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13.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 
13.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS 
 
Before approving a project, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the Lead Agency 
to prepare and certify a Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 
 
In accordance with Sections 15120 through 15132, and Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines, the 
City of Santa Clarita has prepared an EIR for the Henry Mayo Newhall Memorial Hospital Master 
Plan project (SCH #2004111149).  The Response to Comments section, combined with the Revised 
Draft EIR, comprise the Final EIR.   
 
The following is an excerpt from the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, Contents of Final 
Environmental Impact Report: 
 
The Final EIR shall consist of: 
 

(a) The Draft EIR or a version of the draft. 
 
(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary. 
 
(c) A list of persons, organizations and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR. 
 
(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review 

and consultation process. 
 
(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

 
This Response to Comments section includes all of the above-required components and shall be 
attached to the Final EIR.  As noted above, the Final EIR will be a revised document that 
incorporates all of the changes made to the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR following the 
public review period. 
 
13.2 PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS  
 
13.2.1 DRAFT EIR 
 
The original Draft EIR was circulated for review and comment to the public, agencies, and 
organizations.  The original Draft EIR was also circulated to State agencies for review through the 
State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research.  A notice of availability was placed in The 
Signal newspaper.  The 45-day public review period ran from November 14, 2005 to December 28, 
2005.  Comments received during the 45-day public review period have been incorporated into this 
section.   
 
During the public review period, the public and local and State agencies submitted comments on the 
Draft EIR.  During the public review period, six written comment letters on the Draft EIR were 
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received.  Following the close of the public review period, Planning Commission hearings regarding 
the original Draft EIR were held on December 6, 2005 and February 7, 2006. 
 
13.2.2 REVISED DRAFT EIR 
 
A Revised Draft EIR was prepared and circulated for review and comment to the public, agencies, 
and organizations.  The Revised Draft EIR was also circulated to State agencies for review through 
the State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research.  A notice of availability was placed in The 
Signal.  The 45-day public review period ran from September 5, 2006 to October 19, 2006.  
Comments received during the 45-day public review period have been incorporated into this section. 
 
During the public review period, the public and local and State agencies submitted comments on the 
Revised Draft EIR.  During the public review period, eight written comment letters on the Revised 
Draft EIR were received.  However, 38 comment letters were submitted following the close of the 
public review period.  In addition, Planning Commission hearings on the Revised Draft EIR were 
held on September 19, October 17, and November 21, 2006. 
 
13.3 FINAL EIR 
 
The Final EIR allows the public and Lead Agency an opportunity to review revisions to the Revised 
Draft EIR, the responses to comments, and other components of the EIR, such as the Mitigation 
Monitoring Program, prior to approval of the project.  The Final EIR serves as the environmental 
document to support a decision on the proposed project. 
 
After completing the Final EIR, and before approving the project, the Lead Agency must make the 
following three certifications as required by Section 15090 of the CEQA Guidelines: 
 

♦ That the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; 
 

♦ That the Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the Lead Agency, and that 
the decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to 
approving the project; and 

 
♦ That the Final EIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis. 

 
Additionally, pursuant to Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, when a Lead Agency approves a 
project that would result in significant, unavoidable impacts that are disclosed in the Final EIR, the 
agency must submit in writing its reasons for supporting the approved action.  This Statement of 
Overriding Considerations is supported by substantial information in the record, which includes the 
Final EIR.  Since the proposed project would result in significant, unavoidable impacts, the Lead 
Agency would be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations if it approves the 
proposed project. 
 
These certifications, the Findings of Fact, and the Statement of Overriding Considerations are 
included in a separate Findings document.  Both the Final EIR and the Findings will be submitted to 
the Lead Agency for consideration of the proposed project. 



  Henry Mayo Newhall Memorial Hospital  
  Master Plan 

Program Environmental Impact Report 
 

 

 
Final 13-3 Response to Comments 

13.4 WRITTEN COMMENT LETTERS AND 
RESPONSES 

 
Written comments on the original Draft EIR were received from the following agencies and/or 
individuals: 
 
A. Terry Roberts, Director, State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research - 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit. 
B. Susan F. Chapman, Program Manager, Long Range Planning, Los Angeles County 

Metropolitan Transportation Authority. 
C. Ruth I. Frazen, Engineering Technician, Finance and Property Management Section, County 

Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County. 
D. Tom McCoy 
E. Brian Wallace, Associate Regional Planner – Intergovernmental Review, Southern California 

Association of Governments. 
F. David R. Leininger, Chief, Forestry Division, Prevention Services Bureau, County of Los 

Angeles Fire Department.  
 
Written comments on the Revised Draft EIR were received from the following public agencies 
and/or organizations during the 45-day public review period: 
 
G. Committee Against Closing the TCU  

H. Lynne Plambeck, President, Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment. 

I. Committee Against Closing the TCU 

J. David R. Leininger, Chief, Forestry Division, Prevention Services Bureau, County of Los 
Angeles Fire Department. 

K. Laverne Jones, Planning Technician – Intergovernmental Review, Southern California 
Association of Governments. 

L. Ruth I. Frazen, Facilities Planning Department, County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles 
County. 

M. David Gauny, Smart Growth SCV 

N. Lynne Plambeck, President, Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment. 
 
Written comments on the Revised Draft EIR were received from the following public agencies 
and/or organizations after the close of the 45-day public review period: 
 
O. David Gauny, Chairman, Smart Growth SCV. 

P. Terry Roberts, Director, State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research – 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit. 

Q. David Gauny, Chairman, Smart Growth SCV. 

R. Carol Meyer, Director, Los Angeles County Emergency Medical Services Agency. 
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Written comments on the Revised Draft EIR were received from the following individuals during 
the 45-day public review period: 
 
S. Martha Willman 

T. Carl Porter 

U. William L. and Meg A. Reynolds 

V. Unknown (no name provided) 

W. Jeanne S. Wray 

X. Bill Reynolds 

Y. Eileen Blankenhorn 

Z. Carl Porter 

AA. Alex Schmauss 

BB. Anonymous (E-Mail “converd@juno.com,” no name provided) 

CC. William L. and Meg Reynolds 

DD. Bess Shinder 

EE. Rosemary A. Smith 

FF. David Gartner 

GG. Bill Reynolds 

HH. Anita Bazar 

II. Steve Schneider 

JJ. Joe A. and Phyllis M. Zambrano 
 
Written comments on the Revised Draft EIR were received from the following individuals after the 
close of the 45-day public review period: 
 
KK. Jeanne S. Wray 

LL. Mary Courtney 

MM. Mary Courtney and Fred Fuentes 

NN. Karen Fencil 

OO. Mike Lebecki 

PP. Edward A. Pechter 

QQ. Dorothy R. Anklam 

RR. Cheryl Castro 

SS. Dorothy R. Anklam 

TT. Anne M. Stein 



  Henry Mayo Newhall Memorial Hospital  
  Master Plan 

Program Environmental Impact Report 
 

 

 
Final 13-5 Response to Comments 

UU. Gerald Stein 

VV. John Sherman 

WW. Philip P. Berlioz 

XX. Christine L. Emerson 

YY. Larry Smith 

ZZ. Unknown (no name provided) 
 
All correspondence from those agencies or individuals commenting on the original Draft EIR or 
Revised Draft EIR is reproduced on the following pages.  The individual comments on each letter 
have been consecutively number for ease of reference.  Following each comment letter are 
responses to each numbered comment.  A response is provided for each comment raising significant 
environmental issues.   
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A. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM TERRY ROBERTS, DIRECTOR, STATE 
OF CALIFORNIA GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH – 
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT; DATED DECEMBER 29, 
2005. 

 
A1. The Commentor acknowledges receipt of the original Draft EIR and notes that copies of the 

original Draft EIR were submitted to selected State agencies, but that no agency comments 
were received during the public review period that closed on December 28, 2005.  The 
Commentor also notes that the project has complied with the State Clearinghouse review 
requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA).   
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B. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM SUSAN F. CHAPMAN, PROGRAM 
MANAGER, LONG RANGE PLANNING, LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY; DATED DECEMBER 1, 
2005. 

 
B1. The Commentor incorrectly states that the Metropolitan Transportation Authority is 

submitting comments on the Notice of Preparation for the original Draft EIR, but the 
comments provided actually pertain to the original Draft EIR.  The Commentor notes that 
the California Congestion Management Program (CMP) Guidelines require a Traffic Impact 
Analysis (TIA) that addresses affected CMP facilities when a project would add more than a 
specified number of trips to such facilities.  The original Draft EIR addresses impacts to Los 
Angeles County CMP facilities in Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation.  As noted in the 
original Draft EIR, as well as in the Traffic Impact Analysis report included as Appendix E to 
the original Draft EIR, the traffic analysis determined that the Phase I improvements would 
not require a formal CMP analysis.  Subsequent development phases of the proposed Master 
Plan will be evaluated for impacts to CMP facilities as they are proposed. 

 
B2. The Commentor states that the CMP Guidelines require analysis of impacts to public transit 

facilities in the project area, to include specific steps.  The original Draft EIR addresses 
impacts to public transit service and facilities in Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation.  As 
noted in the original Draft EIR, as well as in the Traffic Impact Analysis report included as 
Appendix E to the original Draft EIR, the traffic analysis performed for the proposed 
Master Plan determined that the Phase I improvements would not significantly impact public 
transit service or facilities in the project area.  Subsequent development phases of the 
proposed Master Plan will be evaluated for impacts to transit service and facilities as they are 
proposed. 
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C. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM RUTH I. FRAZEN, ENGINEERING 
TECHNICIAN, FINANCE AND PROPERTY MANAGEMENT SECTION, 
COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY; DATED 
DECEMBER 9, 2005. 

 
C1. The Commentor states that the Santa Clarita Valley’s Sanitation Districts 26 and 32, once 

separate, have been consolidated into one single District, the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation 
District (SCVSD).  The discussion regarding wastewater District status, as well as Exhibit 
5.17-1 depicting District boundaries and spheres of influence, will be updated to reflect this 
change in the Final EIR, as shown in Section 14.0, Errata for Final EIR.   

 
C2. The Commentor states that the Santa Clarita Valley Joint Sewerage System (SCVJSS) has a 

design capacity of 28.1 million gallons per day (mgd) and currently treats an average flow of 
20.5 mgd.  At the time of the issuance of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the original 
Draft EIR, the SCVJSS had not yet been expanded to its current capacity.  Nonetheless, the 
discussion regarding the treatment capacity of the SCVJSS will be updated to reflect this 
change in the Final EIR, as shown in Section 14.0, Errata for Final EIR. 

 
C3. Refer to Response C1 regarding consolidation of Districts 26 and 32. 
  
C4. The project applicant will meet all applicable CSDLAC requirements for wastewater service, 

as noted by the Commentor.  This comment does not raise any issues related to the original 
Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, and therefore no further response is necessary. 

 
C5. The project applicant will pay all applicable CSDLAC connection or other fees for 

wastewater service, as noted by the Commentor.  This comment does not raise any issues 
related to the original Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, and therefore no further response is 
necessary. 
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E. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM BRIAN WALLACE, ASSOCIATE 
REGIONAL PLANNER – INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW, SOUTHERN 
CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS; DATED JANUARY 9, 2006. 

 
E1. The Commentor reviewed the original Draft EIR and determined that it was not a regionally 

significant project per Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
Intergovernmental Review (IGR) Criteria and CEQA Guidelines (Section 15206).  The 
comment does not raise any issue with respect to the contents of the original Draft EIR, or 
any environmental issue regarding the proposed project.  Because the Commentor does not 
specifically comment on the original Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further 
response is necessary. 

 
E2. The Commentor notes that a description of the project was published in SCAG’s November 

1-30, 2005 Intergovernmental Review Clearinghouse Report for public review and comment.  
The comment does not raise any issue with respect to the contents of the original Draft EIR, 
or any environmental issue regarding the proposed project.  Because the Commentor does 
not specifically comment on the original Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no 
further response is necessary.  
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F. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM DAVID R. LEININGER, CHIEF, 
FORESTRY DIVISION, PREVENTION SERVICES BUREAU, COUNTY OF 
LOS ANGELES FIRE DEPARTMENT; DATED JANUARY 11, 2006. 

 
F1. The Commentor clarifies that the Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD)’s 

Developer Fee Program provides for full funding of necessary equipment to mitigate 
project-related fire service demands.  As such, the text will be modified in the Final EIR to 
reflect this change, as shown in Section 14.0, Errata for Final EIR. 

 
F2. The Commentor clarifies that the LACFD’s Developer Fee Program does not provide tax 

revenues for the operation and staffing of local fire service facilities, but rather is a one-time 
fee that is applied to the capital costs of new fire stations. Fees associated with cumulative 
development were provided as an estimate of anticipated overall developer funds to be paid 
to the LACFD to meet the future equipment and facilities needs.  Additionally, since public 
schools are not subject to the LACFD’s Developer Fee Program, such facilities will be 
removed from the cumulative calculations. As such, the text will be modified in the Final 
EIR to reflect this change, as shown in Section 14.0, Errata for Final EIR. 

 
F3. The Commentor states that the LACFD’s Land Development Unit has provided no 

additional comments for the original Draft EIR.  This comment does not raise any issues 
related to the original Draft EIR or other CEQA issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 

 
F4. The Commentor states that the LACFD’s Land Development Unit appreciates the 

opportunity to comment on the proposed project.  This comment, however, does not raise 
any issues related to the original Draft EIR or other CEQA issues.  As such, no further 
response is necessary. 

 
F5. The Commentor provides contact information for further consultation with the LACFD.  

This comment does not raise any issues related to the original Draft EIR or other CEQA 
issues.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
F6. The Commentor states the statutory responsibilities of the LACFD’s Forestry Division.  

This comment does not raise any issues related to the original Draft EIR or other CEQA 
issues.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
F7. The Commentor states that the statutory responsibilities of the LACFD’s Forestry Division 

have been addressed.  This comment does not raise any issues related to the original Draft 
EIR or other CEQA issues.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
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L. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM RUTH I. FRAZEN, FACILITIES 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT, COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS OF LOS 
ANGELES COUNTY; DATED OCTOBER 2, 2006. 

 
L1. Comment noted.  The description of wastewater facilities in the Santa Clarita Valley will be 

updated to reflect the consolidation of Districts 26 and 32 into the Santa Clarita Valley 
Sanitation District, and the extent of the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District Sphere of 
Influence.  This change will be reflected in the text discussions and associated exhibits in the 
Final EIR, as shown in Section 14.0, Errata for Final EIR. 

 
L2. Comment noted.  The description of wastewater facilities in the Santa Clarita Valley will be 

updated to reflect the consolidation of Districts 26 and 32 into the Santa Clarita Valley 
Sanitation District, and the extent of the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District Sphere of 
Influence.  This change will be reflected in the text discussions and associated exhibits in the 
Final EIR, as shown in Section 14.0, Errata for Final EIR. 

 
L3. Refer to Response L1 regarding consolidation of Districts 26 and 32.  As described in 

Section 5.17, Wastewater, of the Revised Draft EIR, the Santa Clarita Valley Joint Sewerage 
System is described, but the discussion will be updated to reflect the recent facilities upgrade 
to 28.1 million gallons per day and the most current average treatment volume.  This change 
will be reflected in the text discussion in the Final EIR, as shown in Section 14.0, Errata for 
Final EIR. 

 
L4. Comment noted.  The project applicant will meet all applicable County Sanitation Districts 

of Los Angeles County (CSDLAC) requirements for wastewater service, as noted by the 
Commentor.  This comment does not raise any issues related to the Revised Draft EIR or 
other CEQA issues, and therefore no further response is necessary. 

 
L5. Comment noted.  The project applicant will pay all applicable CSDLAC connection or other 

fees for wastewater service, as noted by the Commentor.  This comment does not raise any 
issues related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, and therefore no further 
response is necessary. 
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Letter M – page 2 of 6 
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Letter M – page 3 of 6 
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Letter M – page 4 of 6 
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Letter M – page 5 of 6 
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Letter M – page 6 of 6 
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M. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM DAVID GAUNY, SMART GROWTH SCV; 
DATED OCTOBER 17, 2006. 

 
M1. The alternatives discussed in Section 6.0, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, of the 

Revised Draft EIR represent changes to the proposed project that are intended to reduce 
significant environmental impacts while achieving the objectives of the proposed project to 
the extent practicable.  The discussion of project alternatives explores three alternatives, all 
of which would reduce the intensity of development relative to the proposed project:  1) No 
Project/No Development Alternative, 2) Reduced Development Alternative, and 3) 
Reduced Height McBean Parkway Alternative.  These alternatives are analyzed in the 
Revised Draft EIR to the extent necessary to make a comparison with the proposed project.  
As relates to consistency with the Santa Clarita General Plan (and associated Unified 
Development Code standards), although the existing and proposed hospital and medical office 
uses are not permitted uses by right within the Residential Low (RL) zoning district, such 
uses are conditionally permitted through a Conditional Use Permit (CUP).  As such, these 
uses, at any density deemed appropriate by the Planning Commission and/or City Council as 
approved as part of the CUP, are not considered inconsistent with the General Plan or Unified 
Development Code.   

 
M2. Refer to Response M1 regarding project alternatives and consistency with the City’s General 

Plan. 
 
M3. The alternatives considered in the Revised Draft EIR represent a range of project 

modifications that could be made to address significant environmental impacts while still 
achieving at least a portion of the objectives of the proposed project.  The intent of the 
owners of the project site to “overturn” land use policies and regulations is speculative and is 
not germane to the Revised Draft EIR.  This comment does not raise any environmental 
issues related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, and therefore no further 
response is necessary. 

 
M4. The traffic carrying capacity of the Santa Clarita Valley is not a relevant issue in the context 

of the proposed project.  As discussed in Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation, of the Revised 
Draft EIR, the impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant with 
mitigation, except where mitigation is infeasible due to City policy prohibiting taking of 
private property.  The Commentor is correct to assert that, at least in the case of project-
related traffic impacts, mitigation for the eastbound approach of McBean Parkway at 
Orchard Village Road would require the use of eminent domain to reduce the impact to less 
than significant.  However, this is not a feasible option at this time.   

 
M5. The proposed project’s demands on public services and utilities relative to the respective 

capacities of such public service and utility systems are discussed in Section 5.10, Fire 
Protection Services; Section 5.11, Sheriff Services; Section 5.12, Schools/Education; Section 
5.13, Solid Waste; Section 5.14, Electricity; Section 5.15, Natural Gas; Section 5.16, Water 
Supply; and Section 5.17, Wastewater, of the Revised Draft EIR.  The relationship between 
proposed land use densities and affected services is addressed in each of these sections of 
the Revised Draft EIR. 
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M6. Traffic system capacity and the proposed project’s impact on the function of the traffic 
system in the Santa Clarita Valley are addressed in Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation, in the 
Revised Draft EIR.  As discussed on pages 5.4-51 and 5.4-52 in Section 5.4, Traffic and 
Circulation, of the Revised Draft EIR, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable 
since proposed mitigation to reduce such impacts are considered infeasible.   

 
M7. The uniqueness of the Santa Clarita Valley and its communities is a subjective issue and is 

not germane to the proposed project or the Revised Draft EIR.  This comment does not 
raise any environmental issues related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, and 
therefore no further response is necessary. 

 
M8. Refer to Responses M4 and M6 regarding traffic system capacity and the proposed project’s 

impact on traffic system function. 
 
M9. The project site has been occupied by the Henry Mayo Newhall Memorial Hospital since 

before the incorporation of the City of Santa Clarita.  When adopted, the City’s General Plan 
retained the low-density residential designation for the project site that had been applied to 
the site under the County of Los Angeles General Plan.  Hospitals and other public and 
private institutional uses are permitted in areas designated for residential uses with issuance 
of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP), which also allows for flexibility in development 
standards that normally would not be allowed by right in such an area.   The existing hospital 
and medical office uses are conditionally permitted on the project site.  However, this does 
not suggest uncertainty as to the planned future use of the project site, as the hospital and 
medical office uses are planned to continue, the intensity of which would be identified by the 
CUP issued for the Master Plan.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 
M10. Other proposed developments or potential development sites in the Santa Clarita Valley are 

not relevant to the proposed project or the Revised Draft EIR, except in terms of 
cumulative impacts partially attributable to the proposed project.  Related cumulative 
projects are defined is Section 4.0, Basis of Cumulative Analysis, and associated cumulative 
impacts, are addressed in the Revised Draft EIR in the discussion of environmental impacts 
in each respective section.  This comment does not raise any environmental issues related to 
the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, and therefore no further response is 
necessary. 

 
M11. Development patterns in the Santa Clarita Valley are not inextricably liked to the proposed 

project and are not relevant to the proposed Master Plan or the Revised Draft EIR.  This 
comment does not raise any issues related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, 
and therefore no further response is necessary. 

 
M12. Air quality impacts associated with the proposed project, including cumulative impacts, are 

discussed in Section 5.5, Air Quality, of the Revised Draft EIR.  The location of future 
additional medical or other health care facilities in the Santa Clarita Valley is not relevant to 
the proposed project.  As discussed on page 6-3 in Section 6.0, Alternatives to the Proposed 
Project, an alternative site for a new or relocated hospital facility was determined to be 
economically infeasible given the investment in the current site and facilities.  Therefore, no 
further response is necessary. 
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M13. As discussed on pages 5.5-17 through 5.5-28 in Section 5.5, Air Quality, of the Revised Draft 

EIR, the proposed project would result significant unavoidable impacts during construction 
activities, even with implementation of applicable mitigation measures.  Although temporary 
in nature, pollutant emissions during construction could adversely affect sensitive receptors 
in the project area.   However, operational air quality impacts related to effects on sensitive 
receptors would be less than significant.  As such, impacts to sensitive receptors have been 
adequately addressed in the Revised Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. 

 
M14. As indicated on page 5.3-3 in Section 5.3, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, of the Revised Draft 

EIR, no scenic vistas exist in the vicinity of the project site.  However, as discussed on pages 
5.3-13, 5.3-25, and 5.3-35, development of proposed improvements would result in 
significant unavoidable impacts to views under the Phase I, Phase 2, and Buildout scenarios, 
respectively.  This comment does not raise any specific environmental issues related to the 
Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, and therefore no further response is necessary. 

 
M15. Refer to Response M14 regarding scenic vistas and scenic resources impacts of the proposed 

project. 
 
M16. Cut-through traffic is not necessarily attributable to the proposed project, given the existing 

and projected traffic levels in the project area.  Subsequent investigation of cut-through 
traffic in the project area has indicated that some percentage of traffic would use residential 
streets to avoid traffic on major thoroughfares, irrespective of the source of the vehicle trips.  
The fact that some vehicles may utilize residential streets to avoid delays on major 
thoroughfares is not a direct result of the proposed project, but rather a result of overall 
growth in the Santa Clarita Valley. Therefore, assessing the number of cut-through trips 
resulting from proposed Master Plan is not warranted, if even possible.   

 
M17. Seismic impacts and associated mitigation measures are discussed in Section 5.7, Geology, 

Soils, and Seismicity, of the Revised Draft EIR.  The retrofitting that occurred at the existing 
hospital was a result of damage from the 1994 Northridge earthquake, before which the 
Henry Mayo Newhall Memorial Hospital was not up to current earthquake standards.  
However, the proposed structures would be required to comply with the latest, most 
stringent, seismic safety codes, subject to review and approval by the California Office of 
Statewide Health Planning and Development (OSHPD).  Hospitals are subject to the most 
conservative building and safety standards, given the vulnerability of patients and equipment 
occupying these structures, as well as the critical role hospitals play in emergency healthcare 
following a crisis such as a major seismic event.  Consequently, hospital buildings are some 
of the most seismically sound structures currently constructed, particularly those constructed 
or retrofitted to current seismic safety standards.   

 
M18. As stated on pages 3-8 and 3-9 in Section 3.0, Project Description, of the Revised Draft EIR, 

one of the purposes of the proposed Master Plan is to meet the growing health care 
demands of the Santa Clarita Valley through the year 2030, and to maintain the hospital’s 
role as a regional hospital and trauma center.  It is acknowledged that the proposed Master 
Plan at buildout would only meet approximately one-half of the projected health care 
demand of the region, and other facilities would therefore be required to meet the balance of 
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that demand.  However, given the time, cost, and permitting requirements of siting and 
constructing a new hospital in another location, the proposed project’s initial phases are 
necessary to provide needed services and facilities for the 2010 and 2020 horizons while 
additional hospital facilities are developed in other areas in the region.  This comment does 
not raise any environmental issues related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, 
and therefore no further response is necessary.  

 
M19. Refer to Response M17 regarding seismic impacts and mitigation measures associated with 

the proposed Master Plan. 
 
M20. Refer to Response M17 regarding seismic impacts and mitigation measures associated with 

the proposed Master Plan. 
 
M21. As the Commentor indicates, and as discussed in Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation, of the 

Revised Draft EIR, the proposed project would generate additional traffic at affected 
intersections, including the intersection of McBean Parkway and Orchard Village Road.  
Project-related traffic increases would be reduced to maintain adequate levels of service at 
affected intersections and along affected roadways with implementation of applicable 
mitigation measures, where feasible.  However, as discussed on page 5.4-50 of the Revised 
Draft EIR, due to lack of right-of-way at the McBean Parkway/Orchard Village Road 
intersection, mitigation for Phase 2 impacts is currently infeasible.  As such, levels of service 
at this location would continue to degrade with future Master Plan phases with ambient 
growth in the Santa Clarita Valley.  It should be noted that the proposed project’s 
contribution of vehicle trips to the City’s traffic system alone would not result in significant 
impacts, but in conjunction with other related cumulative projects and ambient growth, 
some intersections would function at an acceptable level of service. 

 
M22. Refer to Response M21 regarding traffic system impacts at the McBean Parkway/ Orchard 

Village Road intersection.  Mitigation at this intersection for Phase 2 impacts is not currently 
feasible due to City policy prohibiting the use of eminent domain for traffic system 
improvements.   

 
M23. As the Commentor suggests, some existing landscaping along McBean Parkway, including 

within medians, would be removed in order to implement traffic system improvements 
along the corridor to address project-related traffic impacts for Phases 1 and 2 of the 
proposed Master Plan.  As discussed on page 5.4-69 in Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation, 
of the Revised Draft EIR, mitigation for the final buildout phase of the Master Plan is 
provided to address traffic impacts, where feasible.   

 
M24. As discussed on page 5.4-53 in Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation, of the Revised Draft 

EIR, the proposed project would result in a parking shortfall under Phase 1, Phase 2, and 
buildout conditions.  The parking analysis in the Revised Draft EIR is conservative in that it 
does not assume approval and implementation of a shared parking program, since this type 
program has not been approved by the City of Santa Clarita for this project.  Such a 
program, if approved, could ultimately result in the proposed project meeting the City’s 
parking requirements, thereby reducing parking impacts to less than significant.  However, 
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until a shared parking program is approved, impacts are considered significant and 
unavoidable.  

 
M25. Exhibit 5.4-29 on page 5.4-68 of the Revised Draft EIR illustrates the proposed 

improvements identified in the traffic impact analysis for the proposed Master Plan.  These 
are the improvements that would be required to mitigate project-related traffic at various 
phases of development, irrespective of whether or not they are feasible.  In other words, 
from a system operation perspective, the dedicated right-turn lane at the eastbound 
approach of McBean Parkway at Orchard Village Road would be required to mitigate traffic 
impacts at Master Plan buildout.  Although the improvement is shown as recommended 
mitigation, it is not feasible to implement.   

 
M26. The location of the single entrance to the Meadows tract, off-site parking by hospital and 

medical office staff, and names of surrounding residential communities are noted.   This 
comment does not raise any environmental issues related to the Revised Draft EIR or other 
CEQA issues, and therefore no further response is necessary. 

 
M27. Ongoing planning and expansion of the City’s traffic system is the responsibility of the City 

of Santa Clarita, and improvements required are implemented as development occurs, 
consistent with the City’s General Plan Circulation Element.  The discussion in Section 5.4, 
Traffic and Circulation, of the Revised Draft EIR provides the analysis of project-related 
traffic impacts for the various phases of the proposed development, to the extent possible 
with existing information and traffic models.  In addition, before any improvements under 
the final buildout phase of the proposed Master Plan may proceed, additional analysis of 
traffic conditions and impacts will be required as a condition of project approval.  As such, 
traffic impacts will be reviewed and additional mitigation may be applied to address such 
impacts at the time such improvements are proposed.   

 
M28. The Commentor incorrectly states that the helicopter noise analysis presented in Section 5.6, 

Noise, of the Draft EIR is based on the April 6, 2004 BridgeNet report.  The referenced 
report was used for evaluation of helicopter noise analysis for the original Draft EIR for the 
previously proposed Master Plan.  The April 2004 BridgeNet report was never included as 
an appendix to the original Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR.  The most recent 
BridgeNet report, dated March 7, 2006, was produced to address the helicopter noise 
impacts of the revised Master Plan, and was therefore referenced in, and appended to, the 
Revised Draft EIR.  The frequency of heliport operations used in the analysis is based on 
empirical data from hospital records of helicopter takeoffs and landings.   

 
M29. Refer to Response M28.  The BridgeNet report referenced in Section 5.6, Noise, of the 

Revised Draft EIR was prepared for the revised Master Plan project.  The April 6, 2004 
BridgeNet report is not referenced or utilized in the noise analysis presented in the Revised 
Draft EIR.  As the Commentor indicates, the March 7, 2006 BridgeNet report assumes 15-
17 operations per month, with an average of 16 operations.  The report does not indicate 
that 20 operations per month currently occur or are expected to occur.    
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M30. The incidents noted by the Commentor are, as is typical, averaged to determine the 
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL).  The CNEL, as discussed on page 5.6-3 of the 
Revised Draft EIR, is a weighted scale that accounts for noise level, duration, and time of 
day, and how this affects people in the area surrounding the noise source.  The CNEL is a 
common scale to gauge noise impacts from isolated events over a 24-hour period, and is not 
a means to distort noise monitoring results.  As such, the monitored noise events exceeding 
noise standards noted by the Commentor do not indicate significant noise impacts to the 
surrounding communities.  The March 7, 2006 BridgeNet report was produced for the 
revised Master Plan project, and all necessary data are included.  The March 7, 2006 
BridgeNet report is appended to the Revised Draft EIR as Appendix J.  All relevant data are 
discussed in Section 5.6, Noise, of the Revised Draft EIR, and no charts or other data have 
been omitted from the analysis.   

 
M31. As indicated by the Commentor, and discussed on page 5.6-14 of the Revised Draft EIR, the 

monitored existing helicopter noise levels exceed the City’s nighttime noise standard of 55 
dBA Leq.  The incidental exceedance of the City’s nighttime noise threshold is an existing 
condition, and future exceedances as a result of Master Plan implementation are not 
expected to result in significant noise impacts.   

 
M32. The threshold listed on page 5.6-14 of the Revised Draft EIR pertaining to private airstrips 

is not specifically analyzed because there are no private airstrips in the vicinity of the project 
site, as discussed in the Initial Study for the Revised Draft EIR.  It is not necessary to equate 
a heliport with a private airstrip to adequately address the noise impacts of helicopter noise.  
Despite the fact that the threshold for private airstrips was addressed in the Initial Study and 
found to have no impact, the Revised Draft EIR adequately evaluates heliport-related noise 
on pages 5.6-30 through 5.6-33.   

 
M33. The Revised Draft EIR does not specifically quantify siren noise or other emergency vehicle-

related noise, since emergency vehicles (and their sirens) are specifically exempted from the 
City’s noise standards.  The City's Municipal Code, Chapter 11.44, Noise Limits, indicates that 
noise level limits as described in Section 11.44.040A shall apply to any use of sound-
amplifying equipment, except a) warning devices on emergency vehicles; and b) horns, 
burglar and fire alarms, or other warning devices expressly authorized by law.  Therefore, 
noise associated with sirens from hospital ambulance operations is exempted from the City's 
noise regulations.  In addition, sirens are not a steady source of noise.  They are required 
occasionally under emergency conditions to protect persons or property from an imminent 
exposure to danger.  Given the nature of emergency vehicle operations, it is necessary for 
such vehicles to produce high noise levels for safety and mobility on crowded roadways.  
Because emergency vehicles are not subject to the City’s noise standards, impacts resulting 
from their operation are not considered in the Revised Draft EIR.   

 
M34. The 2004 BridgeNet study is no longer applicable to the Master Plan as proposed, as it 

analyzed helicopter noise for heliports in different locations than those currently proposed 
under the revised Master Plan.  The revised and updated report, dated March 7, 2006, is the 
only helicopter noise study referenced in the Revised Draft EIR.  As such, references to the 
2004 report are not relevant to the proposed project or the Revised Draft EIR.   
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M35. The helicopter noise analysis presented in Section 5.6, Noise, of the Revised Draft EIR 
assumes a flight path along McBean Parkway, as noted by the Commentor.  However, as 
also noted by the Commentor, the pilot has ultimate discretion regarding flight path, 
depending on wind and weather conditions and the safest approach to, or departure from, 
the helipad.  Because the pilot has discretion, it is not reasonable to assume a flight path over 
residences in any direction with any certainty, such that noise levels could be reliably 
evaluated.  Given that the established, and preferred, flight path is along McBean Parkway, 
that is the path assumed and analyzed in the BridgeNet helicopter noise study utilized in the 
Revised Draft EIR.   

 
M36. Refer to Response M33 regarding siren and emergency vehicle noise.  The March 7, 2006 

BridgeNet report adequately characterizes helicopter-related noise and concludes that 
increases in helicopter noise levels would not be significant per City noise standards.  
Accordingly, the noise analysis presented in Section 5.6, Noise, of the Revised Draft EIR 
adequately addresses noise impacts, including helicopter noise impacts, given the best 
available information.  No additional noise analysis is warranted.   
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N. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LYNNE PLAMBECK, PRESIDENT, 
SANTA CLARITA ORGANIZATION FOR PLANNING AND THE 
ENVIRONMENT; DATED OCTOBER 16, 2006. 

 
N1. The ownership of the project site and the Draft Development Agreement between the 

applicant and the City are not germane to the Revised Draft EIR.  While the Development 
Agreement would ultimately bind the City and applicant to specific conditions, the 
mitigation measures required to address the identified environmental impacts would be 
required as conditions of project approval, separate from the Development Agreement.  
This comment does not raise any issues related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA 
issues, and therefore no further response is necessary. 

 
N2. As noted in Response N1, the Draft Development Agreement is not relevant to the analysis 

presented in the Revised Draft EIR.  The residual significant unavoidable impacts of the 
proposed Master Plan would be mitigated to the extent feasible, and in light of the need for 
expanded medical facilities in the Santa Clarita Valley, adoption of a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations for these impacts may be deemed warranted by the City Council.  All 
mitigation measures would be required as conditions of project approval and would be 
implemented to address project-related impacts. 

 
N3. The Draft Development Agreement’s provisions and the intentions of the applicant are not 

relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  This comment does not raise any issues related to the 
Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, and therefore no further response is necessary. 

 
N4. Refer to Response N3. 
 
N5. Refer to Response N3.   
 
N6. The residual significant unavoidable impacts of the proposed Master Plan would be 

mitigated to the extent feasible, and in light of the need for expanded medical facilities in the 
Santa Clarita Valley, adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations for these impacts 
may be deemed warranted by the City Council.  All mitigation measures would be required 
as conditions of project approval and would be implemented to address project-related 
impacts. 

 
N7. The long-term medical facilities needs of the various communities in the Santa Clarita Valley 

are not relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  This comment does not raise any specific 
environmental issues or other issues related to the Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no 
further response is necessary. 
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O. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM DAVID GAUNY, CHAIRMAN, SMART 
GROWTH SCV; DATED OCTOBER 23, 2006.  

 
O1. This comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the 

Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no further response is necessary. 
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P. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM TERRY ROBERTS, DIRECTOR, STATE 
OF CALIFORNIA GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH – 
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT; DATED OCTOBER 23, 
2006. 

 
P1. The Commentor acknowledges receipt of the Revised Draft EIR and that copies were 

forwarded to selected state agencies for review.  The Commentor notes that the comment 
period ended on October 20, 2006 and that no comments were received from the selected 
state agencies by that date.  The Commentor also notes that the project has complied with 
the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant 
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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Q. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM DAVID GAUNY, CHAIRMAN, SMART 
GROWTH SCV; DATED NOVEMBER 2, 2006.  

 
Q1. The additional analysis regarding the need for medical office and hospital uses, as well as the 

long-term medical services planning for the Santa Clarita Valley, are not relevant to the 
Revised Draft EIR.  This comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other 
issues related to the Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no further response is necessary. 

 
Q2. The analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR, including the discussion of environmental 

impacts and associated mitigation measures, is considered adequate and complete.  The 
Draft Development Agreement between the City and the applicant is not relevant to the 
Revised Draft EIR or the associated analysis of environmental impacts.  As such, no further 
response is necessary. 

 
Q3. This comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the 

Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no further response is necessary. 
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R. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM CAROL MEYER, DIRECTOR, LOS 
ANGELES COUNTY EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES AGENCY; DATED 
NOVEMBER 15, 2006.  

 
R1. This comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the 

Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no further response is necessary. 
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S. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM MARTHA WILLMAN; DATED 
SEPTEMBER 18, 2006. 

 
S1. As stated on page 3-2 in Section 3.0, Project Description, of the Revised Draft EIR, there is 

an existing heliport on the hospital campus that has been permitted to operate by the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics.  This heliport 
has not been operational for over a year, since August 2005, due to previously approved 
construction activities on the campus, but would be relocated as part of the Phase 1 
component of the proposed Master Plan.  The relocation, however, was previously approved 
by the City of Santa Clarita (with approval of Minor Use Permit No. 04-039) and the 
Caltrans Division of Aeronautics prior to the proposed Master Plan was put forth.  The 
relocation was approved for a stand-alone, at-grade heliport structure behind the emergency 
room building, but not at the parking structure location proposed for Phase 1 of the 
proposed Master Plan.  Placement of the heliport on top of the Phase 1 parking structure 
would serve to increase safety, since a higher elevation requires less maneuvering around 
obstacles on the ground.  Both the proposed parking structure location and the patient 
tower rooftop location will require approval by the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics, though 
the Phase 1 parking lot location has already received preliminary approval.  All required 
information was provided to the City and Caltrans to satisfy applicable requirements for 
permitting the relocated heliport, and therefore no further response is necessary. 

 
S2. As discussed on page 5.6-14 of the Revised Draft EIR, the monitored existing helicopter 

noise levels exceed the City’s nighttime noise standard of 55 dBA Leq.  The incidental 
exceedance of the City’s nighttime noise threshold is an existing condition, and future 
exceedances as a result of Master Plan implementation are not expected to result in 
significant noise impacts.  Additionally, as stated on page 5.6-33 in Section 5.6, Noise, of the 
Revised Draft EIR, the buildout of the proposed Master Plan is anticipated to result in an 
increase in flight operations up to between 15 and 17 operations per month.  However, the 
increase in flight operations would result in an increase in noise exposure level of only 1.5 
dBA CNEL, which is not perceptible to the human ear.  Therefore, impacts from heliport 
operations to surrounding neighborhoods would be less than significant, and no further 
response is necessary.   

 
S3. The helicopter operations data presented in the Revised Draft EIR were derived from actual 

flight records maintained by the hospital.  The existing flight information was used as the 
basis to predict future operations with the best available information.  Furthermore, the 
Revised Draft EIR does not specifically quantify siren noise or other emergency vehicle-
related noise, since emergency vehicles (and their sirens) are specifically exempted from the 
City’s noise standards.  The City's Municipal Code, Chapter 11.44, Noise Limits, indicates that 
noise level limits as described in Section 11.44.040A shall apply to any use of sound-
amplifying equipment, except a) warning devices on emergency vehicles; and b) horns, 
burglar and fire alarms, or other warning devices expressly authorized by law.  Therefore, 
noise associated with sirens from hospital ambulance operations is exempted from the City's 
noise regulations.  In addition, sirens are not a steady source of noise.  They are required 
occasionally under emergency conditions to protect persons or property from an imminent 
exposure to danger.  Given the nature of emergency vehicle operations, it is necessary for 
such vehicles to produce high noise levels for safety and mobility on crowded roadways.  
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Because emergency vehicles are not subject to the City’s noise standards, impacts resulting 
from their operation are not considered in the Revised Draft EIR.   

 
S4. As indicated by the Commentor, and discussed on page 5.6-14 of the Revised Draft EIR, the 

monitored existing helicopter noise levels exceed the City’s nighttime noise standard of 55 
dBA Leq.  The incidental exceedance of the City’s nighttime noise threshold is an existing 
condition, and future exceedances as a result of Master Plan implementation are not 
expected to result in significant noise impacts.  The March 7, 2006 BridgeNet report 
adequately characterizes helicopter-related noise and concludes that increases in helicopter 
noise levels would not be significant per City noise standards.  Accordingly, the noise 
analysis presented in Section 5.6, Noise, of the Revised Draft EIR adequately addresses 
noise impacts, including helicopter noise impacts, given the best available information.  No 
additional noise analysis is warranted.   

 
S5. Refer to Response S4 regarding existing noise levels and project-related noise impacts. 
 
S6. Refer to Response S1 regarding heliport permitting and approvals for relocation of the 

heliport.  The siting and permitting of the relocated heliport is independent of the proposed 
Master Plan, although the ultimate location of the heliport on proposed structures will 
require the approval of Caltrans’ Division of Aeronautics. 

 
S7. Refer to Response S1.  As previously stated, the minor use permit for the temporary 

relocation of the on-site heliport occurred independently of the proposed Master Plan, and 
the noise study conducted in support of that permit is not relevant to the Revised Draft EIR 
or the proposed project.  As such, large-scale expansion of hospital uses was not an 
assumption in the noise study conducted for the heliport relocation minor use permit.  
Additionally, as previously discussed, the flight operation data collected for noise studies is 
based on actual hospital flight operation records.  Therefore, noise impacts have been 
adequately addressed and no further response is necessary. 

 
S8. The Commentor incorrectly states that the helicopter noise analysis presented in Section 5.6, 

Noise, of the Draft EIR is based on the April 6, 2004 BridgeNet report.  The referenced 
report was used for evaluation of helicopter noise analysis for the original Draft EIR for the 
previously proposed Master Plan.  The April 2004 BridgeNet report was never included as 
an appendix to the original Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR.  The most recent 
BridgeNet report, dated March 7, 2006, was produced to address the helicopter noise 
impacts of the revised Master Plan, and was therefore referenced in, and appended to, the 
Revised Draft EIR.  The frequency of heliport operations used in the analysis is based on 
empirical data from hospital records of helicopter takeoffs and landings.   

 
S9. The March 7, 2006 BridgeNet report states that the existing flight operations average 15 to 

17 per month.  However, this is a typographical error, as the existing flight operations are 
estimated at between 10 to 12 operations per month, based on data gathered in 2004, which 
were the most recent available data given the heliport closure in August 2005.  Although this 
error occurs in the 2006 BridgeNet report, both the original Draft EIR and Revised Draft 
EIR state the correct estimate of 10 to 12 operations per month.  In fact, the data from 2004 
show that the average number of flight operations was only 6.6 per month.  As such, the 
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analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR does not require revision and no further 
response is necessary. 

 
S10. The proposed heliport sites, one under Phase 1 of the Master Plan, and one on top of the 

patient tower under a later phase, are both analyzed in the Revised Draft EIR for potential 
environmental impacts.  The impacts of the first heliport are analyzed as part of Phase 1 
improvements, while the rooftop heliport is analyzed under the Master Plan buildout 
scenario.  The two heliports may both exist on the campus in the future to allow for 
flexibility in helicopter operations during construction phases (i.e., during construction of 
Patient Tower B, the rooftop heliport on Patient Tower A may be unavailable).  The rooftop 
heliport, once completed, would be the preferred heliport for safety, noise, and emergency 
medical service reasons.  The higher elevation of the rooftop heliport minimizes obstacles, 
reduces takeoff and landing time (in proximity to noise-sensitive uses), and delivers patients 
directly to the patient tower instead of the parking structure.  It is not anticipated that both 
heliports would be used concurrently or simultaneously, based on physical limitations and 
safety considerations.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
S11. Refer to Response S9 regarding existing heliport data.  The increase in flight operations 

anticipated with the buildout of the proposed Master Plan from an average of 11 operations 
(existing) up to 16 operations (buildout) would result in an increase in noise levels of 1.5 
dBA CNEL, which is not perceptible to the human ear.  Therefore, no significant adverse 
heliport noise impacts are anticipated and no further response is necessary. 

 
S12. Refer to Responses S9 and S10 regarding existing flight operations and timing of phasing of 

heliport operation.  The existing number of flight operations is 10 to 12 operations, and it is 
not anticipated that both heliports would both be operational at any one time, though either 
may be used exclusively for periods of time to allow for construction phases to be 
implemented in the future.  No further response is necessary 

 
S13. The minor use permit issued for the relocation of the existing heliport addressed the 

necessary relocation required to allow for helicopter operations during construction of 
previously approved hospital improvements that are independent of the proposed Master 
Plan.  The approved construction at the hospital campus is not germane to the analysis 
presented in the Revised Draft EIR, except as used to establish existing conditions.  The 
temporary relocation of the heliport to allow for the proposed construction activities would 
not be expected to notably increase the number or frequency of helicopter operations, and 
therefore no noise analysis was warranted.  However, the expansion of the hospital under 
the proposed Master Plan is expected to result in an increase in helicopter traffic, and 
therefore the noise impacts of the expansion are addressed in the Revised Draft EIR.  As 
such, no further response is necessary. 

 
S14. Refer to Response S13.  The approved construction activities and associated heliport 

relocation are not germane to the proposed project or the Revised Draft EIR.  As such, no 
further response is necessary. 
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S15. Refer to Response S13.  The previously approved construction and approval of the heliport 
relocation occurred independently of the proposed Master Plan.  Therefore, this comment is 
not relevant to the Revised Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. 

 
S16. Refer to Response S3 regarding siren noise.  The traffic impacts of the proposed Master Plan 

are discussed in the context of each proposed development phase in Section 5.4, Traffic and 
Circulation, in the Revised Draft EIR.  While increase traffic and degraded levels of service 
may increase emergency vehicle travel times, emergency vehicles are still given priority right-
of-way, which minimizes traffic delays despite poor intersection or roadway function.  
Nonetheless, significant impacts to traffic system function are attributable to overall growth 
in the Santa Clarita Valley, only a small percentage of which is associated with the proposed 
Master Plan development.  Emergency vehicle delays would result in the future irrespective 
of approval and implementation of the proposed Master Plan. 

 
S17. This comment does not raise any specific environmental issues related to the Revised Draft 

EIR or other CEQA issues, and therefore no further response is necessary. 
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T. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM CARL PORTER; DATED SEPTEMBER 
19, 2006. 

 
T1. The Commentor inquires as to the current ownership of the land comprising the project site.  

This comment does not raise any issues related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA 
issues.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
T2. The Commentor inquires as to the current ownership of the buildings occupying the project 

site.  This comment does not raise any issues related to the Revised Draft EIR or other 
CEQA issues.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
T3. The relationship between the project proponents is not germane to the Revised Draft EIR.  

This comment does not raise any issues related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA 
issues.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
T4. The financial aspects of the proposed project are not germane to the Revised Draft EIR.  

This comment does not raise any issues related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA 
issues.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
T5. As discussed on page 6-3 in Section 6.0, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, of the Revised 

Draft EIR, an alternative site for development of the proposed Master Plan was rejected as 
infeasible due to the significant investment in the current HMNMH site during 30 years of 
operation at that location on land that was dedicated for this use.  Abandonment of this 
investment and relocation of the hospital, including the time and cost aspects of new 
hospital siting, permitting, and construction, rendered this option infeasible.   

 
T6. As discussed on page 5.4-21 in Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation, in the Revised Draft 

EIR, medical office uses are projected to generate approximately 36 average daily trips per 
1,000 square feet of office space.  The proposed project would meet City of Santa Clarita 
traffic performance standards at affected intersections and roadways with implementation of 
mitigation measures, where feasible.  In the limited instances where traffic levels of service 
cannot be met, improvements to address traffic deficiencies are not feasible due to right-of-
way constraints.  A reduction in proposed development to address traffic impacts, among 
other issues, is included in the discussion of project alternatives in Section 6.0, Alternatives 
to the Proposed Project. 

 
T7. The City’s interest in the proposed project is not germane to the Revised Draft EIR.  This 

comment does not raise any issues related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues.  
As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
T8. The cost of the proposed project is not germane to the Revised Draft EIR.  Refer to 

Response T5 regarding relocation of the existing hospital and construction of a new hospital 
elsewhere in the Santa Clarita Valley.   

 
T9. As discussed on page 5.1-6 in Section 5.1, Land Use, the project site is designated as 

Residential Low (RL) in the City of Santa Clarita Unified Development Code, with a 
maximum density of 2.2 dwelling units per acre.  However, hospitals and other non-
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residential public and institutional uses are allowed in the RL district with the issuance of a 
Conditional Use Permit.   

 
T10. The proposed Master Plan provides for proportionate growth of hospital and medical office 

uses, as it is HMNMH policy to require all physicians operating outpatient services in on-site 
medical offices to also provide inpatient services for the hospital.  This policy allows for 
convenient access to both inpatient and outpatient medical services in one location, which 
maximizes the suite of services provided on the campus and reduces vehicle trips and 
associated traffic.  Given the current trends in the healthcare industry, the balance of on-site 
inpatient and outpatient services must be maintained, and therefore relocation of proposed 
medical office uses to an off-site location would not be considered economically feasible for 
the HMNMH. 
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U. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM WILLIAM L. AND MEG A. REYNOLDS; 
DATED SEPTEMBER 19, 2006. 

 
U1. This comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the 

Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no further response is necessary. 
 
U2. Impacts related to aesthetics, traffic, and noise are addressed in Section 5.3, Aesthetics, 

Light, and Glare, Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation, and Section 5.6, Noise, of the Revised 
Draft EIR.  Cut-through traffic is not currently, and would not be, directly attributable to the 
HMNMH campus.  While an increase in cut-through traffic avoiding McBean could increase 
in the future, the majority of this traffic would be a result of overall growth in the Santa 
Clarita Valley, and not solely the proposed Master Plan.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 

 
U3. Heliport-related noise impacts are addressed in Section 5.6, Noise, of the Revised Draft EIR.  

As stated in the analysis of heliport-related noise impacts, the frequency of helicopter 
operations at the project site is expected to increase from 10 to 12 operations per month up 
to 15 to 17 operations at buildout, which is not a substantial increase over the 25-year Master 
Plan.  Furthermore, heliport operations only last a few minutes at a time, and therefore only 
generate noise impacts to surrounding uses for a matter of minutes when landing and taking 
off.  Heliport operations would, by no means, be a “24/7” occurrence.  As such, no further 
response is necessary. 

 
U4. The long-term medical facilities needs of the various communities in the Santa Clarita Valley 

are not relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  This comment does not raise any specific 
environmental issues or other issues related to the Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no 
further response is necessary. 
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V. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM UNKNOWN (NO NAME PROVIDED); 
DATED SEPTEMBER 19, 2006. 

 
V1. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 

approval of the proposed Master Plan.  However, this comment does not raise any specific 
environmental issues or other issues related to the Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no 
further response is necessary. 
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W. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM JEANNE S. WRAY; DATED 
SEPTEMBER 19, 2006. 

 
W1. The long-term medical facilities needs of the various communities in the Santa Clarita Valley 

are not relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  This comment does not raise any specific 
environmental issues or other issues related to the Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no 
further response is necessary. 

 
W2. Impacts related to aesthetics, traffic, and noise are addressed in Section 5.3, Aesthetics, 

Light, and Glare, Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation, and Section 5.6, Noise, of the Revised 
Draft EIR.  As stated in the analysis of heliport-related noise impacts in Section 5.6, Noise, 
the frequency of helicopter operations at the project site is expected to increase from 10 to 
12 operations per month up to 15 to 17 operations at buildout, which is not a substantial 
increase over the 25-year Master Plan period.  Furthermore, heliport operations only last a 
few minutes at a time, and therefore only generate noise impacts to surrounding uses for a 
matter of minutes when landing and taking off.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
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X. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM BILL REYNOLDS; DATED 
SEPTEMBER 21, 2006. 

 
X1. Refer to Responses to Comments U1 through U4 regarding the referenced comment letter 

submitted by the Commentor.  The City Council will consider all public comments when 
making a decision regarding approval of the proposed Master Plan.  This comment does not 
raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the Revised Draft EIR, and 
therefore no further response is necessary. 
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Y. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM EILEEN BLANKENHORN; DATED 
SEPTEMBER 22, 2006. 

 
Y1. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 

approval of the proposed Master Plan.  However, this comment does not raise any specific 
environmental issues or other issues related to the Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no 
further response is necessary. 
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Z. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM CARL PORTER; DATED OCTOBER 5, 
2006. 

 
Z1. Impacts related to consistency with applicable plans and policies, and impacts related to 

aesthetics are discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use, and Section 5.2, Aesthetics, Light, and 
Glare, of the Revised Draft EIR.  The proposed project is consistent with all applicable 
plans, policies, and regulations, but would result in significant unavoidable aesthetics 
impacts.  As discussed in Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation, of the Revised Draft EIR, 
impacts at the McBean Parkway/Orchard Village Road intersection would remain significant 
and unavoidable due to the infeasibility of mitigation to address cumulative traffic conditions 
at buildout of the proposed Master Plan.  While the project site is located within a 
Residential Low (RL) zone, the hospital campus and associated land uses are conditionally 
permitted by the City, subject to specific conditions and requirements for development and 
operation of proposed uses.   

 
Z2. Speculation regarding tax revenue objectives, the potential effects of a natural disaster or 

other catastrophe, and the long-term medical facilities needs of the various communities in 
the Santa Clarita Valley are not relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  This comment does not 
raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the Revised Draft EIR, and 
therefore no further response is necessary. 

 
Z3. The Revised Draft EIR analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the Master Plan as 

proposed, and includes an analysis of alternatives that are intended to address significant 
environmental effects resulting from the proposed project.  The City’s planning process and 
the financial aspects of the proposed Master Plan are not germane to the Revised Draft EIR.  
This comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the 
Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no further response is necessary. 
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AA. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ALEX SCHMAUSS; DATED OCTOBER 
14, 2006. 

 
AA1. The traffic impacts of the proposed Master Plan are discussed in Section 5.4, Traffic and 

Circulation, of the Revised Draft EIR.  The City Council will consider all public comments 
when making a decision regarding approval of the proposed Master Plan.  The long-term 
medical facilities needs of the various communities in the Santa Clarita Valley are not 
relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  This comment does not raise any specific environmental 
issues or other issues related to the Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no further response is 
necessary. 
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BB. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ANONYMOUS (E-MAIL 
“CONVERD@JUNO.COM,” NO NAME PROVIDED); DATED OCTOBER 17, 
2006. 

 
BB1. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 

approval of the proposed Master Plan.  However, this comment does not raise any specific 
environmental issues or other issues related to the Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no 
further response is necessary. 
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CC. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM WILLIAM L. AND MEG REYNOLDS; 
DATED OCTOBER 17, 2006. 

 
CC1. The need for hospital beds in the Santa Clarita Valley and other areas in southern California 

and the locations of other regional hospital facilities are not relevant to the Revised Draft 
EIR.  However, the City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision 
regarding approval of the proposed Master Plan.  This comment does not raise any specific 
environmental issues or other issues related to the Revised Draft EIR.  As such, no further 
response is necessary. 
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DD. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM BESS SHINDER; DATED OCTOBER 17, 
2006. 

 
DD1. The nature of the HMNMH campus as a community versus regional hospital, and the 

potential for additional hospital facilities in other areas of the Santa Clarita Valley are not 
germane to the Revised Draft EIR.  As discussed in Section 5.3, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, 
the proposed Master Plan would result in significant unavoidable impacts to views and the 
visual character of the project site.  While some street trees would be removed to allow for 
traffic system improvements, which would modify the existing streetscape in conjunction 
with proposed structures, no homes would be taken or otherwise physically affected by the 
proposed Master Plan.  As discussed in Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation¸ traffic impacts 
associated with the proposed project, in conjunction with cumulative development, would 
be reduced to less than significant with implementation of applicable mitigation measures, 
where feasible.  In the two locations where mitigation is infeasible, due to City policy 
prohibiting the taking of private property for traffic system improvements, impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable, but it should be noted that only a small percentage of 
future traffic volumes are attributable to the proposed project.  As such, no further response 
is necessary. 

 
DD2. Helicopter-related noise impacts are discussed in Section 5.6, Noise, of the Revised Draft 

EIR.  As indicated by the Commentor, and discussed on page 5.6-14 of the Revised Draft 
EIR, the monitored existing helicopter noise levels exceed the City’s nighttime noise 
standard of 55 dBA Leq.  The incidental exceedance of the City’s nighttime noise threshold is 
an existing condition, and future exceedances as a result of Master Plan implementation are 
not expected to result in significant noise impacts.   

  
The Revised Draft EIR does not specifically quantify siren noise or other emergency vehicle-
related noise, since emergency vehicles (and their sirens) are specifically exempted from the 
City’s noise standards.  The City's Municipal Code, Chapter 11.44, Noise Limits, indicates that 
noise level limits as described in Section 11.44.040A shall apply to any use of sound-
amplifying equipment, except a) warning devices on emergency vehicles; and b) horns, 
burglar and fire alarms, or other warning devices expressly authorized by law.  Therefore, 
noise associated with sirens from hospital ambulance operations is exempted from the City's 
noise regulations.  In addition, sirens are not a steady source of noise.  They are required 
occasionally under emergency conditions to protect persons or property from an imminent 
exposure to danger.  Given the nature of emergency vehicle operations, it is necessary for 
such vehicles to produce high noise levels for safety and mobility on crowded roadways.  
Because emergency vehicles are not subject to the City’s noise standards, impacts resulting 
from their operation are not considered in the Revised Draft EIR.   
 

DD3. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 
approval of the proposed Master Plan.  The long-term medical facilities needs of the various 
communities in the Santa Clarita Valley and the terms of the Development Agreement 
between the City and the applicant are not relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  This 
comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the 
Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no further response is necessary. 
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DD4. The analysis of noise and traffic impacts contained in the Revised Draft EIR is based on 
recent studies conducted by competent consultants, and is considered adequate.  
Furthermore, as discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use, of the Revised Draft EIR, the proposed 
project would be conditionally permitted to develop and operate at the project site, and 
would therefore be consistent with the in-place zoning regulations and the City’s General 
Plan.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
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EE. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ROSEMARY A. SMITH; DATED 
OCTOBER 17, 2006. 

 
EE1. The nature of the HMNMH campus as a community versus regional hospital, and the 

potential for additional hospital facilities in other areas of the Santa Clarita Valley are not 
germane to the Revised Draft EIR.  As discussed in Section 5.3, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, 
the proposed Master Plan would result in significant unavoidable impacts to views and the 
visual character of the project site.  While some street trees would be removed to allow for 
traffic system improvements, which would modify the existing streetscape in conjunction 
with proposed structures, no homes would be taken or otherwise physically affected by the 
proposed Master Plan.  As discussed in Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation¸ traffic impacts 
associated with the proposed project, in conjunction with cumulative development, would 
be reduced to less than significant with implementation of applicable mitigation measures, 
where feasible.  In the two locations where mitigation is infeasible, due to City policy 
prohibiting the taking of private property for traffic system improvements, impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable, but it should be noted that only a small percentage of 
future traffic volumes are attributable to the proposed project.  As such, no further response 
is necessary. 

 
EE2. Helicopter-related noise impacts are discussed in Section 5.6, Noise, of the Revised Draft 

EIR.  As indicated by the Commentor, and discussed on page 5.6-14 of the Revised Draft 
EIR, the monitored existing helicopter noise levels exceed the City’s nighttime noise 
standard of 55 dBA Leq.  The incidental exceedance of the City’s nighttime noise threshold is 
an existing condition, and future exceedances as a result of Master Plan implementation are 
not expected to result in significant noise impacts.   

  
The Revised Draft EIR does not specifically quantify siren noise or other emergency vehicle-
related noise, since emergency vehicles (and their sirens) are specifically exempted from the 
City’s noise standards.  The City's Municipal Code, Chapter 11.44, Noise Limits, indicates that 
noise level limits as described in Section 11.44.040A shall apply to any use of sound-
amplifying equipment, except a) warning devices on emergency vehicles; and b) horns, 
burglar and fire alarms, or other warning devices expressly authorized by law.  Therefore, 
noise associated with sirens from hospital ambulance operations is exempted from the City's 
noise regulations.  In addition, sirens are not a steady source of noise.  They are required 
occasionally under emergency conditions to protect persons or property from an imminent 
exposure to danger.  Given the nature of emergency vehicle operations, it is necessary for 
such vehicles to produce high noise levels for safety and mobility on crowded roadways.  
Because emergency vehicles are not subject to the City’s noise standards, impacts resulting 
from their operation are not considered in the Revised Draft EIR.   
 

EE3. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 
approval of the proposed Master Plan.  The long-term medical facilities needs of the various 
communities in the Santa Clarita Valley and the terms of the Development Agreement 
between the City and the applicant are not relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  This 
comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the 
Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no further response is necessary. 
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EE4. The analysis of noise and traffic impacts contained in the Revised Draft EIR is based on 
recent studies conducted by competent consultants, and is considered adequate.  
Furthermore, as discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use, of the Revised Draft EIR, the proposed 
project would be conditionally permitted to develop and operate at the project site, and 
would therefore be consistent with the in-place zoning regulations and the City’s General 
Plan.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
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FF. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM DAVID GARTNER; DATED OCTOBER 
18, 2006. 

 
FF1. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 

approval of the proposed Master Plan.  This comment does not raise any specific 
environmental issues or other issues related to the Revised Draft EIR.  As such, no further 
response is necessary. 

 
FF2. The long-term medical facilities needs in other areas of the Santa Clarita Valley is not 

relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  However, the City Council will consider all public 
comments when making a decision regarding approval of the proposed Master Plan.  While 
removal of street trees and overall traffic increases are valid concerns, this comment does 
not raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the Revised Draft EIR.  
As such, no further response is necessary. 
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GG. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM BILL REYNOLDS; DATED OCTOBER 
18, 2006. 

 
GG1. Refer to Responses to Comments U1 through U4 regarding the referenced comment letter 

submitted by the Commentor.  The City Council will consider all public comments when 
making a decision regarding approval of the proposed Master Plan.  This comment does not 
raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the Revised Draft EIR, and 
therefore no further response is necessary. 
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HH. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ANITA BAZAR; DATED OCTOBER 19, 
2006. 

 
HH1. The long-term medical facilities needs in other areas of the Santa Clarita Valley is not 

relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  However, the City Council will consider all public 
comments when making a decision regarding approval of the proposed Master Plan.  While 
removal of street trees and increases in site density are valid concerns, this comment does 
not raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the Revised Draft EIR.  
As such, no further response is necessary. 
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II. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STEVE SCHNEIDER; DATED 
OCTOBER 19, 2006. 

 
II1. The overall medical facility needs of the Santa Clarita Valley and development of a new 

hospital in another community in the Valley are not relevant to the analysis presented in the 
Revised Draft EIR.  The hospital Master Plan, as proposed, is intended to meet 
approximately half of the demand for medical services at buildout, and it is not the 
responsibility of the HMNMH to meet the entire future demand for such services in the 
Valley.  Per City policy, eminent domain would not be employed to implement two traffic-
related mitigation improvements intended to reduce the significance of impacts at affected 
intersections.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
II2. The perceived need for an additional hospital in the Santa Clarita Valley, including as relates 

to needed facilities during an earthquake or other emergency situation, is not germane to the 
Revised Draft EIR.  Project-related seismic risks and associated impacts are discussed in 
Section 5.7, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity, of the Revised Draft EIR, and mitigation 
measures are included to reduce all impacts to less than significant.  No further response is 
necessary. 

 
II3. The cost/benefit ratio of the proposed Master Plan is not relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  

However, the City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision 
regarding approval of the proposed Master Plan.  This comment does not raise any specific 
environmental issues or other issues related to the Revised Draft EIR.  As such, no further 
response is necessary. 

 
II4. As discussed in Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation, of the Revised Draft EIR, the increase 

in traffic at various intersections, particularly those in proximity to the project site, would be 
substantial relative to existing conditions.  However, it should be noted that the majority of 
traffic increase is due to overall ambient growth in the Santa Clarita Valley, only a small 
portion of which is directly attributable to the proposed project.  Nonetheless, mitigation 
measures are included to address traffic impacts, where feasible.  The quantitative 
relationship between the increase in overall hospital beds and specific intersection 
movements at limited locations does not provide a logical nexus to suggest a disparity 
between provision of medical services and associated traffic.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 

 
II5. As stated in Response to Comment II3, the cost/benefit ratio of the proposed Master Plan 

is not relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  Additionally, the ownership of the proposed 
project and intentions of the project applicant are also not relevant to the Revised Draft 
EIR.  This comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related 
to the Revised Draft EIR.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
II6. It is speculative for the Commentor to state that Exhibit 5.3-14 on page 5.3-37 of the 

Revised Draft EIR is not to scale.  However, this exhibit is sufficiently to-scale in order to 
achieve the intent of the graphic, which is to illustrate the location, height, and bulk of 
proposed structures in the context of the existing hospital campus, and not to provide an 
illustration of all possible Master Plan improvements such as landscaping, traffic system 
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improvements, or architectural details.  Furthermore, as stated on pages 5.4-50 and 5.4-51 of 
the Revised Draft EIR, the required mitigation to reduce the significance of impacts at the 
McBean Parkway/Orchard Village Road intersection would not be implemented due to City 
policy prohibiting the taking of private property for traffic system improvements.  It is also 
stated throughout Section 5.3, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, that accessory equipment, 
antennas, lighting, and elevator shafts would extend beyond the proposed building height 
maximum of 85 feet. 

 
II7. It is speculative for the Commentor to suggest that the analysis and exhibits presented in the 

Revised Draft EIR misrepresent facts.  The Revised Draft EIR is considered complete and 
adequate to disclose the environmental impacts of the proposed Master Plan, and therefore 
additional analysis is not warranted.  No further response is necessary. 
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JJ. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM JOE A. AND PHYLLIS M. ZAMBRANO; 
DATED OCTOBER 19, 2006. 

 
JJ1. The nature of the HMNMH campus as a community versus regional hospital, and the 

potential for additional hospital facilities in other areas of the Santa Clarita Valley are not 
germane to the Revised Draft EIR.  As discussed in Section 5.3, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, 
the proposed Master Plan would result in significant unavoidable impacts to views and the 
visual character of the project site.  While some street trees would be removed to allow for 
traffic system improvements, which would modify the existing streetscape in conjunction 
with proposed structures, no homes would be taken or otherwise physically affected by the 
proposed Master Plan.  As discussed in Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation¸ traffic impacts 
associated with the proposed project, in conjunction with cumulative development, would 
be reduced to less than significant with implementation of applicable mitigation measures, 
where feasible.  In the two locations where mitigation is infeasible, due to City policy 
prohibiting the taking of private property for traffic system improvements, impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable, but it should be noted that only a small percentage of 
future traffic volumes are attributable to the proposed project.  As such, no further response 
is necessary. 

 
JJ2. Helicopter-related noise impacts are discussed in Section 5.6, Noise, of the Revised Draft 

EIR.  As indicated by the Commentor, and discussed on page 5.6-14 of the Revised Draft 
EIR, the monitored existing helicopter noise levels exceed the City’s nighttime noise 
standard of 55 dBA Leq.  The incidental exceedance of the City’s nighttime noise threshold is 
an existing condition, and future exceedances as a result of Master Plan implementation are 
not expected to result in significant noise impacts.   

  
The Revised Draft EIR does not specifically quantify siren noise or other emergency vehicle-
related noise, since emergency vehicles (and their sirens) are specifically exempted from the 
City’s noise standards.  The City's Municipal Code, Chapter 11.44, Noise Limits, indicates that 
noise level limits as described in Section 11.44.040A shall apply to any use of sound-
amplifying equipment, except a) warning devices on emergency vehicles; and b) horns, 
burglar and fire alarms, or other warning devices expressly authorized by law.  Therefore, 
noise associated with sirens from hospital ambulance operations is exempted from the City's 
noise regulations.  In addition, sirens are not a steady source of noise.  They are required 
occasionally under emergency conditions to protect persons or property from an imminent 
exposure to danger.  Given the nature of emergency vehicle operations, it is necessary for 
such vehicles to produce high noise levels for safety and mobility on crowded roadways.  
Because emergency vehicles are not subject to the City’s noise standards, impacts resulting 
from their operation are not considered in the Revised Draft EIR.   
 

JJ3. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 
approval of the proposed Master Plan.  The long-term medical facilities needs of the various 
communities in the Santa Clarita Valley and the terms of the Development Agreement 
between the City and the applicant are not relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  This 
comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the 
Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no further response is necessary. 
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JJ4. The analysis of noise and traffic impacts contained in the Revised Draft EIR is based on 
recent studies conducted by competent consultants, and is considered adequate.  
Furthermore, as discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use, of the Revised Draft EIR, the proposed 
project would be conditionally permitted to develop and operate at the project site, and 
would therefore be consistent with the in-place zoning regulations and the City’s General 
Plan.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
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Final 13-138 Response to Comments 

KK. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM JEANNE S. WRAY; DATED OCTOBER 
24, 2006. 

 
KK1. The long-term needs for additional, and availability of existing, medical facilities in the Santa 

Clarita Valley is not relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  However, the City Council will 
consider all public comments when making a decision regarding approval of the proposed 
Master Plan.  This comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other issues 
related to the Revised Draft EIR.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
KK2. Traffic, air quality, and noise impacts are discussed in Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation, 

Section 5.5, Air Quality, and Section 5.6, Noise, respectively.  This comment does not raise 
any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the Revised Draft EIR.  As such, 
no further response is necessary. 

 
KK3. The need for another hospital facility in the Santa Clarita Valley is not relevant to the 

Revised Draft EIR.  This comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other 
issues related to the Revised Draft EIR.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
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Final 13-140 Response to Comments 

LL. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM MARY COURTNEY; DATED OCTOBER 
25, 2006. 

 
LL1. Refer to Responses to Comments MM1 through MM9 regarding the referenced letter 

submitted to the Santa Clarita Planning Commission.  This comment does not raise any 
specific environmental issues or other issues related to the Revised Draft EIR.  As such, no 
further response is necessary. 
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Final 13-142 Response to Comments 

MM. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM MARY COURTNEY AND FRED 
FUENTES; DATED OCTOBER 25, 2006. 

 
MM1. This comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the 

Revised Draft EIR.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
 
MM2. The Commentor incorrectly states that noise impacts have not been assessed.  All noise 

impacts of the proposed Master Plan are evaluated in Section 5.6, Noise, in the Revised Draft 
EIR, and mitigation measures are provided to address such impacts, which are concluded to 
be less than significant.  No further response is necessary. 

 
MM3. This comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the 

Revised Draft EIR.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
 
MM4. As discussed in Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation, of the Revised Draft EIR, the proposed 

Master Plan would result in significant unavoidable cumulative traffic impacts that cannot be 
mitigated due to City policy prohibiting the taking of private property for traffic system 
improvements.  This comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other 
issues related to the Revised Draft EIR.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
MM5. This comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the 

Revised Draft EIR.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
 
MM6. As discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use, in the Revised Draft EIR, the proposed project is 

consistent with the City’s General Plan and Unified Development Code with approval of the 
project and issuance of a Master Plan Conditional Use Permit.  The principles of a master-
planned community and the need for additional medical facilities and services in other areas 
of the Santa Clarita Valley are not relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  No further response is 
necessary. 

 
MM7. The medical facilities needs of other areas in the Santa Clarita Valley is not relevant to the 

Revised Draft EIR.  The distance of the HMNMH campus from outlying areas in the Valley 
would be a factor irrespective of the proposed Master Plan, since the projected traffic levels 
in the future would increase substantially due to ambient growth in the Valley, only a small 
portion of which would be attributable to the proposed project.  As such, future travel times 
to the HMNMH campus would still increase even without the proposed hospital expansion.  
However, the proposed mitigation measures that are feasible would be implemented in 
conjunction with the proposed Master Plan, thereby improving the function of the traffic 
system in the project area.  If market conditions permit, it is reasonable to assume that 
another hospital facility would be constructed closer to new development areas in the Santa 
Clarita Valley that currently experience longer travel times to HMNMH.  No further 
response is necessary. 

 
MM8. The Development Agreement’s provisions are not relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  This 

comment does not raise any issues related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, 
and therefore no further response is necessary. 
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Final 13-143 Response to Comments 

MM9. The analysis of noise and traffic impacts contained in the Revised Draft EIR is based on 
recent studies conducted by competent consultants, and is considered adequate.  
Furthermore, as discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use, of the Revised Draft EIR, the proposed 
project would be conditionally permitted to develop and operate at the project site, and 
would therefore be consistent with the in-place zoning regulations and the City’s General 
Plan.  As such, no further response is necessary. 



  Henry Mayo Newhall Memorial Hospital  
  Master Plan 

Program Environmental Impact Report 
 

 

 
Final 13-144 Response to Comments 

Letter NN – page 1 of 1 



  Henry Mayo Newhall Memorial Hospital  
  Master Plan 

Program Environmental Impact Report 
 

 

 
Final 13-145 Response to Comments 

NN. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM KAREN FENCIL; DATED OCTOBER 
26, 2006. 

 
NN1. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 

approval of the proposed Master Plan.  However, this comment does not raise any issues 
related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, and therefore no further response is 
necessary. 

 
NN2. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 

approval of the proposed Master Plan.  However, this comment does not raise any issues 
related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, and therefore no further response is 
necessary. 

 
NN3. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 

approval of the proposed Master Plan.  However, this comment does not raise any issues 
related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, and therefore no further response is 
necessary. 
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Final 13-149 Response to Comments 

 
OO. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM MIKE LEBECKI; DATED OCTOBER 30, 

2006. 
 
OO1. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 

approval of the proposed Master Plan.  However, this comment does not raise any issues 
related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, and therefore no further response is 
necessary. 
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Final 13-151 Response to Comments 

PP. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM EDWARD A. PECHTER; DATED 
NOVEMBER 3, 2006. 

 
PP1. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 

approval of the proposed Master Plan.  However, this comment does not raise any issues 
related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, and therefore no further response is 
necessary. 
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Final 13-153 Response to Comments 

QQ. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM DOROTHY R. ANKLAM; DATED 
NOVEMBER 6, 2006. 

 
QQ1. The nature of the HMNMH campus as a community versus regional hospital, and the 

potential for additional hospital facilities in other areas of the Santa Clarita Valley are not 
germane to the Revised Draft EIR.  As discussed in Section 5.3, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, 
the proposed Master Plan would result in significant unavoidable impacts to views and the 
visual character of the project site.  While some street trees would be removed to allow for 
traffic system improvements, which would modify the existing streetscape in conjunction 
with proposed structures, no homes would be taken or otherwise physically affected by the 
proposed Master Plan.  As discussed in Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation¸ traffic impacts 
associated with the proposed project, in conjunction with cumulative development, would 
be reduced to less than significant with implementation of applicable mitigation measures, 
where feasible.  In the two locations where mitigation is infeasible, due to City policy 
prohibiting the taking of private property for traffic system improvements, impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable, but it should be noted that only a small percentage of 
future traffic volumes are attributable to the proposed project.  As such, no further response 
is necessary. 

 
QQ2. Helicopter-related noise impacts are discussed in Section 5.6, Noise, of the Revised Draft 

EIR.  As indicated by the Commentor, and discussed on page 5.6-14 of the Revised Draft 
EIR, the monitored existing helicopter noise levels exceed the City’s nighttime noise 
standard of 55 dBA Leq.  The incidental exceedance of the City’s nighttime noise threshold is 
an existing condition, and future exceedances as a result of Master Plan implementation are 
not expected to result in significant noise impacts.   

  
The Revised Draft EIR does not specifically quantify siren noise or other emergency vehicle-
related noise, since emergency vehicles (and their sirens) are specifically exempted from the 
City’s noise standards.  The City's Municipal Code, Chapter 11.44, Noise Limits, indicates that 
noise level limits as described in Section 11.44.040A shall apply to any use of sound-
amplifying equipment, except a) warning devices on emergency vehicles; and b) horns, 
burglar and fire alarms, or other warning devices expressly authorized by law.  Therefore, 
noise associated with sirens from hospital ambulance operations is exempted from the City's 
noise regulations.  In addition, sirens are not a steady source of noise.  They are required 
occasionally under emergency conditions to protect persons or property from an imminent 
exposure to danger.  Given the nature of emergency vehicle operations, it is necessary for 
such vehicles to produce high noise levels for safety and mobility on crowded roadways.  
Because emergency vehicles are not subject to the City’s noise standards, impacts resulting 
from their operation are not considered in the Revised Draft EIR.   
 

QQ3. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 
approval of the proposed Master Plan.  The long-term medical facilities needs of the various 
communities in the Santa Clarita Valley and the terms of the Development Agreement 
between the City and the applicant are not relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  This 
comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the 
Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no further response is necessary. 
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Final 13-154 Response to Comments 

QQ4. The analysis of noise and traffic impacts contained in the Revised Draft EIR is based on 
recent studies conducted by competent consultants, and is considered adequate.  
Furthermore, as discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use, of the Revised Draft EIR, the proposed 
project would be conditionally permitted to develop and operate at the project site, and 
would therefore be consistent with the in-place zoning regulations and the City’s General 
Plan.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
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Final 13-156 Response to Comments 

RR. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM CHERYL CASTRO; DATED 
NOVEMBER 9, 2006. 

 
RR1. The nature of the HMNMH campus as a community versus regional hospital, and the 

potential for additional hospital facilities in other areas of the Santa Clarita Valley are not 
germane to the Revised Draft EIR.  As discussed in Section 5.3, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, 
the proposed Master Plan would result in significant unavoidable impacts to views and the 
visual character of the project site.  While some street trees would be removed to allow for 
traffic system improvements, which would modify the existing streetscape in conjunction 
with proposed structures, no homes would be taken or otherwise physically affected by the 
proposed Master Plan.  As discussed in Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation¸ traffic impacts 
associated with the proposed project, in conjunction with cumulative development, would 
be reduced to less than significant with implementation of applicable mitigation measures, 
where feasible.  In the two locations where mitigation is infeasible, due to City policy 
prohibiting the taking of private property for traffic system improvements, impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable, but it should be noted that only a small percentage of 
future traffic volumes are attributable to the proposed project.  As such, no further response 
is necessary. 

 
RR2. Helicopter-related noise impacts are discussed in Section 5.6, Noise, of the Revised Draft 

EIR.  As indicated by the Commentor, and discussed on page 5.6-14 of the Revised Draft 
EIR, the monitored existing helicopter noise levels exceed the City’s nighttime noise 
standard of 55 dBA Leq.  The incidental exceedance of the City’s nighttime noise threshold is 
an existing condition, and future exceedances as a result of Master Plan implementation are 
not expected to result in significant noise impacts.   

  
The Revised Draft EIR does not specifically quantify siren noise or other emergency vehicle-
related noise, since emergency vehicles (and their sirens) are specifically exempted from the 
City’s noise standards.  The City's Municipal Code, Chapter 11.44, Noise Limits, indicates that 
noise level limits as described in Section 11.44.040A shall apply to any use of sound-
amplifying equipment, except a) warning devices on emergency vehicles; and b) horns, 
burglar and fire alarms, or other warning devices expressly authorized by law.  Therefore, 
noise associated with sirens from hospital ambulance operations is exempted from the City's 
noise regulations.  In addition, sirens are not a steady source of noise.  They are required 
occasionally under emergency conditions to protect persons or property from an imminent 
exposure to danger.  Given the nature of emergency vehicle operations, it is necessary for 
such vehicles to produce high noise levels for safety and mobility on crowded roadways.  
Because emergency vehicles are not subject to the City’s noise standards, impacts resulting 
from their operation are not considered in the Revised Draft EIR.   
 

RR3. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 
approval of the proposed Master Plan.  The long-term medical facilities needs of the various 
communities in the Santa Clarita Valley and the terms of the Development Agreement 
between the City and the applicant are not relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  This 
comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the 
Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no further response is necessary. 
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Final 13-157 Response to Comments 

RR4. The analysis of noise and traffic impacts contained in the Revised Draft EIR is based on 
recent studies conducted by competent consultants, and is considered adequate.  
Furthermore, as discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use, of the Revised Draft EIR, the proposed 
project would be conditionally permitted to develop and operate at the project site, and 
would therefore be consistent with the in-place zoning regulations and the City’s General 
Plan.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 



  Henry Mayo Newhall Memorial Hospital  
  Master Plan 

Program Environmental Impact Report 
 

 

 
Final 13-158 Response to Comments 

Letter SS – page 1 of 1 



  Henry Mayo Newhall Memorial Hospital  
  Master Plan 

Program Environmental Impact Report 
 

 

 
Final 13-159 Response to Comments 

SS. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM DOROTHY R. ANKLAM; DATED 
NOVEMBER 13, 2006. 

 
SS1. The nature of the HMNMH campus as a community versus regional hospital, and the 

potential for additional hospital facilities in other areas of the Santa Clarita Valley are not 
germane to the Revised Draft EIR.  As discussed in Section 5.3, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, the 
proposed Master Plan would result in significant unavoidable impacts to views and the visual character of the 
project site.  While some street trees would be removed to allow for traffic system improvements, which would 
modify the existing streetscape in conjunction with proposed structures, no homes would be taken or otherwise 
physically affected by the proposed Master Plan.  As discussed in Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation¸ 
traffic impacts associated with the proposed project, in conjunction with cumulative 
development, would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of applicable 
mitigation measures, where feasible.  In the two locations where mitigation is infeasible, due 
to City policy prohibiting the taking of private property for traffic system improvements, 
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, but it should be noted that only a small 
percentage of future traffic volumes are attributable to the proposed project.  As such, no 
further response is necessary. 

 
SS2. Helicopter-related noise impacts are discussed in Section 5.6, Noise, of the Revised Draft 

EIR.  As indicated by the Commentor, and discussed on page 5.6-14 of the Revised Draft 
EIR, the monitored existing helicopter noise levels exceed the City’s nighttime noise 
standard of 55 dBA Leq.  The incidental exceedance of the City’s nighttime noise threshold is 
an existing condition, and future exceedances as a result of Master Plan implementation are 
not expected to result in significant noise impacts.   

  
The Revised Draft EIR does not specifically quantify siren noise or other emergency vehicle-
related noise, since emergency vehicles (and their sirens) are specifically exempted from the 
City’s noise standards.  The City's Municipal Code, Chapter 11.44, Noise Limits, indicates that 
noise level limits as described in Section 11.44.040A shall apply to any use of sound-
amplifying equipment, except a) warning devices on emergency vehicles; and b) horns, 
burglar and fire alarms, or other warning devices expressly authorized by law.  Therefore, 
noise associated with sirens from hospital ambulance operations is exempted from the City's 
noise regulations.  In addition, sirens are not a steady source of noise.  They are required 
occasionally under emergency conditions to protect persons or property from an imminent 
exposure to danger.  Given the nature of emergency vehicle operations, it is necessary for 
such vehicles to produce high noise levels for safety and mobility on crowded roadways.  
Because emergency vehicles are not subject to the City’s noise standards, impacts resulting 
from their operation are not considered in the Revised Draft EIR.   
 

SS3. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 
approval of the proposed Master Plan.  The long-term medical facilities needs of the various 
communities in the Santa Clarita Valley and the terms of the Development Agreement 
between the City and the applicant are not relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  This 
comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the 
Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no further response is necessary. 
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Final 13-160 Response to Comments 

SS4. The analysis of noise and traffic impacts contained in the Revised Draft EIR is based on 
recent studies conducted by competent consultants, and is considered adequate.  
Furthermore, as discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use, of the Revised Draft EIR, the proposed 
project would be conditionally permitted to develop and operate at the project site, and 
would therefore be consistent with the in-place zoning regulations and the City’s General 
Plan.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
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Final 13-162 Response to Comments 

TT. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ANNE M. STEIN; DATED NOVEMBER 
13, 2006. 

 
TT1. The nature of the HMNMH campus as a community versus regional hospital, and the 

potential for additional hospital facilities in other areas of the Santa Clarita Valley are not 
germane to the Revised Draft EIR.  As discussed in Section 5.3, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, 
the proposed Master Plan would result in significant unavoidable impacts to views and the 
visual character of the project site.  While some street trees would be removed to allow for 
traffic system improvements, which would modify the existing streetscape in conjunction 
with proposed structures, no homes would be taken or otherwise physically affected by the 
proposed Master Plan.  As discussed in Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation¸ traffic impacts 
associated with the proposed project, in conjunction with cumulative development, would 
be reduced to less than significant with implementation of applicable mitigation measures, 
where feasible.  In the two locations where mitigation is infeasible, due to City policy 
prohibiting the taking of private property for traffic system improvements, impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable, but it should be noted that only a small percentage of 
future traffic volumes are attributable to the proposed project.  As such, no further response 
is necessary. 

 
TT2. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 

approval of the proposed Master Plan.  The long-term medical facilities needs of the various 
communities in the Santa Clarita Valley and the terms of the Development Agreement 
between the City and the applicant are not relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  This 
comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the 
Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no further response is necessary. 

 
TT3. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 

approval of the proposed Master Plan.  However, this comment does not raise any issues 
related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, and therefore no further response is 
necessary. 
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Final 13-164 Response to Comments 

UU. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM GERALD STEIN; DATED NOVEMBER 
13, 2006. 

 
UU1. The nature of the HMNMH campus as a community versus regional hospital, and the 

potential for additional hospital facilities in other areas of the Santa Clarita Valley are not 
germane to the Revised Draft EIR.  As discussed in Section 5.3, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, the 
proposed Master Plan would result in significant unavoidable impacts to views and the visual character of the 
project site.  While some street trees would be removed to allow for traffic system improvements, which would 
modify the existing streetscape in conjunction with proposed structures, no homes would be taken or otherwise 
physically affected by the proposed Master Plan.  As discussed in Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation¸ 
traffic impacts associated with the proposed project, in conjunction with cumulative 
development, would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of applicable 
mitigation measures, where feasible.  In the two locations where mitigation is infeasible, due 
to City policy prohibiting the taking of private property for traffic system improvements, 
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, but it should be noted that only a small 
percentage of future traffic volumes are attributable to the proposed project.  As such, no 
further response is necessary. 

 
UU2. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 

approval of the proposed Master Plan.  The long-term medical facilities needs of the various 
communities in the Santa Clarita Valley and the terms of the Development Agreement 
between the City and the applicant are not relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  This 
comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the 
Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no further response is necessary. 

 
UU3. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 

approval of the proposed Master Plan.  However, this comment does not raise any issues 
related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, and therefore no further response is 
necessary. 
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Final 13-167 Response to Comments 

VV. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM JOHN SHERMAN; DATED NOVEMBER 
15, 2006. 

 
VV1. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 

approval of the proposed Master Plan.  However, this comment does not raise any issues 
related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, and therefore no further response is 
necessary. 

 
VV2. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 

approval of the proposed Master Plan.  However, this comment does not raise any issues 
related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, and therefore no further response is 
necessary. 

 
VV3. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 

approval of the proposed Master Plan.  However, this comment does not raise any issues 
related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, and therefore no further response is 
necessary. 
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Final 13-169 Response to Comments 

WW. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM PHILIP P. BERLIOZ; DATED 
NOVEMBER 16, 2006. 

 
WW1. The nature of the HMNMH campus as a community versus regional hospital, and the 

potential for additional hospital facilities in other areas of the Santa Clarita Valley are not 
germane to the Revised Draft EIR.  As discussed in Section 5.3, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, 
the proposed Master Plan would result in significant unavoidable impacts to views and the 
visual character of the project site.  While some street trees would be removed to allow for 
traffic system improvements, which would modify the existing streetscape in conjunction 
with proposed structures, no homes would be taken or otherwise physically affected by the 
proposed Master Plan.  As discussed in Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation¸ traffic impacts 
associated with the proposed project, in conjunction with cumulative development, would 
be reduced to less than significant with implementation of applicable mitigation measures, 
where feasible.  In the two locations where mitigation is infeasible, due to City policy 
prohibiting the taking of private property for traffic system improvements, impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable, but it should be noted that only a small percentage of 
future traffic volumes are attributable to the proposed project.  As such, no further response 
is necessary. 

 
WW2. Helicopter-related noise impacts are discussed in Section 5.6, Noise, of the Revised Draft 

EIR.  As indicated by the Commentor, and discussed on page 5.6-14 of the Revised Draft 
EIR, the monitored existing helicopter noise levels exceed the City’s nighttime noise 
standard of 55 dBA Leq.  The incidental exceedance of the City’s nighttime noise threshold is 
an existing condition, and future exceedances as a result of Master Plan implementation are 
not expected to result in significant noise impacts.   

  
The Revised Draft EIR does not specifically quantify siren noise or other emergency vehicle-
related noise, since emergency vehicles (and their sirens) are specifically exempted from the 
City’s noise standards.  The City's Municipal Code, Chapter 11.44, Noise Limits, indicates that 
noise level limits as described in Section 11.44.040A shall apply to any use of sound-
amplifying equipment, except a) warning devices on emergency vehicles; and b) horns, 
burglar and fire alarms, or other warning devices expressly authorized by law.  Therefore, 
noise associated with sirens from hospital ambulance operations is exempted from the City's 
noise regulations.  In addition, sirens are not a steady source of noise.  They are required 
occasionally under emergency conditions to protect persons or property from an imminent 
exposure to danger.  Given the nature of emergency vehicle operations, it is necessary for 
such vehicles to produce high noise levels for safety and mobility on crowded roadways.  
Because emergency vehicles are not subject to the City’s noise standards, impacts resulting 
from their operation are not considered in the Revised Draft EIR.   
 

WW3. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 
approval of the proposed Master Plan.  The long-term medical facilities needs of the various 
communities in the Santa Clarita Valley and the terms of the Development Agreement 
between the City and the applicant are not relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  This 
comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the 
Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no further response is necessary. 
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Final 13-170 Response to Comments 

WW4. The analysis of noise and traffic impacts contained in the Revised Draft EIR is based on 
recent studies conducted by competent consultants, and is considered adequate.  
Furthermore, as discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use, of the Revised Draft EIR, the proposed 
project would be conditionally permitted to develop and operate at the project site, and 
would therefore be consistent with the in-place zoning regulations and the City’s General 
Plan.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
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Final 13-172 Response to Comments 

XX. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM CHRISTINE L. EMERSON; DATED 
NOVEMBER 17, 2006. 

 
XX1. The nature of the HMNMH campus as a community versus regional hospital, and the 

potential for additional hospital facilities in other areas of the Santa Clarita Valley are not 
germane to the Revised Draft EIR.  As discussed in Section 5.3, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, 
the proposed Master Plan would result in significant unavoidable impacts to views and the 
visual character of the project site.  While some street trees would be removed to allow for 
traffic system improvements, which would modify the existing streetscape in conjunction 
with proposed structures, no homes would be taken or otherwise physically affected by the 
proposed Master Plan.  As discussed in Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation¸ traffic impacts 
associated with the proposed project, in conjunction with cumulative development, would 
be reduced to less than significant with implementation of applicable mitigation measures, 
where feasible.  In the two locations where mitigation is infeasible, due to City policy 
prohibiting the taking of private property for traffic system improvements, impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable, but it should be noted that only a small percentage of 
future traffic volumes are attributable to the proposed project.  As such, no further response 
is necessary. 

 
XX2. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 

approval of the proposed Master Plan.  The long-term medical facilities needs of the various 
communities in the Santa Clarita Valley and the terms of the Development Agreement 
between the City and the applicant are not relevant to the Revised Draft EIR.  This 
comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or other issues related to the 
Revised Draft EIR, and therefore no further response is necessary. 

 
XX3. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 

approval of the proposed Master Plan.  However, this comment does not raise any issues 
related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, and therefore no further response is 
necessary. 
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YY. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LARRY SMITH; DATED NOVEMBER 
18, 2006. 

 
YY1. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 

approval of the proposed Master Plan.  However, this comment does not raise any issues 
related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, and therefore no further response is 
necessary. 
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ZZ. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM UNKNOWN (NO NAME PROVIDED); 
DATED NOVEMBER 21, 2006. 

 
ZZ1. The City Council will consider all public comments when making a decision regarding 

approval of the proposed Master Plan.  However, this comment does not raise any issues 
related to the Revised Draft EIR or other CEQA issues, and therefore no further response is 
necessary. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


