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Planning for the Challenges Ahead
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Richard J. Bruckner
Director

January 26, 2016

The Honorable Board of Supervisors
County of Los Angeles

383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Supervisors:

PROJECT R2014-02565-(5)
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT NO. 201400208
APPLICANT: VERIZON WIRELESS
CHARTER OAKS ZONED DISTRICT
FIFTH SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT) (3-VOTES)

SUBJECT

Verizon Wireless (Applicant) is requesting approval of Conditional Use Permit (CUP) No. 201400121
pursuant to Los Angeles County Code (County Code) Section 22.24.100 to authorize the
construction, operation, and maintenance of a wireless telecommunications facility (WTF) (Project)
on a property located at 4337 N. Sunflower Avenue within the unincorporated community of Charter
Oak (Project Site) in the A-1-10,000 (Light Agricultural — 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Lot Size
Required Area) Zone. The project consists of a 46-foot high steel trellis frame, measuring 27 feet and
six inches by 15 feet, with a cross design mounted on three posts, each measuring three feet by two
feet and seven inches. The steel trellis frame will allow for the camouflaging of twelve panel
antennas at a height of 45 feet. The twelve panel antennas will be eight feet tall and mounted on
three arms (four panel antennas on each arm). In addition, twelve Remote Radio Units (four on each
arm) will be mounted behind the antennas, and two parabolic antenna dishes and two RAYCAPS (a
radio equipment named after its brand name) will be mounted on the steel trellis frame. The
applicant is also proposing to install equipment cabinets and a backup generator within a 378
square-foot lease area, measuring 18 feet by 21 feet, enclosed by an eight-foot-high concrete
masonry unit wall.

Hearing Officer Pat Hachiya (Hearing Officer) held a public hearing regarding this matter on June 16,
2015, and approved the project. After the Hearing Officer's public hearing, the Department of
Regional Planning (Department) staff received a petition with 963 signatures opposing the project
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and David Lumiqued appealed the Hearing Officer’s decision to the Regional Planning Commission
(Commission). The Commission held De Novo public hearings regarding this matter on September
2, 2015, and October 28, 2015, and upheld the appeal and denied the project. The project was
subsequently appealed to the Board of Supervisors (Board) on November 12, 2015, by the applicant.

IT 1S RECOMMENDED THAT THE BOARD AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING,

1. Find that Project No. R2014-02565 is statutorily exempt from the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15270 of the CEQA Guidelines.

2. Deny the appeal and instruct County Counsel to prepare the necessary findings to affirm the
Commission’s denial of Project No. R2014-02565.

PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION

The applicant is proposing to install a WTF within the parking area of an existing church. The
subject church is surrounded by A-1 (Light Agricultural) and R-1 (Single-Family Residence) Zones
within a 500-foot radius. Surrounding properties to the north are developed with water tanks and
single-family dwellings and surrounding properties to the east, south, and west are developed with
single-family dwellings.

At the Commission’s public hearings, appellant David Lumiqued and other project opponents
provided sufficient written and oral testimony to establish that the applicant failed to substantiate the
burden of proof required by County Code Section 22.56.040. When denying the project, the
Commission made the following findings related to the burden of proof:

1) The Project Site provides 66 parking spaces and the project will decrease the parking to 64
spaces. Based on the current parking standard of one space per five occupants, the church requires
78 parking spaces for 390 occupants. Therefore, the Project Site does not meet current parking
standards and the decrease in parking spaces resulting from the project would exacerbate this
condition;

2) The project will have negative visual and aesthetic impacts on adjacent properties. The WTF is
not integrated into the existing church building and would be placed in a separate steel trellis frame.
In addition, the 46-foot high steel trellis frame exceeds the height of the existing church building and
other surrounding buildings, which are subject to a 35-foot height limit in the A-1 and R-1 Zones.

3) The existing water tanks in the vicinity of the Project Site have negative visual and aesthetic
impacts on adjacent properties and the addition of the project would exacerbate these impacts; and

4) The project will have negative impacts on property values and the ability of existing residents to
sell their homes. In written and oral testimony, realtors stated that prospective buyers of homes have
terminated purchase agreements when they become aware of a WTF in the immediate vicinity.

Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals

The denial of this project supports Community Support and Responsiveness, the second goal of the
County’s Strategic Plan, by addressing community concerns related to declining property values and
negative impacts on aesthetics and community character and also by acknowledging that appellant
David Lumiqued and other project opponents provided sufficient written and oral testimony at the
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Commission’s public hearings to establish that the applicant failed to substantiate the burden of proof
required by County Code Section 22.56.040.

FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING

The denial of this project will not result in any new significant costs to the County because the project
is a private development and the applicant was responsible for costs associated with the CUP
application.

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

The Hearing Officer conducted a duly noticed public hearing regarding the project on June 16, 2015.
The applicant’s representative, Ross Miletich presented testimony in favor of the request and agreed
to a revision to Condition No. 38 requiring that the generator noise level shall not exceed 60 dBA. In
response to an opposition letter received prior to the public hearing regarding interference with other
devices, the applicant’s representative stated that the WTF would not interfere with other
communication devices because it is broadcast on a different frequency. The applicants
representative also stated that FCC regulations prevent interference with any other signals. The
Department’s staff presented a comment from an adjacent neighbor, received on the day of the
public hearing, requesting that the hearing be scheduled locally. There being no further testimony,
the Hearing Officer closed the public hearing and approved the project with the revision to Condition
No. 38 recommended by the Department’s staff and agreed to by the applicant.

After the Hearing Officer’s public hearing, David Lumiqued appealed the Hearing Officer’s decision to
the Commission. The Commission conducted a duly noticed De Novo public hearing on September
2, 2015, which was continued to October 28, 2015. The appellant provided testimony in opposition
and expressed concerns related to inadequate notification; the aesthetics of the proposed WTF;
health concerns due to the proposed WTF’s proximity to schools and other sensitive uses;
interference with existing services, exposure to radio frequency emissions, and possible future
collocation of other WTFs; the site’s zoning designation; visibility of the WTF from nearby hiking
trails; inadequate parking on the project site; no evidence of a significant gap in coverage and E911
service standards; and the burden of proof requirements not being met. The appellant also
presented a petition with 716 signatures, 18 affidavits from Verizon customers, and 229 letters from
the surrounding community opposing the WTF at the project Site. 26 additional members of the
public also provided testimony in opposition. The applicant’s representatives, Ross Miletich and
Michelle Felton, presented testimony in favor of the request. The applicant’s representatives stated
that the proposed WTF will provide future extended capacity coverage because coverage maps
indicate there is a significant gap in coverage along West Covina Boulevard between North Reeder
Avenue and South Valley Center Avenue. On October28, 2015, the Commission closed the public
hearing and voted to deny the project. After the Commission’s public hearing, the applicant appealed
the Commission’s decision to the Board.

A public hearing is required pursuant to County Code Section 22.60.240 and Government Code
Sections 65335 and 65856. Notice of the hearing must be given pursuant to the procedures set forth
in County Code Section 22.60.174. These procedures exceed the minimum standards of
Government Code Sections 6061, 65090, 65355, and 65856 relating to notice of public hearing.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION
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CEQA does not apply to projects that are denied pursuant to Section 15270 of CEQA guidelines.

IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTYS)

The denial of this project will not result in any negative impacts on current services or projects. As
previously noted, the applicant was responsible for costs associated with the CUP application.

For further information, please contact Jeantine Nazar at (213) 974-6470 or
jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov.

Respectfully submitted,

RICHARD J. BRUCKNER
Director

RJB:SA:MG:JIN:Im

C. Executive Office, Board of Supervisors
Assessor
Chief Executive Office
County Counsel
Public Works
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Date

Zoning Section

Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
Room 383, Kenneth Hahn

Hall of Administration

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

Nocur no. R2014-02565-(5) / CUP 201400121

appuicant: Verizon Wireless

Location: 4337 N. Sunflower Avenue
APN: 8426-016-033

Zoned
Charter Oak  pirict

Related zoning matters:

CUP(s) or VARIANCE No. None

Change of Zone Case No. None

Other

This is an appeal on the decision of the Regional Planning Commission in the
subject case. This form is to be presented with a check or money order, payable
to the Board of Supervisors, along with personal identification, prior to the appeal
deadline at 5:00 p.m. at the above address. (Appeal fees subject to change)
Contact the Zoning section of the Board of Supervisors for more information:
(213) 974-1426.

This is to appeal: (Check one)

| v | The Denial of this request $7,225* OR
‘ | 2 or less conditions of the Project to be listed below: $843.00*

*For Subdivisions $260.00 of this amount is to cover the cost of the hearing by
the Board of Supervisors



Briefly, explain the reason for this appeal is as follows (attach additional
information if necessary):

The Regional Planning Commission lacked substantial evidence to overturn the Hearing Officer's approval

of the proposed project under Los Angeles County ordinances, and lacked substantial evidence for denial

under 47 USC §332(c)(7)(B)(iii). The Planning Commission's decision to the extent based on depreciation

of property values, violates 47 USC §332(c)(7)(B)(iv) which prohibits regulation based on environmental

effects of radio frequency emissions. The Planning Commission's decision has the effect of

prohibiting the provision of personal wireless services and is pre-empted by 47 USC §332(c)(7)(B)(i)(1).

Additional supporting documents shall be provided prior to the appeal being heard.

(Signed) /Appellant

Maree Hoeger, Core Development Services, Authorized Agent for Verizon Wireless

Print Name
2749 Saturn Street
Street Address
Brea, CA 92821
City/Zip

949-280-2531

Day Time Telephone Number
mhoeger@core.us.com

Email Address

$:2015/A0Z Section Forms\Appeal
\Applicant.doc Effective 3-1-14



Verizgnwire/ess

February 19, 2014
RE: Core Development Services (“CORE”) as representative for Verizon Wireless

To Whom It May Concern:

Core Development Services (“CORE”) and its employees are authorized representatives of Verizon
Wireless and have been contracted to perform cellular site development (i.e. real estate leasing, land
use entitlements, materials procurement, architectural engineering, equipment installation, design, and
construction, etc.) on behalf of Verizon Wireless, in connection with their telecommunications facility.

As an authorized representative of Verizon Wireless, CORE may submit/order (i.e. land use applications
and permits, utilities, real estate leasing, etc.) on behalf of Verizon Wireless.

Sincerely,

e Collier Norine
erizon Wireless
Manager- Southern California Network Real Estate
15505 Sand Canyon Ave, Building D1

Irvine, CA 92618
Jane.Collier@VerizonWireless.com

Desk Phone: 949.286.8712
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Cayrort arrEaion”
Richard J. Bruckner
Director

October 28, 2015

Core Development Services

2749 Saturn Street

Brea, CA 92821

Attn: Maree Hoeger, Zoning Manager

REGARDING: PROJECT NO. R2014-02565-(5)
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121
4337 N SUNFLOWER AVENUE (8426-016-033)

The Regional Planning Commission, by its action of October 28, 2015, has DENIED the above-
referenced project. Enclosed are the Commission’s Findings.

The applicant or any other interested persons may appeal the Regional
Planning Commission’s decision. The appeal period for this project will
end at 5:00 p.m. on November 12, 2015. Appeals must be delivered
in person.

Appeals: To file an appeal, please contact:
Executive Office of the Board of Supervisors
Room 383, Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012
(213) 974-1426

For questions or for additional information, please contact Jeantine Nazar of the Zoning Permits
East Section at (213) 974-6435, or by email at jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov. Our office hours
are Monday through Thursday, 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. We are closed on Fridays.

Sincerely,
DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING
Richard J. Bruckner

W% For NN

Maria Masis, Supervising Regional Planner
Zoning Permits East Section

Enclosure. :  Findings,
G Board of Supervisors; DPW (Building and Safety); Zoning Enforcement; Appellant
MM:JN

CC.060412

320 West Temple Street = Los Angeles, CA 90012 = 213-974-6411 = Fax: 213-626-0434 = TDD: 213-617-2292




FINAL FINDINGS OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
AND ORDER
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
PROJECT NO. R2014-02565 - (5)
CONDITOINAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121

The Regiconal Planning Commission (*Commission”) conducted a duly-noticed public
hearing regarding the matter of Conditional Use Permit No. 201400121 ("CUP") on
September 2, 2015 and October 28, 2015.

The permittee, Verizon Wireless ("permittee”), requests a CUP to authorize the
construction, operation, and maintenance of a wireless telecommunications facility
(WTF) (“Project”) on a property located at 4337 N Sunflower Avenue within the
unincorporated Los Angeles County community of Charter Oak ("Project Site") in the
A-1-10,000 (Light Agriculiural — 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Lot Size Required
Area) zone pursuant to Los Angeles County Code ("County Code") Section
22.24.100.

The Project Site is located in the Charter Oak Zoned District and is currently zoned
A-1-10,000 (Light Agricultural with 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Lot Required
Area).

The Project Site is located within the Low Density Residential land use category of
the County General Plan.

Surrounding Zoning within a 500-foot radius includes:
North: A-1-10,000, R-1-8,000, and City of San Dimas
South: A-1-10,000 and City of San Dimas

East: City of San Dimas

West: City of San Dimas

Surrounding land uses within a 500-foot radius include:
North: Water tanks and single-family residences
South: Single-family-residences

East: Single-family residences

West:  Single-family residences

The Project Site primary access is via Badillo Street through a non-exclusive
vehicular path of 12 feet wide. The secondary access to the Project Site is via
Sunflower Avenue.

The Project Site lease area is 378 square feet in size located on the southwestern
portion of the property within a 1.25 acre lot developed with a church. The Project
Site is irregular in shape with generally flat topography.

The site plan for the Project depicts 12 panel antennas, each eight feet in height,
mounted on three arms (four on each arm), 12 Remote Radio Units (four on each
arm) mounted behind the antennas, and two parabolic antenna dishes and two

CC.031714
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RAYSCAPS (a radio equipment named after its brand name) mounted on the steel
frame.

10. The elevation plans depict the height of the antennas at 45 feet at the top

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

camouflaged within a 46-foot high steel trellis frame (27°-6"x15'-0") with a cross
design mounted on three posts (3'-0"x2’-7"). The applicant is proposing to install
equipment cabinets and a backup generator within a 378 (18’-0"x21’-0"} square-foot
lease area enclosed in an eight-foot-high concrete masonry unit wall.

The Department of Regicnal Planning {"Regional Planning”) does not have any
records pertaining to approval for the construction of the church building. However,
building permit records from the Department of Public Works ("DPW") include
approval for the construction of a one-story church with an occupant load of 200
persons in 1958. The parking requirement for the church at that time was one

parking space for 10 persons. Therefore, 20 parking spaces were required at that
time.

Ordinance No. 10,366, which became effective on November 5, 1971, required a
CUP in order to operate a church in the A-1 Zone.

CUP 85-152, approved in 1986, allowed the construction, operation and
maintenance of a church. This permit does not include an expiration date and
indicates that there is one ocak tree on the southeast portion of the property.
Assessor’'s records show that a total of more than 88,000 square feet of building
improvements were built in 1989.

Revised Exhibit “A” 201000132 allowed second floor additions for Sunday school
classrooms and included an occupancy load calculation of 390 individuals that was
approved by DPW. Required parking for the church included 20 parking spaces for
200 persons (as calculated by the nonconforming parking standard of one space per
10 occupants) and 38 parking spaces for the additional 190 individuals (as
calculated by the current parking standard of one space per five occupants). The
church required a total of 58 parking spaces.

Prior to the public hearings regarding the Project, Regional Planning staff
determined that the Project qualified for a Class 3, New Construction or Conversion
of Small Structures, Categorical Exemption from the California Environmental
Quality Act (Public Resources Code section 21000, et seq.) ("CEQA"), the State
CEQA Guidelines, and the Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and
Guidelines for the County, because the Project involves the construction of a WTF -
and includes a lease area of less than 400 square feet in area.

Pursuant to the 1996 Telecommunications Act, local jurisdictions are preempted
from considering radio frequency emissions when regulating WTF's as long as such
facilities comply with FCC regulations.

A duly noticed public hearing was held on June 16, 2015 before Hearing Officer Pat
Hachiya. Prior to the Hearing Officer's public hearing, the Regional Planning staff
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18.

19.

20.

21,

received one email from a concermned citizen regarding the new WTF at this location.
The resident was concerned about possible interference between the new WTF and
other communication devices, such as broadcast television and cable. The
applicant's representative, Ross Miletich presented testimony in favor of the request
and agreed to a revision to Condition No. 38 requiring that the generator noise level
shall not exceed 60 dBA. The applicant’s representative stated that the cell phone
tower would not interfere with other communication devices because it is broadcast
on a different frequency. The applicant's representative also stated that FCC
regulations prevent interference with any other signals. Regional Planning staff
presented a comment from an adjacent neighbor, received on the day of the public
hearing, requesting that the hearing be scheduled locally. There being no further
testimony, the Hearing Officer closed the public hearing and approved the Project
with the revision to Condition No. 38 recommended by staff and agreed to by the
applicant.

After the Hearing Officer's public hearing, staff received a petition with a total of 963
sighatures opposing the Project and David Lumiqued appealed the Hearing Officer's
decision to the Commission.

A duly noticed De Novo public hearing was held on September 2, 2015 before the
Commission. The appellant, David Lumiqued, provided testimony in opposition and
expressed concerns related to inadequate notification; the aesthetics of the
proposed WTF; health concerns due to the proposed WTF’s proximity to schools
and other sensitive uses; interference with existing services, exposure to radio
frequency emissions, and possible future collocation of other WTFs; the site’s zoning
designation; visibility of the WTF from nearby hiking trails; inadequate parking on the
Project site; no evidence of a significant gap in coverage and E911 service
standards; and the burden of proof requirements not being met. The appellant also
presented a petition with 716 signatures, 18 affidavits from Verizon customers, and
229 letters from the surrounding community opposing the WTF at the Project Site. A
total of 26 additional members of the public provided testimony in opposition. The
applicant's representatives, Ross Miletich and Michelle Felton, presented testimony
in favor of the request. The Commission continued the hearing to October 28, 2015
and instructed staff to prepare denial findings.

At the hearing on October 28, 2015, David Lumiqued, the appellant, and Chang
Weisberg, an opponent, provided testimony in opposition and expressed concerns
related to no evidence of a significant gap in coverage as well as ongoing zoning
violations on the property. The opponents indicated that they are not concerned
regarding the health effects of the proposed WTF. The applicant's representative
was not present. There being no other testimony, the Commission closed the public
hearing and denied the Project.

The Commission finds that pursuant to Sections 22.60.174 and 22.60.175 of the
County Code, the community was properly notified of the public hearing by mail,
newspaper, and property posting. Additionally, the Project was noticed and case
materials were available on Regional Planning's website and at libraries located in
the vicinity of Charter Oak community. A total of 293 Notices of Public Hearing were
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22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

mailed to all property owners as identified on the County Assessor's record within a
1,000-foot radius from the Project Site on May 5, 2015 and on July 28, 2015. Four
notices were mailed to those on the courtesy mailing list for the Charter Oak Zoned
District and o any interested parties. The notice of public hearing was published in
La Opinion on May 8, 2015 and on July 25, 2015 as well as in the San Gabriel
Valley Tribune on May 11, 2015 and on July 28, 2015. Additionally, the applicant has
provided Certificate of Postings indicating that the property was posted thirty days
prior to the hearing dates on May 15, 2015 and on August 2, 2015.

The Commission finds that the Project Site provides 66 parking spaces and the
Project will decrease the parking to 64 spaces. Based on the current parking
standard of one space per five occupants, the church requires 78 parking spaces for
390 occupants. Therefore, the Project Site does not meet current parking standards
and the decrease in parking spaces resulting from the Project would exacerbate this
condition.

The Commission finds that the appellant and other opponents have provided
sufficient written and oral testimony, including photo simulations, to substantiate that
the Project will have negative visual and aesthetic impacts on adjacent properties.
The WTF is not integrated into the existing church building and would be placed in a
separate steel trellis frame. In addition, the 48-foot high steel trellis frame exceeds
the height of the existing church building and other surrounding buildings, which are
subject to a 35-foot height limit in the A-1 and R-1 Zones. Pursuant to FCC
regulations, the height of the WTF could be increased by 10 percent, or by the
height of one additional antenna array with separation from the nearest existing
antenna not to exceed 20 feet, whichever is greater, which would exacerbate this
condition.

The Commission finds that the existing water tanks in the vicinity of the Project Site
have negative visual and aesthetic impacis on adjacent properties and that the
addition of the Project would exacerbate these impacts.

The Commission finds that the appellant and other opponents have provided
sufficient written and oral testimony to substantiate that the Project will have
negative impacts on property values and the ability of existing residents to sell their
homes. Realtors stated that prospective buyers of homes have terminated purchase
agreements when they become aware of a WTF in the immediate vicinity.

The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of
proceedings upon which the Commission’s decision is based is at the Los Angeles
County Department of Regional Planning, 13th Floor, Hall of Records, 320 West
Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodian of such documents
and materials shall be the Section Head of the Zoning Pemmits East Section,
Department of Regional Planning.
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BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
CONCLUDES THAT:

A. The proposed use at the site will adversely affect the health, peace, comfort or
welfare of persons residing or working in the surrounding area, will be materially
detrimental to the use, enjoyment or valuation of property of other persons located
in the vicinity of the site, and will jeopardize, endanger or otherwise constituie a
menace to the public health, safety or general welfare.

B. The proposed site is not adequate in size and shape to accommodate the yards,
walls, fences, parking and loading facilities, landscaping and other development
features prescribed in this Title 22, or as is otherwise required in order to integrate
said use with the uses in the surrounding area.

THEREFORE, THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION:
Denies Conditional Use Permit No 201400121.

MG:JN
10/28/2015

c.  Zoning Enforcement, Building and Safety
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Richard J. Bruckner

Director

August 20, 2015

TO:

FROM:

Pat Modugno, Chair

Stephanie Pincetl, Vice Chair
Esther L. Valadez, Commissioner
David W. Louie, Commissioner
Curt Pedersen, Commissioner

Jeantine Nazar, RPAIIA"\
Zoning Permits East Section

Project No. R2014-02565- (5)
Conditional Use Permit No. 201400121
RPC Meeting: September 2, 2015
Agenda Item: 9

Enclosed is the appellant’s appeal of the Hearing Officer's decision of July 16, 2015.
The appellant is appealing for the following reasons:

1s

The Hearing Officer meeting notification was inadequate (Proper Notification
Appeal Reason No. 1).

The aesthetics and look of the proposed WTF does not match the
surrounding neighborhood pattem. (Aesthetics - Appeal Reason Numbers 2,
11 and 12 and Supplemental Materials ltem Numbers 6 and 7).

Health Concemns and the project location near schools and other sensitive
uses. (Health Concemns - Appeal Reason No. 3, 13, and 14).

The neighbors have concems regarding interferences with existing services,
exposure to radio frequency emissions and future co-location of other WTFs.
(Interference - Appeal Reason No. 9)

Zoning designation on the subject property is inadequate. (Zoning — Appeal
Reason No. 7).

Visibility of the WTF from nearby hiking trails.

320 West Temple Street = Los Angeles, CA 90012 = 213-974-6411 = Fax: 213-626-0434 » TDD: 213-617-2292
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Regional Planning Policy Memo 01-2010 (“Policy”), which provides guidelines
for WTFs, requires that all wireless facilities use camouflage techniques to
minimize visual impacts and provide appropriate screening. Further, the
Policy requires a structure-mounted wireless facility to be integrated into the
building's or structure’s architecture through design, color, and texture, and/or
to be fully screened. The proposed WTF is disguised within a decorative
frame with a cross that matches the architectural characteristics of a church
building. However, the appellant argues that the proposed structure’s height
and potential future height as well as the architectural integrity of the structure
within the neighborhood is out of place and does not match the overall
neighborhood pattern. Additionally, the appellant states that the existing water
tanks already have negative impacts on the neighborhood and the addition of
a WTF would not blend in with the community character and within the
environment and is a nuisance. The appellant has provided photo simulation
views from the adjacent residences showing the height of the WTF as well as
the potential future collocation height and photos from churches in the area to
demonstrate the architectural character of the neighborhood.

The applicant may relocate the antennas within the church bell structure to
better integrate the proposed Project within the neighborhood.

3. Health Concerns and the project location near schools and other sensitive
uses. (Health Concerns - Appeal Reason No. 3, 13, and 14)

Staff Response:

The Policy does not prohibit WTFs on or nearby properties with sensitive
uses, including schools. The Policy indicates that the proposed site shall be
isolated from and not intrusive on the educational or recreational activities at
such location. There are no schools within a 500-foot radius; therefore, the
proposed WTF does not intrude on educational or recreational activities.

4. The neighbors have concerns regarding interferences with existing services,
exposure to radio frequency emissions and future co-location of other WTFs.
(Interference - Appeal Reason No. 9)

Staff Response:

Section 704 (a) of the 1996 Telecommunications Act expressly preempts
state and local government regulation of placement, construction, and
modification of WTFs on the basis of the environmental effects of radio
frequency emissions provided that such facilities comply with the FCC's
regulations concerning such emissions.

5. Zoning designation on the subject property is inadequate. (Zoning — Appeal
Reason No. 7).

Staff Response:

CC 021212
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10. Three petitions with 716 signatures, 18 affidavits from Verizon customers, and
229 letters from the community in Los Angeles County residents for a total of
963 opposing the project, newspaper articles and various supporting
malerials opposing the WTF proposal at this location.

A copy of the materials submitted by the appellant are included with this
package.

A copy of the appellant’'s appeal package and supplemental materials are attached to
this report.

FEES/DEPOSITS
If approved, fees identified in the attached project conditions will apply uniess modified
by the Regional Planning Commission.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The following recommendation is made prior to the public hearing and is subject to
change based upon testimony and/or documentary evidence presented at the public
hearing:

Staff recommends APPROVAL of Project Number R2014-02565-(5), Conditional Use
Permit Number 201400121, subject to the attached conditions.

Prepared by Jeantine Nazar, RPAII,
Reviewed by Mitch Glaser, AICP

Attachments:

Draft Findings, Draft Conditions of Approval
Applicant’s Burden of Proof statement
Correspondence

Site Photographs, Photo Simulations, Aerial Image
Site Plan, Land Use Map

MM:JN M
August 20, 2015

CC 021313



DRAFT FINDINGS OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
AND ORDER
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
PROJECT NO. R2014-02565 - (5)
CONDITOINAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121

. The Regional Planning Commission (“RPC") conducted a duly-noticed public
hearing regarding the matter of Conditional Use Permit No. 201400121 (“CUP") on
September 2, 2015.

. The permittee, Verizon Wireless ("permittee”), requests a CUP to authorize the
construction, operation, and maintenance of a wireless telecommunications facility
(WTF) (“Project”) on a property located at 4337 N Sunflower Avenue within the
unincorporated Los Angeles County community of Charter Oak ("Project Site") in the
A-1-10,000 (Light Agricultural — 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Lot Size Required
Area) zone pursuant to Los Angeles County Code ("County Code") Section
22.24.100.

. The Project Site lease area is 378 square feet in size located on the southwestern
portion of the property within a 1.25 acre lot developed with a church. The proposed
Project will not interfere with the existing use. The Project Site is irregular in shape
with generally flat topography.

. The Project Site is located in the Charter Oak Zoned District and is currently zoned
A-1-10,000 (Light Agricultural with 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Lot Required
Area).

. The Project Site is located within the Low Density Residential land use category of
the County General Plan.

. Surrounding Zoning within a 500-foot radius includes:
North: A-1-10,000, R-1-8,000, and City of San Dimas
South: A-1-10,000 and City of San Dimas

East: City of San Dimas

West: City of San Dimas

. Surrounding land uses within a 500-foot radius include:
North: Water tanks and single-family residences
South: Single-family-residences

East: Single-family residences

West: Single-family residences

. The Department of Regional Planning does not have any record of approval for the
construction of the church building; however, building permit records from the
Department of Public Works ("DPW") identify an approval for the construction of a
one-story church with an occupant load of 200 persons in 1958. The parking
requirement for the church at that time was one parking space for 10 persons;
therefore, 20 parking spaces were required.

CCOo31712
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require written verification that the proposed facility's radio-frequency radiation and
electromagnetic field emissions will fall within the adopted FCC standards for safe
human exposure to such forms of non-ionizing electromagnetic radiation when
operating at full strength and capacity for the lifetime of this CUP.

18.Pursuant to the 1996 Telecommunications Act, local jurisdictions are preempted
from considering radio frequency emissions when regulating WTF's as long as such
facilities comply with FCC regulations.

19.Prior to Commission's public hearing, the Depariment of Regional Planning
(“Regional Planning”) staff received one email from a concemed citizen regarding
the new WTF at this location on May 8, 2015. The resident was concerned about
possible interference of the new WTF with other communication devices such as TV
and cable. Subsequently, staff received comments from an adjacent neighbor
requesting to schedule the hearing locally as well as a supplemental package with a
total of 963 petition signatures opposing the Project. This case is being appealed by
neighbors, who request that the Project be denied for the following reasons:

a. The Hearing Officer meeting notification was inadequate (Proper
Notification Appeal Reason No. 1):

The community was adequately notified of the public hearings scheduled on
June 16, 2015 and September 2, 2015 by mail, newspaper, property posting,
and Regional Planning website posting in the following manner:

A total of 293 Notices of Public Hearing were mailed to all property owners
as identified on the County Assessor's record within a 1,000-foot radius
from the Project Site on May 5, 2015 and on July 28, 2015. Four additional
notices were mailed to those on the courtesy mailing list for the Charter
Oak Zoned District and to any interested parties. The notice of public
hearing was published in La Opinion on May 8, 2015 and on July 25, 2015
as well as in San Gabriel Valley Tribune on May 11, 2015 and on July 28,
2015. Additionally, the applicant has provided Certificate of Postings
indicating that the property was posted thirty days prior to the hearing
dates on May 15, 2015 and on August 2, 2015.

b. The aesthetics and look of the proposed WTF does not match the
surrounding neighborhood pattern. (Aesthetics - Appeal Reason Numbers
2, 11, and 12 and Supplemental Materials Item Nurnbers 6 and 7)

Regional Planning Policy Memo 01-2010 (“Policy”), which provides guidelines
for WTFs, requires that all wireless facilities use camouflage techniques to
minimize visual impacts and provide appropriate screening. Further, the
Policy requires a structure-mounted wireless facility to be integrated into the
building's or structure's architecture through design, color, and texture, and/or
to be fully screened. The proposed WTF is disguised within a decorative
frame with a cross that matches the architectural characteristics of a church

building. However, the appellant argues that the proposed structure’s height
=1
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28.The Commission finds that to ensure continued compatibility between the Project

and the surrounding land uses, it is necessary to limit the CUP to 15 years.

29.The Commission finds that pursuant to Sections 22.60.174 and 22.60.175 of the

County Code, the community was properly notified of the public hearing by mail,
newspaper, and property posting. Additionally, the Project was noticed and case
materials were available on Regional Planning's website and at libraries located in
the vicinity of Charter Oak community. A total of 293 Notices of Public Hearing were
mailed to all property owners as identified on the County Assessor's record within a
1,000-foot radius from the Project Site on May 5, 2015 and on July 28, 2015. Four
notices were mailed to those on the courtesy mailing list for the Charter Oak Zoned
District and to any interested parties. The notice of public hearing was published in
La Opinion on May 8, 2015 and on July 25, 2015 as well as in the San Gabriel
Valley Tribune on May 11, 2015 and on July 28, 2015. Additionally, the applicant has
provided Certificate of Postings indicating that the property was posted thirty days
prior to the hearing dates on May 15, 2015 and on August 2, 2015.

30. The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of

proceedings upon which the Commission’s decision is based is at the Los Angeles
County Department of Regional Planning, 13th Floor, Hall of Records, 320 West
Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodian of such documents
and materials shail be the Section Head of the Zoning Permits East Section,
Department of Regional Planning.

BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
CONCLUDES THAT:

A.

The proposed use with the attached conditions will be consistent with the adopted
General Plan.

The proposed use at the site will not adversely affect the health, peace, comfort or
welfare of persons residing or working in the surrounding area, will not be
materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment or valuation of property of other
persons located in the vicinity of the site, and will not jeopardize, endanger or
otherwise constitute a menace to the public health, safety or general welfare.

The proposed site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the yards, walls,
fences, parking and loading facilities, landscaping and other development features
prescribed in this Title 22, or as is otherwise required in order to integrate said use
with the uses in the surrounding area.

The proposed site is adequately served by highways or streets of sufficient width
and improved as necessary to carry the kind and quantity of traffic such use would
generate, and by other public or private service facilities as are required.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

placed in a performance fund, which shall be used exclusively to compensate
Regional Planning for all expenses incurred while inspecting the premises to
determine the permittee's compliance with the conditions of approval. The fund
provides for Eight (8) biennial {one every other year) inspections. Inspections
shall be unannounced.

If additional inspections are required to ensure compliance with the conditions of
this grant, or if any inspection discloses that the subject property is being used in
violation of any one of the conditions of this grant, the permitiee shall be financially
responsible and shall reimburse Regional Planning for all additional enforcement
efforts necessary to bring the subject property into compliance. The amount
charged for additional inspections shall be $200.00 per inspection, or the current
recovery cost at the time any additional inspections are required, whichever is
greater.

Notice is hereby given that any person violating a provision of this grant is guilty of
a misdemeanor. Notice is further given that the Regional Planning Commission
(“Commission”) or a Hearing Officer may, after conducting a public hearing, revoke
or modify this grant, if the Commission or Hearing Officer finds that these
conditions have been violated or that this grant has been exercised so as to be
detrimental to the public’s health or safety or so as to be a nuisance, or as
otherwise authorized pursuant to Chapter 22.56, Part 13 of the County Code.

All development pursuant to this grant must be kept in full compliance with the
County Fire Code to the satisfaction of said Fire Department.

All development pursuant to this grant shall conform with the requirements of the
County Department of Public Works to the satisfaction of said department.

All development pursuant to this grant shall comply with the requirements of Title
22 of the County Code and of the specific zoning of the subject property, unless
specifically modified by this grant, as set forth in these conditions, including the
approved Exhibit "A," or a revised Exhibit "A" approved by the Director of Regional
Planning (“Director”).

The permittee shall maintain the subject property in a neat and orderly fashion.
The permittee shall maintain free of litter all areas of the premises over which the
permittee has control.

All structures, walls and fences open to public view shall remain free of graffiti or
other extranepus markings, drawings, or signage that was not approved by
Regional Planning. These shall include any of the above that do not directly relate
to the business being operated on the premises or that do not provide pertinent
information about said premises. The only exceptions shall be seasonal
decorations or signage provided under the auspices of a civic or non-profit
organization.
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residential property line, generator housing, and existing 6ft CMU wall would maintain noise
levels below exterior noise standards. )

« The applicant shall adhere to the proposed specifications for noise control presented in the
application.

* The emergency generator maintenance test run shall be restricted to the hours between
9am - 9 pm.

¢ Construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 7am to 7pm. Monday through
Saturday. No construction work on Sundays and Holidays. The applicant shall adhere to
the construction noise requirements contained in the Los Angeles County Noise Control
Ordinance, Title 12, section 12.08 Part 3.

» The applicant shall adhere to the requirements of the Los Angeles County Noise Conirol
Ordinance, as contained in Chapter 12.08 of the Los Angeles County Code, Title 12.

The noise impacts associated with the project should be less than significant with adherence to the
conditions above.

If you have questions regarding the above section, please contact Robert Vasquez or Evenor
Masis of the Toxics-Epidemiology Program at (213)738-3220 or at rvasquez@ph.lacounty.gov and
emasis@ph.lacounty.gov.

For any other questions regarding this report, please feel free to contact me at (626) 430-5382 or

at misicbos@ph.lacounty.gov.












ESSEX | Project Narrative

I. Current & Proposed Use

The proposed project site is actively used as a church facility, located in the northeastern comer of the property, which
occupies approximately ¥% of the total property. The remainder of the property s used for parking. We propose to
incorporate an unmanned wireless telecommunications facility (WTF), in the southwestern zone of the property, that will
not interfere with the existing use.

II. Operations

The proposed unmanned WTF will be located in the southwestern zone of the property where it will operate 24 hours per
day and seven days per week. A WTF technician will visit the site approximately once a month, Due to the low maintenance
design of the project, it Is unlikely for the WTF to generate any significant changes to the surrounding traffic pattemns.

Iti. Consistency with General Plan

The proposed project’s general plan land use designation is H9 (residential). The proposed wireless facility will be consistent
with LA Caunty’s 2012 General Plan, which has the following two goals that encourage the further establishment of wireless
facilities:

s Goal P5/F 6: A County with adequate public utilities.
o Policy 2: Improve existing wired and wireless telecommunications Infrastructure
o Policy 3: Expand access to wireless technology networks, while minimizing visual impacts through co-
location and design.
s Goal ED 3: An expanded and improved infrastructure system to support economic growth and development.
o Policy 3: Support the expansion of business communication networks, such as telecommunications and
wireless technologies.

IV. Consistency with Zoning Development Standards

The proposed project property is zoned as light agricultural (A-1-10000). Per municipal code section 22.24.100, property
zoned as A-1, that obtains the appropriate permit, may be used for communication equipment buildings and radio and
television stations and towers, but not including studios. Therefore, our proposed WTF project would be compatible with
the property’s zoning. Per municipal code section 22.21.110, the front, side and rear yards shall be provided as required in
Zone R-1. According to R-1, the front yard should not be less than 20-feet in depth, the corner side yard should not be less
than 10-feet, the interior side yard should not be less than five-feet, and the rear yard should not be less than 15-feet in
depth. The proposed project would have an approximate front setback of 50-feet, from the sidewalk along East Badillo
Street, which would be more 2.5 times longer than the required minimum front depth of 2b-feet required for the R-1 zone.
The proposed project’s side yard setback is also approximately S0-feet, which more than meets the required five-feet side
setback for R-1. The proposed project would have an approximate 40-feet rear setback, which also exceeds R-1's
corresponding rear setback. The municipal code does not subject A-1 to a height limit, but in consideration of the 35-feet
height limit for R-1, our project will exceed that height restriction by 11-feet,









Jeantine,

626-441-1426 at 12:30 pm would be great! Anyway of getting an extension? Is there a minimum number of
signatures needed to file an appeal? Please guide us on this process. Many did not receive a notice in the mail
and did not understand why hearing was in LA vs locally to voice opinions and concems.

Also, how many other residential cell towers are in the Covina/San Dimas community.

David

On Jun 24, 2015, at 10:34 AM, Jeantine Nazar <jnazar(@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote:

Hi David,
I will email a copy of the final approval shortly. Please let me know what is the best phone number to
reach you if you would like to discuss the appeal process? The last day to appeal is on June 30",

Best regards
Jeantine Nazar
Planner

From: David Lumiqued [mailto:davidlumiguedi@ vahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 9:10 AM

To: Jeantine Nazar
Cec: David Lumigued; David Lumiqued
Subject: Cell Tower Project No R2014-02565-(5)

To Jeantine Nazar,

I am writing you in regards to the Cell Tower conditional use approval in my Residential
neighborhood. I/we as a community next to this proposed and approved tower disagree with the
approval and location.

We are irying to file an appcal asap ahcad of the Junc 30, 2015 deadline and would like to see if
an extension can be granted or a appeal fee reduction can be honred. Many of us within a close
radius to this tower believe our Health, and property values will be negatively affected. These
towers should be in Commercial not residential neighborhoods. You have residents and schools
within a close proximity to this additional Radiation producing machine. Overall, we object this
tower in our neighborhood.

Also, many complaint came as to why a local project hearing was held in downtown LA vs.
locally?

Please give us reply asap.

David Aquine Lumiqued

Division Manager-Independent Capital Management, Inc./Sage Point Financial, Inc.
Registered Principal/Registered Investment Advisor

625 Fair Oaks Ave. Ste, 110

S. Pasadena, CA 91030

(888) ICM-0888 (Toll Free)

(626) 441-1426 (Main)

(626) 441-0426 (Fax)









From: Newcastlelane1B83 [mailto:newcastlelane1883@vahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2015 8:53 PM

To: chang@guerillaunion.com
Cc: Jeantine Nazar; Pilar Weisberg; Nolynne Rodriguez; Carla Garcia
Subject: Re: Questions from last week unanswered!

2pm is fine!

David

On Jul 22, 2015, at 6:14 PM, chang@guerillaunion.com wrote:
I'm good for 2pm.
Sent from my iPhone

On Jul 22, 2015, at 6:03 PM, Jeantine Nazar
<jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote:

| have contacted Zoning Enforcement and Verizon
regarding the banner. | will also contact the church
tomorrow.

| would be happy to discuss the case with you on
Monday. Would that be possible to move the meeting
anytime after 2:00 pm.?

Thank you
Jeantine

From: chang@guerillaunion.com

[mailto:chang@guerillaunion.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2015 2:06 PiM

To: Jeantine Nazar

Cc: Newcastlelane1883; Pilar Weisberg; Nolynne
Rodriguez

Subject: Re: Questions from last week unanswered!

Myself and David would be happy to schedule a call
with you. I'm available at 3am. | can send conference
call instructions if you and david are available. What
about the temporary signage attached to trees. That
meeting is schedule for Monday and the church is
illegally advertising a biased "town hall meeting.” Please
let me know what is being done to take this signage
down. What is the process? Warning? Fine?

Best,

Chang

Sent from my iPhone






4. Lastly, local Community
meeting? What is format? Who is
Dr Busby? Paid by Verizon or
Independent Dr?

David

> On Jul 22, 2815, at 10:27 AM,
chang@guerillaunion.com wrote:
>

» Jeantine,

> Did you contact enforcement
for lac planning to stop
allowing the illegal temporary
signage attached to trees at
the church? The banner is still
up?

> Thanks you,

> Chang Weisberg

>

>

Sent from my iPhone
>
>> On Jul 21, 2015, at 8:52 AM,
Jeantine Nazar
<jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov>
wrote:
>>
»>> Thank you.
>>
3> ==--- Original Message-----
>> From:
chang@guerillaunion.com
[mailto:chang@guerillaunion.com
]
>> Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2015
8:37 AM
>> To: Rachelle Rodriguez;
Pilar Weisberg; Jeantine Nazar;
David
»>> Lumiqued
>> Subject: Previous Illegal
Banner
>>
»> Jeantine,
>> Attached is proof of the
previous illegal vinyl banner
attached to trees. Please
advise.
>>
>> Best,
>> Chang
>>






From: chang@guerillaunion.com [mailto:chang@guerillaunion.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2015 1:44 PM

To: Vizcarra, Edel
Cc: Sorin Alexanian; David Lumiqued; Pilar Weisberg
Subject: Re: Please Help Stop This Cell Tower

Thank you for the response. Several of our neighbors did not receive notice.
Regardless, we are appealing the decision today as you noted. We are requesting a
local venue for the appeal. I will wait for David's response from our repeal.
Regards,

Chang Weisberg

Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 30, 2015, at 1:32 PM, Vizcarra, Edel <EVizcarra@]lacbos.org> wrote:

Helle Chang,

Thank you for your email. As you already know, the hearing
officer approved the cup on lune 16™. I understand from the
Department of Regional Planning that no one testified at the
hearing in opposition. The planner assigned to this case received
two phone calls from neighbors with concerns. | believe one of
the neighbors copied on this email, Mr. Lumiqued, told staff that
he was appealing the decision today. Once appealed, this case will
be heard by the Regional Planning Commission. The Planning
Commission will determine whether the Hearing Officer’s
determination was accurate. | have copied the Department on
this email so they can provide information on noticing these
applications. Sorin, can someone on your team please describe
how this project was noticed?

Thank you

Begin forwarded message:

From: <chang(@guerillaunion.com=>
Date: June 29, 2015 at 12:12:03 PM
PDT

To: "kbarger@bos.lacountv.gov"
<kbarger@bos.lacounty.gov>,
"lglasgow(@bos.lacounty.gov"
<]glasgow(@bos.lacounty.gov>

Cec: "tbell@bos.lacounty.gov”
<tbell@bos.lacounty.gov>, David
Lumiqued
<dlumigued@sagepointadvisor.com
>, Pilar Weisberg
<pilarw2001@yahoo.com=>, Kendall
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OnJul 22, 2015, at 1:55 PM, Jeantine Nazar
<[nazar@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote:

Hi Chang,

I have researched your
inquiries and emailed the
applicant regarding scheduling
a meeting. However, I have not
yet heard from Verizon. I will
give Verizon a little more time
and will call you on Monday to
discuss case. What is the best
phone number to reach you on
Monday morning? What is the
best time to talk on Monday?

Thanks

Jeantine Nazar

Planner

Department of Regional Planning
(213)974-6470

----- Original Message-----
From: Newcastlelanel883
[mailto:newcastlelanel883fyahoo
~com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2015
10:57 AM

To: chang@guerillaunion.com
Cc: Jeantine Nazar; Pilar
Weisberg; Nolynne Rodriguez;
newcastlelanel883@yahoo.com
Subject: Questions from last
week unanswered!

Jeantine,

I talked to you last week about
questions that you said you
would look into?

1. Zoning? A-1 vs R-1,
Important to Petition,
Important to Height limits.
Should not be exempt!

2. Mike Antonovich Trail-EIR
needed. This trail Must be
protected at all costs!

3. Environmental Impact Studies
and Reports! Project should not
be exempt due to Peacocks,
Birds, Wildlife and more?






Yes, confirmed. | just received emails from the newcastlelane1883.

From: David Lumiqued [mailto:dlumiqued@sagepointadvisor.com]
Sent: Monday, June 29, 2015 10:56 AM

To: Jeantine Nazar

Cc: newcastlelane1883@yahoo.com

Subject: FW: Cell Tower Letter

Jeantine,
Can you confirm if this was received? Looks like it came back undelivered?

David Lumiqued

éﬁBject: FW: Cell Tower Letter
Jeantine,
Here's a e-mail from a local resident and friend.

David Lumiqued
Begin forwarded message:

From: chang@guerillaunion.com
Date: June 29, 2015 at 2:05:21 AM PDT

To: Chang Weisberg <Chang@guerillaunion.com>, Pilar Weisberg
<pilarw2001@yahoo.com>, David LLumiqued <dlumiqued@aigfinancialadvisor.com>
Subject: Cell Tower Letter

Chang Weisberg

1853 Newcastle Lane
San Dimas, CA 91773
Monday, June 28, 2015

To whom it may concern,

My name is Chang Weisberg and | am a resident of the Oak Crest Estates. | have lived
at 1853 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 since 1999. | am very concerned about
the possible construction of a cell tower at The Charter Oak Lighthouse Church located
at 4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724. | am writing with the request to state my
concemns with this proposed project in our community. | do not want this cell tower
constructed 500 ft from my home for many reasons. Furthermore, | was not aware of
this project until very recently. | would like time to fully present my concerns so that all
responsible parties are clear about my perspective.
First, | don't feel | was properly informed of this project. | did not learn of "the process”
until my local home owner's association members made me aware of it last week. | am
requesting that you appeal any decisions to move forward until our community can
properly express its perspective and protect our due process. | am willing to do
whatever | can to stop this process and don't fully understand all my rights or remedies
and need to seek legal perspective as well as invest significant time to research and
defend this very controversial threat to our community. | am certain that many of my
neighbors share my opinion. Due to the county's mishandling of the notification process,
9






many of them are still unaware of the possible construction. The large majority of
residents strongly oppose the church's attempt to build the cell tower. We need time to
make all our residents aware of this process and give them the opportunity to oppose it.
Secondly, most recent research concerning the health hazards of EMF and cellular
transmissions were conducted on adults. There is very little comprehensive data
regarding specific health concerns regarding exposing young children to frequent and
sustained exposure of these transmissions. My wife and | have two children who will be
playing in the shadow of this proposed project. My youngest child is 6 years old. He
attends Glen Oak Elementary school which is only one block away from this proposed
cell tower construction. | would like time to contact the school principal and the Charter
Oak Unified School District to get their support to stop this project and protect their
students. | also need time to gather support from local community organizations and
secure any and all resources to vigorously oppose the building of the cell tower. Itis a
substantial fact that EMF's and cellular data consumption as increased exponentially in
the last three years. There is very little to no data that can directly address the impact of
this substantial increase and the certain health risks associated with the increase of
these data transmissions and their possible affects on the well being of small children. |
am responsible for protecting my child and | firmly believe his health is at risk especially
with the recent data from the American Cancer Society that has claimed risks for certain
soft cell cancers are higher when exposed to higher levels of EMFs.

The building of the proposed cell tower will bring down the value of my home and
property. | have contacted several local real estate agents from the Covina/San Dimas
area who agree with this statement. | need time to gather their statements. They are the
most knowledgeable persons as they all have years of experience buying and selling
homes in our city.

The cell tower will cause interference of our current reception of EMF's and cellular
transmissions. There is no need for a cell tower in our specific project radius. | have
been a customer of Verizon Mobile for nearly ten years and my cellular service is very
good already. I'm concerned that my own network could be compromised by the
building of this cell tower.

| am very concerned about the look and aesthetics of the proposed tower. We live in a
very beautiful and picturesque neighborhood. In fact, San Dimas is the City of Trees. |
would be repulsed by the sight of this cell tower joining my tree lined horizon. The cell
tower would literally be a constant reminder that | am living in the radiation shadow of
doom and gloom. It's effects will be more than visceral. There's a psychological stress
and anxiety from having to drive or walk by this tower daily.

| am concerned that because | live in the incorporated City of San Dimas and the
proposed project is on unincorporated Los Angeles County property that getting fair and
reasonable due process will be difficult because of this unique jurisdiction. Many
members of our community work daily from nine to five and cannot meet until early
evening. Many members of our community are elderly and cannot drive all the way to
Downtown Los Angeles and have their voices heard. We need to consider these
concems to appeal the construction. | am requesting a local venue to hear our appeal.
Please accept our appeal against the construction of this cell tower at Charter Oak
Lighthouse Church. Please grant us a local venue. Our community was not properly
notified. We are vigorously united in our efforts to protect our rights and our residents
especially the young children and elderly who live within 1000 ft of this proposed tower.
I will work with my local Oak Crest Estate Homeowners's Association, local government,
local community leaders, and everyone else who opposes this proposed cell tower to
defeat its construction. | will vigorously protect my rights and plan on retaining legal
counsel to help us with stopping this cell tower construction in our neighborhood. We
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Jeantine Nazar

From: David Lumiqued [davidlumiqued@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, June 29, 2015 10:41 AM

To: Jeantine Nazar

Cc: David A. Lumiqued

Subject: Re: Cell Tower Project No R2014-02565-(5)
Jeantine,

Thanks for the reply! Can you let me know what time, you will know about extension of appeal?

I reached out to the church and Pastor. As you noted, they feel they would be in breach of contract which I
understand. Unfortunately, many of there members were also not aware of this approval for cell tower. That's a
big concern. The Church's Real Position that kept being brought up, is that the City of Covina would have done
it and made the money on there site 100 feet away, but why not on Church site to get the revenue? We
researched that the City of Covina rejected 2 proposals already. We actually found out from local council
representative.

While I emailed you last, we have 200-300 signatures of people protesting this Cell Tower. We also Protested
on Sunday from 9-1pm in front of the Church and proposed Cell Tower site. We are planning to do this every
time the Church has services. This will not reflect well on the County of LA and with the Members of Charter
Oak Lighthouse. Many Church members became heated and were 100% biased towards this approval vs
listening to resident concerns. Some church members were so belligerent we felt for our safety.

We have reached out to Joel Grover of NBC investigative reports, Mike Antonovich and other members of the
City and state counsel. We are organizing with the San Gabriel Tribune. We are reaching out to the Principal at
the local school who is a friend and other Sheriff, Fireman, realtors and local concerned residents in this
community. Please let the planning committee know that the residents are assembling and are not going away.

Please help in our efforts as we've spent many hours and time to fight this Cell Tower approval.
We are not going no away. I will forward you emails periodically to view concerns of local residents.

I will call you shortly!

David Lumiqued

On Jun 29, 2015, at 9:21 AM, Jeantine Nazar <jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote:

David,

| will let you know today regarding the hearing extension. | am checking with our GIS system for the
addresses.

Thanks

Jeantine

From: David Lumiqued [mailto:davidlumigued@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, June 26, 2015 9:51 AM

To: David Lumiqued; Jeantine Nazar

Subject: Re: Cell Tower Project No R2014-02565-(5)






Cc: David Lumiqued
Subject: Re: Cell Tower Project No R2014-02565-(5)

Jeantine,

| hope this e-mail finds you well. | have a list of some current and Highly concerned
homeowners who have verified with me that they did not receive notice for the proposed
project that will negatively effect our health, home values, cause some homeowners to
consider moving out, interference of other services and more. In addition, | did reach
out to the church and will be trying to set up a meeting with the Pastor and there board
to address concemed citizens in a residential neighborhood. The Secretary advised
that the Pastor and many board members do not live in the neighborhood and would not
be negatively effected by the Elevated Radiation. Living next to a constant microwave
is not acceptable. Many residents are ready to take to social media, on air radio, post
signs around the church about this unwanted and resident unapproved Cell Tower. Plan
is to also picket Wednesday's and Sunday's during services if needed. | am just letting
you know that the power of the Community should Trump the profits of Charter Oak
Lighthouse and Verizon's corporate greed. (Health comes first) Move tower to
Commercial and Mountain areas behind and away from schools, children, elderly and
healthy people.

List of Residents that did not Receive notice.

1. David Lumiqued 1883 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 (Oak Crest HOA
Treasurer) (Has Young Children)

2. Rose Unser-Lumiqued 1883 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773

3. Rachelle Nolynne Rodriguez 1859 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 (Oak
Crest HOA President) (Has Young Children)

4. Karim 1859 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773

5. Pilar Weisberg 1853 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 (Oak Crest HOA
Secretary) (Has Young Children)

6. Chang Weisberg 1853 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 (Social Media and
Media Access)

7. James Weisberg 1853 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773

8. William Chen 1877 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 (New-2 months-Wouldn't
have bought home if he knew Cell Tower would be across the street, or asked for lower
price.)

9. Grace Chen 1877 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 (New-2 months-Wouldn't
have bought home if he knew Cell Tower would be across the street, or asked for lower
price.)

10. Rebecca Lingao 1871 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773

11. Antonio Lingao 1871 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 (Works for Electric
Company) (Willing to write professional Opinion)

12. Teresa Russo 1847 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 (Elderly, fears the
Additional Radiation)

13. Carmelo Cascarano 1841 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 (Retired and
Elderly)

14. Maria Casarano 1841 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 31773 (Retired with Health
Issues)

15. Albert Cendejas 1823 Newcastle Lane, San Dimas, CA 91773 (Has Small Children)


















Jeantine Nazar

From: chang@guerillaunion.com

Sent: Saturday, July 25, 2015 5:32 PM

To: Jeantine Nazar

Cc: Newcastlelane1883; Pilar Weisberg; Nolynne Rodriguez; Carla Garcia
Subject: Re: Questions from last week unanswered!

Jeantine,

| need to elevate my concerns now regarding your handling of this fake and falsely advertised "Community Meeting - All
are invited" tactic from the church and Verizon. First, they are holding this meeting under the guise of an official local
meeting. | must again state that this is not an official community meeting for several reasons including but not limited to
it occurring on private property owned by the church and Verizon. We may not record it because it is on private
property. You have not informed us that you will have a representative from planning there. Again, the banner being
used by the church and Verizon is an illegal temporary sign attached to trees. | notified you the day that it was put up. |
also notified you that the church has been posting illegal signs attached to trees for over a year. Yet, nothing was done. |
will likely suggest that the community not attend because of these concerns. This is why | feel we need a local meeting
where the community actually lives and in a public arena. If you consider our appeal date to be just that, | will consider
the illegally advertised meeting to be another shady tactic from the church and Verizon. You mentioned that you
contacted the church, Verizon, and LACO code enforcement. Yet, the sign stays up? Sent without prejudice.

Best,
Chang Weisberg.

Sent from my iPhone

On Jui 23, 2015, at 8:14 AM, Jeantine Nazar <jnazar@nplanning.lacounty.gov> wrote:

Thank you. I will call the conference call number at 2:00 pm on Monday.

From: Newcastlelane1883 [mailto:newcastlelane1883@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 23, 2015 8:01 AM

To: Jeantine Nazar
Cc: chang@querillaunion.com; Pilar Weisberg; Nolynne Rodriguez; Carla Garcia
Subject: Re: Questions from last week unanswered!

Jeantine,

You can call 626-441-1426 and | can Conference in Chang. Or 626-945-9903 is Chang! 626-274-3229
David

David

On Jjul 23, 2015, at 7:26 AM, Jeantine Nazar <jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote:

Oops please disregard my previous email.

Yes 2:00 pm on Monday is fine. Please provide a number to call.

From: Jeantine Nazar
Sent: Thursday, July 23, 2015 7:25 AM



Jeantine Nazar

From: chang@guerillaunion.com

Sent: Friday, July 24, 2015 10:07 AM

To: Pilar Weisberg; Nolynne Rodriguez; David Lumiqued; Jeantine Nazar; Carla Garcia
Subject: Banner / Meeting

Attachments: IMG_9415.JPG; ATT00001.txt

Jeantine,

I have asked you to please enforce the removal of an illegal banner that is attached to trees
at the church in clear violation of your signage code. Furthermore, it is advertising a
misleading opportunity as a neutral "community" meeting. This is just another poor decision
by the Church to dupe this community. Have you spoken with the church? Verizon? I am now
officially requesting a local town hall meeting in a neutral location that has
representatives from the county, Verizon, the church, and the residents of the community. The
church and Verizon are clearly misleading the community by advertising their meeting as a
"community meeting." There is no guarantee that we will be able to offer our rebuttal of
their claims. There is no way to ensure that we can record the meeting because it is on
public property. We don't know if we will be given any time to refute their claims or offer
our opinions in a proper public arena. Please disclose what you have done to rectify this
situation. Also, because this event gives Verizon and the church a biased advantage as they
will surely claim that the community was given a fair opportunity to meet before the hearing.
We need you to protect all interests equally. Please respond before end of day today as their
meeting will be on Monday. We will be there to listen and protest. Sent without prejudice.
Best,

Chang Weisberg

San Dimas, CA



Jeantine Nazar

From: chang@guerillaunion.com

Sent: Monday, July 13, 2015 4:30 PM

To: Jeantine Nazar

Cc: David Lumiqued; Rachelle Rodriguez; Pilar Weisberg
Subject: Re: Coverage Maps

Jeantine,

Thank you very much for sending me the coverage maps from the project file. They were helpful. Per our conversation,
please get back to me with your findings regarding the zoning issues we discussed. | suggested that the proposed project
is not zoned correctly. It's currently zoned A-1 and is in my opinion, R-1. Furthermore, please note that the project is
located within 500ft of the LA County Multi Use Mike Antonovich and Walnut Creek Park trails. Lastly, we wanted to get
confirmation that our appeal date is set for 8/26/15. | think David was trying to contact you, but your number has
changed. Can you please forward us your direct line for future communication? We sincerely appreciate all your help.
We are organising as much as we can in a very short window.

Sincerely,

Chang Weisherg
1853 Newcastle Lane
San Dimas, CA 91773
(626) 945-9903

Sent from my iPhone

On Jul 7, 2015, at 4:50 PM, Jeantine Nazar <jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote:

http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/case/r2014-02565 ho-package.pdf

pp: 61-68



Jeantine Nazar

From: David Lumiqued [davidlumiqued@yahoo.com)
Sent: Monday, June 28, 2015 10:41 AM

To: Jeantine Nazar

Cce: David A. Lumiqued

Subject: Re: Cell Tower Project No R2014-02565-(5)
Jeantine,

Thanks for the reply! Can you let me know what time, you will know about extension of appeal?

[ reached out to the church and Pastor. As you noted, they feel they would be in breach of contract which I
understand. Unfortunately, many of there members were also not aware of this approval for cell tower. That's a
big concern. The Church's Real Position that kept being brought up, is that the City of Covina would have done
it and made the money on there site 100 feet away, but why not on Church site to get the revenue? We
researched that the City of Covina rejected 2 proposals already. We actually found out from local council
representative.

While I emailed you last, we have 200-300 signatures of people protesting this Cell Tower. We also Protested
on Sunday from 9-1pm in front of the Church and proposed Cell Tower site. We are planning to do this every
time the Church has services. This will not reflect well on the County of LA and with the Members of Charter
Oak Lighthouse. Many Church members became heated and were 100% biased towards this approval vs
listening to resident concerns. Some church members were so belligerent we felt for our safety.

We have reached out to Joel Grover of NBC investigative reports, Mike Antonovich and other members of the
City and state counsel. We are organizing with the San Gabriel Tribune. We are reaching out to the Principal at
the local school who is a friend and other Sheriff, Fireman, realtors and local concerned residents in this
community. Please let the planning committee know that the residents are assembling and are not going away.

Please help in our efforts as we've spent many hours and time to fight this Cell Tower approval.
We are not going no away. [ will forward you emails periodically to view concerns of local residents.

I will call you shortly!

David Lumiqued

On Jun 29, 20135, at 9:21 AM, Jeantine Nazar <jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote:

David,

I will let you know today regarding the hearing extension. | am checking with our GIS system for the
addresses.

Thanks

Jeantine

From: David Lumiqued [mailto:davidlumiqued@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, June 26, 2015 9:51 AM

To: David Lumiqued; Jeantine Nazar

Subject: Re: Cell Tower Project No R2014-02565-(5)










Chang Weisberg
1853 Newcastle Ln.
San Dimas, CA 91773
August 5, 2015

Jeantine Nazar

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple St.

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Public Records Act Request for information regarding the Verizon 46 foot
cell tower project #: R2014-02565-(1) and CUP#: 201400121 at the Charter Oak
Lighthouse 4337 N Sunflower Ave Covina, CA.

Dear Ms. Nazar,

Pursuant to my rights under the California Public Records Act (Government Code
Section 6250 et seq.), | ask to obtain copies of the following documents for the
existing Verizon Wireless Telecommunications Facility (46 foot wireless cell
tower ) located at 4337 N Sunflower Ave Covina, CA.

1. | would like a copy of any and all correspondence be it letters or emails
from the date of the first inquiry made between Verizon and Core
Development Services, and LA County Planning in regards to this cell
tower project.

2. | would also like a complete copy of the Church’s CUP. In particular, |
would like to know if there were any variances granted in the CUP.

Per the California Public Records Act request, | am to receive the requested
information within 10 days of your receipt of it, and an even prompter reply if you
can make that determination without having to review the records in question.

| would prefer electronic copies of these documents. | would like to reserve the
right to request hard copies at a later date, if necessary, and | request that you
notify me of any duplication costs exceeding $20.00 before you duplicate the
records so that | may decide which records | want copied.

Regards,

Chang Weisberg



Dear Jeantine Nazar, LA County Planning,
We are pleased to present you with this petition affirming this statement:

""Can you hear me now? Good." The infamous ad campaign from Verizon that fueled the spread of
their enormous telecommunication network has made them the number one service provider in the
country. But, at what cost? Protect our homes and our children from cell towers being built in R-1
zoned residential communities. There are several concerns that need to be researched and addressed at
the local and national level including health, environmental, and social economical concerns. The
Telecommunication Act of 1996 gives overwhelming power to Verizon and its competitors to build cell
towers in residential communities. After doing tons of research, It's almost impessible for local
residents to stop the building of these cell towers near their homes, Don't let corporate interests trump
local residents!

Please join the Home Owner's Association of Oak Crest Estates, residents of San Dimas, City of Covina,
and Los Angeles County to stop the proposed Verizon cell tower at the Charter Oak Lighthouse
Church located at 4337 N Sunflower Ave, Covina, CA 91724.

"

Attached is a list of individuals who have added their names to this petition, as well as additional comments
written by the petition signers themselves.

Sincerely,
Chang Weisberg

MoveOn.org l






Please do not build a Verizon cell tower

Margaret Melendrez
Pomona, CA 91766
Jul 28, 2015

Patrick lopez
Covina, CA 91724
Jul 27, 2015

Jajaira Gonzalez
Glendora, CA 91740
Jul 27, 2015

Lorraine Coleman
Upland, CA 91786
Jul 27, 2015

No Cell Towers in Residential Communities!

Ernest Garcia
Irving, TX 75061
Jul 27, 2015

No Cell Towers! Fight Charter Oak Lighthouse and Verizon!

Lydia Garcia
Irving, TX 75061
Jul 27, 2015

Stop Building Cell Phone Towers in Residential Communities

Benny Tillman
Pomona, CA 91768
Jul 27, 2015

No Cell Tower !!!

DAVID LEW
LOS ANGELES, CA 90042
Jul 27, 2015

Tina Truong
Beverly Hills, CA 90211
Jul 27, 2015

Allison Villa
Covina, CA 91724

MoveOn.org






























Stop building towers in Residential Communities.

John Hernandez
Covina, CA 91724
Jul 20, 2015

Nicolas Henke
San Ramon, CA 94582
Jul 20, 2015

Since we don't know the full detail on how cell tower will affect us, please do not create any new cell tower
until research is complete.

enrico Maldia
Fontana, CA 92336
Jul 20, 2015

no to Verizon cell tower!

Jason Pinhead
San Francisco, CA 94102
Jul 20, 2015

Rachel pye
Chino hills, CA 91709
Jul 20, 2015

My brother and his kids around San Dimos California, the plant should be done far away from residences and
kids. Please find your plant away from children .

Mimi edward
Va, VA 22204
Jul 20, 2015

Joan
San Francisco, CA 94112
Jul 19, 2015

Debbie Ghomeshi
Chino Hills, CA 91709
Jul 19, 2015

Sherin
Pomona, CA 91767
Jul 19, 2015

Dina
San Dimas, CA 91773

MoveOn.org 13


















Patricia Ramos
Covina, CA 91724
Jul 17, 2015

¢jike mbaruguru
San Dimas, CA 91773
Jul 17, 2015

Mariel Aloise
San Dimas, CA 91773
Jul 17, 2015

Cristina
Oakland, CA 94603
Jul 17, 2015

Andrew Maldonado
Burbank, CA 91504
Jul 17, 2015

Alyssa
Colton, CA 92324
Jul 17, 2015

Rose Unser
San Dimas, CA 91773
Jul 16, 2015

Health and safety should come first.

yewoineshet Tadele
covina, CA 91723
Jul 16, 2015

Tony Chu
La, CA 90034
Jul 16, 2015

zewdu belai
Covina, CA 91723
Jul 16, 2015

David Amorim
Los Gatos, CA 93032
Jul 16, 2015

Bruce sindel
West Covina, CA 91790

MoveOn.org






Demerick Fern
North Hollywoed, CA 91601
Jul 16, 2015

Not healthy for this tower to be around this community of children

Solomon
Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
Jul 16, 2015

Michael Fleming
Vista, CA 92083
Jul 16, 2015

Health first

Tehetena
Covina, CA 91723
Jul 16, 2015

Health first

Daniel
Covina, CA 91722
Jul 16, 2015

Betty Temesgen
Covina, CA 91724
Jul 16, 2015

Abreham Demisse
Covina, CA 91724
Jul 16, 2015

Maria Bongo
Covina, CA 91724
Jul 16, 2015

Jorge gomez
walnut, CA 91789
Jul 16, 2015

Raquel
Pomona, CA 91767
Jul 16, 2015

Pau! graham
San Dimas, CA 91773

MoveOn.org
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The proximity of Cell Phone Towers in Residential Communities is an impingement on the wellness, health
safety and peace of mind of the community affected. In addition, property values would be significantly
reduced. Long term risks have not been properly considered and pose a hazard that cannot be assuaged by a
short term limited monetary compensation to one entity at the critical location. Furthermore, there are no
issues or complaints with current subscribers of cell phone services in their business, residential and
commuting area, Also, there is the issue of disruption of communication and signal between ongoing and

*

present cell, wifi, and communication devices already present. Lastly, there was no reasonably scheduled and

nearby notice to community members to consider the action and consequences of a unilateral corporate
decision in addition to the mentioned payout to the nearby entity that holds a special tax status as for its
religious purpose.

JOSE GENGHIS P CURAMENG
SOUTH PASADENA, CA 91030
Jul 16, 2015

Alexander Escobedo
Covina, CA 91724
Jul 16, 2015

No towers in our neighborhood

Joaquin Garcia
Covina, CA 91724
Jul 16, 2015

Elizabeth Bongo
Covina, CA 91724
Jul 16, 2015

Stop building cell towers in residential areas,

Mary Lou Koopman
Loveland, CO 80537
Jul 16, 2015

Brandon Melendez
Corona, CA 92880
Jul 16, 2015

No Cell Tower in Residential Community and Neighborhood! Property Values drop 10-20%! No one wants
45 foot Ugly Tower in this Neighborhood!

David Lumiqued
San Dimas, CA 91773
Jul 16, 2015

a

Gabriel Gaytan
San Bernardino, CA 92507

MoveOn.org
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PROJECT NO. R2014-02565 -(5) FINAL FINDINGS
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121 PAGE 5 OF §

D. The proposed site is adequately served by highways or streets of sufficient width
and improved as necessary to carry the kind and quantity of traffic such use would
generate, and by other public or private service facilities as are required.

THEREFORE, THE HEARING OFFICER:

1. Finds that the Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act
pursuant to section 15301 of the State CEQA Guidelines (Class 3, New Construction
or Conversion of Small Structures categorical exemption); and

2. Approves Conditional Use Permmit No 201400121, subject to the attached
conditions.

MG:JN
06/16/2015
c. Zoning Enforcement, Building and Safety






PROJECT NO. R2014-02565-(5) FINAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO, 201400075 PAGE2OF 6

10.

including but not limited to, depositions, testimony, and other assistance provided
to permittee or permittee's counsel.

If during the litigation process, actual costs or expenses incurred reach 80 percent
of the amount on deposit, the permittee shall deposit additional funds sufficient to
bring the balance up to the amount of $5,000.00. There is no limit to the number of
supplemental deposits that may be required prior to completion of the litigation.

At the sole discretion of the permittee, the amount of an initial or any supplemental
deposit may exceed the minimum amounts defined herein. Additionally, the cost
for collection and duplication of records and other related documents shall be paid
by the permittee according to County Code Section 2.170.010.

If any material provision of this grant is held or declared to be invalid by a court of
competent jurisdiction, the permit shall be void and the privileges granted
hereunder shall lapse.

Prior to the use of this grant, the permittee, or the owner of the subject property if
other than the permittee, shall record the terms and conditions of the grant in
the office of the County Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk (“Recorder”). In addition,
upon any transfer or lease of the property during the term of this grant, the
permittee; or the owner of the subject property if other than the permittee, shall
promptly provide a copy of the grant and its conditions to the transferee or lessee
of the subject property.

This grant shall terminate on June 16, 2030. Entitlement to use of the property
thereafter shall be subject to the regulations then in effect. If the permittee intends
to continue operations after such date, whether or not the permittee proposes any
modifications to the use at that time, the permitiee shall file a new conditional use
permmit application with Regional Planning, or shall otherwise comply with the
applicable requirements at that time. Such application shall be filed at least six (6)
months prior to the expiration date of this grant and shall be accompanied by the
required fee. In the event that the permittee seeks to discontinue or otherwise
change the use, notice is hereby given that the use of such property may require
additional or different permits and would be subject to the then-applicable
regulations.

This grant shall expire unless used within two (2) years from the date of final
approval of the grani. A single one-year time extension may be requested in
writing and with the payment of the applicable fee prior {o such expiration date.

The subject property shall be maintained and operated in fuil compliance with the
conditions of this grant and any law, statute, ordinance, or other regulation
applicable to any development or activity on the subject property. Failure of the
permittee to cease any development or activity not in full compliance shall be a
violation of these conditions. Inspections shall be made to ensure compliance with
the conditions of this grant as well as to ensure that any development undertaken
on the subject property is in accordance with the approved site plan on file. The






PROJECT NO. R2014-02565-(5) FINAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400075 PAGE4OF 6

17.

18.

In the event of graffiti or other extraneous markings occurring, the permittee shall
remove or cover said markings, drawings, or signage within 24 hours of such
occurrence, weather permitting. Paint utilized in covering such markings shall be
of a color that matches, as closely as possible, the color of the adjacent surfaces.

The subject property shall be developed and maintained in substantial
conformance with the plans marked Exhibit “A.” [If changes to any of the plans
marked Exhibit "A” are required as a result of instruction given at the public
hearing, Three (3) copies of a modified Exhibit “A" shall be submitted to Regional
Planning by August 16, 2015.

In the event that subsequent revisions to the approved Exhibit "A” are submitted,
the permiitee shall submit Three (3) copies of the proposed plans to the Direcior
for review and approval. All revised plans must substantially conform to the
originally approved Exhibit “A". All revised plans must be accompanied by the
written authorization of the property owner(s) and applicable fee for such revision.

PERMIT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

18.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24.

The facility shall be operated in accordance with regulations of the State Public
Utilities Commission.

Upon completion of construction of the facility, the permitiee shall provide upon
request to the Zoning Enforcement Section of Regional Planning written
certification that the radio frequency electromagnetic emissions levels comply with
adopted Federal Communications Commission (FCC) limitations for general
population/uncontrolied exposure to such emissions when operating at full strength
and capacity. If other WTFs are located on the subject property or on adjacent
parcels, the aforementioned report shall include the radio frequency
electromagnetic emissions of said WTFs.

Insofar as is feasible, the permittee shall cooperate with any subsequent applicants
for wireless communications facilities in the vicinity with regard to possible co-
location. Such subsequent applicants will be subject to the regulations in effect at
that time.

Any proposed WTF that will be co-locating on the proposed facility will be required
to provide upon request the same written verification of emissions and include the
cumulative radiation and emissions of all such facilities to the Zoning Enforcement
Section of Regional Planning.

All structures shall conform to the requirements of the Division of Building and
Safety of Public Works or other appropriate agency and obtain an encroachment
permit if deemed necessary.

If any external lighting is proposed, including security lighting, it shall be on motion
sensors, be of low intensity, fully shielded and directed away from any adjacent
residences. Pole mounted lighting is prohibited on the leasehold unless the facility












R2014-02565
Page 2 of 2

residential property line, generator housing, and existing 6ft CMU wall would maintain noise
levels below exierior noise standards. )

¢ The applicant shall adhere to the proposed specifications for noise control presented in the
application.

» The emergency generator maintenance test run shall be resiricted o the hours betwsan
9am -9 pm.

» Construction activifies shall be limited to the hours of 7am to 7pm. Monday through
Saturday. No construction work on Sundays and Holidays. The applicant shall adhere o
the construction noise requirements contained in the Los Angeles County Noise Control
Ordinance, Title 12, section 12.08 Part 3.

« The applicant shall adhere o the requirements of the Los Angeles County Noise Contral
Ordinance, as contained in Chapter 12.08 of the Los Angeles County Code, Title 12.

The noise impacts associated with the project shouid be less than significant with adherence to the
conditions above.

If you have questions regarding the above section, please contact Robert Vasquez or Evenor
Masis of the Toxics-Epidermiology Program at (213)738-3220 or at rvasguez@eh.lacounty.cov and
emasis@ph.lacounty.aov.

For any other questions regarding this report, please feel free to contact me at (626) 430-5382 or
at misiebos@ph.lacountv.aov.












. Local Approval=More Cell Tower Approvals- 1=3 then here comes #4. Verizon today, AT&T,

Sprint. Then T-Moaobile to foliow. We do not want any more Cell Towers in residential
communities. Deny this approval.

. Camouflage- If this tower is safe, why camouflage from community and residence. If it's bad,

expose it and keep it as a reminder of what is really there. Deny this approval.

. School- local Principal, parents and school officials we polled and talked to oppose this cell

tower within 1-block of school. A denial of a school from alternative site is reason why this
approval should be denied.

. Duel Cul-de-sac-sharing Street to residents and church. This constant exposure to residents

within a few feet from project is a high concern. This means we'd pass by 2-4 times daily on
average. Please deny this project.










































PROJECT NO. R2014-02565-(5) STAFF ANALYSIS
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121 PAGE 2 OF 4

PREVIOUS CASES/ZONING HISTORY

CUP 85-152 approved in 1986 allowed the construction, operation and maintenance of
a church. This permit indicates that there is one oak tree on the southeast portion of the
property.

Assessor’'s records show that a total of more than 88,000 square feet in area of building
improvements were built in 1989.

REA201000132 allowed second floor additions for Sunday school classrooms.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

Los Angeles County (“County”) Staff recommends that this project qualifies for a
Categorical Exemption (Class 3 Exemption, New Construction and Conversion of Small
Structures) under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the County
environmental guidelines. The entitlement request is a new construction and includes a
lease area of less than 400 square feet in size. The proposed WTF is disguised within a
decorative frame with a cross design, which blends in well with the existing church
building characteristics with negligible visual impact on the environment. Therefore, staff
recommends that the Hearing Officer determine that the project is categorically exempt
from CEQA.

STAFF EVALUATION

General Plan/Community Plan Consistency

The project site is located within the Low Density Residential land use category of the
County General Plan. This designation is intended for single-family residences of 1 to 6
dwelling units per acre, schools, churches, local parks and other community-serving
public facilities. The WTF serves the residential and commercial communities as well as
the nearby schools by providing cellular phone services to the neighborhood, and is a
suitable use; and therefore, consistent with the permitted uses of the underlying land
use category.

The following policies of the General Plan are applicable to the proposed project:
Policy D.63-"Maintain high quality emergency response service.”
The proposed antennas and associated equipment will provide emergency service
by connecting to close emergency dispatchers and assist the local residents and
church goers in emergency situations.

Further, the following Goals of the General Plan, Land Use Section, Part D, are
applicable to the subject property and serve as guidelines for development:

“To provide for land use arrangements that take full advantage of existing public
service and facility capacities:”

The wireless facility will improve the communication network for the residents and
the church by providing service networks.

CC 021213












PROJECT NO. R2014-02565 -(5) DRAFT FINDINGS
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121 PAGE 20OF 5

9. The site plan for the Project depicts 12 panel antennas, eight feet high each,
mounted on three arms, four on each arm, 12 Remote Radio Units, four on each arm
mounted behind the antennas, two parabolic antenna dishes and two RAYSCAPS
mounted on the steel frame.

10.The elevation plans depict the height of the antennas at 45 feet at the top
camouflaged with the steel trellis frame (27°-6"x15'-0") with a cross design mounted
on three posts (3'-0"x2'-7") 46 feet in height. The applicant is proposing to install
equipment cabinets and a backup generator within a 378 (18'-0"x21°-0") square-foot
lease area enclosed in an eight-foot-high CMU wall.

11.The Project Site primary access is via Badillo Street through a non-exclusive
vehicular path of 12 feet wide. The secondary access to the Project Site is via
Sunflower Avenue.

12.The Project Site will not provide any dedicated parking and will rely on the existing
church parking areas to accommodate the required parking spaces for maintenance
vehicles.

13.Prior to the Hearing Officer's public hearing on the Project, Regional Planning staff
determined that the Project qualified for a Class 3, New Construction or Conversion
of Small Structures, categorical exemption from the California Environmental Quality
Act (Public Resources Code section 21000, et seq.) (“CEQA"), the State CEQA
Guidelines, and the Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and Guidelines
for the County, because the Project involves the construction of a WTF and includes
a lease area of less than 400 square feet in area. The proposed WTF is disguised
within a decorative frame with a cross design, which blends in well into the existing
church building characteristics with negligible impact on the environment.

14.The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) sets standards for safe human
exposure to non-ionizing electromagnetic radiation. The conditions of approval
require writien verification that the proposed facility’s radio-frequency radiation and
electromagnetic field emissions will fall within the adopted FCC standards for safe
human exposure to such forms of non-ionizing electromagnetic radiation when
operating at full strength and capacity for the lifetime of this conditional use permit.

15.Pursuant to the 1996 Telecommunications Act, local jurisdictions are preempted
from considering radio frequency emissions, when regulating WTF's, as long as
such facilities comply with FCC regulations,

16.Prior to the Hearing Officer's public hearing, the Department of Regional Planning
("Regional Planning") staff received one email regarding this Project. The concerns
addressed are related to the possibility that the proposed WTF would interfere with
the reception of other types of communication devices.

17. To be inserted after the public hearing to reflect hearing proceedings.
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24.The Hearing Officer finds that to ensure continued compatibility between the Project

and the surrounding land uses, it is necessary to limit the conditional use permit to
15 years.

25.The Hearing Officer finds that pursuant to sections 22.60.174 and 22.60.175 of the

County Code, the community was properly notified of the public hearing by mail,
newspaper, and property posting. Additionally, the Project was noticed and case
materials were available on Regional Planning's website and at libraries located in
the vicinity of Charter Oak community. On May 5, 2015, a total of 293 Notices of
Public Hearing were mailed to all property owners as identified on the County
Assessor's record within a 1000-foot radius from the Project Site, as well as four
notices to those on the courtesy mailing list for the Charter Oak Zoned District and to
any additional interested parties.

26. The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of

proceedings upon which the Hearing Officer's decision is based in this matter is at
the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, 13th Floor, Hall of
Records, 320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodian of
such documents and materials shall be the Section Head of the Zoning Permits East
Section, Department of Regional Planning.

BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE HEARING OFFICER CONCLUDES THAT:

A.

The proposed use with the aftached conditions will be consistent with the adopted
General Plan.

The proposed use at the site will not adversely affect the health, peace, comfort or
welfare of persons residing or working in the surrounding area, will not be
materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment or valuation of property of other
persons located in the vicinity of the site, and will not jeopardize, endanger or
otherwise constitute a menace to the public health, safety or general welfare.

The proposed site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the yards, walls,
fences, parking and loading facilities, landscaping and other development features
prescribed in this Title 22, or as is otherwise required in order to integrate said use
with the uses in the surrounding area.

The proposed site is adequately served by highways or streets of sufficient width
and improved as necessary to carry the kind and quantity of traffic such use would
generate, and by other public or private service facilities as are required.

THEREFORE, THE HEARING OFFICER:

1.

Finds that the Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act
pursuant to section 15301 of the State CEQA Guidelines (Class 3, New Construction
or Conversion of Small Structures categorical exemption); and
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10.

including but not limited to, depositions, testimony, and other assistance provided
to permittee or permittee's counsel.

If during the litigation process, actual costs or expenses incurred reach 80 percent
of the amount on deposit, the permittee shall deposit additional funds sufficient to
bring the balance up to the amount of $5,000.00. There is no limit to the number of
supplemental deposits that may be required prior to completion of the litigation.

At the sole discretion of the permittee, the amount of an initial or any supplemental
deposit may exceed the minimum amounts defined herein. Additionally, the cost
for collection and duplication of records and other related documents shall be paid
by the permittee according to County Code Section 2.170.010.

If any material provision of this grant is held or declared to be invalid by a court of
competent jurisdiction, the permit shall be void and the privileges granted
hereunder shall lapse.

Prior to the use of this grant, the permittee, or the owner of the subject property if
other than the permittee, shall record the terms and conditions of the grant in
the office of the County Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk (“Recorder”). In addition,
upon any transfer or lease of the property during the term of this grant, the
permittee, or the owner of the subject property if other than the permittee, shall
promptly provide a copy of the grant and its conditions to the transferee or lessee
of the subject property.

This grant shall terminate on June 16, 2030. Entitlement to use of the property
thereafter shall be subject to the regulations then in effect. If the permitiee intends
to continue operations after such date, whether or not the permittee proposes any
modifications to the use at that time, the permittee shall file a new conditional use
permit application with Regional Planning, or shall otherwise comply with the
applicable requirements at that time. Such application shall be filed at least six (6)
months prior to the expiration date of this grant and shall be accompanied by the
required fee. In the event that the permittee seeks to discontinue or otherwise
change the use, notice is hereby given that the use of such property may require
additional or different permits and would be subject to the then-applicable
regulations.

This grant shall expire unless used within two (2) years from the date of final
approval of the grant. A single one-year time extension may be requested in
writing and with the payment of the applicable fee prior to such expiration date.

The subject property shall be maintained and operated in full compliance with the
conditions of this grant and any law, statute, ordinance, or other regulation
applicable to any development or activity on the subject property. Failure of the
permittee to cease any development or activity not in full compliance shall be a
violation of these conditions. Inspections shall be made to ensure compliance with
the conditions of this grant as well as to ensure that any development undertaken
on the subject property is in accordance with the approved site plan on file. The
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17.

18.

In the event of graffiti or other extraneous markings occurring, the permittee shall
remove or cover said markings, drawings, or signage within 24 hours of such
occurrence, weather permitting. Paint utilized in covering such markings shall be
of a color that matches, as closely as possible, the color of the adjacent surfaces.

The subject property shall be developed and maintained in substantial
conformance with the plans marked Exhibit “A.” If changes to any of the plans
marked Exhibit “A" are required as a result of instruction given at the public
hearing, Three (3) copies of a modified Exhibit “A” shall be submitted to Regional
Planning by August 16, 2015.

In the event that subsequent revisions to the approved Exhibit “A" are submitted,
the permittee shall submit Three {3) copies of the proposed plans to the Director
for review and approval. All revised plans must substantially conform to the
originally approved Exhibit "A". All revised plans must be accompanied by the
written authorization of the property owner(s) and applicable fee for such revision.

PERMIT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

The facility shall be operated in accordance with regulations of the State Public
Utilities Commission.

Upon completion of construction of the facility, the permittee shall provide upon
request to the Zoning Enforcement Section of Regional Planning written
certification that the radio frequency electromagnetic emissions levels comply with
adopted Federal Communications Commission (FCC) limitations for general
population/funcontrolled exposure to such emissions when operating at full strength
and capacity. If other WTFs are located on the subject property or on adjacent
parcels, the aforementioned report shall include the radic frequency
electromagnetic emissions of said WTFs.

Insofar as is feasible, the permittee shall cooperate with any subsequent applicants
for wireless communications facilities in the vicinity with regard to possible co-
location. Such subsequent applicants will be subject to the regulations in effect at
that time.

Any proposed WTF that will be co-locating on the proposed facility will be required
to provide upon request the same written verification of emissions and include the
cumulative radiation and emissions of all such facilities to the Zoning Enforcement
Section of Regional Planning.

All structures shall conform to the requirements of the Division of Building and
Safety of Public Works or other appropriate agency and obtain an encroachment
permit if deemed necessary.

If any external lighting is proposed, including security lighting, it shall be on motion
sensors, be of low intensity, fully shielded and directed away from any adjacent
residences. Pole mounted lighting is prohibited on the leasehold unless the facility
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35.

from the public right-of-way, landscaping, in a minimum planter width of five feet,
shall be provided to screen the fence or wall from the street.

Upon termination of this grant or after the construction of this facility, if the facility
has ceased to operate; the permittee shall remove such facility and clear the site of
all eguipment within six months of the cease of operation date. The permittee shall
restore the site as nearly as practicable to the condition prior to the installation of
the subject facility.

PROJECT SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

The lease area shall be enclosed within an 8-foot-high CMU wall.
Appurtenant equipment boxes shall be screened or camouflaged.

The noise from the proposed diesel powered emergency generator shall not
exceed 55 dBA at the nearest residential property line during non-emergency
operations.

The permittee shall adhere to the proposed generator plans and specifications as
cleared by Public Health.

The emergency generator maintenance test runs should be restricted to the hours
between 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. and prohibited on Sundays.

Construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 7am to 7pm Monday through
Saturday. No construction work on Sundays and Holidays. The permiitee shall
adhere to the construction noise requirements contained in the Los Angeles
County Noise Control Ordinance, Title 12, section 12.08 Part 3.

The permittee shall adhere to the requirements of the Los Angeles County noise
Control Ordinance, as contained in Chapter 12.08 of the Los Angeles County
Code, Title 12.
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Telecommunications Act does not assure every wireless carrier a righl to seamless coverage in
every area it serves,”" and that the inability to cover 'a few blocks in a large city' is, as a matter of

law, not a 'significant gap'.

Cities and the County can deny applications if cell coverage is already good, and cities do NOT
have to grant access to increase capacity. According to the 1996 Telecom Act, if a significant gap
is proven, then local governments must grant access. If a significant gap is not proven, then the
cell tower is non-essential, and local governments do not have to grant access. Improving gaps in
coverage and increasing capacity are NOT the same thing. At the July hearing, the Verizon's
CORE representative admitted that the cell tower site was proposed to INCREASE capacity, not
to fill in a "significant gap."

a. In Sprint vs. Palos Verdes, Ninth Circuit Court found Sprint's projected coverage maps
unclear in defining "significant gap", and found that drive test (actual test) results more
valid. The reason is because they are theoretical maps and many factors are taken into
account that are theoretical (path loss, diffraction, reflections etc.) and based on
assumptions made by the person who generate the maps. What are the assumptions that
Verizon used in generating their map? They are not listed. Verizon's projected coverage
map (see “Essex coverage - site by itself from Verizon's application package) shows
large Green weak signal areas in a small area extending less than 2 miles along Badillo,
in contradiction to the coverage map on their website. According to Verizon's coverage
maps from their website, good coverage is shown in the area of the new proposed tower
and beyond, in all of the surrounding areas. Good coverage is shown in green- areas with
a problem with coverage would be marked in white. But there is no white! Conclusion:
there is no true "gap" in coverage.
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3) The proposed Verizon wireless tower facility location is a prohibited use per the existing
conditional use permit governing use of this plot.

The proposed site for the Verizon Wireless tower is located on a lot with an existing conditional
use permit. The site in question is the Charter Oaks Light House Church located at 4337 N
Sunflower Ave Covina, CA 91724, This site is already governed by Conditional use permit
#85152-(1) where in under section 8 subsection d *Commercial use of the facilities is prohibited.”

The installation, operation, leasing, and any other action pertaining to the proposed wireless tower
is unquestionably a commercial use.





















Jeantine Nazar

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Jeanitne,

Newcastlelane1883 [newcastlelane1883@yahoo.com]

Wednesday, August 19, 2015 1:06 PM

Jeantine Nazar

Chang Dano Weisberg; Rachelle Rodriguez; newcastlelane1883@yahoo.com
Re: Alternative Sites Not Alternative Sites but Rejected

Chang will follow up with Photos and addresses:

Here are the reasons that we see as issues with Alternative Sites listed on Petition and

Package:

1. Water Tanks/Northwest of Sunflower Ave. and Badillo St./City Code prohibits ground
build-based facilities in the property's zone. (On Package/Petition)

According to Verizon representatives at the Verizon Meeting held on July 27, 2015 it
was mentioned that the Water Tanks were reviewed and since the facilities were not
able to build on the ground, city of Covina said Verizon could review to put on the Top of
the Water Tanks. Verizon and Core decided it wasn't going to work because it wasn't
high enough for what they wanted for this project. (Not an Alternative Site available)

2. Christ's Church of Valley/1404 W. Covina Blvd, San Dimas, CA/ This candidate did
not meet RF requirements and standards.

According to Greg Lindsey 909-592-2282 x137 at CCV head of operations on July 23,
2015. (Voicemail was listened to at meeting August 17, 2015) Verizon proposed to put
a tower on the ground, CCV said No. Gave option to put on the roof, said Verizon didn't
want to absorb the cost of this project and didn't pursue this option any further. (Not an
Alternative Site Available)

3. Glen Oaks Elementary School/Northeast of Sunflower Ave. and Cypress
St./Verizon Wireless does not engage In development on elementary school properties.

At Verizon meeting July 27, 2015, it was disclosed that this is what they consider a
Sensitive Area or Location. (Not an Alternative Site Available)

4. San Dimas Community Hospital/1350 W. Covina Blvd, San Dimas, CA/The
Property Owner rejected the project proposal.

At Verizon meeting-July 27, 2015, it was disclosed that this is what they consider a
Sensitive Area or Location.(Not an Alternative Site Available)

Ultimately, the proposed project site at 4337 Sunflower Avenue was chosen above the
other candidates because:

1) The Location would allow the Radio Frequency engineer to achieve the height
needed for the WTF.

2) The ample space lease available can accommodate the WTF's particular stealth
tower design, height an associated equipment.

1






2 WTF Palm Monopines at Vons / Royal Oaks

932 E. Badillo, Berkeley Square Shopping Center, Covina, CA 91724

¥

2 WTF Palm Monopine Located at Jiffy Lube

21008 E Arrow Hwy, Covina, CA 91724
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1 WTF Palm Monopine at Big Lots
20808 E Arrow Hwy, Covina, CA 91724
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1 WTF Palm Monopine at U-Haul

1961 E Covina Blvd, Covina, CA 91724

























































Affidavit of Chang Weisberg

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

The undersigned, CHANG WEISBERG, do hereby swear, certify, and affirm that:

1.1 am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of a |
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witness, could testify

completely thereto.

2.1 suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth
below.

3.1ama Verizon Wireless maobile customer. | live in Los Angeles County and have
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home. |
have not had any dropped calls or bad connections. | use my phone inside and outside
my home, while [ drive to and from work, and while communicating with friends and
family daily in my community including but not limited to at school, church,
shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have never called Verizon to complain
about my wireless cell coverage.

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

',/_" ) . v ‘
Eiecule thig' /£°"_day of _ AJigesat ,20_/5
5 ° (;;td"‘:‘r =
Chang Weisberg //













Affidavit of Joaquin Garcia

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

The undersigned, Joaquin Garcia, do hereby swear, certify, and affirm that:

I.1am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of (A N
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witness, could testify

completely thereto.

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth
below.

3.1 am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I live in Los Angeles County and have
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home. |
have not had any dropped calls or bad connections. | use my phone inside and outside
my home, while I drive to and from work, and while communicating with friends and
family daily in my community including but not limited to at school, church,
shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have never called Verizon to complain
about my wireless cell coverage.

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this /" day of UG a5 2075

{ E '.' ‘
SR e N PP L

il o .
Joaquin Garcia
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Affidavit of [ \ecle Aol e

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

b

The undersigned, [ (f\r{fv A ,i’ <5do hereby swear, certify, and affirm that:

1. I'am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of (’ edifosnie
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witness, could testify

completely thereto.

2.1 suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth
below.

3.1 am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. [ live in L.os Angeles County and have
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home. |
have not had any dropped calls or bad connections. I use my phone inside and outside
my home, while I drive to and from work, and while communicating with friends and
family daily in my community including but not limited to at school, church,
shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have never called Verizon to complain

about my wireless cell coverage.

1 declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Exccuted this _[ & __day of __Au st 2018

)

.4/ ‘—//

Slgmtune

f\.. \ﬁ\ i '.__ ,A'E\u\'\ l L
Print Y



















Aftidavit of 724 U sz,

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

The undersigned, Z&r4 Utz do hereby swear, certify, and affirm that:

I. 1 am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of 4 A
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witness, could testify

completely thereto.

2.1 suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth
below.

3.1 am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I live in Los Angeles County and have
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home. |
have not had any dropped calls or bad connections. | use my phone inside and outside
my home, while I drive to and from work, and while communicating with friends and
family daily in my community including but not limited to at school, church,
shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have never called Verizon to complain

about my wireless cell coverage.

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this_/£7" day of ___Juttys 204"

s e~

Signature

7;”([(_ L i"{f?fj)?//

Print

























Affidavit of Ken Lockwood

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

The undersigned, Ken Lockwood, do hereby swear, certify, and affirm that;

1. I am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of California . [ have
personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witness, could testify
completely thereto.

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth
below.

3.1am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I live in Los Angeles County and have
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home. |
have not had any dropped calls or bad connections. I use my phone inside and outside
my home, while I drive to and from work, and while communicating with friends and
family daily in my community including but not limited to at school, church,
shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have not called Verizon to complain
about my wireless cell coverage for many years.

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this 17th day of August , 2015,

4 A

Sighatdre Y

Ken Lockwood
Print







Affidavit of fatrick Logez.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

The undersigned, faici ck LdPC Z., do hereby swear, certify, and affirm that:

1.1 am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of £ak &rniq 1
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witness, could testify
completely thereto.

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and bave personal knowledge of the facts set forth
below.

3.1 am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I live in Los Angeles County and have
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home and
around Charter Oak community. I have not had any dropped calls or bad connections.
I use my phone inside and outside my home, while I drive to and from work, and
while communicating with friends and family daily in my community including but
not limited to at school, church, shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have
never called Verizon to complain about my wireless cell coverage.

I declate under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

ok 0317 /2015 _

Executed this

&by

Signature 4 -

Fatick Lopey
Print







Affidavit of fP-“L‘ L‘P“—

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

The undersigned, ‘21«'{ Lig €L 4o hereby swear, certify, and affirm that:

1. T am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of Cﬁ’("ﬁ R |
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witneds, could testify
completely thereto.

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth
below.

3. T am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I live in Los Angeles County and have
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home and
around Charter Oak community. I have not had any dropped calls or bad connections.
I use my phone inside and outside my home, while I drive to and from work, and
while commupicating with friends and fawily daily in my community including but
not limited to at school, church, shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have
never called Verizon to complain about my wireless cell coverage.

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this U | day of _A',‘A%""S’\" 2018
Signature

QM\ Loges
Print ¥







Affidavit of _ }otc(de. Lopez

e

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

The undersigned, (JA&LL”P"”-— , do hereby swear, certify, and affirm that:

1.1 am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of MLOWQ 1
bave personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witnesi, could testify
completely thereto.

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth
below.

3.1 am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer, I live in Los Angeles County and have
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home and
around Charter Oak community. I have not had any dropped calls or bad connections.
I use my phone inside and outside my home, while I drive to and from work, and
while communicating with friends and family daily in my community including but
not limited to at school, church, shopping, and at recreational parks and trails, I have
never called Verizon to complain about my wireless cell coverage.

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this_ | | dayof A“ﬁm'} 20_IS







Affidavit of D’!(“‘l Lope:

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

The undersigned, Q LU €Z_ | do hereby swear, certify, and affirm thar:
Cﬂ»lf-cc S 1

1. I am over the age of 18 and am a resident of the State of .
have personal knowledge of the facts herein, and, if called as a witnéss, could testify
completely thereto.

2. I suffer no legal disabilities and have personal knowledge of the facts set forth
below.

3. I am a Verizon Wireless mobile customer. I live in Los Angeles County and have
very good to excellent voice call coverage especially within a mile of my home and
around Charter Oak community. I have not had any dropped calls or bad connections.
I use my phone inside and outside my home, while I drive to and from work, and
while communicating with friends and family daily in my community including but
not limited to at school, church, shopping, and at recreational parks and trails. I have
never called Verizon to complain about my wireless cell coverage.

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this _!_7_ day of n,}i/‘sk 20 { g .
Do 4

Signafﬁre 4

DfenLoper

Print”
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june 29,2015

To Whom It May Concern:

The concerns of local residents opposed to a cell tower being erected in their area
are justifiable. Even though they will most likely disguise the tower as a tree, it will
most likely extend 30 feet above any tree in the area. This will have a negative
impact on the value of surrounding homes. This decrease in value will have a trickle
effect and continue to widen in time. Not only are these towers an eyesore but they
may also create health concerns. With the decreasc in property values, this will also
affect property taxes negatively. Realtors will also have a negative impact such as
decreased income and properties not moving as quickly as they should. Who wants
to live by a cell tower?

Cell towers should be placed in locations other than residential arcas, schools or
parks.

Sincerely,

/

-t

Vivian Viliasenor
Realtor
BRE#01255767
Excellence Real Estate

.


















effects of this constant exposure. Studies have shown that the effect of radiation from cell towers on
people living and/or working within close proximity to a cell tower begin to suffer from headaches,
migraines, have sleep disorders, have learning difficulties, have low concentration ability, lowered
hermone levels, and much higher risk for cancer. Who would want to gamble with their health and live
next to that? |, personally, would not want to gamble with the health of my family nor the health of all
the children that attend the two elementary schools that exist within close proximity of this proposed

cell tower.

Fourth, | would like to request for a local venue to be scheduled for the appeal so that the voices of the
residents could be heard. Unfortunately, since the proposed project is on an unincorporated Los
Angeles County property, the hearings are held in downtown Los Angeles. Many in our community work
daily from 9am to 5pm and/or are elderly and cannot make it to downtown Los Angeles to speak their

minds and be given due process.

In conclusion, we request you to respect the wishes of the concerned residents and deny the proposed
project at this location. This area already has adequate cell service. We believe that Verizon should be
required to find a more appropriate location in a nearby commercial or industrial zoned property away
from residential neighborhoods and as far away as possible from any schools. Not only were we not
given proper notification by Verizon regarding this proposed cell tower construction, but the venue for
the hearings should be changed to a more suitable location for the residents that will be directly

affected by this project.







Dear Planning Commission Board,

My name is James Weisberg; | am a senior at Charter Oak High School. 1am
against the cell tower in a residential community. | am always able to call and text
my friends anytime of the day anywhere in the community. Also, my friends are

always able to call me.

[ am now culturally corrupted because now I believe the church is

hypocritical since they preach to “Love thy neighbor”, but putting a cell tower is not

loving your neighbor.

Please rethink your decision and deny Verizon and the church the permit for

this awful cell tower.

James Weisberg
1853 Newcastle Ln

San Dimas, CA91773

























































































































































































































































August 14, 2015

Name and Address:
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential
Neighborhood and community. | love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this

area due to a cell tower next to my home.

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. | do not approve of Verizon and the
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. | believe the community and neighbors in
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower.

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be
allowed into this tower as well. | believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home.

| have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. | do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website.

| am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | do not want the proposed Cell Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition.

Sincerelv,abw\
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Name and Address:
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential
Neighborhood and community. | love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this

area due to a cell tower next to my home.

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. | do not approve of Verizon and the
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighbarhood. 1 believe the community and neighbors in

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower.

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be
allowed into this tower as well. | believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home,

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. I do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty
in the area according to my cell carrier, Verizon is #1 according to their website.

| am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | do not want the proposed Cell Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition.

Sincerely,

Kapanil—
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential
Neighborhood and community. | love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this

area due to a cell tower next to my home.

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. |do not approve of Verizon and the
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. | believe the community and neighbors in

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower.

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be
allowed into this tower as well. | believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home.

| have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. | do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website.

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | do not want the proposed Cell Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition.

f fincereiy,
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential
Neighborhood and community. | love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this

area due to a cell tower next to my home.

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. | do not approve of Verizon and the
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. | believe the community and neighbors in

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower.

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. it will have negative visual impact to
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be

allowed into this tower as well. | believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home.

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. 1do not tIFink we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. ,

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | do not want the proposed Cell Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition.

Sincerely,

Q)
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Name and Address:
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location.

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | don’t want the proposed Cell Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition.

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. it does not fit into this community
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be
allowed once there is a tower at this location. | believe my property values will drop because of living Cﬁ
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop

this Cell Tower by my home.

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do iniour residential neighborhood. | believe the community

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cel! Tower,

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential
Neighborhood and community.
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Name and Address:

Ceeac Ocellona, TR
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

! have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location.

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that ! don’t want the proposed Cell Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizan from their proposed petition.

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be
allowed once there is a tower at this location. | believe my property values will drop because of living
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop

this Cell Tower by my home.

F've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. | believe the community
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower.

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential
Neighborhood and community.

Thanks,
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Name and Address:

Mark Blaz
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location.

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | don’t want the proposed Cell Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition.

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be
allowed once there is a tower at this location. | believe my property values will drop because of living
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop
this Cell Tower by my home.

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. ! believe the community
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower.

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential
Neighborhood and community.

Thanks,
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

| have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location.

| am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | don’t want the proposed Cell Tower at _
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition.

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one celt tower comes into this community, we
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be
allowed once there is a tower at this location. | believe my property values will drop because of living
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop

this Cell Tower by my home.

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. | believe the community
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower.

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential
Neighborhood and community. ’
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential
Neighborhood and community. | love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this

area due to a cell tower next to my home.

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. | do not approve of Verizon and the
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. | believe the cammunity and neighbors in

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower.

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. it will have negative visual impact to
“my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be
allowed into this tower as well. | believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home.

| have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. | do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website.

| am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | do not want the proposed Cell Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition.

,
A

Sincerely, (
02 ALy Py
7 pt












August 12, 2015

Resident Name: n-l’it’/ BZD ?/L&é !J
RemdentAddlesQ 73/3 ‘ﬂ Mﬁ—wﬁl (&h" C‘TW

Years- (City) Years-/X_(LA County)

Dear Planning Commission Board,

I have lived in this area since before the church was built in the early 80's. |
am adamantly opposed to the cell tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. My
backyard is right up against the church, so along with the water towers already in
my sight line, | definitely don’t want to see a cell tower as weil.

I have never had a problem making or receiving calls. This cell tower will
negatively affect my home value, [ have been a great neighbor to the church, and
they didn’t have the common courtesy to talk with their inmediate neighbors about
this cell tower. They already have illegal storage containers on their property that
invite vagrants to take shelter there, a cell tower is over and beyond whatIam
willing to accept. | feel like they are taking advantage of the older neighbors in the
area that can’t go to the meeting due to health concerﬁs.

Please repeal your permit for this awful cell tower.

Thank You, t f ! &wﬁ)
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Resident Name:d Uln SCU/L—FOS
ResidentAddressS[B O Cf Ngﬁlfl LL/‘)W{;/
Years- [/ (City) Years-g &A County)

Dear Planning Commission Board,

I have lived in this area since before the church was built in the early 80’s. |
am adamantly opposed to the cell tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. My
backyard is right up against the church, so along with the water towers already in
my sight line, | definitely don’t want to see a cell tower as well.

| have never had a problem making or receiving calls. This cell tower will
negatively affect my home value. | have been a great neighborfto the church, and
they didn’t have the common courtesy to talk with their immediate neighbors about
this cell tower. They already have illegal storage containers on their property that
invite vagrants to take shelter there, a cell tower is over and beyond what [ am
willing to accept. 1 feel like they are taking advantage of the older neighbors in the

area that can’t go to the meeting due to health concerns.

Please repeal your permit for this awful cell tower.

Thank Yoil,

\—(UQV\ fam///@;
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Name and Address: L dla_, P G /—C /Cg,

9520 So. Svold HUVE
Sty GaBrict C s 9/’7%

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a2 Celt Tower in this Residential
Neighborhood and community. i love my city and area and do not want to be forced to mave out of this

area due to a cell tower next to my home.

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. | do not approve of Verizon and the
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. | believe the community and neighbors in
5an Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower.

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be

allowed into this tower as well. | believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home.

1 have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. i do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website.

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | do not want the proposed Cell Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition.

Sincerely,
Lieo . & AL e

()






August}D, 2015

Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project
Project No R2014-02565-(5)

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724

Resident Name:CPﬂQL—R GP'(RC,LM
Resident Address:.:%/“m_ ‘\IP\’\Q NE

Years- ;:) {City) Years-‘_"}_(LA County)

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | don’t want the proposed Cell Tower
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below.

First, | was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA 91724.
Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, | am now informed.
Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past.

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly
and will be Aesthetically unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also
reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. | was also notified
recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Not agceptable in residential

communities.

Lastly, | have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary
in this residential area and neighborhood. | do not have dropped calils and the voice calls | make are not

an issue.

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood.

Thank You,













August IS, 2015

Letter to Uphold Appeal of Cell Tower at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church and Deny Verizon Project

Project No R2014-02565-(5)

4337 N. Sunflower Ave., Covina, CA 91724

Resident Name: 7:6¢019L E/M ]
Resident Address: _[57 47 /}/)/LI/V Lot j/ﬁ, L/ //

vears- 1.0 (City) Years-l”p_ (LA County)

To leantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | don’t want the proposed Cell Tower
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church due to the following reasons listed below.

First, | was never notified properly of this Cell Tower Proposed at 4337 N. Sunflower, Covina, CA91724.
Recently, by seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, Fri. and Sundays, | am now informed.
Also, the Church has posted recent signage about this Cell Tower which was not there in the past.

Secondly, this Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly
and will be Aestheticaily unpleasing to myself and to this neighborhood. A 46 foot Cell Tower will also
reduce my home value based upon its visual pollution to my residence and home. | was also notified
recently that they can raise it's height another 20 feet to 66 feet. Notacceptable in residential

communities.

Lastly, | have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary
in this residential area and neighborhood. [ do not have dropped calls and the voice calls | make are not

an issue.

Please deny this Petition to have a Cell Tower built in this residential neighborhood.

_—— NN~ K D )

)
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Name and Address: '
@lC{,lO"‘ud UQ&%‘U—Q'L
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Guina [ cA g4

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential
Neighborhood and community. | love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this

area due to a cell tower next to my home.

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. | do not approve of Verizon and the
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. | believe the community and neighbors in

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower.

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to
my community. Once one celf tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be

allowed into this tower as well. | believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home.

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. | do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website.

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that ! do not want the proposed Cell Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition.

socarmly, Wil W‘G‘Ma’
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Name and Address:
(J\/-?,q:) f\'ﬂ,.d WU o S v.
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Cotint QA Gy

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Cammittee,

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location.

| am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that [ don’t want the proposed Cell Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition.

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be
allowed once there is a tower at this location. [ believe my property values will drop because of living
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop

this Cell Tower by my home.

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. ! believe the community

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Giendora do not want this Cell Tower.
Please uphold this appeal against Verizpa and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential

rhood and community.

A

/

S






August {3, 2015

Name and Address:
Marde  Asewing
s p- v Ave

Lovind, - CA - G114

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential
Neighborhood and community. | love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this

area due to a cell tower next to my home.

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. | do not approve of Verizon and the
Church adding a celt tower in our residential neighborhood. | believe the community and neighbors in

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower.

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be
allowed into this tower as well. | believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home.

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. | do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website.

 am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | do not want the proposed Cell Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition.

Sincerely,

wmww\






August (3, 2015

Name and Address:

Ovey  froomum - S
3L . Grew fue
loden LA TW124

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location.

| am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | don’t want the proposed Cell Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition.

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be

allowed once there is a tower at this location. | believe my property values will drop because of living (j
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop

this Cell Tower by my home.

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. | believe the community
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendecra do not want this Cell Tower.

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential
Neighborhood and community.

/gﬂ{/@UOW/’\

Thanks,
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Name and Address:
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location.

| am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that ! don’t want the proposed Cell Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition.

This Cell Tower wili be ugly in this community of residential homes. it does not fit into this community
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be
allowed once there is a tower at this location. | believe my property values will drop because of living
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop

this Cell Tower by my home.

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhooed. | believe the community
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower.

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential
Neighborhood and community.

Thanks,

< ) map/ '
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August 11, 2015

Name and Address:NenoH &DY\’ZQI-BL
206 ¢ Eage Ae.

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

| have good If not great cetl coverage in this area and do not believe thata Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location.

| am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | don’t want the proposed Celi Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their propased petition.
This Cell Tower will be ugly In this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes inta this community, we
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be .

allowed once there is a tower at this location.

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. t believe the community
and neighbors In Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower,

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower In this Residential
Neighborhood and community.

Thanks,












August U 2015

Resident Name:__\J OSi= GEpGHLS P CLUPAHE ALG
Resident Address: 045 £ TACKION ST PAskpeNA CA Qi c4
vears- /5 (City) Years-S_.I(LA County)

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee, Lo

| am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | don’t want the proposed Cell Tower
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church.

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters put on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood.

This Celi Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be
based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this
community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want
more antennas and electro smog in our community.

| have good if not great cell eoverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential area. Ccll coverage is really good by this cell tower location.

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition.

|}
LA

Thank You,

A4 /\olﬁﬁfg—w /;) @y‘msﬁg
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Name and Address: _’F’é //;? /%W
229 5. mertdian Asc 44
a/ ha.w\.bw\ (ar 91RO

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

| have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. Celi coverage is really good by this proposed location.

I am writing the LA Planning Commiittee to let you know that | don’t want the proposed Cell Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church, Stop Verizon from their proposed petition.

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be
allowed once there is a tower at this location. | believe my property values will drop because of living
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop-
this Cell Tower by my home.

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighburhood. 1 believe the community
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower.

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential
Neighborhood and community.

Thanks,

O
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Name and Address:

For Ay e
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential
Neighborhood and community. | love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this

area due to a cell tower next to my home.

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. | do not approve of Verizon and the
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. | believe the community and neighbors in

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower.

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be

allowed into this tower as well. | believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location

will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home.

| have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighbarhood. | da not think we need any more cell aqtennas in this area. There are plenty
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website.

| am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | do not want the proposed Cell Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition.

/7 e
Sincerely, <~ . ?l\ %
P :












August [f, 2015

Name and Address:
MLLCL %ﬂwg/
2)26 merfdiarn AVE B
Albambro (A 5
91503

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

| have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not befieve that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location.

1 am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | don’t want the proposed Cell Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition.

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be
allowed once there is a tawer at this location. | believe my property values will drop because of living
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop-

this Cell Tower by my home.

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. | believe the community
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower.

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential
Neighborhood and community.

Thanks, dcjb e .4/!.4’/?1‘32'
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Name and Address:

A2y g, Mcﬂ‘cfrgaw Qe b4

To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential
Neighborhood and community. | love my city and area and do not want to be forced to mave out of this

area due to a cell tower next to my home.

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. ! do not approve of Verizon and the
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhood. 1 believe the community and neighbors in
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower.

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be
allowed into this tower as well. | believe my property values will drop because of living next to a celi
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home.

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. | do not thinkwe need any more cell antennas in this area. Thereare plenty
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website. }

I am writing the LA Pianning Committee to let you know that | do not want the proposed Cell Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition.

Sincerely, H , | C) G CL/QW?'G‘??
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Name and Address:
Gqloriel Vasqwe
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential
Neighborhood and community. | love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this

area due to a cell tower next to my home.

I've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. | do not approve of Verizan and the
Church adding a cell tower in our residential neighborhaod. | believe the community and neighbors in

San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower.

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to
my community. Once one ceil tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be

allowed into this tower as well. | believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home.

| have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. | do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their websité.

| am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | do not want the proposed Cell Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition.

seris (ki ’\@‘W
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Name and Address:
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location.

1 am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | don’t want the proposed Cell Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition.

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes, It does not fit into this community

and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we

understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be

allowed once there is a tower at this location. | believe my property values will drop because of living O
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop i

this Cell Tawer by my home.

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my eyes to
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood. | believe the community

and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Cefl Tower.

Please uphold this appeal against Verizpo and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential
rhood and community.

V7
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Name and Address:
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential
Neighborhood and community. | love my city and area and do not want to be forced to move out of this

area due to a cell tower next to my home.

i've seen the protesters on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays. | do not approve of Verizon and the
Church adding a cel tower in our residential neighborhood. | believe the community and neighbors in
San Dimas, Covina and Glendora do not want this Cell Tower.

This Cell Tower does not fit in this community of residential homes. It will have negative visual impact to
my community. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we understand that others will be

allowed into this tower as well. | believe my property values will drop because of living next to a cell
tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. We understand co-location
will be allowed once there is a tower at this location. Please stop this Cell Tower by my home.

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. | do not think we need any more cell antennas in this area. There are plenty
in the area according to my cell carrier. Verizon is #1 according to their website.

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | do not want the proposed Cell Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition.

Sincerely,

}\QNOULW”W“\
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Name and Address:
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

I have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential neighborhood. Cell coverage is really good by this proposed location.

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | don’t want the proposed Cell Tower at
the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church. Stop Verizon from their proposed petition.

This Cell Tower will be ugly in this community of residential homes. It does not fit into this community
and will have negative visual impact to my home. Once one cell tower comes into this community, we
understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We understand co-location will be

allowed once there is a tower at this lacation. | believe my property values will drop because of living
next to a cell tower and the Aesthetics in my area will be impacted with a Market decline. Please stop

this.Cell Tower by my home.

I've been seeing the protesters on the street, Mon, Tues, Wed, and Sundays, it has opened my eyes to
what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residentiai neighborhood. 1 believe the community
and neighbors in Covina, San Dimas and Glendora do not want this Celi Tower.

Please uphold this appeal against Verizon and deny their petition for a Cell Tower in this Residential
Neighbarhood and community.

_/gfwt o7

Thanks,
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Resident Name: '\N\aMI@/r\ We Stwdr
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | don’t want the proposed Cell Tower
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church.

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood.

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. Tt is ugly and will be
an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value
based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this
community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want

more antennas and electro smog in our community.

| have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location.

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition.

Thank You,
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

| am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | don’t want the proposed Cell Tower
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church.

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood.

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be
an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value
based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this
community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want

more antennas and electro smog in our community.

| have good if ot great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that 2 Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location.

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition.

Thank You,
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To Jeantine Nazar and LA Planning Committee,

I am writing the LA Planning Committee to let you know that | don’t want the proposed Cell Tower
project at Charter Oak Lighthouse Church.

Recently, I've been seeing the protesters out on the street, Mon, Wed, and Sundays, It has opened my
eyes to what Verizon and the Church are trying to do in our residential neighborhood.

This Cell Tower does not fit into this community of residential single family homes. It is ugly and will be ( )
an eyesore to myself and to my neighbors. A 46-66 foot Cell Tower will also reduce my home value e
based upon its visual negative impact to my residence and home. Once one cell tower comes into this

community, we understand that others will be allowed into this cell tower as well. We do not want

more antennas and electro smog in our community.

{ have good if not great cell coverage in this area and do not believe that a Cell Tower is necessary in this
residential area. Cell coverage is really good by this cell tower location,

Please uphold the Appeal and Deny Verizon there petition.

Thank Yofs,
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- Finally, Section 704 requires the federal government to take steps to help licensees in
spectrum-based services, such as PCS and cellular, get access to preferred sites for their
facilities. Federal agencies and departments will work directly with licensees to make
federal property available for this purpose, and the FCC is directed to work with the states
to find ways for states to accommodate licensees who wish to erect towers on state
property, or use state easements and rights-of-way.

The attachments to this fact sheet seek to provide information concerning tower siting for
personal wireless communications services. They include a summary of the provisions of Section
704 of the 1996 Act, the actual text of Section 704, and a technical information summary that
describes the cellular, wide-area SMR and broadband PCS technologies that underlie the majority
of requests for new tower sites,

Questions about the Telecommunications Act of 1996/ generally may be addressed to Sheryl
Wilkerson in the FCC's Office of Legislative and Intergovernmental Affairs, 202-418-1902 (e-
mail: swilkers@fcc.gov). Questions about tower siting, licensing issues or technical matters may
be addressed to Steve Markendorff, Deputy Chief, Commercial Wireless Division in the Wireless
Telecommunications Bureau, 202-418-0620, (e-mail: smarkend@fcc.gov).

This Fact Sheet is available on our fax-on-demand system. The telephone number for fax-on
demand is 202-418-2830. The Fact Sheet may also be found on the World Wide Web at
http://'www fcc.gov/wtb/wirechome.html.






Section 704(b) requires the FCC to prescribe and make effective new rules regarding the
environmental effects of radio frequency emissions, which are under consideration in ET
Docket 93-62, within 180 days of enactment of the 1996 Act.

NOTE: The pendency of this proceeding before the FCC does not affect the rules which

currently are in effect governing the environmental effects of radio frequency emissions.

Section 704(b) gives preemptive effect to these existing rules. See related attachments to
the Fact Sheet.

Use of Federal or State Government Property

a. Federal Property

1
Section 704(c) of the 1996 Act requires the President (or his designee) to
prescribe procedures by which the federal government may make available on a
fair, reasonable and nondiscriminatory basis, property, rights-of-way and
easements under their control, for the placement of new spectrum-based
telecommunications services.

b. State Property

With respect to facilities siting on state property, Section 704(c) of the 1996 Act
requires the FCC to provide technical support to States to encourage them to
make property, rights-of-way and easements under their jurisdiction available for
the placement of new spectrum-based telecommunications services.

NOTE: Information concerning technical support for tower siting which the FCC
is making available iv stute and local governments is attached to the Fact Sheet.

Definitions

"Personal wireless services" include commercial mobile services, unlicensed wireless
services, and common carrier wireless exchange access services. 47 U.S.C.

§332(c)(THO)0).

"Commercial mobile services” are defined in Section 332 of the Communications Act and
the FCC's rules, and include cellular telephone services regulated under Part 22 of the
FCC's rules, SMR services regulated under Part 90 of the FCC's rules, and PCS regulated
under Part 24 of the FCC's rules. 47 C.F.R. §20.9.






COMPLETE TEXT OF SEC. 704 OF THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996

SEC. 704. FACILITIES SITING; RADIO FREQUENCY EMISSION STANDARDS.
(a) NATIONAL WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATIONS SITING POLICY- Section
332(c) (47 U.S.C. 332(c)) is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:
'(7) PRESERVATION OF LOCAL ZONING AUTHORITY-
"(A) GENERAL AUTHORITY- Except as provided in this
paragraph, nothing in this Act shall limit or affect the
authority of a State or local government or instrumentality
thereof over decisions regarding the placement,
construction, and modification of personal wireless service
\ facilities. !
( "(B) LIMITATIONS- {
*(i) The regulation of the placement, construction,
and modification of personal wireless service
facilities by any State or local government or
instrumentality thereof--
*(1) shall not unreasonably discriminate among providers of
-~ functionally equivalent services; and
*(IT) shall not prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the
provision of personal wireless services.
*(ii) A State or local government or instrumentality
thereof shall act on any request for authorization to
place, construct, or modify personal wireless service
facilities within a reasonable period of time after the
request is duly filed with such government or
instrumentality, taking into account the nature and
scope of such request.
*(iii) Any decision by a State or local government or

L

place,
construct, or modify personal wireless service
facilities shall be in writing and supported by
substantial evidence contained in a written record.

"(iv) No State or local government or instrumentality
thereof may regulate the placement, construction, and
modification of personal wireless service facilities on
the basis of the environmental effects of radio
frequency emissions to the extent that such facilities
comply with the Commission's regulations concerning
such emissions.

'(v) Any person adversely affected by any final
action or failure to act by a State or local government
or any instrumentality thereof that is inconsistent
with this subparagraph may, within 30 days after such
action or failure to act, commence an action in any
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TECHNICAL INFORMATION CONCERNING CELLULAR, SPECIALIZED MOBILE
RADIO AND PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES

April 1996

Cellular Information

The FCC established rules and procedures for licensing cellular systems in the United States and
its Possessions and Territories. These rules designated 306 Metropolitan Statistical Areas and
428 Rural Service Areas for a total of 734 cellular markets and spectrum was allocated to license
2 systems in each market. Cellular is allocated spectrum in the 824-849 and 869-894 MHz
ranges. Cellular licensees are generally required to license only the tower locations that make up
their outer service contour. Licensees desiring to add or modify any tower locations that are
within an already approved and licensed service area do not have to submit an application for that
location to be added to their cellular license, although they may need FCC approval if the antenna
would constitute a major environmental action (See question 2, below) or would exceed the
criteria specified in Part 17 of the FCC's Rules ("Construction, Marking and Lighting of Antenna
Structures”). Part 17 includes criteria for determining when construction or placement of a tower
would require prior notification to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). (See question 3,
below.)

A cellular system operates by dividing a large geographical service area into cells and assigning
the same frequencies to muitiple, non-adjacent cells. This is known in the industry as frequency
reuse. As a subscriber travels across the service area the call is transferred (handed-off) from one
cell to another without noticeable interruption. All the cells in a cellular system are connected to
a Mobile Telephone Switching Office (MTSO) by landline or microwave links. The MTSO
controls the switching between the Public Switched Telephone Network (PSTN) and the cell site
for all wireline-to-mobile and mobile-to-wireline calls.

Specialized Mobile Radio (SMR) Information

Specialized Mobile Radio (SMR) service licensees provide land mobile communications on a
commercial (i.e., for profit) or private basis. A traditional SMR system consists of one or more
base station transmitters, one or more antennas and end user radio equipment which often consists
of a mobile radio unit either provided by the end user or obtained from the SMR operator. The
base station receives either telephone transmissions from end users or low power signals from end
user mobile radios.

SMR systems operate in two distinct frequency ranges: 806-821/851-866 MHz (800 MHz) and
896-901/935-940 MHz (900 MHz). 800 MHz SMR services have been licensed by the FCC on a
site-by-site basis, so that the SMR provider must approach the FCC and receive a license for each
and every tower/base site. In the future the FCC will license this band on a wide-area market
approach. 900 MHz SMR was originally licensed in 46 Designated Filing Areas (DFAs)
comprised of only the top 50 markets in the country. The Commission is in the process of
auctioning the remainder of the United States and its Possessions and Territories in the Rand
McNally defined 51 Major Trading Areas.
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Wilderness Area

Wildlife Preserve

Endangered Species

Historical Site

Indian Religious Site

Flood Plain

Wetlands

High Intensity White Lights in Residential Neighborhoods
Excessive Radiofrequency Radiation Exposure

3. Are there any FCC regulations that govern where towers can or cannot be placed?

Answer: The FCC mandates that personal wireless companies build out their systems so that
adequate service is provided to the public. In addition, all antenna structures used for
communications must be approved by the FCC in accordance with Part 17 of the FCC Rules. The
FCC must determine if there is a reasonable possibility that the structure may constitute a menace
to air navigation. The tower height and its proximity to an airport or flight path will be

considered when making this determination. If such a determination is made the FCC will specify
appropriate painting and lighting requirements. Thus, the FCC does not mandate where towers
must be placed, but it may prohibit the placement of a tower in a particular location without
adequate lighting and marking.

4. Does the FCC maintain any records on tower sites throughout the United States? How
does the public get this information (if any)?

Answer: The FCC maintains a general tower database on the following structures: (1) any
towers over 200 feet, (2) any towers over 20 feet on an existing structure (such as a building,
water tower, etc.) and (3) towers that are close (o airports that may causc potential hazards to air
navigation. The FCC'’s licensing databases contain some base sitc information for Cellular and
SMR systems. The general tower database and the Cellular and SMR data that may be on file
with the FCC is available in three places:

(1) Cellular licensing information is available in the Public Reference Room of the
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau's Commercial Wireless Division. The Public
Reference Room is located on the fifth floor of 2025 M Street, NW, Washington, DC
20554, telephone (202)418-1350. On-line database searches of cellular licensing
information along with queries of the FCC's general tower database can also be
accomplished at the Public Reference Room.

(2) People who would like to obtain general tower information through an on-line public
access database should call or write Interactive Systems, Inc., 1601 North Kent St., Suite
1103, Arlington, VA 222009, telephone 703-812-8270.
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8. Have any studies been completed on potential hazards of locating a tower/base site close
to residential communities?

Answer: In connection with its responsibilities under NEPA, the FCC considers the potential

effects of radiofrequency (RF) emissions from FCC-regulated transmitters on human health and
safety. Since the FCC is not the expert agency in this area, it uses standards and guidelines
developed by those with the appropriate expertise. For example, in the absence of a uniform
federal standard on RF exposure, the FCC has relied since 1985 on the RF exposure guidelines
issued in 1982 by the American National Standards Institute (ANSI C95.1-1982). In 1991, the
Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers (IEEE) issued guidelines designed to replace the
RF ANSI exposure guidelines. These guidelines (ANSI/IEEE C95.1-1992) were adopted by
ANSI. The Telecommunications Act of 1996 mandates that the FCC complete its proceeding in
ET Docket 93-62, in which it is considering updating the RF exposure guidelines, no later than
early August 1996. Copies of this proceeding can be obtained from the International
Transcription Service, Inc. (ITS), telephone 202-857-3800. Presently, RF emission requirements
are contained in Section 1.1307(b) of the FCC's rules , 47 C.F.R. §1.1307(b), for all services.
PCS has service specific RF emission provisions in Section 24.52 of the FCC's rules, 47 C.F.R. §
24.52.

Additional information concerning RF emission hazards can be obtained through a variety of
sources:

(1) Information concemning RF hazards can be obtained on the World Wide Web at
http://www.fcc.gov/oet/fags. RF safety questions are answered and further RF documents
and information are contained under the Cellular Telephony Section.

(2) OET Bulletins 56 and 65 concerning effects and potential RF hazards can be
requested through the Radiofrequency Safety Program at 202-418-2464. Additionally,
any specific questions concerning RF hazards can be answered by contacting the FCC at
this phone number.

The FCC maintains a Communications and Crisis Management Center which is staffed 24 hours a
day, seven days a week. In the event of an emergency, such as a radiofrequency hazard
threatening public safety or health, you may call 202-632-6975. The watch officer who answers
at that number can contact our compliance personnel in your area and dispatch them within a
matter of hours.












TO COUNTY ASSESSORS 4 September 16, 2008

exemplion, applies to other structures based on their individual use.® This contemplates that there
may be other structures on a religious organization's property that do not qualify for the church
exemption without jeopardizing the church exemption on the structures used exclusively for
religious worship. This example applies equally to the religious exemption.

While possibly difficult for county assessors to measure the actual square footage of the
disqualified space because of the varying ways in which cell towers could be placed, it is
necessary since the exemption is lost only for that portion of the property leased for the cell
tower site. The county assessor must determine a valuation methodology that satisfactorily
estimates the value of the leased property. For instance, if leased space is separated from the
main worship center on the grounds or in a portion of the parking lot, the leased space square
footage may easily be measured. In many cases, however, religious organizations lease and allow
the installation of the towers on the main worship center roof or in an item such as a steeple or
cross. In those cases, an estimate of square footage leased must be determined, or it may be
appropriate for the county assessor to use the income approach to determine the value of the
leased site,

For assessment purposes, that portion of the property attributable to the lease may not be
assessed as if it had undergone a change in ownership since the loss of an exemption does not
trigger a change in ownership.'” Rather, the value upon which property tax must be paid is
equivalent to that portion of the existing factored base year value that no longer qualifies for
exemption.

If you have qﬁestions regarding these issues, you may contact Mrs. Ladeena Ford at
916-445-0208 or at ladeena.ford@boe.ca.gov.

Sincerely,
; /s/ David J. Gau
David J. Gau
Deputy Director
Property and Special Taxes Department

DIG:If

? AH 267, Part 11, pp. 6-7.
'® Unless the lease is for 35 years or more; section 61(c).






5. I have lived in Los Angeles County my entire life. I currently reside in San Dimas,
CA and [ am a Verizon Wireless customer. My entire family has Verizon Wireless
service. We have excellent coverage and enjoy fast and reliable calls daily. | can
make calls inside and outside of my home on Newcastle Lane and have never
experienced a significant gap in our coverage. I can enjoy texting.and emailing all
around the Charter Oak community. | use my phone at LA Fitness where [ work out
everyday and organize racquetball tournaments. I send and receive calls with clear
reception and have never had a dropped call.  use my phone in my car and drive
past the church twice daily on my way to and from work. We have been protesting
the proposed tower because Verizon claims we have a significant gap. | justdon't
recognize that. My cellular service has always been great. 1 have never had to call
911, but [ have the utmost confidence that my Verizon Wireless service is strong and
reliable.

Chang Weisberg

6. | walk around the neighborhood everyday while walking my dog. I live in Covina
and walk east on Badillo and walk past the Charter Oak Lighthouse Church
everyday. ] am a Verizon customer and enjoy strong service on my smartphone with
excellent voice calls. [ can send and receive calls on my way to San Dimas High
School with no dropped calls and a very clear connection. I can send texts and
emails with four solid signal bars. I also drive to Vons off Badillo and Grand Ave
weekly and enjoy great reception in and outside of my car. | have never had a
dropped call and have never called Verizon to complain about my wireless service. |
don't understand Verizon's claim that there is a gap in their coverage? There is no
gap in coverage. | can also send and receive calls from the Mike Antonovich Multi-
Use Trail that is located just south of the church. | visit Bonelli Park frequently and
enjoy great cell service there as well.

Brian D' Annunzio | |






9. I am a Verizon Wireless customer. I live in Covina and use my phone everyday. |
have very good voice calls that are always fast and reliable. ] walk up and down
Bonnie Cove daily on my way to and from St. Louise De Marillac Church. I always
have good reception and never drop calls. [ am very satisfied with my signal
strength and service.

I drive to shop and eat locally and get great reception in my car. When [ am at home,
I use my phone to communicate with friends and family all the time with no cell
phone service problems. There is no significant gap in coverage. | don't understand
why Verizon claims there is a significant gap? Their service has always been the
fastest and most reliable. | am very satisfied with our wireless coverage.

Daniel D'Annunzio

10. I am an active parent of two children in our local community. | am also a
Verizon Wireless customer. | have great cellular service. I can send and receive calls
inside and outside my home. | drive everyday to Glen Oak Elementary and Charter
Oak High School to drop off and pick up my children daily. | get solid reception in my
car. | don't have any dropped calls and the reception is very good in my car. The
same goes for calls in and around my home. There is no gap in my cellular service. |
feel that Verizon is the best service provider in San Dimas. | always have at least
three bars on my smartphone and often have an even stronger signal. | can email
and text with no problems. [ also drive to and from karate class, gym workouts,
grocery stores, and the local parks. | am very familiar with the local area. | have
never noticed a gap in coverage and my phone reception has always been very good.
Pilar Weisberg
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20199 Valley Blvd. Suite J Walnut, CA 91789
Tel. 909.895.9533 Fax 888.898.3129

June 28, 2015

Dearest Rebecca Lingao,

In my opinton as a Realtor representing buyers and sellers, having a cell tower
affect the sale of residential properiies near the tower. Most buyers specially those are
health conscious prefer not to buy a house near cell towers. There are times that we
need to sell the property below market price just because it is near a cell site.

I hope this will help you about your query.

Joysiplyn Howard
Broker/Realtor
BRE # 01430550








































































4 Ground Water Contamination

Property A and Property B are neighboring commercial properties. Property B's well water has bean contaminated with fecal coliform, E.
coli and other bacteria coming from Property A. Properly B's owner instalied a special water filtration system, but the contamination could
not be fully removed. Some Property B employees have been hospitalized after drinking the water. The DEP and local authorities
investigated Property A and uncovered a history of waste spills for which Property A was fined. Property A says it has taken steps to avoid
further contamination, but ongoing monitoring shows monthly fluctuations in Property B's water quality.

Is Property B's sale price diminished by these conditions?
Answer Options Response

et Response Count
Yes 99.0% 101
No 1.0% 1
answered queslion 102
skipped question 32
if yes, by how much is the sale price diminished?
Response
Answer Options Percent Response Count
Up to 10% 4.2% 4
10 to 25% 29.2% 28
25 to 50% - 31.3% 30
50 to 75% 21.9% 21
75 to 100% 13.5% 13
answered question 96
skipped question 38
If yes, how long will Property B's sale price be negatively affected by these conditions?
Answer Options R;:f:a":te Response Count
As long as Property B's water quality continues to fluctuate 23.0% 23
As long as Property B uses well water instead of public water 28.0% 28
As long as Property A continues to discharge pollutants 19.0% 19
As long as Property A conlinues to operate 14.0% 14
Permanentiy 16.0% 16
Comments: 12
" answered question 100
skipped qusstion 34
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7 Fish Kill caused by Chemical Spill
A derailed train spills 45,000 gailons of caustic soda into a popular trout fishing creek. The spill kills all aquatic life within 7.5 miles
downstream. DEP officlals issue an advisory warning to avoid the creek within this 7.5-mile area. The rallroad quickly cleans up the spill.

Within 2 months, the DEP advisory is scaled back to 1,000 feet. The spill is the subject of more than 700 articles in various publications.

The railroad agrees to settle all civil cases ralated to the spill. The DEP advisory for the 1,000-foot area is still in place awaiting a final site
assessment report.

What current reduction in sale prices is expected for houses down stream from the orlginal 7.5-mlle advisory area, as a resuit
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of the spili?

Answer Options Response Response Count
Parrant
No reduction 30.1% 25
Upto5% 8.4% 7
5to10% 25.3% 21
10 to 15% 13.3% 1
More than 15% 22.9% 19
answered question 83
skipped question 51
What current reduction in sale prices is expected for houses downstream from the 1,000-foot advisory area, but within the
Response
Answer Options Percent Response Count
No reduction 13.3% 1
Up to 5% 26.5% 22
510 10% 19.3% 16
10to 15% 19.3% 16
More than 15% 21.7% 18
answered question 83
skipped question 51
What current reduction in sale prices is expected for houses within the 1,000-foot advisory area, as a result of the spill?
Answer Options Response Response Count
Parcant
No reduction 3.7% 3
Up to 5% 7.3% 6
5t0 10% 29.3% 24
10 1o 15% 13.4% 11
More than 15% 46.3% 38
answered question 82
skipped question 52
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8 Sound Barrier Wall along a Property’s Frontage

The Department of Transportation ("DOT") installs a 14'-tall sound barrier wall along the frontage of a lot containing an existing single-

family home. The home is set back 50' from the wall. The wall spans the entire front of the lot, with a break to provide driveway access.

With the wall in place, the home is not visible from the roadway. The wall is easily visible from the home. The home is offered for sale

Iimmediately after the wall is installed.

Doas the wall reduce the property's sale price?

Answer Options

Response

Bersent Response Count
Yes 89.4% 76
No 10.6% 9
answered question 85
skipped question 49
If yes, by how much?
Answer Options Rgsponse Response Count
ercent
Up to 5% 7.8% 6
5to 10% 13.0% 10
10to 15% 18.2% 14
15 to 20% 29.9% 23
More than 20% 31.2% 24
answered question 77
skipped question 57
If yes, how long will the negative effect last?
Response
Answer Options Percent Response Count
Less than 5 years 2.6% 2
5to 10 years 2.6% 2
10 to 20 years 1.3% 1
More than 20 years 3.9% 3
As long as the wall exisis 29.5% 68
answered question 76
skipped question 58
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DECREASED REAL ESTATE VALUE - Burbank ACTION (Against Cell Towers In Ou... Page 80f 10

at this location. We also request that you strengthen
your zoning ordinance regarding wireless facilities
like the neighboring city of Glendale has done, to
create preferred and non preferred zones that will
protect the welfare of our residents and their
properties as well as Burbank's real estate business
professionals and the City of Burbank. Higher
property values mean more tax revenue for the city,
which helps improve our city." (Submitted to City
Council, Planning Board, City Manager, City Clerk
and other city officials via e-mail on June 18, 2010.
To see a copy of this, scroll down to bottom of page
and click "Subpages" or go here:

http://sites.google.com/site/nocelltowerinourneighbg

real-estate-value/burbank-real-estate-professionals-
statement )

Here is a list of additional articles on how cell towers
negatively affect the property values of homes near them:

» The Observer (U.K.), "Phone masts blight house
sales: Health fears are alarming buyers as masts
spread across Britain to meet rising demand for
mobiles,"” Sunday May 25, 2003 or go here:

http://www.guardian.co.uk/money/2003/may/25/ha

- “Cell Towers Are Sprouting in Unlikely Places,” The
New York Times, January 9, 2000 (fears that
property values could drop between 5 and 40
percent because of neighboring cell towers)

+ “Quarrel over Phone Tower Now Court’s Call,”
Chicago Tribune, January 18, 2000 (fear of lowered
property values due to cell tower)

- “The Future is Here, and It's Ugly: a Spreading of
Techno-blight of Wires, Cables and Towers Sparks a
Revolt,” New York Times, September 7, 2000

- “Tower Opponents Ring Up a Victory," by Phil
Brozynski, in the Barrington [Illinois] Courier-
Review, February 15, 1999, 5, reporting how the
Cuba Township assessor reduced the value of twelve
homes following the construction of a cell tower in
Lake County, IL. See attached story:

https://sites.google.com/site/nocelltowerinourneighborhood/home/decreased-real-estate-value  7/9/2015
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their techniques and methods.

You can read and find additional organizations and
resident groups that have organized opposition efforts
against cell towers and wireless facilities, on our Other
Communities Saying "Ngo" and Important Organizations

pages.

Subpages (1): Burbank Real Estate Professionals Stégemenl

Comments

You do not have permission to add comments.

Sign in | Recent Site Activity | Report Abuse | Print Page | Powered By Google Sites

https://sites.google.com/site/nocelltowerinourneighborhood/home/decreased-real-estate-value  7/9/2015






Using GIS to Measure the Impact of Distance
to Cell Phone Towers on House Prices in Florida

Keywords: Cellular phone base stations — GIS - health risks — multiple regression analysis -
property values — stigma

Abstract:

The siting of cellular phone transmitting antennas, their base stations and the towers that support
them (towers) is a public concern due to fears of potential health hazards from the electromagnetic
fields (EMFs) that these devices emit. Negative media attention to the potential health hazards has
only fuelled the perception of uncertainty over the health effects. The unsightliness of these
structures and fear of lowered property values are other regularly voiced concerns about the siting
of these towers. However, the extent to which such attitudes are reflected in lower property values
affected by tower proximity is controversial.

This paper outlines the results of a study carried out in Florida in 2004 to show the effect that
tower proximity has on residential property prices. The study involved an analysis of residential
property sales transaction data. Both GIS and multiple regression analysis in a hedonic framework
were used to determine the effect of actual distance of homes to towers on residential property
prices.

The results of the research show that prices of properties decreased by just over 2%, on average,
after a tower was built. This effect generally reduced with distance from the tower and was almost
negligible after about 200 meters (656 feet).

1. Introduction

This paper outlines the results of one of the first US-based cell-phone tower studies. The research
was carried out in Florida in 2004 to show the effect that distance to a CPBS has on residential
property prices. It follows on from several New Zealand (NZ) studies conducted in 2003.! The
first of the carlicr NZ studies examined residents’ perceptions toward living near CPBSs, while the
most recent NZ study adopted GIS to measure the impact that distance to a CPBS has on
residential property prices using multiple regression analysis in a hedonic pricing framework. The
current study was conducted to determine if US residents respond similarly to those in NZ towards
living near CPBSs and hence, whether the results can be generally applied.

The paper commences with a brief literature review of the previous NZ studies for the readers’
convenience as well as the literature relating to property value effects from other similar
structures. The next section describes the research data and methodology used. The results are then
discussed. The final section provides a summary and conclusion.

! Bond, S.G. and Wang, K. (2005). "The Impact of Cell Phone Towers on House Prices in Residential Neighborhoods™,
The Appraisal Joumal, Volume LXXIII, No.3, pp.256-277, Bond, S.G., Beamish, K. (2005). “Cellular Phone Towers:
Perceived Impact on Residents and Property Values”, Pacific Rim Property Research Journal, vol. 11, no. 2, pp. 158-
177 and Bond, S.G. and Xue, J. (2005). “Cell Phone Tower Proximity Impacts on House Prices: A New Zealand Case
Study”, European Real Estate Society and Intemational Real Estate Society Conference, June 15-18, Dublin, Ireland.












results from both studies suggests that appraisers and real estate agents underestimate the impact
of proximate HVOTLs on value.

2.5.3 US and Canadian Research

There have been a number of HVOTLs studies carried out in the US and Canada. A major review
and analysis of the literature by Kroll and Priestley indicated that in about half the studies carried
out, HVOTLs had not affected property values and in the rest of the studies there was a loss in
property value between 2-10%.”

Kroll and Priestley were generally critical of most valuer type studies because of the small number
of properties included and the failure to use econometric techniques, such as multiple regression
analysis. They found that the Colwell study was one of the more careful and systematic analysis of
residential impacts.® This study was carried out in Illinois and found that the strongest effect of the
HVOTLs was within the first 50 feet (15m) but with this dissipating quickly further away,
disappearing beyond 200 feet (60m).

A Canadian study (Des Rosiers, 2002) based on a sample of 507 single-family house sales in the
City of Brossard, Greater Montreal that sold between 1991-1996 showed that the severe visual
encumbrance due to a direct view of either a pylon or lines exerts a significantly negative impact
on property prices of between 5% to well in excess of 20%. The extent of value diminution
depended on the degree of set back of the homes with respect to the HVOTL. easement. The
smaller the set back the greater the reduction in price (for example, with a setback of 50ft price
was reduced by 21%).

However, the study also showed that a house located adjacent to a transmission corridor may
increase values. The proximity advantages include enlarged visual field and increased privacy. The
decrease in value from the visual impact of the HVOTLs and pylons (between, on average, 5-10%
of mean house value) tends to be cancelled out by the increase in value from proximity to the
easement.’

A study by Wolverton and Bottemiller'® utilized a paired-sale methodology of home sales
occurring in 1989-1992 to ascertain any difference in sale price between properties abutting rights-
of-way of transmission lines (subjects) in Portland, Orsgon; Vancouver, Washington; and Seattle,
Washington and thosc located in the same cities but not abutting transmission line rights-of-way
(comparisons). Their results did not support a finding of a price effect from abutting an HVTL
right-of-way. In their conclusion they wamn that the results cannot and should not be generalized
outside of the data. They explain that

“limits on generalizations are a universal problem for real property sale data because
analysis is constrained to properties that sell and sold properties are never a randomly
drawn representative sample. Hence, generalizations must rely on the weight of evidence

d Kroll, C. and Priestley, T. (1992), “The Effects of Overhead Transmission Lines on Property Values: A Review and
Analysis of the Literature™, Edison Electric Institute, July.

" Colwell, P. (1990), “Power Lines and Land Value”, The Journal of Real Estate Research, American Real Estate
Saciety, Vol. 5, No. 1, Spring.

? Des Rasiers, F. (2002), Power Lines, Visual Encumbrance and House Values: A Microspatial Approach to Impact

Measurement, Journal of Real Estate Research, Vol.23, Ne.3, pp. 275 - 301.
' Wolverton, M.L. & Bottemiller, S.C., (2003), “Further analysis of transmission line impact on residential property
values”, The Appraisal Journal, Vol.71, No.3, pp. 244,






tested models reported in the literature and from valuation theory, to be related to property price.
The independent variables selected include: lot size in square feet (LOT), floor area of the
dwelling in square feet (SQFT), age of the dwelling in years (AGE), the time of construction
(AFTER-TWR), the closest distance of each home to the associated tower (DISTANCE), and the
dwelling’s absolute location is indicated by the Cartesian coordinates (XCOORD) and
(YCOORD)."

The effect of construction of a tower on price is taken into account by the inclusion of the dummy,
independent variable AFTER_TWR. By including AFTER_TWR pro?crty prices prior to tower
construction can be compared with prices after tower construction.'® Frequency distributions
indicate that, among the residential properties that sold between 1990 and 2000, approximately
eighty percent (80%) of the residential properties were sold after tower construction.

The mean SALE_PRICE of single-family, residential property that sold between 1990 and 2000 is
$113,830 for northeast Orange County. The mean square footage of a dwelling is 1535 sq. ft., the
mean lot size is 8525 square feet and the mean age is 14 years. The mean DISTANCE from
residential property to a tower is 1813 feet.'

Based on the parcel and tower data for Orange County, descriptive statistics for select variables are
presented in Table 1, below.

Table 1: Orange County, Florida: Select Descriptive Statistics (n= 5783)“n
VARIABLE MEAN STD. DEV. MIN MAX
SALE_PRICE 113830.6 58816.68 45000 961500
SQFT 1535.367 503.8962 672 5428
LOT 8525.193 4363.28 1638 107732
AGE 13.92755 10.03648 0 35
XCOORD 664108.9 6130.238 640460 671089
YCOORD 5114894 2422.946 506361 531096
DISTANCE 1813.077 725.5693 133 6620
3.2 Methodology

The method selected for this study was a hedonic house price approach. GIS was also adopted to
aid the analysis of distance to the towers. The null hypothesis states that tower proximity does not
explain any variation in residential property sales price.

To address the many difficulties in estimating the composite effects of externalities on property
price an interactive approach is adopted.'’ To allow the composite effect of site, structural and

" See Fik, Ling and Mulligan (2003) for further discussion of the significance of the absolute location in the form of
{x, y} coordinates.

" Dummy variables for each year of residential sales were also incorporated into each of the model specifications to
control for the potential effects of time on the price of residential property.

" Initially, the HEIGHT of the tower was also included among the explanatory variables. However, the HEIGHT
variable provided no significant explanatory power.

¢ Polynomial expansions of the independent variables, identified by the VARIABLE? were included in the interactions
in the three model specifications discussed in the methodology.

" Externalitics include influences external to the property such as school zoning, proximity to both amenities and dis-
amenities, and the socio-economic make-up of the resident population.






within the range of distances used in other similar proximity studies of detrimental features on
property values (see for example: Des Rosiers 2002; Reichert 1997; Colwell 1990, and Bond and
Hopkins 2000).

Model 3 includes distance-based measures indicating the property’s explicit location, with respect
to the closest tower. Model 3 integrated the base-model (Model 1) with the distance from the
tower to the property. Model 3 introduces the independent variable DISTANCE and interacts this
variable with the variables from Model 1. The final model, Model 3, is used to assess the variation
in sale price due to proximity to a tower.

3.4 Empirical Results

Tables 2, 3 and 5 are shown in Appendices Il and IIl. The Tables show the progressive
development of a spatial and fully interactive model specification to estimate the effects of the
proximity to towers on the price of residential property, according to the base-model, Model 1.

In the semi-logarithmic equation the interpretation of the dummy variable coefficients involves the
use of the formula; 100(e™ -1), where bn is the dummy variable coefficient (Halvorsen &
Palmquist)."® This formula derives the percentage effect on price of the presence of the factor
represented by the dummy variable.

Results in Table 2 (Appendix II) suggest that the price of residential properties sold after the
construction of a tower increases by 1.47% (i.e. AFTER_TWR = 1.46E-02). Interactions with
AFTER_TWR and other variables also suggest an increase in the price for single, family
residential properties sold after tower construction. This may reflect residents’ preference to live
near a tower to obtain better cell phone coverage.

Among the control variables SQFT increases price by 0.039% with each additional square foot of
space (i.e. SQFT = 3.88E). AGE reduces price by 0.25% for each additional year of age. The t-
statistics for the explanatory variables SQFT, AGE, XCOORD and YCOORD suggest significant
explanatory power within the specification (i.e. SQFT = 47, AGE2 = 7, XCOORD = -7.105 and
YCOORD = 6.799). Model | accounts for 82% of the variation in the SALE_PRICE (i.e. Adj. R-
Square = .08219987).

The results of Model 2 (in Table 3, Appendix II) indicate the estimated effect that proximity to a
tower has on residential property prices. Although the SALE_PRICE of single-family, residential
properties may appear to increase after the construction of towers as indicated by Model 1, the
discrete intervals created in Model 2 suggest that the value of residential properties also increases
as the distance from towers increases. That is, if the distance from the residential property to the
tower decreases, then the price of the residential property likewise decreases.

Model 2 indicates that the influence of the proximity of towers on the price of residential
properties increases inversely with the distance. Under 200MTRS from the towers, the negative
signs of the estimate coefficients suggest a decrease in the value of residential properties with an
increased proximity or decreased distance to towers. The price of a property located between 101
and 150 meters of a tower decreases by 1.57% (1- e291%) relative to properties that sold prior to
the tower being built when holding other explanatory variables constant. The price of properties

'* Halvorsen, R. and Palmquist, R. “The Interpretation of Dummy Variables in Semilogarithmic Equations,” American
Economic Review, (70:3, 1980): 474-475.
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Appendix III - Model 3 Results

Table 5: Model 3 (1 = 5783); Adjusted R-Square = .8282641
Est. Std. Std.
Variables Coefficlent Error Coefficient ¢-Stat  Significance
Constant 3.097387 0.268028 11.556 0.0000
AFTER_TWR 0.012722 4.42E-03  0.0309 2.877 0.0040
AFTER_TWR*AGE B
AFTER_TWR*LOT 1.26E-06 2.86E-07  0.0380 4.4 0.0000
AFTER_TWR*DISTANCE2 2.72E-09 7.73E-10 0.055 3.519 0.0004
SQFT 401E-04 B845E-06 1.2464 47.46 0.0000
SQFT2 -3.04E-08 193E-09 -0.3797 -15.726 0.0000
SQFT*AGE .
AGE -2.80E-03 3.95E-04 -0.1731 -1.077 0.0000
AGE2 6.72E-05 9.70E-06 0.1442 6.931 0.0000
XCOORD -1.61E-06 1.63E-07 -0.061 -9.911 0.0000
YCOORD 4, 70E-06 4.80E-07 0.0702 9.798 0.0000
DISTANCE 5.69E-05 529E-06 0.2548 10.751 0.0000
DISTANCE2 -1.49E-08 122E09 -0.2927 -12.258 0.0000
DISTANCE*AGE 6.20E-07 1.28E-07 0.0909 4.829 0.0000
DISTANCE*SQFT -5.43E-09 2.71E-09 _ -0.0568 -2.002 0.0453
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June 30, 2015 Page 4 of Appeal Paperwork

Reasons for Appeal are as follows:

1.

10.

Proper Notification-by Verizon was not supplied to local residents within 1000 square feet from
proposed project. Addresses and names supplied to Jeantine Nazar.

Aesthetics-of Proposed Cell Tower Project is not pleasing to Residents and Community. It is a
nuisance and does not blend in with community. This Cell Tower will be an eye sore in the area.
It will tower over the church and is not approved by the Local Residents.

Health Concerns- We believe through personal Experience and Worldwide studies and Research
that Cell Towers will negatively affect the health of the residents and community within the 1
mile radius plus from project. Studies and recent denials locally will back up our claims. FCC
requirements are too lenient and favor studies by Cell companies. Independent and Worldwide
studies contradict FCC and Cell company findings. There are no Studies Proving Cell Towers do
not cause Health issues and Cancer. No Studies on Children are conducted and they are the
most greatly affected. Because of this reason, we ask the Board to Deny this project.

County of LA Board of Supervisors-Stop Construction of cell towers at Fire stations. { Read
Articles supplied) March 2015.

Property Values will Drop- Realtors agree that living next to a Cell Tower or Proposed Cell tower
creates a devaluation of Home Owner Property Values. Ask yourself, if given a choice to live by
a cell tower or not, which would you choose? We choose not to live by a Cell Towerina
Residential neighborhood and by local schools with 1 block.

Residents Moving- We would like to prevent residents from moving, leaving too much supply

and values in area will drop. New home owners surveyed say if they knew about this cell tower,
they would have not moved into area or asked for lower sale price,

Zoning- it has come to our attention that this project is being viewed or zoned as in an
Agricultural area. This is not agricultural but residential. Please review zoning and deny based
upon new information about zoning.

Cell Coverage is Sufficient- Local Verizon users in area polled believe and have stated that Cell
Coverage in the area is more than sufficient. Please deny based upon these findings.
Interference- We believe that this Cell Tower does have interference with other existing services.
Directv, Time Warner, and Sirius Satellite radio. Retired Sheriff, and local resident, will provide a
letter of opinion based upon his experience.

Local Meeting- We feel a local meeting needs to be established to help with input on this
proposed project. Delay or deny project until local meeting completed in neighborhood.




11.

12.

13,

14.

Local Approval=More Cell Tower Approvals- 1=3 then here comes #4. Verizon today, AT&T,
Sprint. Then T-Mobile to follow. We do not want any more Cell Towers in residential

communities. Deny this approval.

Camouflage- If this tower is safe, why camouflage from community and residence. If it's bad,
expose it and keep it as a reminder of what is really there. Deny this approval.

School- local Principal, parents and school officials we polled and talked to oppose this cell
tower within 1-block of school. A denial of a school from alternative site is reason why this
approval should be denied.

Duel Cul-de-sac-sharing Street to residents and church. This constant exposure to residents
within a few feet from project is a high concern. This means we’d pass by 2-4 times daily on
average. Please deny this project.
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Zoning Permits East Section

Project No. R2014-02565- (5)
Conditional Use Permit No. 201400121
RPC Meeting: September 2, 2015
Agenda ltem: 9

Enclosed is the appellant's revised Points of Interest-Reference Map. The applicant
has also provided a report on the Verizon Wireless compliance with Federal
Communication Commission (FCC) rules and regulations as well as a neighborhood
survey.

The appellant has provided documentation discussing height, property values, coverage
gaps, collocation, and aesthetics that could be further examined. Therefore, staff
recommends that the Regional Planning Commission continue the case to further
analyze the potential impacts identified by the opponents.

If you need further information, please contact Jeantine Nazar at (213) 974-6435 or
jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov. Department office hours are Monday through Thursday
from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. The Department is closed on Fridays.

1 MOVE THAT THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION CONTINUE CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO.
201400121 TO BE DETERMINED.
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8/27/15.
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1. Charter Oak Light House

#] church (ps)
{ 2. City of Covina Water Towers

{As)

{4 3. CCV Church Christ Vailey (AS)
/4] 4. San Dimas Haospital {AS)

5. 2 WTFs at liffy Lube
6. 1 WTF at Big Lots

{ 7. 1 WTF at U-Haul

8. 2 WTFs at Vons
9, Glen Oak Elementary School

q (5A) (572 Students)

10. Badillo Elementary School
{SA) (548 Students)

Points of Interest near Proposed Site

& San Dinias SpoArcpe

(AY

11. Bousman Family Day Care (5A)
12. Mike Antonovich Trail {SA)

13, Royal Oak Middle School (SA}
{882 Students)

14, Charter Oak High School (SA}
{1,891 Students}

15. San Dimas High School (SA)
{1,330 Students)

16. Walnut Creek Park (SA)

17. Cinnamon Canyon (SA}

18. Lone Hill Middle School {SA}
{927 Students)

19, Palm View Elementary School
{SA} (658 Students)

20. Sonrise Christian School

SA = Sensitive Area  PS = Proposed Site  AS » Alternative Site
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Executive Summary

Core Communications Group, LLC. on behalf of Verizon Wireless has contracted
with Sitesafe, Inc. {Sitesale), an independeni Radio Frequency (RF) regulatory and
engineering consulting firm, to determine whether the proposed communications
site, MTX51-BSC2 - Essex, located at 4337 North Sunflower Avenue, Covina, CA, isin
compliance wilh Federal Communication Commission (FCC) Rules and
Regulations for RF emissions.

This report contains a detailed summary of the RF environment ai the site including:

o diagram of the site;
e inveniory of the make / model of all antennas
» theoretical MPE based on modeling.

This report addresses exposure to radio frequency electromagnetic fields in
accordance with the FCC Rules and Regulations for all individuals, classified in two
groups, “Occupational or Controlled” and "General Public or Uncontrolled.” This
site will be compliant with the FCC rules and regulations, as described in OET
Bulletin é5.

This document and the conclusions herein are based on the information provided
by Verizon Wireless.

If you have any questions regarding RF safely and regulatory compliance, please
do not hesitate to contact Sitesafe's Customer Support Department at (703} 276-
1100.

200 N. Glebe Road « Suite 1000 « Arlingion, VA 22203-3728
703.2746.1100 = Info@sitesafe.com
Page 3



2 Regulatory Basis

2.1

FCC Rules and Regulations

In 1994, the Federal Communication Commission {FCC) adopted regulations for
the evaluating of the efiects of RF emissions in 47 CFR § 1.1307 and 1.1310. The
guideline from the FCC Office of Engineering and Technology is Bulletin 65 (" OET
Bulletin 45"}, Evaluating Compliance with FCC Guidelines for Human Exposure to
Radio Frequency Electromagnetic Fields, Edition $7-01, published August

1997. Since 1996 the FCC periodically reviews these rules and regulations as per
their congressional mandatie.

FCC regulations define two separate tiers of exposure limils: Occupational or
“Controlled environment" and Generaol Public or “Uncontrolled environment”. The
General Public limits are generally five times more conservative or restrictive than
the Occupational limit. These limits apply to accessible areas where workers or the
general public may be exposed to Radio Frequency (RF) electromagnetic fields.

Occupational or Controlled limits apply in situations in which persons are exposed
as a consequence of their employment and where those persons exposed have
been made fully aware of the potential for exposure and can exercise control over
their exposure.

An grea is considered a Controlled environment when access is limited to these
aware personnel. Typical criteria are restricted access (i.e. locked or alarmed
doors, bariers, etc.) to the areas where antennas are located coupled with proper
RF warning signage. A site with Controlled environments is evaluoted with
Occupational limits.

All other areas are considered Uncontrolled environments. If a site has no access
contirols or no RF warning signage il is evaluated with General Public limits.

The theoretical modeling of the RF electromagnetic fields has been performed in
accordance with OET Bulletin 65. The Maximum Permissible Exposure (MPE} limits
utilized in this analysis are outlined in the following diagram:
FCC Limits for Maximum Permissible Exposure (MPE}
Ptane-wave Equivatent Power Density
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Limits for Occupational/Controlled Exposure (MPE)

Frequency  Electric Magnetic  Power Averaging Time |E| 2
Range Field Field Density (S) |H]| ? or § {minutes)
{MHz) Strength (E)  Strength (mW/cm’)
(v/m) {H} (A/m)
0.33.0 614 1.63 (100}* 6
3.0-30 1842/f 4.89/f (900/7)* 6
30-300 614 0.163 1.0 6
300-1500 - - f/300 6
1500- e - 5 6
100,000

Limits for General Population/Uncontrolled Exposure (MPE)

Frequency  Electric Magnetic  Power Averaging Time |E|?,
Range Field Field Density ()  |H|? or S {minutes)
{MHz) Strength (E})  Strength (mW/em’)
{v/m) (H) (A/m)
0.3-1.34 614 1.63 {100)* 30
1.34-30 824/¢ 2.19/f (180/89* 30
30-300 275 0.073 0.2 30
300-1500 - - f/1500 30
1500- - = 1.0 30
100,000

f = frequency in MHz *Plane-wave equivalent power density

2.2 OSHA Statement
The General Duty clause of the OSHA Act (Section 5} outlines the occupational
safety and health responsibilities of the employer and employee. The General Duty
clause in Seclion 5 states:

{a) Each employer —

(1} shall furnish to each of his employees employment and a
place of employment which are free from recognized hazards
ihat are causing or are likely to cause death or serious physical
harm to his employees;

{2) shall comply with occupational satety and health standards
promulgated under this Act.

(b) Each employee shall comply with occupational safety and health standards
and all rules, regulations, and orders issued pursuant to this Act which are
applicable to his own actions and conduci.

OSHA has defined Radiofrequency and Microwave Radiation safety standards for
workers who may enter hazardous RF areas. Regulation Standards 29 CFR §
1910.147 identify a generic Lock Out Tag Out procedure aimed o control the
unexpecied energizalion or start up of machines when mainienance or service is
being performed.

200 N. Glebe Road « Suite 1000 = Adington, VA 22203-3728
703.276.1100 » info@sitesafe.com
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3 Site Compliance

3.1

3.2

Site Compliance Statement
Upon evaluation of the cumulative RF emission levels from all operators at this site,
Sitesafe has determined that:

This site will be compliant with the FCC rules and regulations, as described in OET
Bulletin 65.

The compliance delermination is based on theoretical modeling, RF signage
placement recormmendations, proposed antenna inventory and the level of
restricted access to the anlennas at the site. Any deviation from the Verizon
Wireless's proposed deployment plan could result in the site being rendered non-
compliant.

Actions for Site Compliance

Based on common industry practice and our understanding of FCC and OSHA
requirements, this section provides a statement of recommendations for site
compliance. RF alert signage recommendations have been proposed based on
theoretical analysis of MPE levels. Barriers can consist of locked doors, fencing,
railing, rope, chain, paint striping or tape. combined with RF alert signage.

This site will be compliant with the FCC rules and regulations.

Site Access Location
No action required.

Verizon Wireless Proposed Alpha Sector Location
No action required.

Verizon Wireless Proposed Beta Sector Location
No action required.

Verizon Wireless Proposed Gamma Sector Location
No actlion required.

200 N. Glebe Road » Suite 1000 » Arlington, VA 22203-3728
703.276.1100 « info@sitesate.com
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4 Safety Plan and Procedures

The following items are general safety recommendations that should be
administered on a site by site basis as needed by the carrier.

General Maintenance Work: Any mainienance personnel required to work
immediately in front of antennas and / or in areags indicated as above 100% of the
Occupational MPE limits should coordinate with the wireless operators to disable
transmitters during their work aciivilies.

Iraining and Qualification Verification: All personnel accessing areas indicaled as

exceeding the General Population MPE limits should have a basic understanding
of EME awareness and RF Safely procedures when working around transmitfing
antennas. Awareness training increases a workers understanding io potential RF
exposure scenarios. Awareness can be achieved in a number of ways (e.g.
videos, formal classroom lecture or internet based courses).

Physical Access Control: Access restrictions to transmitting antennas locations is
the primary element in a site safely plan. Examples of access restrictions are as
follows:

* Locked door or gate

e Alarmed door

» Locked ladder access

» Restrictive Bamier at antenna (e.g. Chain link with posted RF Sign)

RE Signage: Everyone should obey all posted signs at all times. RF signs play an
important role in properly warning a worker prior o entering into a potential RF
Exposure areaq.

Assume all antennas are active: Due to the nature of telecommunications
fransmissions, an antenna fransmits intermittently. Always assume an antenna is
transmitting. Never stop in front of an antenna. If you have lo pass by an antenna,
move through as quickly and safely as possible thereby reducing any exposure to
a minimum.

Maintain a 3 foot clearance from all antennas: There is a direct comelation
between the strength of an EME field and the distance from the transmitting
antenna. The further away from an antenna, the lower the corresponding EME
field is.

Site RF Emissions Diagram: Section 5 of this repor! contains an RF Diagram that
outlines various theoretical Maximum Permissible Exposure {MPE) areas ot the site.
The modeling is a worst case scenario assuming a duly cycle of 100% for each
transmitfing antenna at full power. This analysis is based on one of two access
control criteria: General Public criteria means the access to the site is unconirolled
and anyone can gain access. Occupational criteria means the access is
restricted and only properly trained individuals can gain access to the antenna
locations.

200 N. Glebe Road « Suite 1000 » Arington, VA 22203-3728
703.276.1100 « info@sitesafe.com
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5 Analysis

5.1

RF Emissions Diagram

The RF diagram(s) below display theoretlical spatially averaged percentage of the
Maximum Permissible Exposure for all systems at the site unless otherwise noted.
These diagrams use modeling as prescribed in OFT Bulletin 65 ond assumplions
detqiled in Appendix B,

The key at the bottom of each diagram indicates if percentages displayed are
referenced to FCC General Population Maximum Permissible Exposure (MPE) limnits.
Color coding on the diagram is as follows:

e Gray represents areas predicted to be al 5% of the MPE limits, or below.
Green represents areas predicted to be between §% and 100% of the MPE

limits.

s Blue represenis areas predicted to be between 100% and 500% of the MPE
limits.

* Yellow represents areas predicted io be between 500% and 5000% of the MPE
limits.

« Red areas indicated predicted levels greaier than 5000% of the MPE limits.

General Population diagrams are specified when an area is accessible to the
public; i.e. personnel that do not meet Occupational or RF Safety trained criterio,
could gain access.

If trained occupational personnel require access to areas that are delineated as
Blue or above 100% of the limit, Sitesafe recommends that they utilize the proper
personal protection equipment (RF monitors), coordinale with the carmriers to
reduce or shutdown power, or make real-time power density measurements with
the appropriate power density meter to determine real-time MPE levels. This will
allow the personnel to ensure that their work area is within exposure limits.

The key at the boltom also indicates the level or height of the modeling with
respect to the main level. The origin is typically referenced to the main rooftop
level, or ground level for a structure without access to the antenna level. For
example:
Average from 0 feet above to é feet above origin
and
Average from 20 feet above to 26 feet above origin
The first indicates modeling at the main rooftop {or ground} level averaged over é

feet. The second indicates modeling ai a higher level (possibly a penthouse level)
of 20 feet averaged over 6 feet.

200 N. Glebe Road = Suite 1000 s Arlington, VA 22203-3728
703.276.1100 » info@sitesafe.com
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6 Antenna Inventory

The Antenna Inventory shows all transmitiing antennas at the site. This inventory
was provided by the customer, and was utilized by Sitesafe to perform theoretical
modeling of RF emissions. The inventory coincides with the site diagrams in ihis
report, identifying each antenna’s locaiion at MTX51-BSC2 - Essex. The antenna
information collected includes the following informaiion:

» Licensee or wireless operator name
Frequency or frequency band
Transmitter power - Effeclive Radiated Power ("ERP"), or Equivalent Isotropic
Radiated Power (“EIRP") in Watls

* Antenna manufacturer make, model, and gain

For other carriers at this site, the use of “Generic" as an antenna model, or
"Unknown" for an operator means the information with regard to carrier, their FCC
license and/or antenna information was not available nor could it be secured
while on site. Equipment, antenna models and nominal fransmit power were used
for modeling, based on past experience with radio service providers.

200 N. Glebe Road » Suite 1000 « Aringlon, VA 22203-3728
703.276.1100 » info@sitesafe.com
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The following antenna inventory, on this and the following page, were provided by the customer and were ulilized to creaie
the sile model diagrams:

Table 3: Antenna Inventory

Ant Operated By ™ ERP Antenna Az Antenna Model Ant | Len Hoslzontal Location
# Freq | (Watls) | Gain(dBd) | (Deg) Type | (ft) Half Power X Y 7
(MHz) Beamwidth
(Deg)

! VERIZON WIRELESS 751} 2467 14 14,13 110 Andrew SBNHH-1D65C | Panel 8 66 329" | 225 | 41
(Proposed)

2 VERIZON WIRELESS 1900 0 15.54 110 Andrew SBNHH-1D45C | Panel | 8 65 30.5' | 207 | 41
(Proposed)

3 VERIZON WIRELESS 850 0 13.63 110 Andrew SBNHH-1D65C | Panel 8 &4 279 19 41"
{Proposed)

4 VERIZON WIRELESS 751 2467.1 14,13 110 Andrew SBNHH-1D45C | Panel | 8 66 258 | 169 | 41"
{Proposed)

4 VERIZON WIRELESS 2100 3964.4 16.19 110 Andrew SBNHH-1D65C Panel 8 63 25.8' 169" | 41"
{Proposed)

5 VERIZON WIRELESS 751 0 14.13 230 Andrew SBNHH-1D65C | Panel | 8 66 24 7.4 | 41°
(Proposed)

6 VERIZON WIRELESS 1900 0 15.54 230 Andrew SBNHH-1D65C | Panel 8 65 236" | 20.77 | 417
(Proposed)

- VERIZON WIRELESS 850 0 13.63 230 Andrew SBNHH-1D45C | Panel 8 64 23.2 | 236 | a1
(Proposed)

8 VERIZON WIRELESS 751 2467.1 14.13 230 Andrew SBNHH-1D65C | Panel 8 66 228 26.6' | 41"
(Proposed)

8 VERIZON WIRELESS 2100 3964.4 16.19 230 Andrew SBNHH-1D45C | Ponel 8 63 228 | 266 | 4v
(Proposed)

9 VERIZON WIRELESS 751 0 14.13 35 Andrew SBNHH-1D65C | Panel 8 66 244" | 27.6 | 4V
(Proposed)

10 VERIZON WIRELESS 1900 c 15.54 35 Andrew SBNHH-1D&5C | Ponel | 8 65 27.5 | 264 | 4V
(Proposed)

n VERIZON WIRELESS 850 0 13.63 35 Andrew SBNHH-1D65C | Panel | 8 64 303 | 254" | 4V
{Proposed])

200 N. Glebe Road « Suite 1000 » Arlingion, VA 22203-3728
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Table 3: Antenna Inventory

Ant Operated By ™ ERP Antenna Az Anienna Model Ant Len Horizonial Location
# Freq {Wails) | Gain (dBd) (Deg) Type | (/) Half Power X Y ¥
{MHz) Beamwidih
(Deg) e

12 VERIZON WIRELESS 751 2467.1 14.13 35 Andrew SBNHH-1D65C | Panel 8 66 33 243 | 4V
{Proposed)

12 VERIZON WIRELESS 2100 3944.4 16.1% 35 Andrew SBNHH-1D&65C Panel 8 63 33 243 | 41
{Proposed}

13 VERIZON WIRELESS | 23000 2489 43.96 0 Generic Microwave Dish 4 2 269 23.4' | 34'
(Proposed)

14 VERIZON WIRELESS | 23000 2489 4394 180 Generic Microwave Dish 4 2 273 | 227 1 B34
(Proposed}

NQOTE: X, Y and Zindicate relalive posilion of the antenna lo the origin location on the site, displayed in the model results diegram, Specifically, the 7
reference indicates antenna height above the main site level unless otherwise indicated. ERP values provided by the client and used in the modeling may be
greater than are currently deployed. For other cariers af this site the use of "Generic” as an antenna model or “Unknown" for a wireless operator means the
information with regard to carrier, their FCC license and/or antenna information was not available nor could it be secured while on site. Equipment, antenna
models and nominal fransmit power were used for modeling. based on past experience with radio service providers.

200 N. Glebe Road s Suile 1000 « Adington, VA 22203-3728
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7 Engineer Cerification

The professional enginesr whose seal appears on the cover of 1his document hereby

certifies and affirms that:

| am registered as a Professional Engineer in the jursdiction indicated in the

professional engineering stamp on the cover of {his document: and

That | am an employee of Sitesafe, Inc., in Arlington, Virginia, al which place the staff

and | provide RF compliance services to clients in the wireless communications industry; and

Thot | am thoroughly fomiliar with the Rules and Regulations of ithe Federal
Communicotions Commission [FCC) as well as the regulations of the Occupational Safety
and Health Administration (OSHA), both in general and specifically as they apply to the FCC

Guidelines for Human Exposure to Radio-frequency Radiation: and

Thai | have tharoughly reviewed this Site Compliance Report and believe it to be true
and accurate to the best ot my knowledge as assembled by and atiested o by Kevin

Bernsietter.

July 17, 2015

200 N. Glebe Road » Suite 1000 « Allington, VA 22203-3728
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Appendix A - Statement of Limiting Conditions

Sitesafe will not be responsible for matters of a legal nature that offect the site or
property.

Due to the complexity of some wireless sites, Sitesafe performed this analysis and
created this report utilizing best indusiry practices and due diligence. Sitesafe
cannot be held accountable or responsible for anomailies or discrepancies due to
aciual site conditions {i.e.. mislabeling of antennas or equipment, inaccessible
cable runs, inaccessible aniennas or equipment, eic.) orinformation or data
supplied by Verizon Wireless, the site manager, or their affiliates, subconiractors or
assigns.

Sitesafe has provided computer generated model(s) in this Site Compliance Report
to show approximate dimensions of the site, and the model is included to assist the
reader of the compliance report to visualize the site areq, and to provide
supporting documentation for Sitesafe’s recommendations.

Sitesafe may note in the Site Compliance Report any adverse physical conditions,
such as needed repairs, observed during the survey of the subject property or that
Sitesafe became aware of during the normal research involved in performing this
survey. Sitesafe will not be responsible for any such conditions that do exist or for
any engineering or testing that might be required to discover whether such
conditions exist. Because Sitesafe is not an expert in the field of mechanical
engineering or building maintenance, the Site Compliance Report must not be
considered a structural or physical engineering report.

Sitesafe obtained informaiion used in this Site Compliance Report from sources that
Sitesafe considers reliable and believes them to be frue and comect. Sitesale does
not assume any responsibility for the accuracy of such items that were furnished by
other parties. When conflicts in information occur beiween daia provided by a
second party and physical data collected by Sitesafe, the physical data will be
used.

200 N. Glebe Road « Suite 1000 » Arlington, VA 22203-3728
703.276.1100 » info@sitesafe.com
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Appendix B - Assumpfions and Definitions

General Model Assumptions
In this site compliance report, it is assumed that all antennas are operating ot full
power at all times. Software modeling was performed for all fransmiiting antennas
located on the site. Sitesafe has further assumed a 100% duty cycle and maximum
radiated power.

The site has been modeled with these assumptions to show ihe maximum RF
energy density. Sitesafe believes this io be a worst-case analysis, based on best
available data. Areas modeled 1o predict emissions greater than 100% of the
applicable MPE level may not aciuglly occur, but are shown as a worst-case
prediction that could be realized real time. Sitesale believes these areas to be
safe for entry by occupalionally frained personnel utilizing appropriale personal
protective equipment (in most cases, a personal monitor).

Thus, at any time, if power density measurements were made, we believe the real-
time measurements would indicate levels below those depicted in the RF emission
diagrams) in this report. By modeling in this way, Sitesafe has conservatively shown
exclusion areas — areas that should not be entered wilhout the use of a personal
monitor, carriers reducing power, or performing real-lime measurements to
indicale real-time exposure levels.

Use of Generic Antennas
For the purposes of this report, the use of "Generic” as an antenna model, or
“Unknown™ for an operator means the information about a carmier, their FCC
license and/or antenna information was noi provided and could not be obtained
while on site. In the event of unknown information, Sitesafe will use our industry
specific knowledge of equipment, antenna models, and tfransmit power to model
the site. If more specific information can be obtained for the unknown
measuremeni criterig, Sitesafe recommends remodeling of the site ulilizing the
more complete and accurale daia. Information about similar facilities is used
when the service is idenlified and associated with a particular antenna. If no
informafion is available regarding the fransmitting service associated with an
unidentified antenna, using the antenna monufacturcr's published dalc regarding
the antenna's physical characteristics makes more conservalive assumptions.

Where the frequency is unknown, Sitesafe uses the closesl frequency in the
anfenna’s range thot corresponds to the highest Maximum Permissible Exposure
(MPE), resulting in a conservative analysis,

200 N. Glebe Road s Sulle 1000 « Arlington, VA 22203-3728
703.274.1100 » info@sitesofe.com
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Definitions

5% Rule - The rules adopted by the FCC specify that, in general, at multiple
transmitier sites actlions necessary to bring the area into compliance with the
guidelines are the shared responsibility of all licensees whose transmitiers produce
field strengths or power density levels at the area in question in excess of 5% of the
exposure limits. In other words, any wireless operator that contributes 5% or greater
of the MPE limil in an area that is identified o be greater than 100% of the MPE limif
is responsible taking comrective actions to bring the site into compliance.

Compliance - The determination of whether a site is safe or not with regards to
Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Radiation from fransmitting antennas.

Decibel {(dB) — A unit for measuring power or sirengih of a signal.

Duty Cycle — The percent of pulse duration to the pulse period of a periodic pulse
train. Also, may be a measure of the temporal transmission characteristic of an
intermittently transmitling RF source such as a paging antenna by dividing average
transmission duration by the average period for transmission. A duty cycle of 100%
corresponds to continuous operation.

Effeclive (or Equivalent) Isotropic Radiated Power (EIRP) — The product of the power
supplied to the antenna and the antenna gain in a given direction relative to an
isolropic antenna.

Effeclive Radiated Power (ERP) — In a given direction, the relative gain of a
transmitling antenna with respect to the maximum directivity of a half wave dipole
mulliplied by the net power accepled by the anienna from the connecting
transmitter.

Gain (of an antenna) - The ratio of the maximum intensity in a given direction to
the maximum radiation in the same direction from an isotropic radiator. Gainis a
measure of the relative efficiency of a directional antennas as compared to an
omni directional antenna.

General Population/Unconirolled Environment - Defined by the FCC, as an area
where RFR exposure may occur to persons who are unaware of the potential for
exposure and who have no control of their exposure. General Population is also
referenced as General Public.

Generic Antenna - For the purposes of this report, the use of "Generic” as an
antenna model means the antenna information was not provided and could not
be obtained while on site. In the event of unknown information, Sitesafe will use
our industry specific knowledge of antenna models to select a worst case scenario
antenna to model the site.

Isotropic Antenna - An anienna that is completely non-directional. In other words,
an antenna that radiates energy equally in dll directions.

Maximum Measurement - This measurement represents the single largest
measurement recorded when performing a spatial average measurement.

200 N. Glebe Road  Suite 1000 « Adington, VA 22203.3728
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Maximum Permissible Exposure (MPE) — The rms and peak electric and magnetic
field strength, their squares, or the plane-wave equivalent power densities
associated with these fields to which a person may be exposed without harmiul
effect and with acceptable safety facior.

Occupational/Controlled Environment - Defined by the FCC, as an area where
Radio Frequency Radiation (RFR) exposure may occur to persons who are aware of
the potential for exposure as a condition of employment or specific activity and
can exercise control over their exposure.

OFT Bulletin 65 — Technical guideline developed by the FCC's Office of Engineering
and Technology to determine the impact of Radio Frequency radiation on
Humans. The guideline was published in August 1997.

OSHA (Occupadticnal Safety and Health Administration) — Under the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970, employers are responsible for providing a safe and
healthy workplace for their employees. OSHA's role is to promote the safety and
health of America's working men and women by setting and enforcing standards;
providing training, outreach and education; establishing partnerships; and
encouraging continual process improvement in workplace safety and health. For
more information, visit www.osha.gov.

Radio Frequency Radiafion - Electromagnetic waves that are propagated from
antennas through space.

Spafial Average Measurement — A technique used to average a minimum of ten
{10} measurements taken in a ten (10) second interval from zero {0} to six [6) feet.
This measurement is intended to model the average energy an average sized
human body will absorkr while present in an electromagnetic field of energy.

Transmitter Power OQuilput (TPO) - The radio frequency output power of a
transmitter’s final radio frequency stage as measured ai the output ferminal while
connected to a load.

200 N. Glebe Road « Sulte 1000 » Adlington, VA 22203-3728
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Appendix C - Rules & Regulations

Explanation of Applicable Rules and Regulations
The FCC has set forth guidelines in OET Bulletin 65 for human exposure to radio
frequency electromagnetic fields. Specific regulations regarding this topic are
listed in Part 1, Subpart |, of Title 47 in the Code of Federal Regulations. Currently,
there are iwo different levels of MPE - General Public MPE and Occupational MPE.
An individual classified as Occupational can be defined as an individual who has
received appropriate RF training and meels the conditions ouliined below.
General Public is defined as anyone who does not meet the conditions of being
Occupational. FCC and OSHA Rules and Regulations define compliance in terms
of total exposure to total RF energy, regardless of location of or proximity to the
sources of energy.

It is the responsibility of all licensees to ensure these guidelines are maintained at all
times. It is the ongoing responsibility of all licensees composing the site to maintain
ongoing compliance with FCC rules and regulations. Individual licensees that
coniribute less than 5% MPE 1o any total area out of compliance are not
responsible for correclive actions.

OSHA has adopted and enforces the FCC's exposure guidelines. A building owner
or site manager can use this report as parl of an overall RF Health and Safety
Policy. !t is important for building owners/site managers to identify areas in excess
of the General Population MPE and ensure that only persons qualified as
Occupational are granted access io those areas.

Occupadtional Environment Explained
The FCC definition of Occupational exposure limits apply to persons who:

* are exposed to RF energy as a consequence of their employment;
¢« have been made aware of ihe possibility of exposure; and
s can exercise control over their exposure.

OSHA guidelines go further to state that persons must complete RF Safety
Awareness fraining and must be trained in the use of appropriate personal
protective equipmeni.

In order to consider this site an Occupational Environment, the site must be
controlled to prevent access by any individuals classified as the General Public.
Compliance is also maintained when any non-occupational individuals {the
General Public) are prevented from accessing areas indicated as Red or Yellow in
the attached RF Emissions diagram. In addition, a person must be aware of the RF
environment into which they are entering. This can be accomplished by an RF
Safety Awareness class, and by appropriate written documentation such as this
Site Compliance Repori.

All Verizon Wireless employees who require access to this site must complete RF
Safety Awareness training and must be trained in the use of appropriate personal
protective equipment.

200 N. Glebe Road » Sulte 1000 « Arlington, VA 22203-3728
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Appendix D - General Safety Recommendations

The following are general recommendations appropriate for any site with
accessible areas in excess of 100% General Public MPE. These recommendations
are not specific to this site. These are safety recommendations appropriaie for
typical site management, building management, and other tenant operations.

1. Allindividuals needing access fo the main site (or the area indicated to be in
excess of General Public MPE) should wear a personal RF Exposure monitaor,
successfully complete proper RF Safety Awareness training, and have and be
trained in the use of appropriate personal protective equipment.

2. Allindividuals needing access to the main site should be instructed to read and
obey dll posted placards and signs.

3. The site should be routinely inspected and this or similar report updated with the
addition of any antennas or upon any changes to ihe RF environment including:

adding new antennas that may have been located on the site
removing of any existing antennas
changes in the radiating power or number of RF emitters

4. Post the appropriate NOTICE, CAUTION, or WARNING sign al the main site access
point(s} and other locations as required. Note: Please refer to RF Exposure
Diagrams in Appendix B, to inform everyone who has access to this site that
beyond posied signs there may be levels in excess of the limits prescribed by the
FCC. The signs below are examples of signs meeting FCC guidelines.

A\ CAUTION
(( i’))

Royow % w pgar ! By - m o pup oyt

Radie fraquercy Nelds beyond RIS Iagtant y "l s ot 1 sifs Ra3:0 Fagua ey Meds 81 10 sl
this polat mey sazeed e FCC may Catint FA S rAas o7 nuanga axgepcins FCZ sules dor human
peneral publc miposute il oIpOsNTD uspaNT

Ohay 4| posimd s Fyns sorl nain ghasdabunos. Fis pouwr a il oy odio- b b bl Fadovi bon sol y 03 (21040 8 4pAs mod ot
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5. Ensure thal the site door remains locked (or appropriately controlled) to deny
access to the general public if deemed as policy by the building/site owner.

é. For a General Public environment the four color levels identified in this analysis
can be interpreted in the following manner:

» Gray represents area at below 5% of the General Public MPE limits or below.
This level is safe for a worker 1o be in at any time.

¢« Green represents areas predicted to be between 5% and 100% of the General
Public MPE limits. This level is safe for a worker o be in at any time.
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« Blue represents areas predicled to be between 100% and 500% of the General
Public MPE limits. This level is safe for a worker to be in at any time.

s Yellow represents areas predicted to be between 500% and 5000% of the
General Public MPE limits. This level is safe for a worker to be in.

e« Red areas indicated predicted levels greaier than 5000% of the General Public
MPE limits. This level is not safe for the General Public to be in.

7. For an Occupational environment the four color levels identified in this analysis
can be interpreted in the following manner:

o Areas indicated as Gray are at 5% of the Occupational MPE limits or below.
This level is safe for a worker to be in at any time.

s Green represents areas predicied to be between 5% and 20% of the
Occupational MPE limits. This level is safe for a worker o be in af any time.

* Yellow represents areas predicted to be between 20% and 100% of the
Occupational MPE limits. Only individuals that have been properly frained in RF
Healih and Safety should be allowed to work in this area. This is not an area
that is suitable for the General Public to be in.

» Red areas indicated predicted levels greater than 100% of the Occupational
MPE limits. This level is not safe for the Occupational worker to be in for
prolonged periods of time. Special procedures must be adhered to such as
lock out tag out procedures to minimize the workers exposure o EME,

8. Use of a Personal Protective Monilor: When working around antennas, Sitesafe
strong recommends the use of a Personal Protective Monitor (PPM). Wearing a
PPM will properly forewarn the individual prior to entering an RF exposure area.

Keep a copy of this report available for all persons who must access the site. They
should read this report and be aware of the potential hazards with regards to RF
and MPE limits.

Additional Information
Additional RF information is available by visiting both www Sitesafe.cem and
www.fcc.gov/oet/risafety. OSHA has additional information available at:
http://www.osha-slc.gov/SLTC /radiofrequencyradiation.

200 N. Glebe Road = Suite 1000 « Arlington, VA 22203-3728
703.274.1100 » info@sitesafe.com
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Verizon Wireless
15505 Sand Canyon Ave, Bldg. E
Irvine, CA 92618

August 27, 2015

Hilda Solis, Mark Ridley-Thomas,
Sheila Kuehl, Don Knabe
and Michael Antonovich

Board of Supervisors

County of Los Angeles

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

Re: Verizon Wireless Stealth Treepole Facility
North Sunflower Avenue, Charter Oak Area

Dear Supervisors:

I am the Verizon Wireless Marketing Associate Director over the team that maintains and
manages all data and information messages that are sent to Verizon Wireless customers in
California. In connection with the application referred to above, Verizon Wireless arranged
for a text message to be sent to customers with billing addresses within the ZIP codes 91724,
91773 and 91740 in the Charter Oak area. The entire text message sent reads as follows:

Free message from Verizon: Reply YES to this text to show your support for
.improved Verizon Wireless service in the Charter Oak area. Add a message to tell
Los Angeles County you support a new church tower facility on North Sunflower
Avenue.

The text message above was sent on August 19, 2015. As of August 24, 2015, we have
received 1,100 affirmative text responses indicating support for the facility proposed in the
Charter Oak area and 75 respondents opposed. Text messages received confirmed the need to
provide improved Verizon Wireless service in the Charter Oak area. Samples of the text
messages of support received from Verizon Wireless customers appear on the attached pages.

I am available to verify the above information as you may require.

Sincerely,

D‘*-" S“‘—-—-__

Dave Swanson
VZW Marketing Associate Director
Loyalty Marketing & Operations

Attachment



Sample Text Messages of Support
for Verizon Wireless Facility, North Sunflower Avenue

| want the church tower on north Sunflower Ave
1) Yes. 2) | support a new church tower facility

A new church tower would be awesome! A sign of positivity for the area that we
could really use!

| support a new church tower facility on North Sunflower Avenue

| support a new church tower on north sunflower

| support a new tower facility

| support a new tower in the Charter Oak area

| support a new tower on Sunflower Ave.

| support increased, better service in the Charter Oak area in which | live

| support the new tower on Sunflower

| support the tower in the charter oak area

| support Verizon wireless service in Charter Oak area! yes yes yes

Please allow a new tower at Sunflower facility to support our Verizon service.

Please install a new tower... | barel'y get 44 service at my home heafby and | pay
good money for my service!

We deserve great service !

We desperately need improved cell phone service in this area, it is very poor at
present.

We do need more reception Allow it

We need improved service in the San Dimas area 1ll!
We support a new tower facility on North Sundlower ave
We support the new church tower for improved services.
Yes! | verbally support the new church tower.

Yes! | support a new tower on N. Sunflower



YES! If the location is acceptable with the church, build the tower!

YES! We need better cell service in this Charter Oak area.. | live nearby the church
on Sunflower... These people need to step up to the times.

Yes! We support a new church tower on North Sunflower ave. Let's build it and get it
done!

Yes!!! | whole heartedly support multiple towers in the area as service is no where
near as good here as it is in other places.

Yes!!! Please add the tower. We need it
Yes!!! We need improved service!

YES!!! Wireless service in the Chart Oak area. | support a new church tower facility
on North Sunflower Avenue.

YES!!I! it really sucks in Covina Hills!!!!

Yes, | support the new church tower on North Sunflower Ave

Yes, that area needs improved Cell service from Verizon

Yes, and all of LA County including San Dimas please!

Yes, | support a new church tower facility on North Sunflower Avenue.
Yes, | support a new tower in the Charter Oak area!

Yes 'Irsuppor't a“ﬁewr toufer 6n horth sdnﬂéwer avé

YES, | support any measure that would improve service in my area!
YES, | support cell tower expansion

Yes, | support the new tower.

Yes, if | could finally get vios service, currently unavailable to me north of w.covina
blvd@ Saints Court.

YES, THE SERVICE IS TERRIBLE IN THE CHARTER OAK AND SAN DIMAS
AREA. MUCH APPRECIATED FOR IMPROVEMENT.

Yes, we need it otherwise service sucks at times!
Yes, we need tower due to poor reception.

YES. |support new church tower.



Yes. Another cell site on Sunflower is needed
Yes. | support a new church tower facility on N. Sunflower Avenue.
Yes. | support a tower at a church on Sunflower.

Yes. | support the idea of adding dish in the new church building on North Sunflower
Ave

Yes. | support the new tower
Yes. | support the tower on North Sunflower.
Yes. Support tower.

Yes. Anything you can do to improve the service in the Charter Qak area is
necessary for 911 calis and other emergency'’s.

Yes. Build the tower.

Yes. For the fees | pay for a weak signal now, | support improved service by adding
a church tower for the Charter Oak area.

YES. | Support a New Church tower facility in location of North sunflower ave.
Yes. | support a new church tower facility on north sunflower ave.

Yes. | support a stronger service & the tower

Yes. | support the new church tower in north sunflower

Yes. My service sucks at my house. | support a new church tower.

Yes. Please also improve our Verizon service coverage in the Via Verde area of San
Dimas.

Yes. Poor coverage is a pervasive problem.
YES. To Verizon tower in Charter Oaks.

Yes. Wireless service is a way of life now. Improving service is critical. Many
people have only wireless now.

Yes...the more coverage the better
Yes..improved service in case of emergency. for residents and motorists.

Yes.| have to go outside my house to get better coverage. Maybe we need another
tower in our area.



Yes.i support a new church tower facility on North sunflower avenue
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Richard J. Bruckner
Director

October 22, 2015

TO: Pat Modugno, Chair
Stephanie Pincetl, Vice Chair
Doug Smith, Commissioner
David W, Louie, Commissioner
Curt Pedersen, Commissioner

FROM: Jeantine Nazar, Regional Planning Assistant 1| 2. loarn for IN
Land Development Coordinating Center / Site Plan Review Section

PROJECT NO. R2014-02565-(5) — CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121 -
RPC MEETING: OCTOBER 28, 2015 - AGENDA ITEM: 7

Your Commission considered the abovementioned case on September 2, 2015. The
staff report and case materials are available online at
http://planning.lacounty.gov/case/view/r2014-02565/. Your Commission continued the
case to October 28, 2015 and requested that staff provide draft findings for denial of the
project. The draft findings are attached and the recommended motion is below.

RECOMMENDED MOTION
| move that the Regional Planning Commission close the public hearing and deny

Conditional Use Permit No. 201400121 subject to the attached findings.

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, you may contact me at (213) 974-
6470 or via email at jnazar@planning.lacounty.gov.

MWG:mwg

320 West Temple Street = Los Angeles, CA 90012 = 213-974-6411 = Fax: 213-626-0434 » TDD: 213-617-2292



DRAFT FINDINGS OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
AND ORDER
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
PROJECT NO. R2014-02565 - (5)
CONDITOINAL USE PERMIT NO. 201400121

The Regional Planning Commission ("Commission”) conducted a duly-noticed public
hearing regarding the matter of Conditional Use Permit No. 201400121 (*CUP") on
September 2, 2015 and October 28, 2015.

The permittee, Verizon Wireless ("permittee”), requests a CUP to authorize the
construction, operation, and maintenance of a wireless telecommunications facility
(WTF) (“Project’) on a property located at 4337 N Sunflower Avenue within the
unincorporated Los Angeles County community of Charter Oak ("Project Site") in the
A-1-10,000 (Light Agricultural — 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Lot Size Required
Area) zone pursuant to Los Angeles County Code ("County Code") Section
22,24.100.

The Project Site is located in the Charter Oak Zoned District and is currently zoned
A-1-10,000 (Light Agricultural with 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Lot Required
Area).

The Project Site is located within the Low Density Residential land use category of
the County General Plan.

Surrounding Zoning within a 500-foot radius includes:
North: A-1-10,000, R-1-8,000, and City of San Dimas
South: A-1-10,000 and City of San Dimas

East: City of San Dimas

West: City of San Dimas

Surrounding land uses within a 500-foot radius include:
North: Water tanks and single-family residences
South: Single-family-residences

East: Single-family residences

West: Single-family residences

The Project Site primary access is via Badillo Street through a non-exclusive
vehicular path of 12 feet wide. The secondary access to the Project Site is via
Sunflower Avenue.

The Project Site lease area is 378 square feet in size located on the southwestern
portion of the property within a 1.25 acre lot developed with a church. The Project
Site is irregular in shape with generally flat topography.

The site plan for the Project depicts 12 panel antennas, each eight feet in height,
mounted on three arms (four on each arm), 12 Remote Radio Units (four on each
arm)} mounted behind the antennas, and two parabolic antenna dishes and two

CC.031714
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RAYSCAPS (a radio equipment named after its brand name) mounted on the steel
frame.

10. The elevation plans depict the height of the antennas at 45 feet at the top

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

camouflaged within a 46-foot high steel trellis frame (27'-6"x15-0") with a cross
design mounted on three posts (3'-0"x2'-7"). The applicant is proposing to install
equipment cabinets and a backup generator within a 378 (18'-0"x21’-0") square-foot
lease area enclosed in an eight-foot-high concrete masonry unit wall.

The Department of Regional Planning (“Regional Planning”) does not have any
records pertaining to approval for the construction of the church building. However,
building permit records from the Department of Public Works (“DPW") include
approval for the construction of a one-story church with an occupant load of 200
persons in 1958. The parking requirement for the church at that time was one
parking space for 10 persons. Therefore, 20 parking spaces were required at that
time.

Ordinance No. 10,366, which became effective on November 5, 1971, required a
CUP in order to operate a church in the A-1 Zone.

CUP 85-152, approved in 1986, allowed the construction, operation and
maintenance of a church. This permit does not include an expiration date and
indicates that there is one oak tree on the southeast portion of the property.
Assessor's records show that a total of more than 88,000 square feet of building
improvements were built in 1989.

Revised Exhibit “A" 201000132 allowed second floor additions for Sunday school
classrooms and included an occupancy load calculation of 390 individuals that was
approved by DPW. Required parking for the church included 20 parking spaces for
200 persons (as calculated by the nonconforming parking standard of one space per
10 occupants) and 38 parking spaces for the additional 190 individuals (as
calculated by the current parking standard of one space per five occupants). The
church required a total of 58 parking spaces.

Prior to the public hearings regarding the Project, Regional Planning staff
determined that the Project qualified for a Class 3, New Construction or Conversion
of Small Structures, Categorical Exemption from the California Environmental
Quality Act (Public Resources Code section 21000, et seq.) ("CEQA"), the State
CEQA Guidelines, and the Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and
Guidelines for the County, because the Project involves the construction of a WTF
and includes a lease area of less than 400 square feet in area.

Pursuant to the 1996 Telecommunications Act, local jurisdictions are preempted
from considering radio frequency emissions when regulating WTF's as long as such
facilities comply with FCC regulations.

A duly noticed public hearing was held on June 16, 2015 before Hearing Officer Pat
Hachiya. Prior to the Hearing Officer's public hearing, the Regional Planning staff
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18.

19.

20.

received one email from a concemned citizen regarding the new WTF at this location.
The resident was concerned about possible interference between the new WTF and
other communication devices, such as broadcast television and cable. The
applicant's representative, Ross Miletich presented testimony in favor of the request
and agreed to a revision to Condition No. 38 requiring that the generator noise level
shall not exceed 60 dBA. The applicant’s representative stated that the cell phone
tower would not interfere with other communication devices because it is broadcast
on a different frequency. The applicant's representative also stated that FCC
regulations prevent interference with any other signals. Regional Planning staff
presented a comment from an adjacent neighbor, received on the day of the public
hearing, requesting that the hearing be scheduled locally. There being no further
testimony, the Hearing Officer closed the public hearing and approved the Project
with the revision to Condition No. 38 recommended by staff and agreed to by the
applicant.

After the Hearing Officer's public hearing, staff received a petition with a total of 963
signatures opposing the Project and David Lumiqued appealed the Hearing Officer's
decision to the Commission.

A duly noticed De Novo public hearing was held on September 2, 2015 before the
Commission. The appellant, David Lumiqued, provided testimony in opposition and
expressed concemns related to inadequate notification; the aesthetics of the
proposed WTF; health concerns due to the proposed WTF's proximity to schools
and other sensitive uses; interference with existing services, exposure to radio
frequency emissions, and possible future collocation of other WTFs; the site's zoning
designation; visibility of the WTF from nearby hiking trails; inadequate parking on the
Project site; no evidence of a significant gap in coverage and E911 service
standards; and the burden of proof requirements not being met. The appellant also
presented a petition with 716 signatures, 18 affidavits from Verizon customers, and
229 letters from the surrounding community opposing the WTF at the Project Site. A
total of 26 additional members of the public provided testimony in opposition. The
applicant’s representatives, Ross Miletich and Michelle Felton, presented testimony
in favor of the request. The Commission continued the hearing to October 28, 2015
and instructed staff to prepare denial findings.

The Commission finds that pursuant to Sections 22.60.174 and 22.60.175 of the
County Code, the community was properly notified of the public hearing by mail,
newspaper, and property posting. Additionally, the Project was noticed and case
materials were-available on Regional Planning's website and at libraries located in
the vicinity of Charter Oak community. A total of 293 Notices of Public Hearing were
mailed to all property owners as identified on the County Assessor's record within a
1,000-foot radius from the Project Site on May 5, 2015 and on July 28, 2015. Four
notices were mailed to those on the courtesy mailing list for the Charter Oak Zoned
District and to any interested parties. The notice of public hearing was published in
La Opinion on May 8, 2015 and on July 25, 2015 as well as in the San Gabriel
Valley Tribune on May 11, 2015 and on July 28, 2015. Additionally, the applicant has
provided Certificate of Postings indicating that the property was posted thirty days
prior to the hearing dates on May 15, 2015 and on August 2, 2015.
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21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

The Commission finds that the Project Site provides 66 parking spaces and the
Project will decrease the parking to 64 spaces. Based on the current parking
standard of one space per five occupants, the church requires 78 parking spaces for
390 occupants. Therefore, the Project Site does not meet current parking standards
and the decrease in parking spaces resulting from the Project would exacerbate this
condition.

The Commission finds that the appellant and other opponents have provided
sufficient written and oral testimony, including photo simulations, to substantiate that
the Project will have negative visual and aesthetic impacts on adjacent properties.
The WTF is not integrated into the existing church building and would be placed in a
separate steel trellis frame. In addition, the 46-foot high steel trellis frame exceeds
the height of the existing church building and other surrounding buildings, which are
subject to a 35-foot height limit in the A-1 and R-1 Zones. Pursuant to FCC
regulations, the height of the WTF could be increased by 10 percent, or by the
height of one additional antenna array with separation from the nearest existing
antenna not to exceed 20 feet, whichever is greater, which would exacerbate this
condition.

The Commission finds that the existing water tanks in the vicinity of the Project Site
have negative visual and aesthetic impacts on adjacent properties and that the
addition of the Project would exacerbate these impacts.

The Commission finds that the appellant and other opponents have provided
sufficient written and oral testimony to substantiate that the Project will have
negative impacts on property values and the ability of existing residents to sell their
homes. Realtors stated that prospective buyers of homes have terminated purchase
agreements when they become aware of a WTF in the immediate vicinity.

The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of
proceedings upon which the Commission’'s decision is based is at the Los Angeles
County Department of Regional Planning, 13th Floor, Hall of Records, 320 West
Temple Sireet, Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodian of such documents
and materials shall be the Section Head of the Zoning Permits East Section,
Department of Regional Planning.

BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
CONCLUDES THAT:

A. The proposed use at the site will adversely affect the heaith, peace, comfort or

welfare of persons residing or working in the surrounding area, will be materially
detrimental to the use, enjoyment or valuation of property of other persons located
in the vicinity of the site, and will jeopardize, endanger or otherwise constitute a
menace to the public health, safety or general welfare.

The proposed site is not adequate in size and shape to accommodate the yards,
walls, fences, parking and loading facilities, landscaping and other development
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features prescribed in this Title 22, or as is otherwise required in order to integrate
said use with the uses in the surrounding area.

THEREFORE, THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION:
Denies Conditional Use Permit No 201400121.

MG:JN
10/22/2015

c: Zoning Enforcement, Building and Safety



