
  Henry Mayo Newhall Memorial Hospital  
  Master Plan Environmental Impact Report 

 
 

 

 
Final – November 2008 12-394 Comments and Responses 

12.9 WRITTEN COMMENT CARDS FROM 
SEPTEMBER 23, 2008 CITY COUNCIL HEARING 
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WCC1.  RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT CARD FROM GREG AMSLER, 
SEPTEMBER 23, 2008. 

 
 
WCC1-1. The Commentator has expressed their support for the proposed project.  No 

CEQA-related issues were raised; thus no further response is required. 



WCC2
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WCC2.  RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT CARD FROM CATHY 
RICHARDSON, SEPTEMBER 23, 2008. 

 
 
WCC2-1. The Commentator has expressed their support for the proposed project.  No 

CEQA-related issues were raised; thus no further response is required. 
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WCC3. RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT CARD FROM DANIEL 
LUTHE, SEPTEMBER 23, 2008. 

 
 
WCC3-1. The Commentator has expressed their support for the proposed project.  No 

CEQA-related issues were raised; thus no further response is required. 
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WCC5. RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT CARD FROM TOM MCCOY, 
SEPTEMBER 23, 2008. 

 
 
WCC5-1. The Commentator has expressed their opposition to the proposed project.  The 

comment expresses the opinions of the Commentator.  The comment will be 
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.  However, because the comment does not 
address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 
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WCC6. RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT CARD FROM RICHARD 
DREW, SEPTEMBER 23, 2008. 

 
 
WCC6-1. The Commentator has expressed their opposition to the proposed project.  The 

comment expresses the opinions of the Commentator.  The comment will be 
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.  However, because the comment does not 
address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 
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WCC7. RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT CARD FROM LINDA MCCOY, 
SEPTEMBER 23, 2008. 

 
 
WCC7-1. The Commentator has expressed their opposition to the proposed project.  The 

comment expresses the opinions of the Commentator.  The comment will be 
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.  However, because the comment does not 
address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 
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WCC8. RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT CARD FROM CHRISTINE 
EMERSON, SEPTEMBER 23, 2008. 

 
 
WCC8-1. The Commentator has expressed their opposition to the proposed project.  The 

comment expresses the opinions of the Commentator.  The comment will be 
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.   

 
  The topics of aesthetics, traffic, parking, and air quality were analyzed in Sections  5.3 

through 5.6, respectively in the September 2008 Revised Draft EIR.   
 
  Section 5.4 includes the following mitigation measures to improve traffic flow on 

McBean Parkway: 
 

TR1 In order to address impacts along McBean Parkway at the Magic Mountain 
Parkway intersection, the following improvements shall be required: 

 
♦ Add a third through lane for the westbound direction (re-striping).  

This improvement shall be implemented in conjunction with the 
construction of MOB1. 

♦ Add right-turn overlap phasing for the westbound right-turn 
movement (signal modification).  This improvement shall be 
implemented in conjunction with the construction of MOB1. 

♦ Add a third through lane for the eastbound direction (re-striping).  
This improvement shall be implemented in conjunction with the 
construction of the Inpatient Building/MOB2. 

 
TR5 The project applicant shall pay fees to the established Valencia Bridge and 

Thoroughfare District, in accordance with City policy, in order to provide a 
fair-share contribution of funds for future traffic system improvements. 

 
TR6 In order to address impacts along McBean Parkway at the Orchard Village 

Road intersection, the following improvement shall be required: 
 

♦ Restripe the hospital driveway to reconfigure the first through lane to a 
shared left-turn/through lane.  This improvement shall be 
implemented in conjunction with the construction of MOB3. 

 
TR7 In order to address long-term (2030) impacts along McBean Parkway at the 

Valencia Boulevard intersection, the following improvement shall be required:  
 

♦ Add a fourth westbound through lane (requires the widening of 
Valencia Boulevard).   

 
The project’s fair share equals 4.3 percent of the cost of this improvement 
(refer to Table 5.4-16, Share Summary).  If a fair share program has been 
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adopted or if these improvements have been added to a district, such as a 
Bridge & Thoroughfare District, payment of fair share costs shall be made 
prior to the issuance of a building permit for MOB3.  This fair share payment 
shall be considered this project’s full compliance of Mitigation Measure TR7 
and, if a funding program is established, would reduce impacts to less than 
significant. 

 
TR8 In order to address long-term (2030) impacts along McBean Parkway at the 

Orchard Village Road intersection, the following improvement shall be 
required: 

 
♦ Add a separate eastbound right-turn lane (requires the widening of 

McBean Parkway).  
 

The project’s fair share equals 30.5 percent of the cost of this improvement 
(refer to Table 5.4-16, Share Summary).  If a fair share program has been 
adopted or if these improvements have been added to a district, such as a 
Bridge & Thoroughfare District, payment of fair share costs shall be made 
prior to the issuance of a building permit for MOB3.  This fair share payment 
shall be considered this project’s full compliance of Mitigation Measure TR8 
and, if a funding program is established, would reduce impacts to less than 
significant. 

 
 Section 5.6, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, discusses the matures trees would need to 

be removed for the proposed project, but that the project applicant would be 
required to mitigate the loss of the trees, consistent with Mitigation Measure AES4, 
restated below. 

 
AES4 Landscaping shall be installed in conformance with the approved Master Plan 

conceptual landscaping plans and in compliance with the conditions of 
approval prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for each building and 
parking structure. 

 
The text below from page 5.3-24 of the September 2008 Revised Draft EIR notes 
the specific number of trees that would removed and replaced as part of the 
proposed project.  The last sentence of the paragraph notes that following project 
implementation the number of trees will increase from 115 to 133, thus maintaining 
the visual character of McBean Parkway and the hospital site. 

 
 
McBean Parkway  
 
Buildout of the proposed Master Plan would include the removal of trees along 
McBean Parkway to accommodate both future on-site buildings and traffic-related 
improvements.  The location and type of tree to be removed is shown on Exhibit 
5.3-13, Tree Removal Plan Along McBean Parkway.  Specifically, tree removals are 
necessary to accommodate MOB1, MOB2, PS1, and the surface parking area (PS4) 
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to the west of MOB1.  Presently there are a total of 115 trees along McBean 
Parkway, which includes the site’s area fronting the street and the trees located 
within the median.  A total of 69 trees would remain in place as part of project 
implementation (46 McBean Parkway median trees and 23 hospital campus trees 
along the McBean Parkway frontage).  To accommodate the proposed 
development, 46 trees would be removed (12 McBean Parkway median trees and 34 
hospital campus trees along the McBean Parkway frontage).  Upon completion of 
the proposed Master Plan, a total of 133 trees would be located within the areas 
described above (53 McBean Parkway median trees and 80 hospital campus trees 
along the McBean Parkway frontage), which includes on-site trees that would 
remain along with new tree plantings.  Overall, trees in the vicinity of the McBean 
Parkway frontage would increase from 115 trees to 133 trees.   
 

 
 Section 5.6, Air Quality, of the September 2008 Revised Draft EIR includes an 

analysis of the proposed project’s impacts during both construction and operation.  
For an operational standpoint, impacts can be mitigated to less than significant 
levels.  However, impacts during construction even with mitigation remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

 
 Section 5.5, Parking, of the September 2008 Revised Draft EIR concludes that the 

proposed project has complied with the City’s Unified Development Code by 
providing 2,231 on-site parking spaces, which exceeds the Code requirement of 
2,204 spaces.  Therefore, less than significant impacts would occur in this regard. 



  Henry Mayo Newhall Memorial Hospital  
  Master Plan Environmental Impact Report 

 
 

 

 
Final – November 2008 12-414 Comments and Responses 
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WCC9. RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT CARD FROM WANDA 
BROWN, SEPTEMBER 23, 2008. 

 
 
WCC9-1. The Commentator has expressed their opposition to the proposed project.  The 

comment expresses the opinions of the Commentator.  The comment will be 
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.  However, because the comment does not 
address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 
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Insert Written Comment Card WCC-10 
Page 1 of 2 
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Insert Written Comment Card WCC-10 
Page 2 of 2 
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WCC10. RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT CARD FROM DONALD E. 
WIGGINS, SEPTEMBER 23, 2008. 

 
 
WCC10-1. The Commentator has expressed their opposition to the proposed project.  The 

comment expresses the opinions of the Commentator.  The comment will be 
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.  However, because the comment does not 
address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

 
WCC10-2. The comment expresses the opinions of the Commentator.  The comment will be 

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.  However, because the comment does not 
address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

 
WCC10-3. The comment expresses the opinions of the Commentator.  The comment will be 

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.  However, because the comment does not 
address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

 
WCC10-4. The comment expresses the opinions of the Commentator.  The comment will be 

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.  However, because the comment does not 
address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

 
WCC10-5. The comment expresses the opinions of the Commentator.  The comment will be 

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.  However, because the comment does not 
address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 
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Insert Written Comment Card WCC-11 
Page 1 of 3 
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Insert Written Comment Card WCC-11 
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Insert Written Comment Card WCC-11 
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WCC11. RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT CARD FROM MARTHA 
WILLMAN, SEPTEMBER 23, 2008. 

 
 
WCC11-1. The Commentator has expressed their opposition to the proposed project.  The 

comment expresses the opinions of the Commentator.  The comment will be 
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.  However, because the comment does not 
address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

 
WCC11-2. The topic of helicopter noise is addressed in Section 5.7, Noise, in the September 

2008 Revised Draft EIR, which concluded that impacts were less than significant.  In 
addition, refer to Topical Response No. 4 and Project Issue 29 in Topical Response 
No. 7, which address this issue further. 

 
WCC11-3. The Commentator states that specific conditions of approval for the now expired 

2004 Minor Use Permit for the construction and operation of an elevated helipad 
structure on the hospital campus were not included in the HMNMH Master Plan 
Conditions of Approval.  Although these issues are already regulated by existing 
federal, state and local mandates, to address this concern, three conditions were 
added into the Conditions of Approval (PL9 through PL11).  The HMNMH Master 
Plan Conditions of Approval include the following conditions related to helipad 
operations: 

 
Helipad Operations 
 
PL8.  The proposed project includes the construction and maintenance of two 
helipads.  The first helipad will be constructed on Parking Structure 1 and serve as 
the primary helipad until the Inpatient Building is operational.  The second rooftop 
helipad to be constructed on the Inpatient Building will serve as the primary, long-
term helipad.  Only one helipad shall be designated for operation at a time, unless 
operation of both helipads is needed during a City-declared emergency. 
 
PL9.  The applicant shall comply with all requirements of OSHPD (Office of 
Statewide Health Planning and Development) with regard to operation of the 
helipads.  
 
PL10.  The applicant shall conduct a noise study within three months of construction 
of the helipad on Parking Structure 1 and the Inpatient Building to ensure 
compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and local standards.  This noise study 
shall conform to the standards, methodology and scope of the Helicopter Noise 
Analysis conducted for the Henry Mayo Newhall Memorial Hospital by BridgeNet 
International. 
 
PL11.  The applicant shall store all chemicals in compliance with the applicable 
standards relating to the storage of hazardous chemicals and shall obtain the 
appropriate approvals from the Los Angeles County Fire Department, OSHPD, and 
other affected agencies for the storage of hazardous chemicals relating to a helipad. 
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WCC11-4. Refer to Response WCC11-2. 
 
WCC11-5. Refer to Response WCC11-3. 
 
WCC11-6. The comment expresses the opinions of the Commentator.  The comment will be 

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.  However, because the comment does not 
address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

 
WCC11-7. The comment expresses the opinions of the Commentator.  The comment will be 

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.  However, because the comment does not 
address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 
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Insert Written Comment Card WCC-12 
Page 1 of 6 
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Insert Written Comment Card WCC-12 
Page 2 of 6 
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Insert Written Comment Card WCC-12 
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Insert Written Comment Card WCC-12 
Page 4 of 6 



  Henry Mayo Newhall Memorial Hospital  
  Master Plan Environmental Impact Report 

 
 

 

 
Final – November 2008 12-428 Comments and Responses 

Insert Written Comment Card WCC-12 
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Insert Written Comment Card WCC-12 
Page 6 of 6 
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WCC12. RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT CARD FROM LAURA 
STOTLER, SEPTEMBER 23, 2008. 

 
 
WCC12-1. This comment card is an introduction to comments that follow.  No further 

response is required. 
 
WCC12-2. The comment expresses the opinions of the Commentator.  The comment will be 

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.  However, because the comment does not 
address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

 
WCC12-3. This comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  No further response is 

required. 
 
WCC12-4. Appendix E of the September 2008 Revised Draft EIR contains a detailed 

operational analysis for the McBean Parkway corridor between I-5 and Decoro 
Drive, including the intersections of McBean Parkway and Singing Hills Drive and 
McBean Parkway and Tournament Road identified by the Commentator.  The 
analysis includes a delay and level of service summary, which shows that when 
project mitigation is implemented, conditions at these intersections do not exceed 
City of Santa Clarita performance criteria as specified in Table 5.4-2, Arterial Intersection 
Performance Criteria.  Therefore, no further mitigation is warranted.  Further, the Draft 
EIR states that project-generated traffic, in and of itself, does not result in significant 
traffic impacts to the intersection of McBean Parkway and Orchard Village Road.  
However, traffic generated by the project would contribute to long-term cumulative 
traffic impacts at this intersection in Year 2030, beyond the 15-year time frame of 
this project.  Mitigation Measure TR8 would require the project to pay its fair share 
of needed improvements to this intersection prior to issuance of a building permit 
for MOB3.  Payment of the increased fee would fully mitigate the project’s 
contribution toward cumulative impacts at this intersection.   

 
WCC12-5. The Traffic Impact Asssessment shows that proposed project impacts at the intersection 

of McBean Parkway and Orchard Village Road are reduced to less than significant 
levels with the identified project mitigation measures.  The Traffic Impact Analysis also 
shows that the Level of Service (LOS) at the intersection of McBean Parkway and 
Tournament Road/Rockwell Canyon Road does not change due to the proposed 
project.  The mitigation measures identified for the intersection of McBean Parkway 
and Orchard Village Road are shown to result in reduced average vehicle delay in 
relation to the comparable no-project conditions by approximately 46 seconds during 
the PM peak hour.  As such, the proposed project would not result in increased cut-
through traffic through the Vista Valencia shopping center, the Summit residential 
neighborhoods, the Village Homes South neighborhood and Goldcrest Drive 
(collector street).  The Traffic Impact Assessment addresses the additional trips due to 
the proposed project and the resulting effect on LOS at the intersections of McBean 
Parkway at Singing Hills Drive in Section 5.4, Operational Analysis.  The suggestion 
that additional traffic calming measures are needed to reduce cut-through traffic 
impacts to the Vista Valencia shopping center-Singing Hills Drive is noted.  
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However, since the September 2008 Revised Draft EIR indicates that no significant 
impacts occur at this location for traffic, it is not necessary to include the suggestion 
as mitigation.  The comment, including suggested mitigation, expresses the opinions 
of the Commentator.  The comment will be included as part of the record and made 
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

   
WCC12-6. For the reasons stated in WCC12-5, the comment regarding the construction of a 

landscaped parkway and median on Singing Hills Drive to mitigate traffic, noise, and 
landscaping impacts associated with the project are not necessary to include as 
mitigation.  The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 
to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

 
WCC12-7. Refer to Response WCC12-5.  This recommendation regarding the construction of a 

landscaped traffic circle at the intersection of Singing Hills Drive, the Vista Valencia 
shopping center driveway and Altamonte Avenue to reduce traffic speeds associated 
with this project is noted.  However, since the September 2008 Revised Draft EIR 
indicates that no significant impacts occur at this location for traffic, it is not 
necessary to include the recommendation as mitigation.  The comment provides 
factual background information with regard to existing traffic conditions and will be 
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.  However, because the comment does not 
raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further 
response is required. 

 
WCC12-8. Visual simulations are an accurate representation of landscaping conditions at the 

time of issuance of certificate of occupancy for specific buildings.  The Draft EIR 
includes analysis of the long-term aesthetic impacts of the project as seen from three 
viewpoints using state-of-the-art visual simulations.  Digitized photographs portray 
one “before” and three “after” views of the project.  The simulations depict how the 
project would appear at the time of construction, after 15 years and after 25 years.  
The project tree removal and conceptual landscape plan were utilized in depicting the 
“after” views to show the various species and number of proposed trees and 
approximately where each tree would be planted.  The Commentator’s suggestion 
that additional visual analysis should be provided to show how the hospital campus 
would appear without the addition of any new trees is not warranted as this scenario 
would not occur at any time.  Trees would be planted at various times throughout 
construction of the project, some of which would be planted within 120 days of 
project approval. 

 
WCC12-9. Section 5.8, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity, of the September 2008 Revised Draft 

EIR provides an accurate list of active faults considered capable of producing strong 
ground motion at the site.  The Commentator makes reference to the Stevenson 
Ranch fault; however, there is no known active fault with that name.  The 
Commentator is correct in noting a rupture in Stevenson Ranch resulting from the 
1994 Northridge earthquake.  This comment is supported by the following 
information from the United States Geological Survey (USGS).  The Northridge 
earthquake in 1994 occurred on a blind thrust fault known as the Northridge Thrust 
or the Pico Thrust, and caused numerous ground surface failures across southern 
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California.  The failures included zones of ground fissures and extensional cracking, 
lateral displacements, settlements with vertical displacements, and compressive 
deformation in the form of soil and pavement warps and buckles.  No evidence of 
primary surface rupture was associated with the fault capable of producing an 
earthquake, also referred to as a seismogenic fault.  However, surface ruptures at 
Portero Canyon and Stevenson Ranch were located along the hinge of a fold where 
the seismogenic fault projects to the ground surface, but neither occurrence appears 
to be associated with the seismogenic fault.  The Stevenson Ranch ruptures appear to 
be related to folding above the blind thrust fault.1 

 
The information and analysis provided in the September 2008 Revised Draft EIR is 
accurate.  There is no need to analyze the Stevenson Ranch fault, given that there is 
no active fault by that name.   

 
WCC12-10. The areas along McBean Parkway are exposed to traffic noise levels ranging from 69 

dBA CNEL (south of Orchard Village Road) to 70 dBA CNEL (north of Orchard 
Village Road).  Under the Long-Range Cumulative Year, these areas will be exposed 
to 70 dBA CNEL (south of Orchard Village Road) and 71 dBA CNEL (north of 
Orchard Village Road), with or without the proposed project.  Project-related traffic 
would result in 0.2 to 0.5 dBA CNEL.  This range of noise level changes is small and 
not perceptible by the human ear.  With the traffic noise along McBean Parkway 
dominating the ambient noise levels in this neighborhood, noise associated with 
construction activity on the project site would be mostly masked by traffic noise.  
Title 24 of California Code of Regulations address interior noise levels attributable to 
exterior noise sources that exceed 45 dBA CNEL for new buildings that can be 
mitigated during construction.  For existing homes along McBean Parkway in this 
neighborhood, even with the assumption that these homes meet the EPA’s exterior-
to-interior noise reduction of 12 dBA with windows open and 24 dBA with windows 
closed, the interior noise levels for these homes would exceed the 45 dBA CNEL 
interior noise standard under the future no project scenario (70 – 24 = 46 dBA 
CNEL).  The proposed project would not have any measurable or perceptible 
changes on the exterior (70 and 71 dBA CNEL) and interior (46 and 47 dBA CNEL) 
noise levels for homes in this neighborhood. 

 
WCC12-11. This comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  No further response is 

required. 
 
WCC12-12. Unless mitigated, cumulative traffic impacts at the intersection of McBean Parkway 

and Orchard Village Road in Year 2030, including the proposed project, would result 
in a significant impact.  The Draft EIR includes mitigation that would fully address 
the project’s contribution toward these impacts.  In order to acquire additional right-
of-way for future intersection improvements at this location, the project proposes to 
dedicate sufficient right-of-way along its McBean Parkway frontage to accommodate 
needed improvements.  In addition, the project proponent would be required to pay 

                                                 
1  Source:  USGS Response to an Urban Earthquake – Northridge “94, The Cause and Effects of Liquefaction, Settlements, and 

Soil Failures, http://pubs.usgs/gov/of/1996/ofr-96-0263/groundf2htm, accessed on October 7, 2008. 
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their fair share of the cost of the improvements, fully mitigating their contribution 
toward cumulative traffic impacts at this intersection. 

 
WCC12-13. The impacts on surrounding neighborhoods suggested by the Commentator are not 

identified.  The Draft EIR fully addresses impacts and requires all feasible mitigation 
to reduce or eliminate project impacts to the extent feasible.  For these reasons, it is 
not necessary to include the Commentator’s recommendations to provide additional 
public benefits to assist these residents beyond what is already required as a part of 
this project.  This comment will be included as part of the record and made available 
to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.  However, 
because the comment does not address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no 
further response is required. 

 
WCC12-14. Refer to Response WCC12-13. 
 
WCC12-15. The project proposes to dedicate sufficient right-of-way along its McBean Parkway 

frontage, therefore, there would be no need to acquire additional land in order to 
construct needed improvements in the future.  The project in and of itself does not 
result in significant traffic impacts to the intersection of McBean Parkway and 
Orchard Village Road and is therefore not required to construct these improvements.  
Eminent domain is not required for the implementation of the HMNMH Master 
Plan project or needed to mitigate traffic impacts along McBean Parkway.  By 
providing up to 12 additional feet along the HMNMH/G&L properties, McBean 
Parkway could be realigned to create space on the southern side for a right-turn 
pocket onto Orchard Village Road.  For this reason, residential eminent domain is 
not required for future roadway improvements.  As described in Exhibit “K” to the 
Development Agreement, the applicant will be required to construct project-required 
right-turn lanes and traffic signal modifications along the project’s McBean Parkway 
frontage at their ultimate right-of-way location. 

 
WCC12-16. The comment expresses the opinions of the Commentator.  The comment will be 

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.  However, because the comment does not 
address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required.  In 
addition, refer to Project Issues 14 and 16 in Topical Response No. 7, which address 
these issues further. 

 
WCC12-17. The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in 

the September 2008 Revised Draft EIR.  The comment does not raise any specific 
issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be 
provided or is required.  However, the comment will be included as part of the 
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
proposed project.  In addition, refer to Project Issue 15 in Topical Response No. 7, 
which addresses this issue further. 

 
WCC12-18. The topic of emergency response is addressed in Section 5.12, Sheriff Services, of the 

September 2008 Revised Draft EIR, which finds that the proposed project would 
not conflict with the City’s Emergency Preparedness Plan.  In addition, the transport 
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of off-site grading material would be limited to the hours of 9:00 AM and 2:00 PM in 
order to avoid weekday peak traffic conditions.  Thus, no further mitigation is 
required.  In addition, refer to Project Issue 14 in Topical Response No. 7, which 
addresses this issue further. 

 
 With respect to the other issues raised in the comment, they express the opinions of 

the Commentator.  The comment will be included as part of the record and made 
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.  
However, because the comment does not address or question the content of the 
Draft EIR, no further response is required. 
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WCC13. RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT CARD FROM CARL PORTER, 
SEPTEMBER 23, 2008. 

 
 
WCC13-1. The Commentator has expressed their opposition to the proposed project.  The 

comment expresses the opinions of the Commentator.  The comment will be 
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.  However, because the comment does not 
address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

 
WCC13-2. The comment expresses the opinions of the Commentator.  The comment will be 

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.  However, because the comment does not 
address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

 
WCC13-3. The comment expresses the opinions of the Commentator.  The comment will be 

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.  However, because the comment does not 
address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

 
WCC13-4. The comment expresses the opinions of the Commentator.  The comment will be 

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.  However, because the comment does not 
address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

 
WCC13-5. The comment expresses the opinions of the Commentator.  The comment will be 

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.  However, because the comment does not 
address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

 
WCC13-6. The comment expresses the opinions of the Commentator.  The comment will be 

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.  However, because the comment does not 
address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

 
WCC13-7. The comment expresses the opinions of the Commentator.  The comment will be 

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the proposed project.  However, because the comment does not 
address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 




