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Morrison Hershfield Corporation
66 Perimeter Center East

Suite 600

Atlanta, Georgia 30346

Attention; Mr. Mike Khalil

Subject: Environmental Assessment
Proposed 800-Foot Replacement Guyed-Type Communications Structure
(856-Feet Overall Height with Appurtenances)
KBTY Replacement Tower
1721 Evangeline Drive
Vidor, Orange County, Texas
ECA Project Number; J-1010-2

Dear Mr. Khalil:

Environmental Corporation of America (ECA) is pleased to provide this Environmental
Assessment report for the proposed KBTV replacement television communications tower near
the City of Vidor, Texas,

Based on our professional opinion, no significant adverse environmental impacts would occur as
a result of the undertaking (the construction and operation of the facility). We base our opinion
on the following;

» Orange County, Texas is a National Flood Insurance Program patticipating community.
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map
(FIRM) Panel 4805100050 B, dated January 6, 1983, indicates that a portion of the
subject facility is located in a Special Flood Hazard Area where the base flood elevation
(BFE) has not been determined. The Federal Communications Commission (FCC)
requires that buildings be constructed at least one foot above the BFE. Based on the
current FEMA FIRM Panel, it has been determined that the base flood elevation (BFE) at
the subject site is 20 feet above mean sea level (AMSL). It does not appear that the
replacement tower would be located in a Special Flood Hazard Area of the 100-year
floodplain. It appears that the guy anchors would be located in federal floodplains, and it
is possible that equipment associated with the proposed replacement tower would be
located within federal floodplains, Any proposed equipment buildings and/or cabinets
and associated communications equipment for the subject communications facility would
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be constructed at a finished floor elevation of 21 feet AMSL or higher. In our opinion,
we find no significant impact or effect to federal floodplains.

e The existing fenced compound and the replacement tower and compound expansion arcas
are located in uplands, However, portions of the project site within and surrounding the
existing guy anchor easements may contain jurisdictional wetlands. The Applicant has
determined that it will assume that the guy anchors are located within jurisdictional areas.
Based on the nature of the proposed activities (utility related} and the extent (less than
1/10 acre) of wetland loss, the proposed impacts can be authorized under Nationwide
Permit (NWP} 12 (33 CFR Part 330). According to NWP 12, no Pre-Construction
Notification (PCN) is required for work in Waters of the United States, as construction
activities would result in a loss of less than 1/10™ acre of wetlands. Since the proposed
project is consistent with the activities authorized under NWP 12, and less than 1/10™
acre of wetland loss would result, no PCN was submitted.

Our EA finding of no significant impact is subject to review by the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC). Upon review, the FCC will issue its finding. This finding will consist of an
official agency position regarding environmental consequences of the undertaking.

We appreciate this opportunity to provide you with these professional services. If you have any
questions regarding this report or the project in general, please call.

Sincerely yours,
Environmental Corporation of America

™\ , Gty ) llscmr
Kimberly Morley'll\ h\) Marvin Webster, REP

Project Scientist Principal Scientist
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Nexstar Broadcasting, Inc has proposed to replace an existing approximate 1,100-foot tall guyed-
type communications structure with an 800-foot tall (856-feet tall, including appurtenances)
guyed-type communications structure at the subject site, The six proposed guy wire anchors
would be located within or adjacent to easements utilized by the existing tower and access route.
The existing fenced compound would be expanded to accommodate the replacement tower and
an addition to the existing equipment building.

A review of environmental and cultural resource issues revealed that a portion of the subject
facility would be located within a federally designated Special Flood Hazard Area of the 100-
year floodplain, Zone A. Zone A consists of areas of the 100-year floodplain where the base
flood elevation (BFE) has not been determined. Additionally, it has been determined that
portions of the project site may be located within jurisdictional wetlands.

No other FCC National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) issues have been identified in
connection with the subject facility.

In accordance with 47 CFR, Section 1.1307, et. seq., this environmental assessment has been
prepared to address environmental effects associated with the construction and operation of the
subject facility.

1.1 Site Location

The site 1s located at 1721 Evangeline Drive near Vidor, Orange County, Texas as shown on
Figures 1 and 2 of Appendix A.

The subject site is a grassed area adjacent to an existing tower compound. The proposed guy
anchors will be located within or adjacent to the easements utilized by the existing tower.
Surrounding land uses primarily consist of wooded land.

1.2 Site Description

The subject site is situated in a grassed area adjacent to an existing tower compound on an
approximate 40-acre tract of land owned by the Nexstar Broadcasting, Inc. The parent tract is
occupied by an existing television broadcast tower, associated guy anchor easements, an access
easement, and wooded land.

2.0 SITE INFORMATION

2.1 Zoning

The parcel is not zoned. There are no zoning requirements in unincorporated areas of Orange
County, Texas,
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2.2 Local Community

The Applicant is not aware of any concerns regarding environmental effects of the subject
facility that have been expressed by planning or zoning officials or members of the local
community.

2.3 Site Selection and Alternative Cousidered

The subject site currently consists of a broadcast facility that houses KBTV television
equipment, together with an approximate 1,100-foot tall guyed broadcast tower inside a fenced
compound. This facility dates back to 1969 and the existing 1,100-foot tower has been
determined unable to support the equipment needed for the transition to digital broadcast in
2009. An alternative site was not considered because the subject site has been used as a
television tower facility for ncarly four decades. A “No Action” alternative would not be
_feasible because the tower is in need of replacement. Replacing the existing tower would
minimize the potential impacts to other neighboring properties.

During the consultation and review of the NEPA categories, it was discovered that a portion of
the subject facility is located in a floodplain. This determination was made using the appropriate
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM)
Community Map Panel, 4805100050 B, dated January 6, 1983. Additionally, it has been
determined that portions of the project site may be located within jurisdictional wetlands.

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

In accordance with 47 CFR, Section 1.1307, the following issues must be addressed in an
Environmental Assessment. Included in these regulations is the requirement to investigate each
of the following items and provide a determination as to whether significant environmental
impacts or effects are likely.

3.1 Wilderness Areas

The subject site is owned by Nexstar Broadcasting, Inc. and is not located in an officially
designated wilderness area.

3.2 Wildlife Preserves

The subject site is owned by Nexstar Broadcasting, Inc. and is not located in an officially
designated wildlife preserve.

3.3  Listed Threatened and Endangered Species and Critical Habitat

ECA does not believe that the undertaking would affect any Threatened or Endangered specics
ot Critical Habitat. In reaching this finding, ECA reviewed the most recent U.S. Department of
Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (US FWS) List of Protected Species in Orange County, Texas
(see Appendix D) and performed a detailed inspection of the subject site area.

2
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ECA compared the habitat available at the subject site with the habitat requirements of federally
protected species listed by the US FWS as occurring within Orange County, Texas, ECA found
no evidence suggesting that federally protected species inhabit the site or the immediate site area
(impact zone). Our finding was made by a qualified Biologist.

3.4  Proposed Threatened or Endangered Species and Proposed Critical Habitat

Based on the information reviewed, it is our opinion that the undertaking would not jeopardize
proposed Threatened or Endangered species or result in the destruction or adverse modification
of a proposed Critical Habitat. This is based on a review of the U.S. Department of Interior Fish
and Wildlife Service List of Protected Species (see Appendix D) and our site inspections. Our
finding was made by a qualified Biologist.

3.5  Migratory Birds

The proposed facility would be located near the Mississippi Flyway and the Central Flyway
zones. However, the proposed tower 800-foot tall guyed-type tower would replace an existing
1,100-foot tall guyed-type tower. Therefore, ECA does not anticipate any negative impact to
migratory bird populations.

3.6 Sites of Historic and Archeological Significance

The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) Nationwide Programmatic Agreement for
Review Under the National Historic Preservation Act (NPA) signed into effect on March 7, 2005
stipulates that certain federal undertakings are not subject to individual Section 106 Review by
the Commission or the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) / Tribal Historic Preservation
Office (THPO) because certain types of undertakings are deemed unlikely to adversely affect
Historic Properties. The FCC along with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the
National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers have agreed that construction of a
replacement for an existing communications tower and any associated excavation that does not
substantially increase the size of the existing tower and that does not expand the boundaries of
the leased or owned property surrounding the tower by more than 30 feet in any direction or
involve excavation outside these expanded boundaries or outside any existing access or utility
easement related to the site are exempt from Section 106 review. Sec Appendix E for these
stipulations and documentation that this undertaking is excluded from Section 106 Review.

3.7  Indian Religious Sites

According to the NPA, facilities that meet the replacement tower exclusion described in Section
3.6 are not required to complete the process of participation of Indian tribes.

3.8  Floodplains
According to the FEMA FIRM Community Panel 4805100050 B, dated January 6, 1983, a

portion of the subject facility is located within a Special Flood Hazard Area, Zone A. Zone A
consists of areas of the 100-year floodplain where the base flood elevation (BFE) has not been
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determined. Based on the current FEMA FIRM Panel, it has been determined that the base flood
clevation (BFE) at the subject site is 20 feet above mean sea level (AMSL). See Appendix B for
the FEMA FIRM Community panel for the subject site,

The subject facility would be located in the jurisdiction of Orange County, Texas, a National
Flood Insurance Program participating community. Federal standards require that buildings and
equipment be constructed at least one foot above the base flood elevation. For the subject
facility, this translates to an elevation of 21 feet AMSL or higher,

3.9 Surface Features

The existing fenced compound and the replacement tower and compound expansion areas are
located in uplands. However, portions of the project site within and surrounding the existing guy
anchor easements may contain jurisdictional wetlands (see Appendix C). The Applicant has
determined that it will assume that the guy anchors are located within jurisdictional areas. Based
on the nature of the proposed activities (utility related) and the extent (less than 1/10 acre) of
wetland loss, the proposed impacts can be authorized under Nationwide Permit (NWP) 12 (33
CFR Part 330). According to NWP 12, no Pre-Construction Notification (PCN) is required for
work in Waters of the United States, as construction activities would result in a loss of less than
1/10™ acre of wetlands. Since the proposed project is consistent with the activities authorized
under NWP 12, and less than 1/10" acre of wetland loss would result, no PCN was submitted.

3.10 - High Intensity Lighting

High Intensity White Lights would be deployed in conjunction with this undertaking. However,
the facility is not located in or near a residential neighborhood.

3.11 Radio Frequency Radiation

For RF Exposure assessment, ECA has relied solely on the project RF Engineers to determine
that antennas located at the facility would result in RF exposures levels which fall within the
FCC categorical exclusions and are not subject to routine environmental evaluation under
Section 1.1307(b) of the Commission’s rules.

4.0  FINDINGS, ISSUES, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Federal Floodplains

Findings: According to the FEMA FIRM Community Panel 4805100050
B, dated January 6, 1983, a portion of the subject facility would be located
within a Special Flood Hazard Area, Zone A. Zone A consists of areas of
the 100-year floodplain where the base flood elevation (BFE) has not been
determined. Based on the current FEMA FIRM Panel, it has been
determined that the base flood elevation (BFE) at the subject site is 20 feet
above mean sea level (AMSL). The federal standard requires that
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Issues:

Recommendation.

Wetlands

Findings.

Issues:

Recommendation;

buildings be constructed at least one foot above the base flood elevation.
For the subject facility, this translates to an elevation of 21 feet AMSL or
higher.

According to the FCC Environmental Rules, an Environmental
Assessment must be prepared for facilities that are located within Special
Flood Hazard Area of the 100-year floodplain. FCC guidelines specify
that, avoiding adverse effects to floodplains may be accomplished by
complying with local flood protection and building code ordinances within
National Flood TInsurance Program participating communities/
jurisdictions or by elevating structures above the base flood elevation by at
least one foot.

The finished floor of any equipment cabinets and/or shelters would be
clevated to 21 feet AMSL or higher. In our opinion, we find no material
impact to the flood storage capacity of the local floodplain. Therefore, we
recommend that a finding of no significant impact (FONSI) be issued by
the FCC relative to floodplains.

Portions of the project site within and surrounding the existing guy anchor
easements may contain jurisdictional wetlands. The Applicant has
determined that it will assume that the proposed guy anchors would be
located within jurisdictional wetlands.

According to the FCC Environmental Rules, an Environmental
Assessment must be prepared for facilities that result in Wetland Fill.
FCC guidelines specify that, in order that adverse effects to wetlands may
be avoided, the undertaking must be authorized by a U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers permit.

Based on the nature of the proposed activities (utility related) and the
extent (less than 1/10 acre) of wetland loss, the proposed impacts can be
authorized under Nationwide Permit (NWP) 12 (33 CFR Part 330).
According to NWP 12, no Pre-Construction Notification (PCN) is required
for work in Waters of the United States, as construction activities would
result in a loss of less than 1/10™ acre of wetlands. Since the proposed
project is consistent with the activities authorized under NWP 12, and less
than 1/10™ acre of wetland loss would result, no PCN was submitted.
Based on the “insignificant” loss of waters of the U.S. associated with the
project activities (below the required USACE PCN and mitigation
thresholds), in our opinion, the proposed project will have no significant
adverse impact on jurisdictional waters or wetlands, Therefore, we
recommend that a finding of no significant impact (FONSI) be issued by
the FCC relative to wetlands.
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Other Items contained in 41 CFR 1,1307

Finding: No other findings of environmental significance were identified.
Issue: No further issues were identified.
Recommendation: No further action is recommended.

50 SUMMARY

In summary, it is our opinion that no adverse envirommental impacts or effects would result from
the undertaking. We seek Commission concurrence with this finding.

6.0 LIMITATIONS

This Environmental Assessment was conducted in accordance with generally accepted practices
of the profession for such studies, conducted during the same time period and in the geographical
area as this study. ECA has exercised the same degree of care and skill generally exercised by
environmental professionals under similar circumstances and conditions. No other warranty is
expressed or implied.

The observations, opinions and conclusions presented are not scientific certainties, but are solely
opinions based upon the information available to us and our professional judgment based upon
that information. The services provided herein are in no way intended to be legal advice and
should not be relied upon in any way for legal interpretations,
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ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION OF AMERICA

November 14, 2008

Morrison Hershfield Corporation
66 Perimeter Center East, Suite 600
Atlanta, Georgia 30346

Attention: Mr. Mike Khalil

Subject: US Fish and Wildlife Service Documentation

Threatened, Endangered, and Proposed Threatened and Endangered Species

Replacement of an Existing 1,100-Foot Tall Guyed-Type Communications
Structure with an 800-Foot Tall Guyed-Type Communications Structure

(856-Feet Overall Height with Appurtenances)

KBTYV Replacement Tower

1721 Evangeline Drive

Vidor, Orange County, Texas

Texla, TX USGS Quadrangle

Latitude: N 30° 09’ 21” Longitude: W 93° 59° 12”

ECA Project # J-1010-1

Dear Mr. Khalil:

The Clear Lake, Texas Field Office of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (US FWS) does not
wish to be consulted regarding proposed communications towers where a “no effect”
determination has been made (see Appendix E for US FWS correspondence). A “no effect”
determination is made when there is no suitable habitat for federally protected endangered or
threatened species or species proposed for federal protection at the subject site. If suitable habitat
for federally protected endangered or threatened species or species proposed for federal
protection is present at the subject site, then the US FWS must be consulted.

No habitat suitable for federally protected species listed as occurring within Orange County,
Texas is present at the subject site. Therefore, no documentation was sent to the US FWS and
this communication documents our finding of “no effect” for federally protected species.
Specific recommendations concerning tower height, design, lighting, and migratory birds were
provided by the US FWS for all newly constructed towers and are included in Appendix E.
These are only recommendations and are not requirements for the proposed undertaking.

FAPROJECT\2008proj\J-1010-1\J1010FWS.doc
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Background

The subject site location is shown on Figure 1 of Appendix A. Figure 2 is a plan view that shows
the site configuration and Figure 3 is a recent aerial photograph of the site area. Morrison
Hershfield Corporation is assisting the Applicant, who plans to replace an existing 1,100-foot tall
guyed-type communications structure with a proposed approximate 800-foot tall guyed-type
communications structure (856-feet overall height with appurtenances) at the subject site. The
existing fenced equipment compound and building within the compound would be expanded to
accommodate the new tower and equipment. The proposed replacement structure would be
lighted and guy wires would be used.

The subject site is located in a grassed area adjacent to an existing tower compound. The
proposed guy anchors will be located in the easements utilized by the existing tower. The tract
containing the existing tower contains approximately 40 acres. The proposed replacement tower
will be accessible via an existing gravel drive off of Evangeline Drive, as shown on Figure 2 of
Appendix A. The surrounding area primarily consists of wooded land. Photographs of the parent
tract and access are provided in Appendix B. Descriptions are provided underneath each
photograph and photograph locations are graphically depicted on Figure 2.

Purpose

The purpose of this letter is to provide Morrison Hershfield Corporation with documentation of
our investigations and findings relative to federally protected species at the subject site.

Review of Available Documentation and Site Inspection

ECA has reviewed the most current U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service County List of Protected
Species for Orange County, Texas. ECA has also reviewed information from various sources
pertaining to the habitat requirements of any listed species. Habitat at the site was evaluated
during our November 10, 2008 site visit, which was conducted by ECA Project Scientist, Kim
Morley.

Discussion of Findings

The Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is the only species listed as federally protected in
Orange County, Texas. The Bald eagle has been removed from the Endangered Species List as
of a Federal Register Final Rule dated August 9, 2007. The Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus) nests in high treetops near open waters (typically along a lakeshore or on the
coast). No open waters are located near the subject site. Further, ECA did not observe evidence
of the Bald eagle at the site during our site inspection
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Conclusions

Based on the information reviewed and our site inspection, ECA has found no evidence to
indicate that federally protected species inhabit the subject site or the immediate site area (impact
zone). We have therefore determined that the proposed undertaking is unlikely to affect federally
protected species. :

Closure

Kim Morley of ECA collected the applicable information, compiled this report, and conducted
the site visit and area inspection. Mr. Marvin Webster reviewed this report. Mr. Webster is a
degreed Biologist. His resume is included in Appendix D.

A finding of “no effect” has been made concerning federally protected endangered and threatened
species. Correspondence with the Arlington, Texas Field Office of the US FWS is provided in
Appendix E.

Sincerely yours,
Environmental Corporation of America

Kim Morley ﬁ Marvin Webster, REP
Project Scientist Principal Biologist
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Bald Eagle

Home Bald Eagle

Conservation and Life : .
History Bald and Golden Eagle Permits:
Bald Eagle Population
Size

raft Environmental Assessment (DEA) for bald
agle and golden eagle permits

Laws that Protect

Fagles Bald Eagle Recovered and Delisted
Bald Eagle i

Management 3 R I On August 9, 2007, the bald eagle was removed
Guidelines oto by Mike Lockant/USFHS from the federal list of threatened and endangered

species. After nearly disappearing from most of the United States decades ago, the
bald eagle is now flourishing across the nation and no longer needs the protection of
the Endangered Species Act.

Places to See Eagles
and Eagle Images

Slideshow
. The two main factors that led to the recovery of the bald eagle were the banning of
Links the pesticide DDT and habitat protection afforded by the Endangered Species Act for
Archives: 1999 nesting sites and important feeding and roost sites. This recovery could not have been
Delisting Proposal accomplished without the support and cooperation of many private and public
landowners.

Midwest Region
Endangered Species

e Go here for more information about the recovery Desert Bald Eagle

Midwest Region

Migratory Birds and delisting of the Bald Eagle.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife

e To ensure that eagles continue to thrive, the U.S. Lists the Desert Bald
Fish and Wildlife Service will work with state wildlife Eagle As Threatened
Under the Endangered

agencies to monitor eagles for at least five years. If

Species Act
it appears that bald eagles again need the protection ecie

of the Endangered Species Act, the Service can

propose to relist the species. The Service is made
the draft post-delisting monitoring plan for public review and comment. We are

now evaluating those comments and finalizing the Bald Eagle Monitoring Plan

Federal Register: Notice of availability of draft post-delisting monitoring plan;
request for comments (July 9, 2007)
Draft Post-Delisting Monitoring Plan

« Even though they are delisted, bald eagles are still protected by the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. These Acts require some
measures to continue to prevent bald eagle "take" resulting from human activities.
The three actions described below pertain to implementation of the Bald and
Golden Eagle Protection Act.

1) The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service finalized modifications to a regulatory
definition of "disturb” under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (Eagle

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/eagle/ 11/13/2008
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Act).

2) The Service released the final National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines
which provide guidance to the public on how to prevent impacts to bald eagles
that could violate the Eagle Act.

o For the Upper Midwest, follow this link for an easy to use website that

steps you through the Bald Fagle Management Guidelines.

3) On June 5, 2007, the Service opened a 90-day public comment period on a
proposal to create a permit program to authorize limited “take” of bald and
golden eagles where the "take" is associated with, and not the purpose of,
otherwise lawful activities. The comment period closed on September 4, 2007.

Follow the links to the left for information about bald eagle life history, population,
photos, and more.

Last updated: November 12, 2008

USFWS Midwest Region Sites
Home | Migratory Birds | Ecological Services | Endangered Species | Ecological Services Field Offices

USFWS National Sites
Bald Eagle | Migratory Birds | Endangered Species | Fisheries and Habitat Conservation

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/eagle/ 11/13/2008
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U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

DIVISION OF ENDANGERED SPECIES

V=y=y=y== ===0 [[Return to the Endangered Species Home Page.]
................................................................ [Click the ~ symbol anywhere below to return here.]

BALD EAGLE *

(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) -

The bald eagle is a member of the family Accipitridae and was initially listed on February 14, 1978 as
an endangered species throughout the lower 48 states, except in Minnesota, Michigan, Wisconsin,
Washington, and Oregon, where it was listed as a threatened species. On July 12, 1995, the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service announced that the bald eagle would be reclassified from endangered to threatened
in the lower 48 states, effective August 11, 1995, In those states where the species was already listed as
threatened, it remains classified that way.

The bald eagle is considered to be one of the greatest success stories since the Endangered Species Act
was passed in 1973, Appointed our Nation's symbol, it seems only fitting that the bald eagle's recovery
can be attributed, partly, to a combined nationwide awareness to conserve and protect a species that has
come to represent the United States,

DESCRIPTION

The bald eagle is a large raptor, The characteristic adult plumage consists of a white head and tail with a
dark brown body. Juvenile eagles are completely dark brown and do not fully develop the majestic white
head and tail until the fifth or sixth year. Fish are the primary food source but bald eagles will also take a
variety of birds, mammals, and turtles (both live and as carrion) when fish are not readily available.
Adults average about three feet from head to tail, weigh approximately 10 to 12 pounds and have a
wingspread that can reach seven feet. Generally, female bald eagles are somewhat larger than the males.

Breeding pairs of bald eagles unite for life or until the death of their mate. The breeding season varies
throughout the U.S., but typically begins in the winter for the southern populations and progressively
shifts toward spring the further north the populations occur, The typical nest is constructed of large
sticks and lined with soft materials such as pine needles and grasses, The nests are very large, measuring
up to six feet across and weighing hundreds of pounds. Many nests are believed to be used by the same
pair of dagles year after year. Female eagles lay an average of two eggs; however, the clutch size may
vary from one to three eggs. The eggs are incubated about 35 days. The young fledge 9 to 14 weeks after
hatching and at approximately 4 months the young eaglets are on their own.

BACKGROUND

The bald eagle historically ranged throughout North America except extreme northern Alaska and
Canada, and central and southern Mexico. Prior to 1940, the eagle population began to decrease. This
decrease was directly related to the decline in numbers of prey species, as well as direct killing and loss
of habitat, In 1940, the Bald Bagle Protection Act was passed. This law made it illegal to kill, harm,
harass, or possess bald eagles, alive or dead, including eggs, feathers and nests. As a result of the
passing of this law, the bald eagle began to partially recover, However, this was just the beginning of
what this remarkable creature would have to endure that brought it to the brink of extinction, Subsequent
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to World War II, the use of dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane (DDT) to control mosquitos became very
widespread along coastal and wetland areas, This had a drastic effect on the bald eagle, and as a result of
foraging on contaminated food, the species' population plummeted. It was determined in the later 1960's
and early 1970's, that DDE, the principal breakdown product of DDT, built up in the fatty tissues of
adult females. This prevented the calcium release necessary to produce strong egg shells, and
consequently, caused reproductive failure. In response to the decline, the Secretary of the Interior, on
March 11, 1967, listed those populations of the bald eagle south of the 40th parallel as endangered under
the Endangered Species Preservation Act of 1966. However, the decline continued until DDT was
bamned from use in the United States on December 31, 1972.

DISTRIBUTION/RANGE

After the-Endangered Species Act was passed in 1973, the bald eagle was listed as endangered
throughout the lower 48 states, except in five states, Michigan, Minnesota, Wisconsin, Washington, and
Oregon, where it wag listed as threatened, Based on geographic location, the Service established five
recovery regions. The distribution, recovery goals, and implementation of protection for the bald eagle
varied widely from region to region. A recovery team was established for each region which prepared a
recovery plan describing the terms and tasks necessary to help improve the bald eagle populations
specific to each location. The five regions are as follows: Northern States, Chesapeake Bay, Southeast,
Southwestern, and Pacific (Figure 1).

Figure 1: Bald Eagle Recovery Regions

2& Northern
(:) Chesapeake Bay
@ Southeast
( ) Southwest

(} Pacific

Through implementation of the tasks and priorities included in each recovery plan; strict enforcement of
the Endangered Species Act; and the banning of DDT, the bald eagle population has clearly increased.
Public awareness has also been instrumental in saving the eagle from extinction. Educating the public,
helps people understand the significance of individual species and the importance of protecting and




Bald Eagle Species Account

Page 3 of 3

conserving habitat, The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is dedicated to protecting the bald eagle through

programs such as law enforcement, habitat protection, contaminant studies and outreach.

5

Figure 2

Humber of Bald Eagle Pairs Countad in Lower 48 States
1863 - 1994 (Missing years Indicate incomplete data)

Thoussnds of eadls palrs

As Figure 2 shows, the population of bald eagles in the lower 48 states has certainly increased within the

past 31 years,

Though the bald eagle has recently been reclassified to threatened, this action does not alter those
conservation measures already in effect to protect the species and its habitat. Periodic review of the

status of the species will continue through annual surveys and bird banding.

The success of the bald eagle clearly represents the effectiveness of the Endangered Species Act and the
dedication of all who believe that natural resources and the environment are worth protecting. O

" htto//fwww.fws.saviendanoered/i/h/maeahih himl
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QUALIFIED BIOLOGIST RESUME



POSITION:

EDUCATION:

PROFESSIONAL
REGISTRATION:

PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE:
1993 - Present

1990-1993

1988-1989

Prior Years

SHORT COURSES:

MARVIN G. WEBSTER, JR., REP
President/Principal Scientist

Master of Environmental Studies
The Evergreen State College, Olympia, WA, 1993

Bachelor of Science, Biology
Georgia College, Milledgeville, GA, 1989

National Registry of Environmental Professionals -
Registered Environmental Professional #5822
USACE Certified Wetland Delineator

Principal Scientist, President & CEO; Environmental Corporation of
America; Alpharetta, Georgia

Micropropagation Grower, Brigg's Nursery, Olympia, WA

Responsible for all aspects of crop management, tissue culture
propagation, and production of landscape ornamental plants.
Responsible for pest and disease control, environmental control, and
research pertinent to related crop management responsibilities.

Environmental Education Intern, University of Georgia Extension
Service, Athens, GA

Held various jobs in public, college, and commercial radio.

Risk Assessment and Management, Olympia, WA, February 1993

The National Environmental Policy Act, Review and Process, Olympia,
WA, February 1992

Growth Management, Olympia, WA, February 1993

Environmental Law Review Seminar, Savannah, GA, October 1994
Environmental Law Review Seminar, Savannah, GA, July, 1999
USACE Wetland Delineation & Management, Atlanta, GA,

March 2000




REPRESENTATIVE PROJECTS

Project Principal; Protected Species Evaluations/ FWS Consultations; over 1,100 Sites,
Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Mississippi,
Missouri, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, New York, North Carolina, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Virginia, West Virginia; Various Wireless Telecommunications Clients.

Project Principal; Biological Assessment, Greensboro, Greene County Georgia
Telecommunications Tower; Crown Castle International Georgia Region, Atlanta, Georgia.

Project Principal; Wetlands Delineation; 279 Acre Industrial Park Property, Stevens County
Development Authority, Stephens County, Georgia.

Project Principal, National Environmental Policy Act Evaluations and Environmental
Assessments, Over 300 Georgia Region Sites; Crown Castle International, Atlanta, Georgia.

Project Manager and Project Principal; Phase I Site Assessments, Phase II Site Assessments,
Wetlands Services; 90 Projects throughout Georgia, BellSouth; Atlanta, Georgia.

Project Principal; Wetlands Permitting; 105 Acre Power Center Development; Hampton,
Virginia; JDN Development Company, Atlanta, Georgia.

Project Principal; Wetlands Permitting; 2 Acre Commercial Property Development; Enterprise
Drive, LLC; Buford, Georgia.

Project Principal; Environmental Assessments; BellSouth Mobility, Inc./Cingular Wireless;
Tower Sites in Georgia, Louisiana, and South Carolina.

Project Principal; Wetlands Delineation and COE Verification, Gwinnett Center Technical
College Site; Georgia Board of Regents, Atlanta, Georgia.

Project Principal; Board of Regents Environmental Policy Act Evaluation, Parks Nursing and
Health Sciences Buildings, Georgia College and State University, Milledgeville, Georgia.

Project Principal; Phase I Environmental Site Assessment; 500 Acre Dawson Woods Site;
Wachovia Bank; Dawson County, Georgia.

Project Principal; Multiple Phase I and Phase II Site Assessments, Wetlands Delineations, and
Environmental Assessments; Cingular Wireless/BellSouth Mobility, Inc., Over 300 Tower
Sites in Georgia, Northern Carolina, and South Carolina.

Project Manager; Multiple Phase I Site Assessments, Wetland and Protected Species
Evaluations; Georgia Power Company; Over 30 Wireless Telecommunication Sites in Georgia.

Project Manager; Wetlands Delineation; Hampton Greene Mixed Use Development; Norcross,
Georgia.



Project Manager; Wetlands Delineation; 83 Acre Post Road Tract; Paces Properties; Forsyth
County, Georgia.

Project Manager; Phase I and IT Site Assessments and Wetlands Assessment; 951 Acre Tract;
Sanford H. Orkin; Clarke and Oconee Counties, Georgia.

Project Manager; Environmental Assessment; Cellular One of Virginia, Inc.; Henrico County,
Virginia.

Project Manager; Georgia Environmental Policy Act Environmental Effects Evaluation and
Wetlands Delineation; Georgia College and State University, Milledgeville, Georgia.

Project Manager; Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and Water Rights Assessment; 1550
Acre Ranch; Dow Lohnes & Albertson, San Miguel County (Telluride), Colorado.

Project Manager; Vegetation Survey and Analysis; CSX - Vaughn Coal Gassification Landfill
Site; AT&E; Greenville, South Carolina.

PUBLICATIONS:

Webster, Marvin G., Jr. 1993. Ecological Principles for Selecting Optimal Reserves for Wild
Plant Conservation. Essay of Distinction, The Evergreen State College, Olympia, WA.

Webster, Marvin G., Jr. 1994. William Bartram; A History of Ecological Thought from
Bartram to Present. Presented at Georgia College, Milledgeville, GA, June 1994.

Webster, Marvin G., Jr. and Brown, Ralph E., Ph.D., PE. 1995. Scoring Sites Using the
Reportable Quantities Screening Method (RQSM); A Two Case Evaluation of Input Category
Sensitivities. Presented at the Georgia Water & Pollution Control Association 1995 Industrial
Pollution Control Conference & Exposition, February 1995.

Webster, Marvin G., Jr. and Brown, Ralph E., Ph.D., PE. 1995. Environmental Impact
Assessment; BellSouth Mobility, Inc.; Murray County, GA Cellular Installation in BellSouth
Cellular Corporation FCC Environmental Compliance Manual, BellSouth Cellular
Corporation. Atlanta, GA.

Webster, Marvin G. Jr., REP. 1997. A User’s Guide to Real Estate Transaction Assessments.
Presented at the Georgia Water & Pollution Control Association 1997 Pollution Control
Conference and Exposition, March 1997.
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Alicia Murphy

From: <Sean_Edwards@fws.gov>

To: “Alicia Murphy"” <alicia.murphy@eca-usa.com>
Senf: Monday, May 07, 2007 10:12 AM

Subject: Re: Cell Tower Review Projects

Ms. Murphy,

You are correct in your understanding that contact with the Service would only be necessary when it has been
determined that a proposed action would have the potential to impact federally listed species. We are available to
offer technical assistance in making this determination so do not hesitate to inquire if needed. The language
below summarizes our position.

An updated county-by-county list of federally threatened, endangered, and candidate species, critical habitat
designations, as well as information on the general biology of these species can be found at our website at
http:/iwww. fws.govisouthwest/es/arlingtontexas/. A qualified person, preferably a biologist, should use this
information along with other current available information o evaluate project sites and adjacent areas for the
presence of suitable habitat for the listed species occurring in a specific Texas County. If this assessment
indicates that there is the potentiai for a proposed action to affect listed species (i.e., suitable habitat for listed
species is present within or adjacent to the action area), you should contact this office for further coordination. If
the assessment concludes that a proposed project would have no effect on listed species, section 7 consuitation
is not required and contact with this office would not be necessary. Your determination of "no effect” and the
rationale to support it would then be provided to the appropriate federal agency (FCC in this case).

Kind Regards,

Sean Patrick Edwards
Wildlife Biologist

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Ecological Services Field Office
711 Stadium Drive, Suite 252
Arlington, TX 76011
817-277-1100
sean_edwards@fws.gov

"Alicla Murphy" <allela.murphy@eca-usa.com> To <sean_edwards@fws.gov>

cc

05/03/2007 03:38 PM Subject Cell Tower Review Projects

Dear Mr. Edwards,

| believe you spoke with one of my colleagues last month regarding cell tower review projects. We understand
that if our site assessment reveals that federally protected species will not be adversely affected, then the

Arlington, Texas Ecologicial Services Field Office does not wish to be consuited. Gan you verify this?

Thank you for your help.

5/9/2007



Sincerely,

Alicia Murphy

Environmental Corporation of America
1375 Union Hill Industriai Court

Suite A

Alpharetta, GA 30004

(770) 667-2040 x114

(770} 667-2041 fax

Page 2 of 2

5/9/2007
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United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
Washington, DC 20240

September 14, 2000

To: Regional Directors

From: Director /s/ Jamie Rappaport Clark

Subject: Service Guidance on the Siting, Construction, Operation and Decommissioning of
Communications Towers

Construction of communications towers (including radio, television, cellular, and microwave) in the
United States has been growing at an exponential rate, increasing at an estimated 6 percent to 8 percent
annually. According to the Federal Communication Commission’s 2000 Antenna Structure Registry, the
number of lighted towers greater than 199 feet above ground level (AGL) currently number over 45,000
and the total number of towers over 74,000. Non-compliance with the registry program is estimated at
24 percent to 38 percent, bringing the total to 92,000 to 102,000. By 2003, all television stations must be
digital, adding potentially 1,000 new towers exceeding 1,000 feet AGL.

The construction of new towers creates a potentially significant impact on migratory birds, especially
some 350 species of night-migrating birds. Communications towers are estimated to kill 4-5 million
birds per year, which violates the spirit and the intent of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Code of
Federal Regulations at Part 50 designed to implement the MBTA. Some of the species affected are also
protected under the Endangered Species Act and Bald and Golden Eagle Act.

Service personnel may become involved in the review of proposed tower sitings and/or in the evaluation
of tower impacts on migratory birds through National Environmental Policy Act review; specifically,
Sections 1501.6, opportunity to be a cooperating agency, and 1503.4, duty to comment on federally-
licensed activities for agencies with jurisdiction by law, in this case the MBTA, or because of special
expertise. Also, the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act requires that any activity on
Refuge lands be determined as compatible with the Refuge system mission and the Refuge purpose(s).
In addition, the Service is required by the ESA to assist other Federal agencies in ensuring that any
action they authorize, implement, or fund will not jeopardize the continued existence of any Federally
endangered or threatened species.

A Communication Tower Working Group composed of government agencies, industry, academic
researchers and NGO’s has been formed to develop and implement a research protocol to determine the
best ways to construct and operate towers to prevent bird strikes. Until the research study is completed,
or until research efforts uncover significant new mitigation measures, all Service personnel involved in
the review of proposed tower sitings and/or the evaluation of the impacts of towers on migratory birds
should use the attached interim guidelines when making recommendations to all companies, license
applicants, or licensees proposing new tower sitings. These guidelines were developed by Service
personnel from research conducted in several eastern, midwestern, and southern states, and have been
refined through Regional review. They are based on the best information available at this time, and are
the most prudent and effective measures for avoiding bird strikes at towers. We believe that they will
provide significant protection for migratory birds pending completion of the Working Group’s
recommendations. As new information becomes available, the guidelines will be updated accordingly.

Implementation of these guidelines by the communications industry is voluntary, and our
recommendations must be balanced with Federal Aviation Administration requirements and local

http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/issues/towers/comtow.html 11/14/2008
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community concerns where necessary. Field offices have discretion in the use of these guidelines on a
case by case basis, and may also have additional recommendations to add which are specific to their
geographic area.

Also attached is a Tower Site Evaluation Form which may prove useful in evaluating proposed towers
and in streamlining the evaluation process. Copies may be provided to consultants or tower companies
who regularly submit requests for consultation, as well as to those who submit individual requests that
do not contain sufficient information to allow adequate evaluation. This form is for discretionary use,
and may be modified as necessary.

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703-712) prohibits the taking, killing, possession,
transportation, and importation of migratory birds, their eggs, parts, and nests, except when specifically
authorized by the Department of the Interior. While the Act has no provision for allowing unauthorized
take, it must be recognized that some birds may be killed at structures such as communications towers
even if all reasonable measures to avoid it are implemented. The Service’s Division of Law Enforcement
carries out its mission to protect migratory birds not only through investigations and enforcement, but
also through fostering relationships with individuals and industries that proactively seek to eliminate
their impacts on migratory birds. While it is not possible under the Act to absolve individuals or
companies from liability if they follow these recommended guidelines, the Division of Law
Enforcement and Department of Justice have used enforcement and prosecutorial discretion in the past

regarding individuals or companies who have made good faith efforts to avoid the take of migratory
birds.

Please ensure that all field personnel involved in review of FCC licensed communications tower
proposals receive copies of this memorandum. Questions regarding this issue should be directed to Dr.
Benjamin Tuggle, Chief, Division of Habitat Conservation, at (703)358-2161, or Jon Andrew, Chief,
Division of Migratory Bird Management, at (703)358-1714. These guidelines will be incorporated in a
Director’s Order and placed in the Fish and Wildlife Service Manual at a future date.

Service Interim Guidelines For Recommendations On
Communications Tower Siting, Construction, Operation, and Decommissioning

1. Any company/applicant/licensee proposing to construct a new communications tower should be
strongly encouraged to collocate the communications equipment on an existing communication
tower or other structure (e.g., billboard, water tower, or building mount). Depending on tower load
factors, from 6 to 10 providers may collocate on an existing tower.

2. If collocation is not feasible and a new tower or towers are to be constructed, communications
service providers should be strongly encouraged to construct towers no more than 199 feet above
ground level (AGL), using construction techniques which do not require guy wires (e.g., use a
lattice structure, monopole, etc.). Such towers should be unlighted if Federal Aviation
Administration regulations permit.

3. If constructing multiple towers, providers should consider the cumulative impacts of all of those
towers to migratory birds and threatened and endangered species as well as the impacts of each
individual tower.

4. If at all possible, new towers should be sited within existing “antenna farms™ (clusters of towers).
Towers should not be sited in or near wetlands, other known bird concentration areas (e.g., state or

http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/issues/towers/comtow.html 11/14/2008
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Federal refuges, staging areas, rookeries), in known migratory or daily movement flyways, or in
habitat of threatened or endangered species. Towers should not be sited in areas with a high
incidence of fog, mist, and low ceilings.

5. Iftaller (>199 feet AGL) towers requiring lights for aviation safety must be constructed, the
minimum amount of pilot warning and obstruction avoidance lighting required by the FAA should
be used. Unless otherwise required by the FAA, only white (preferable) or red strobe lights should
be used at night, and these should be the minimum number, minimum intensity, and minimum
number of flashes per minute (longest duration between flashes) allowable by the FAA. The use
of solid red or pulsating red warning lights at night should be avoided. Current research indicates
that solid or pulsating (beacon) red lights attract night-migrating birds at a much higher rate than
white strobe lights. Red strobe lights have not yet been studied.

6. Tower designs using guy wires for support which are proposed to be located in known raptor or
waterbird concentration areas or daily movement routes, or in major diurnal migratory bird
movement routes or stopover sites, should have daytime visual markers on the wires to prevent
collisions by these diurnally moving species. (For guidance on markers, see Avian Power Line
Interaction Committee (APLIC). 1994. Mitigating Bird Collisions with Power Lines: The State of
the Art in 1994. Edison Electric Institute, Washington, D.C., 78 pp, and Avian Power Line
Interaction Committee (APLIC). 1996. Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on Power
Lines. Edison Electric Institute/Raptor Research Foundation, Washington, D.C., 128 pp. Copies
can be obtained via the Internet at http://www.eei.org/resources/pubcat/enviro/, or by calling 1-
800/334-5453).

7. Towers and appendant facilities should be sited, designed and constructed so as to avoid or
minimize habitat loss within and adjacent to the tower “footprint”. However, a larger tower
footprint is preferable to the use of guy wires in construction. Road access and fencing should be
minimized to reduce or prevent habitat fragmentation and disturbance, and to reduce above
ground obstacles to birds in flight.

8. If significant numbers of breeding, feeding, or roosting birds are known to habitually use the
proposed tower construction area, relocation to an alternate site should be recommended. If this is
not an option, seasonal restrictions on construction may be advisable in order to avoid disturbance
during periods of high bird activity.

9. In order to reduce the number of towers needed in the future, providers should be encouraged to
design new towers structurally and electrically to accommodate the applicant/licensee’s antennas
and comparable antennas for at least two additional users (minimum of three users for each tower
structure), unless this design would require the addition of lights or guy wires to an otherwise
unlighted and/or unguyed tower.

10. Security lighting for on-ground facilities and equipment should be down-shielded to keep light
within the boundaries of the site.

11. Ifatower is constructed or proposed for construction, Service personnel or researchers from the
Communication Tower Working Group should be allowed access to the site to evaluate bird use,
conduct dead-bird searches, to place net catchments below the towers but above the ground, and
to place radar, Global Positioning System, infrared, thermal imagery, and acoustical monitoring
equipment as necessary to assess and verify bird movements and to gain information on the
impacts of various tower sizes, configurations, and lighting systems.

http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/issues/towers/comtow.html 11/14/2008
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12. Towers no longer in use or determined to be obsolete should be removed within 12 months of
cessation of use.

In order to obtain information on the extent to which these guidelines are being implemented, and to
identify any recurring problems with their implementation which may necessitate modifications, letters
provided in response to requests for evaluation of proposed towers should contain the following request:

“In order to obtain information on the usefulness of these guidelines in preventing bird
strikes, and to identify any recurring problems with their implementation which may
necessitate modifications, please advise us of the final location and specifications of the
proposed tower, and which of the measures recommended for the protection of migratory
birds were implemented. If any of the recommended measures can not be implemented,
please explain why they were not feasible.”

Return to Home Page

http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/issues/towers/comtow.html 11/14/2008
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Replacement Tower Exclusion Checklist

Site Name: KBTV Replacement Tower

Tower Height: 800° (856-feet overall height with appurtenances)

Site Address: 1721 Evangeline Drive, Vidor, Orange County, Texas

Tower Owner: Nexstar Broadcasting, Inc,

Construction Date: Prior to March 16, 2001 (Based on FCC ASR decumentation)

Please fill out the following form by checking the appropriate boxes.

CJYESIXINO 1.  Will the replacement tower result in a substantial
increase in size from the existing tower'?

LIYES[XINO 2. Will the replacement tower result in excavation outside
the current boundaries of the site or leased or owned
property surrounding the tower site (plus 30 feet in any
direction)?

LIYESXINO 3. Was the tower constructed after March 16, 20017
Proceed to Question 4 if answered “Yes”.

XINA JYES[]NO 4, Has the tower completed the Section 106 Review
process? Section 106 Review is required if answered “No”.

If any question 1 through 3 are answered “YES,” consultation with the SHPO is required
prior to constructing a replacement tower,

I, the undersigned, have reviewed and completed this checklist and cerify that the
answers contained herein are truthful and accurate to the best of my knowledge.

Environmental Corporation of America (Consultant) V— A vL‘\

hY

(Date) (Doave b 1Y, 2009

1 "Substantial increase in size of the tower” means: 1) an increase in the tower height of more than 10% or by the height

of one antenna array with a separation distance from the nearest existing array not to exceed 20 feat, whichever Is
greater; 2) the installation of more than 4 new equipment cabinets or mare than 1 new equipment building; 3) the addition
of an appurtenance that would protrude from the edge of the tower more than 20 feet or more than the widih of the tower
at the level of the appurtenance, whichever is greater,
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FCC Home | Search | Updates | E-Filing | Initiatives | For Consumers | Find People

Antenna Structure Registration

FCC > WTB > ASR > Qnline Systems > ASR Search ECC Site Map

ASR Registration Search
Registration 1054182 [Z] HELF

L 5 A
Q New Search Return to Resuits IEI Printable Page Reference Copy ™™ Map Registration

Registration Detail

Reg Number 1054182 Status Constructed
File Number A0360170 Constructed 01/01/1969
FAA Study 98-ASW-2510-0E EMI No
FAA Issue Date 06/25/1998 NEPA No

Antenna Structure
Structure Type TOWER - Free standing or Guyed Structure used for Communications Purposes
Location (in NAD83 Coordinates - Convert to NAD27)

Lat/Long 30-09-21.0 N 093-59-11.0 W 2.4 MI S OFF HWY 12
City, State VIDOR , TX
Cen%:er of
AM Array
Heights (meters)
Elevation of Site Above Mean Sea Leval Overall Height Above Ground (AGL)
6.0 374.0
Overall Height Above Mean Sea Level Overall Height Above Ground w/o
Appurtenances
380.0 374.0

Painting and Lighting Specifications
FCC Paragraphs 1, 3, 9, 18, 21

Owner & Contact Information

FRN 0009961889 Licensee ID LO0777482
Assignor FRN 0004265385 Assignor ID LO0307771
Owner

Nexstar Broadcasting, Inc. P: (972)373-8300
Attention To: Perry Sook E:

909 Lake Carolyn Parkway, Ste 1450
Irving , TX 75039

Contact
Hammond , Elizabeth P: (202)842-8800
1500 K Street, NW, Suite 1100 E: ehammond@dbr.com

Washington , DC 20005

http://wireless2.fec.gov/UlsApp/AsrSearch/asrRegistration.jsp?regKey=615166 11/14/2008




ASR Registration 1054182

Last Action Status

Status Constructed Received 01/13/2004
Purpose Change Owner Entered 01/13/2004
Mode Interactive

Related Applications

01/13/2004 A0360170 - Change Owner (OC)
04/12/2003 A0320729 - Admin Update {AU)
07/13/1998 705 - New (NE)

Comments
Comments

None

Automated Letters

01/14/2004 Ownership Change, Reference 316975
01/14/2004 Authorization, Reference 317026
n, Reference 280385

04/14/2003

Page 2 of 2

ASR Help ASR License Glossary - FAQ - Online Help - Documentation - Technical Support

ASR Online TOWAIR- CORES - ASR Online Filing - Application Search - Registration Search

Systems

About ASR Privacy Statement - About ASR - ASR Home

Registration ; : T

Search I ByRegiStration Numb_er ;7 ' B
ECC | Wireless [ ULS | CORES Help | Tech Support
Federal Communications Commission Phone: 1-877-480-3201
445 12th Street SW TTY: 1-717-338-2824
Washington, DC 20554 Submit Heip Request

http://wireless2.fec.gov/UlsApp/AsrSearch/asrRegistration,jsp?regKey=615166

11/14/2008
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No Tribal Consultation Required




APPENDIX G
BUILDING PERMIT

TO BE SUBMITTED AS A SUPPLEMENT






