area surrounding the proposed project is characterized by single
family residences with no commercial zones in the immediate vicinity.

Pursuant to Section 6986B of the Wireless Telecommunication Facilities
Ordinance, the applicant discussed why alternate locations within the area not
technologically or legally feasible. Due to the camouflaging of the facility and the
lack of preferred zones in the surrounding area, the proposed project has been
determined to be preferable due to its aesthetic and community character
compatibility.

Staff disagrees with the commenter that an EIR is needed. The Mitigated
Negative Declaration is adequate for the purposes of CEQA.

AA-16 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that a violation of the
Telecommunication Ordinance occurred or that the project requires consultation
with the historic site board.

The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. The parcel in which
the project is proposed does not contain any historic or archaeological resources.
County Cultural Staff reviewed the National Register of Historic Places, the
California Register of Historic Resources, the Local Register of Historic
Resources, and County files including GIS provided by the South Coastal
Information Center who retains archival information regarding archaeological and
historic resources for San Diego County. Nearby residential homes are not listed
on the National Register of Historic Places, the California Register of Historic
Resources, nor on the Local Register of Historic Resources and are not identified
as historic in the GIS database. In addition, residences in the vicinity are not
identified in any historic inventory nor have any residential homes been
determined eligible for listing or as a district. Age and historical interest alone do
not automatically deem a structure historic. In order to be listed or determined
eligible, it must be demonstrated that a structure meets one of the following
criteria:

A) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage;

B) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;
C) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method

of construction, or represents the work of an important individual, or
possesses high artistic values; or
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D) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history.

The commenter has not provided any factual evidence that any structures in the
surrounding area. meet the criteria above. In addition, the commenter has not
provided any documentation to support their claim that there are historic
resources in the vicinity. Section 6987(c) relates only to the subject parcel and
not to the surrounding vicinity. Because there are no historic resources within
the project footprint and immediate surrounding area, a determination by the
Historic Site Board is not required.

The historic character of the area is determined through the Historic Designation
process. To date, no property owners have approached the Historic Site Board
to consider their properties or cultural landscapes for designation. As stated
above, no structures have been designated or determined eligible to the
National, California or local registers. No changes were made to CEQA
documentation as a result of this comment.

AA-17 Response: Staff disagrees that the project does not conform to Section 6987C
of the Telecommunication Ordinance. See response to comment AA-16.

AA-18 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the project would have
unmitigable visual and aesthetic impacts.

Please see responses to comments AA-2, AA-4, AA-5, AA-6, AA-8, AA-9, AA-10,
AA-13, AA-14.

AA-19 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the project fails to comply with
Section 6987E of the Telecommunication Ordinance.

The original proposed faux elevated water tank is, in fact, designed where the
panel antennas for two carriers would be located inside the water tank. This
design helps to screen it from view. The third row of antennas, when a third
carrier is secured, would be placed on the legs of the water tank, just under the
tank itself. They would be painted to match the exterior of the facility, helping it to
blend in with the tank. However, this option was not chosen by the applicant, and
the project was redesigned to two 35-foot tall faux pine trees.

The proposed faux mono-pines would require that the antennas be placed closer
into the tree (near the “trunk”) to allow the branches to extend out and help
screen it from view. In addition, each panel antenna would be covered with a
“sock” to help it to blend in with the faux needles and not be as apparent. In
addition, either design would include extensive landscaping which would help it
to become part of the vista, and less obtrusive.
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AA-20 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the project does not comply
with Section F of the Telecommunication Ordinance Section.

The proposed project would implement landscaping for the screening of the two
35-foot tall faux mono-pines trees around the tower and equipment enclosure in
order to buffer and screen the telecommunication facility. The mono-pines would
be painted and textured to match the surrounding trees. In addition, the
associated equipment enclosures would be painted earth tones to blend in with
the surrounding terrain. The antennas would not protrude beyond the end of the
limbs. In addition, each antenna would have a “sock” placed over it to help
screen the panels. Therefore, the project would match the site characteristic of
foliage with the use of a faux trees and additional landscaping.

AA-21 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the documents fail to show
how project is designed to minimize visual impacts.

See response to comments AA-2, AA-4, AA-5, AA-6, AA-8, AA-9, AA-10, AA-13,
AA-14.

AA-22 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the faux design of the
telecommunication facility is not compatible with Ranchita community.

As previously discussed, the applicant provided two options: a faux elevated
water tank design which was intended to complement the ranch uses and
character of the area. The other was a faux tree design, as there are trees found
in the area, particularly adjacent to Montezuma Valley Road. In addition to the
designs, the applicant has agreed to add landscaping around the facility to help it
blend in better with the surrounding viewshed.

AA-23 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that Section | of the
Telecommunication Ordinance applies to the proposed project. The proposed
site location is not located between the face of a building and a public street,
bikeway, trail or park.

This Ordinance is in place to ensure that a high visibility facility, such as a faux
tree, and associated equipment is not located immediately between a public
easement and a building. For example, in a commercial area, there might be a
public road adjacent to a commercial building. The applicant would be asked to
place the wireless facility on the side of the building opposite the roadway. In this
case, this is an area where there is a great distance between the facility and the
road, and there is no building opposite the proposed facility.

AA-24 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the project violates Section K
of the Telecommunication Ordinance.
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The proposed project would utilize the existing tree canopy for the screening of
the 35-foot mono-pines. The project would implement a landscape plan that
would place additional trees and shrubs in order to buffer and screen the
telecommunication facility which would blend in with the existing mature trees.
The mono-pine would be painted and textured to match the surrounding trees. In
addition, the associated 6-foot 8-inch high equipment enclosure would be painted
to match. Therefore, the proposed project is sited in a manner as to cause the
least detriment to the viewshed of adjoining properties.

In addition, the applicant has the facility proposed in a location which is over 580
feet from the nearest neighbor, as well as be over 1,100 feet from Montezuma
Valley Road. This demonstrates that the applicant is trying to incorporate the
intent of Section K — whereby the project design would cause the least detriment
to the viewshed of adjoining properties and drivers using Montezuma Valley
Road (scenic road).

AA-25 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the project does not comply
with Section P of the Telecommunication Ordinance.

The proposed project includes a security fence that will be fully screened by
existing and proposed landscaping and would not include razor or barbed wire.
Per regulations of the San Diego County Fire Department, the equipment
enclosure must have a chain link gate for access. However, the plot plan shows
that the gate is situated toward the north, and away from drivers along Old Mine
Road and Montezuma Valley Road. Furthermore, the view of the gate along Old
Saddle Road would be shielded by one of the proposed Allepo Pine trees.
Furthermore, the plans show on pages L1.1 where the landscaping would be
placed. '

AA-26 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the project landscaping
palette is not compatible with the environment. Given that the tower is a faux
pine tree, Aleppo Pines were chosen to help create a plant pallet which would
mimic the structure.

While it is true that the Aleppo pines are not typical of Mixed Chaparral habitat,
the Toyon shrubs are. However, Aleppo pines can be found within the area as
ornamental plants, and the fast-growing trees were chosen to help quickly buffer
and screen the proposed facility. Furthermore, both Aleppo pine trees and Toyon
shrubs are not invasive plant species, per the California Invasive Plant Counsel.

AA-27 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the project does not comply
with Section R of the Telecommunication Ordinance which states that no facility
sited on a ridgeline or hilltop shall be approved. The project site area does not
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qualify as a ridgeline or hilltop, therefore, Section 6987.R. of the Zoning
Ordinance does not apply.

Section 6987.R. of the Telecommunication Ordinance states that No facility sited
on a ridgeline or hilltop shall be approved unless the facility blends with the
surrounding existing and man-made environment to the maximum extent
possible and a finding is made that no other location is feasible. The proposed
project is located on or near a hilltop but not a ridgeline. A ridgeline, as defined in
a dictionary, is a line formed along the highest points of a mountain ridge. To
state that this project is located on a hilltop is subjective as the proposed location
may be the highest point on the property owner's land, but there are taller
“hilltops” within the immediate area. (See staff response AA-7 regarding alternate
locations.) These other locations (existing and proposed) were situated along a
hilltop, and are also non-preferred zones and locations. In addition, the applicant
reviewed the site and found that it would not conform to the coverage
characteristics that are needed for the project.

The Ranchita area is characterized as agricultural and residentially zoned
parcels that are considered non-preferred zones. Preferred zones are located
near Highway 78, which is much lower in elevation and exceeds the distance
needed in order to provide adequate coverage to the specific area that is
currently proposed. Although the project is located within a non-preferred zone
and non-preferred location, the site was selected because no other preferred
zones exist in the service area that would meet the coverage objective.
Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with Section 6987.R. of the Zoning
Ordinance by demonstrating that preferred sites are not technologically feasible
and the proposed facility would blend in with the surrounding eXlStIng and man-
made environment to the maximum extent possible.

AA-28 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the Mitigated Negative
Declaration, Initial Study and supporting documents fail to address CEQA
components such as greenhouse gasses and aesthetics.

The topic of aesthetics has been well discussed throughout the Initial Study, and
the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) addresses the condition of
landscaping, which will ensure that the project will comply with this requirement.
Please see staff response to comments AA-2, AA-4, AA-5, AA-6, AA-8, AA-9,
AA-10, AA-13, AA-14.

Greenhouse gasses are addressed in the Initial Study. Since the project meets a
level of “Less than Significant,” impact upon the environment, there is no
mitigation required to be addressed within the MND. The Initial Study notes that
“an individual project's GHG emissions will generally not result in direct impacts
under CEQA, as the climate change issue is global in nature.” It further reads,
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“An individual project could be found to contribute to a potentially significant
cumulative impact...when the incremental contribution of those emissions may
be cumulatively considerable.” The project is an unmanned wireless
telecommunication facility, and is expected to generate less than 900 metric tons
of GHG emissions. The majority of the GHG would be from the 30kW generator
and vehicle maintenance trips (one to two per month). The Initial Study continues
by addressing how project which generate less than 900 metric tons of GHG wiill
be regulated by California Air Resources Board (CARB) or other regulatory
-entities to participate in emission reductions.

AA-29 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the Mitigated Negative
Declaration, Initial Study and supporting documents fail to show how the project
is designed to minimize visual impacts.

See staff response to comments AA-2, AA-4, AA-5, AA-6, AA-8, AA-9, AA-10,
AA-13, AA-14.

AA-30 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the Mitigated Negative
Declaration, Initial Study and supporting documents fail to address historic
setting/impacts of Ranchita and would have impacts upon the historic setting.

The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. See response to
comment AA-16. No changes were made to CEQA documentation as a result of
this comment.

AA-31 Response: The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment but
disagrees that cultural resources were not addressed in the public review
documents. Based on an analysis of County of San Diego archaeology resource
files, archaeological records, maps, and aerial photographs by County of San
Diego staff archaeologist it has been determined that the project site is not likely
to contain any archaeological resources. In addition, the project must comply
with the San Diego County Grading, Clearing, and Watercourse Ordinance
(§87.101-87.804), CEQA §15064.5(d), and §7050.5 of the Health & Safety Code.
Section 87.429 of the Grading, Clearance, and Watercourse Ordinance requires
the suspension of grading operations when human remains or Native American
artifacts are encountered. Therefore, the project will not have an adverse impact
on cultural resources. No changes were made to CEQA documentation as a
result of this comment.

AA-32 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the Mitigated Negative
Declaration, Initial Study and supporting documents failed to address hazards
and materials.
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The generator does contain hazardous materials such as back up battery packs
and fuel for the emergency back-up generator. However, the project is designed
to contain any fuel spill to be contained entirely within the proposed enclosure
and the battery is designed to be self contained, the enclosure is design to
prohibit access by the public, an the maintenance workers that would visit the
site are trained to work with hazardous materials.

AA-33 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the Mitigated Negative
Declaration, Initial Study and supporting documents failed to address air quality.

The project site is located within the San Diego Air Basin which is the area of the
perimeter of the County of San Diego. The North Mountain subregion is primarily
affected by ozone (Os3;) and respirable particulate matter (PM 10). Ozone is
produced in the atmosphere and are primarily related to motor vehicles.
Particulate matter results from different kinds of dust and fumes generating
industrial and agricultural operations, fuel combustion, and atmospheric
photochemical reactions. Sensitive receptors to air pollutants are generally
considered public or residential areas. Exposure to high pollutant concentrations
can trigger health issues. Project construction would not violate any state of local
air quality management efforts. There would be no significant adverse impacts to
sensitive receptors associated with toxic air contaminants as a result of project
operations.

The Initial Study discusses the topic of Air Quality. The proposed project will not
substantially affect air quality aside from grading of the site. Grading operations
associated with the project would be subject to the County of San Diego Grading
Ordinance, which requires the implementation of dust control measures.
Emissions from the construction phase would be minimal, temporary and
localized, resuiting in pollutant emissions below the Land Use Environment
Group guidelines for determining significance. In addition, the vehicle trips
generated from the project would result in less than two trips per month, or 0.07
Average Daily Trips (ADT), which is well below the 2,000 ADT guideline for
criteria pollutants.

Finally, there are no sensitive receptors (schools, hospitals, resident care
facilities) within a quarter mile of the project site, which is the radius determined
by South Coast Air Quality Management District in which the dilution of poliutants
is typically significant. Therefore, the project complies with the Air Quality CEQA
findings.

AA-34 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the Mitigated Negative
Declaration, Initial Study and supporting documents failed to address
groundwater usage. '
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The project would include a condition to establish landscaping around the facility
to help screen it from the surrounding neighbors and motorists along adjacent
roadways, specifically Montezuma Valley Road. The applicant and property
owner have agreed to allow an irrigation line from the property owner’s existing
on-site water tank to the proposed landscaping. The ground water use is already
existing, and the amount necessary to establish and maintain the required
landscaping is minimal, and would be a negligible amount when analyzed next to
the usage for the single family residence.

AA-35 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the Mitigated Negative
Declaration, Initial Study and supporting documents failed to address sensitive
habitat.

See response to comment AA-26.

AA-36 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the Mitigated Negative
Declaration, Initial Study and supporting documents failed to address sensitive
subject areas such as prehistoric, and historic sites in Ranchita.

Regarding Prehistoric sites, see response to comments L-1 through L-5.
Regarding Historic homes, see response AA-16. No changes were made to
CEQA documentation as a result of this comment.

AA-37 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the Major Use Permit findings
cannot be made, nor that the project complies with the Zoning Ordinance.

The Initial Study and Ordinance Compliance Checklist, and associated
documents, ensure that the project complies with CEQA. The findings are made
during the last stage of the project, before it is brought to the Decision Making
Body, in this case, Planning Commission.

The location and zoning, as described in Section 6986B and 6986C of the
Wireless Telecommunication Facilities Ordinance, has been determined to be
| preferable due to aesthetic and community character compatibility.

The project is a non-preferred location in a non-preferred zone. However, this is
a modification to an approved Major Use Permit Wireless Telecommunication
Facility. Pursuant to Section 6986B of the Wireless Telecommunication Facilities
Ordinance, the applicant discussed why alternate locations within the area were
not technologically or legally feasible. Due to the camouflaging of the facility, and
the lack of preferred zones in the surrounding area, the proposed project has
been determined to be preferable due to its aesthetic and community character
compatibility.
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AA-38 Response: Staff disagrees with the commenter that the project is inconsistent
with wireless smart growth initiative.

The Wireless Smart Growth Initiative was voted in with the San Diego County
Board of Supervisors in January 2001, prior to the adoption of the San Diego
County Wireless Ordinance. The intent was to establish development standards
for siting and aesthetic quality since there was becoming an increased demand
for new wireless facilities.

The initiative encouraged placing the facilities in commercial or industrial, and
avoiding residential. This was noted as part of the Alternative Site Analysis
(ASA). The applicant did pursue the commercial site and fire station, but the
topography did not allow the facility to cover the intended area. Furthermore, the
applicant’s proposed facility does allow for co-location, and the design of two
faux pine trees would fit the character of the community.

AA-39 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the project violates the intent
of wireless smart growth and has virtually no support from community.

See response AA-38. Staff has received multiple support letters from residents
in Ranchita.

AA-40 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that no preference was given to
commercial/industrial zones (preferred zones) for the project.

See staff response to comments AA-7 and AA-11.

AA-41 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the applicant did not propose
to locate the facility on public buildings or existing structures.

See staff response to comments AA-7 and AA-11.

AA-42 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the applicant would not
collocate with other providers.

See staff response to comments AA-7 and AA-11. Furthermore, this project is
designed to co-locate up to two carriers on the facility. An existing Vista Towers
site is located approximately eight miles southwest of the proposed site, and it is
utilized by Verizon and AT&T. This existing facility (also owned by the applicant)
shows that the intent of the proposed project is to co-locate carriers onto one
facility.

AA-43 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that the design of the facility is not
consistent with community character. Although there was no local design review
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board, County staff worked with the applicant to provide an alternate design for
the community’s consideration. As previously discussed, the applicant provided
two options during Public Review: a 58-foot tall faux elevated water tank design
with the intent to complement the ranch uses and character of the area. The
other was a 58-foot tall faux tree design, as there are trees found in the area,
particularly adjacent to Montezuma Valley Road. In addition to the two designs,
the applicant has provided an adequate landscape plan around the facility to help
it blend in better with the surrounding viewshed. The project has been
redesigned to two 35-foot tall faux pine trees, but the footprint and equipment
enclosure remain the same. The applicant has even provided three additional
shrubs with the landscaping proposal.

AA-44 Response: Staff was provided the original Alternative Site Analysis (ASA) at
intake. It was requested that the applicant revise it, as there were
inconsistencies. This was a draft form that was replaced with an updated ASA,
and was not considered final. Therefore, it is not applicable.

AA-45 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that Major Use Permit (P06-096)
would be suitable location for this application. The applicant has an existing site
(P06-096) in which Verizon and AT&T already utilize. The applicant stated they
needed to fill in the gap in coverage with a new facility. The ASA discusses other
existing locations; none would give the required coverage needed. Also, it further
states under “Other Sites Considered” that a separate residential property was
able to provide the necessary coverage. However, the project was abandoned
due to irreconcilable differences between the property owner and the applicant.
In addition, the applicant proposed to place the antennas on the current owner's
existing water tank. However, the applicant would be unable to meet Zoning
Ordinance setbacks.

AA-46 Response: Staff disagrees with the comment that PDS did not receive any
information regarding the feasibility of collocating with the site approved under
MUP application P06-096. As noted in response AA-45, the facility which was
filed under MUP06-096 already has AT&T and Verizon on the tower. These are
the same two carriers who are interested in leasing at the new facility to fill in
coverage gaps.

AA-47 Response: Staff and the applicant had met to discuss several different design
options prior to Public Review. The items requested in the initial Scoping Letter
from January 2012 were addressed by the applicant over several months.

The applicant was requested to show an alternate design because the original
" faux tree “stands out” from the surrounding due to the height and the lack of
nearby trees or vertical elements to help buffer and screen it from view (Section
6987.B of the Wireless Ordinance). The applicant provided several different draft
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designs before it was decided that landscaping would be required to help any of
the designs blend in with the surrounding landscape. Furthermore, the applicant
agreed to provide two options — a faux mono-pine and a faux elevated water tank
— as a way to allow the community and the decision makers decide which design
was preferred. Since Public Review, the applicant has redesigned the project to
two 35-foot tall faux mono-pine trees.

The applicant was made aware that Montezuma Valley Road is a designated
Scenic Highway per the County of San Diego General Plan. The original
photosimulations provided by the applicant did not provide adequate buffering
and screening as shown from several vantage points, particularly Montezuma
Valley Road. Therefore, the applicant provided the requested landscape plan to
help the facility blend into the surroundings.

Please note that a recommendation on the project is not made by the
Department until after public review has concluded and the project is being
prepared for hearing.

AA-48 Response: The commenter is requesting a copy of a Defense & Indemnification
agreement, but no such document has been discussed, nor requested at this
time. Should a Defense & Indemnification be signed, the commenter will be
notified.

AA-49 Response: Staff disagrees that a fair argument has been made by the
commenter’s for the CEQA documents. The fair argument standard has been
considered, and the conclusion is that the Mitigated Negative Declaration is
adequate under State Law since all identified issues have been adequately
addressed through implementation of design considerations and mitigation
measures.

Public input during Public Review were received, but items addressed did not
show that the project would have unmitigated impacts to the surrounding
environment. All areas where there was a potential impact have been mitigated
properly: Grading monitoring would be placed into the conditions for paleontology
and hydromodification; landscaping is required for visual impacts; off-site
purchase of northern mixed chaparral, migratory bird breeding season avoidance
and temporary fencing would all be conditioned for biology; an eight-foot tall
CMU wall lined with acoustical paneling would be placed around the equipment
and emergency generator to help mitigate the decibel level to a level at or below
the County Noise Ordinance requirement; Transportation Impact Fees would be
paid at the Building Permit stage to mitigate for traffic impacts.

It has been determined that the project is not in an environmentally sensitive
location; would not have a cumulative effect or substantial change to the
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environment; is not on a hazardous waste site; would not cause substantial
change in the significance of a historical resource; and would not result in
damage to a scenic highway.

These design considerations and mitigation measures bring all CEQA areas to a
level at or below “Less than Significant” impact. Therefore, Staff disagrees that
the proposed project has failed to meet CEQA guidelines.

AA-50 Response: Attachments noted.

AA-51 Response: While much of the video shows the inside and outside of the adobe
homes, the remainder shows the landscape of the Ranchita area. The video
shows low lying shrubs and open areas. However, there also are areas shown of
mature trees and surrounding shrubs. The applicant has agreed to landscape the
proposed faux mono-pines. This landscaping is considered to bring the visual
impact to a level of “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.”

AA-52 Response: Conclusion noted.






Attachment A

Original Plot Plan and Photosims
(circulated during Public Review)
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