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Letter 5

November 5, 2007

James Campbell

Senior Planner

City of Newport Beach

3300 Newport Boulevard

Newport Beach, CA 92685-8915 -

Subject: Hoag Memorial Hospital Presbyterian Master Plan Amendment
Drafl Supplemental Environmental impact Report
(State Clearinghouse No. 1991071003}

Dear Mr. Campbell,

_ Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Report (“Draft SEIR”) for the Hoag Memorial Hospital Presbyterian {“Hoag Hospital”)
Master Plan Amendment ¢Project”™). These comments are submitted on behalf of the Viila

Balboa Community Associstion,
I Summary,

Hoag Hospital is situated on an approximately 38-acre site and consists of two planning
areas: the Upper Campus and the Lower Campus. The Villa Balboa community is located
adjacent to the Hoag Hospital site, adjoining the castern boundary of the Upper Campus. Sunset
View Park is a Jincar park that extends along much of the northem boundary of the Lower
Campus. This nammow park separates Hoag Hospital from the Villa Balboa and Versailles st the

Bluff condominium complexes.

The City of Newport Beach (“City”) and Hoag propose to amend the Master Plan for
Hoag Hospital adopted in 1992, The project will entzil amendment of the Newport Beach
Gencral Plan, Planned Community text, and the 1994 Development Agreement so 25 to permit
the reallocation of up to 225,000 square feet of development from Hoag Hospital’s Lawer
Campus to the Upper Campus, to allow substantially increased noise levels at the Hoag Hospital
boundarics, and other amendments to the Planned Community regulations not specified in the
Draft SEIR. '

~ As discussed in greater depth below, the Project violates the 1994 Development
Agreement and the Draft SEIR violates the California Environmental Quality Act {“CEQA™).
Both must be rejected. .



Balboa Commugity.

Hoag Hospital is subject to a Development Agreement that the City entered into with
Hoag for the express purpose of protecting the adjacent Villa Balboa community from the
adverse impacts associated with the present proposal to amend the Master Plan. Section 1.6 of
the Development Agreement shows the intent of the City and Hoag to protect the interest of
adjacent property owners, stating that “fifhis Agreement . . . provides assurance lo adjoining
property owners that limits on the height of the structures and amount of development as
specified in the Master Plen and this Agreement will remain in full force and effect for a
period of twenty —five years.” (Development Agreement, p. 2.) The Development Agreement
further acknowledges the intent to protect Villa Balboa residents in Section 8.1: “The City and
Houag agree thei . . . the Master Plan and this Agreentent confer benefits on the public and
nearby residents by imposing long term restrictions on the height, amount and location of
development [of the Project] as well as the public improvements described in Section &2.”
(Dévelopment Agreement, pp. 13-14.) The Villa Balboa residents are third party beneficiaries of
the Development Agreernent.

Section 6.5(b) of the Development Agreement goes on fo state that “fifhe City Council
shall not approve, and Hoag shall not request, any amendment to the provisions of the Master
Plan or this Agreement that would increase the maximum permitied gross floor area or the
maximum permitted building height (within any lettered building envelope) above that
established by the Master Plan as of the Effective Date of this Agreement. This subsection
shall prevail over any conflicting ordinance, resolution, policy or plan adepted by the City
Council” (Development Agreement, pp. 11-12.). This provision prohibiting the City and Hoag
from increasing the permitted gross floor area above that established by the Master Plan was
added to the adopted 1994 version of the Development Agreement as the result of negotiations
between the City, Hoag, and the Villa Batbos community to address the community’s concerns
with the potential impacts of Hoag Hospital. The provision was absent from earlier versions of
the Development Agroement that preceded those negotiations, including the draft agreement
circalated as Appendix N to FEIR No. 142.

Villa Balboa has detrimentally relied on the Development Agreement’s unconditional,
25-year restriction on the height, amount and location of development established by the Master
Plan and did not legally chailenge the then-proposed cxpansion project. The Draft EIR aftempts
to side-step the Development Agreement’s 25-year prohibition by characterizing the current
Project as an allowable “reallocation” of the maximum allowable floor arca established by the
Development Agreement (Draft EIR, p. 1-3), as though the location of allowable development on
the Project site was not fixed by the Development Agreement. However, conunon sense and the
above-quoted language of Section 8.1 reveal the Draft EIR’s erroneous characterization of the

Developmeni Agreement.

Additionally, the public comments and response section of the 1992 FEIR No. 142
evidence that Villa Balboa residents protested the then-proposed expansion of Hoag Hospital.
(FEIR No. 142, Master Plan EIR Response to Comments, pp. 67, 177, 348, 384.) The Villa
Balboa Community Association specificaily requested limits on the allowable development at
the Project site. At that time, the City, in iis response to comments on the 1992 FEIR,
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determined that transferring square footage from the Lower to the Upper Campus would cause
the precise impacts that Villa Balboa wanted to avoid — increased use of the service road and
increased density on the wesiem portion of the Upper Campus. In the end, the City and Hoag
amended the terms of the proposed Development Agreement to fix the “amount and location” of
development on the Project for a 25-year period in order to eddress the nearby residents’
concems. {Development Agreement, Section 8.1, pp. 13-14.}

As neighboring property owners, the Villa Balboa community is a third party
beneficiary of the Development Agreement and has standing to enforce the Development

Agreement’s 25-year prohibition provision. California law permits a third party beneficiary,

such as Villa Balboa, to enforce the terms of a contract made for its benefit. The California Civil
Code states: “A contract, made expressly for the benefit of a third person, may be enforced by
him at any time before the parties thereto rescind it.™ (Civ. Code § 1559.) The contract need not
identify the party by name to confer such a third party benefit. It is sufficient if the claimant
belong 1o a class of persons for whose benefit it was made. (Principal Mutual Life Ins. Co. v.
Vars, Pave, McCord & Freedman (1998) 65 Cal. App. 4th 1469, 1485-86.) A third party may
qualify as a contract beneficiary where the contracting parties must have intended to benefit that
individual, an intent which must appear in the terms of the agreement. {Id.} In their capacity as
a third party beneficiary, the Vitla Balboa commumity objects fo the Project as a violation of
the Development Agreement that was recorded against the Hoag Hospital property for the
community’s benefir. :

A General Comments on Impact Analyzes.

At the outset, we note several general comments related to the environmental analysis, or

lack thereof, contained within the Draft SEIR.

First, the Draft SEIR fails to provide a full analysis of several potential impact areas,
inciuding:
Views
Aesthetics
Air Quality
Land Use -
Noise
Traffic/Circulation

The Draft SEIR also fails to address several potential impact areas at all, including:

Earth Resources
Hydrology/Water Quulity
Water Supply

Biological Resources
Cultural Resources

Public Health and Safety
Public Services and Utilities

cont.




» Recreation land use and planning

‘When the Final EIR was certified in 1992, the City imposed numnerous project features
and mitigation measures on the prior expansion of Hoag Hospital, many of which have not been
carried out. The previous CEQA analysis did not consider the effect of thesc unmitigated,
adverse impacts of the prior expansion of Hoag Hospital. In light of the multitude of changes to
the circumstances surrounding implementation of the Project, as well as new information since
the certification of the original EIR {inciuding Hoag's operational history), a full review of these
impact areas must be performed,

Additionally, the cumulative impacts analyses in all impact aveas evalvated throughout
the Draft SEIR improperly rely on the outdated Final EIR. The Drafi SEIR fails to evaluate
significant changes in laws, currently-available information and data, and changed circumstances
that render the prior EIR hopelessly outdated. e

. A ent EIR is Ry !

The Draft SEIR document is a 15-year-old “Program EIR” (EIR No. 142) cerified by the
City of Newport Beach in 1992. Soon after the Program EIR was certified, the City
acknowledged that further environmental review would proceed by way of “subsequent”
environmental documentation. As stated in Section 3.3 of the Development Agreement Between
the City of Newport Beach and Hoag Memorial Hospital Presbyterian, epproved under
Ordinance 94-B, dated February 14, 1994; :

Hoag acknowledges that the EIR [EIR NO. 142} is a “Program EIR.” The EIR
analyzes the impacts of construction phased over time and, pursuant to CEQA, the
City is under a continuing obligation to analyze Hoag's requests for Project
Specific Approvals to ensure the environmental impacts associated with the
request were fully addressed in the EIR. Subsequent environmental
docamentation is required if this analysis reveals environmental impacts not
fully addressed in the program EIR, identifies new impacts, or concludes the
‘specific request is not consistent with the project described in the EIR. Hoag
acknowledges the right and obligation of the City and Coastal Commission or itg
successor agency to impose additional conditions as the result of the subseqguent
environmenial analysis required by CEQA, [Emphasis added.}

The Development Agresment does not call for “supplemental” environmental
documentation, or even the more generic “additionsl” documentation, but indicates that
“subsequent” environmental documentation is required. This i5 consistent with Public Resources
Codes Section 21166 and Section 15162(a) of the Guidelines for Implementation of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) which require an additional EIR if:

(1) Substential changes are proposed in the project which will require major
revisions of the previous EIR or Negative Declaration due to the involvement of
new significant environmenial effects or a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified significant effects;
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(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the
project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the previons EIR or
Negative Declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant
effects; or

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could
not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the
previous EIR was certified as complete or the Negative Declaration was adopted,
shows any of the following:

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in
the previous EIR or Negative Declaration;

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially mare
severe than shown in the previous EIR;

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not 1o be
feasible would in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or
more significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline
1o adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different
from those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or
more significant effects on the environment, but the project proponents
decline to adopt the mitigation moasure or alternative.

It is onty when only minor additions or changes to a previous EIR are required to address
an altered situation, a supplemental EIR may be prepared containing the information necessary to
make the previous EiR adequate (14 C.C.R §15163). However, if subztantial changes in the
project or a substantial increase in the severity of effects are involved, requiring new analyses or
major revisions of a previous EIR, a subsequent ETR must be prepared (14 C.C.R. §15162).
While supplemental and subsequent EIRs are very similar, a Subsequent EIR tends to stand on
its own, whereas a Supplemental EIR makes greater reliance on the previously certified
document, in this cese a fifteen-year-old EIR. '

C.  Substantig] Changes to Noise Tmpaets.

The Project will result in allowing substantial changes in the severity of noise impacts,
requiring additional environmental documentation in accordance with Section 15162(a), above.
Specifically, as stated in the Draft SEIR (p. 2-5):

The existing Planned Community Text (PC Text) provides that mechanical
equipment noise generated from Hoag not exceed 55 decibels (dB) at all Hoag
property lines.... Instead, noise generated at Hoag wounld be governad by the
City's Noise Ordinance cxcept as otherwise provided in paragraphs 1 and 2 below
and as depicted on Exhibit 2-5.

10
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e Change in the text (Appendix B, V.L, p.16) to stipulate that noise control measure
“should” be incorporated, as opposed to measures that “shall” be required (existing
text, p. 19).

» Numerous changes to aflowable signage, which would increase the numbers of signs,
increase the square footage of previously allowed signs, and increase the height of
previously allowed signs {Appendix B, VI, p.19,20) described merely as “clarification
snd updating” in Section 2.0, Project Description (p. 2-5,6). This could potentiaily
result in increased impacts on visual factors,

e Changes in parking requirements (Appendix B, VI, p.21), reallocating parking
requirements for support services to other uses, This is noted as consistent with
Planning Commission Resolution No. 1542 (Appendix B, p. 21, footnotes No. 1,3).
However, the Planned Community text may only be amended by adoption of an
ordinance by the City Council.

Failure to identify the Project in its entirety will result in a favlty analysis, which will fail
to address ali potential impacts of the propesed project.

In addition, the Draft SEIR does not utilize a consistent approach as to what constitutes
“the Project.” In some cases it is appropriately addressed as all future development which would
occur under the proposed Master Plan, whereas other cases, such 48 the traffic analysis, treat the
project as merely any change resulting from arranging square footage that would exist anyway.
The EIR must clearly indicate the full impact that would result from all future development that
* would occur under the emended Master Plan, '

Fusther, the project description lists the Coastal Commission among the Responsible
Apgencies that will be using the SEIR in their decision-making, but fails to identify the approvals
that will be required of the Coastal Commission, (Dralt SEIR sec. 2.6.2, p 2-8.) The approvals
of all of the other Responsible Agencies are specified. CEQA requires that the project
description must include a list of the approvals for which the EIR will be used. (CEQA
Guidelines sec. 15124(d)(1)(B}.) It is not sufficient to list the Coastal Commission as a
responsible agency without specifying the approvals that the Coastal Commission will consider.
The omission of the Project’s Coastal Commission approvals is particularly troubling 10 Villa
Balboa. As discussed below, Hoag has failed 1o obtain, or even apply for, the Coastal
Commission permits necessary to comply with mitigation measures imposed by FEIR No. 142 to
screen the view of the cogeneration plant from the adjoining Sunset View Park and residences.
Furthermore, Hoag is currently out of compliance with its current permit from the California
Coastal Commission. The SEIR must require Hoag to pursue the approvals necessary to
implement the previously-imposed mitigation measures requiring Coastal Commission permits;
and not simply relieve Hoag of these mitigation obligations. :

As stated in Guidelines Section 15125 (a) and reiterated in the Draft SEIR (p.3-1):

An ETR must include & deseription of the physical envirommental conditions in the
vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is
published... from both a local and regional perspective. This environmental
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setting will normally constituse the baseline physical conditions by which a lead
agency determines whether an impact is significant. _
Accordingly, the Draft SEIR presents total air emissions from existing development at 46
Hoag (Tables 3.3-5, 10) as compared to anticipated futare emissions from Hoag under the 7 cont
existing (Tables 3.3-11,12) and proposed Master Plan (Tables 3.3-13,14). One can clestly see '
the impact that will occur due to the development provided with the proposed Project, and what
impact would occur due to development without the project. Significance is determined by
comparison of total emissions from new development to SCAQMD thresholds. /

By contrast, the analysis of localized air quality impact spots due to project operations
merely compares development with the proposed amendments to development with the existing
Master Plan. Similatly, the iraffic analysis compares the development with the proposed plan to
development with the existing Master Plan (Tables 3.2-6,7). Significance is determined by the
difference in Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) between future conditions under buildout
of the existing Master Plan and emended plan. Thus, even if wafficvehicle trips to be generated
byﬁm:redevelopmentundmtheamendadplan would bring traffic to a screeching halt, it is not
considered significant if congestion would be no worse than that generated by baildout under
the existing Master Plan, {(environmental Planning. The analysis provided in the Draft SEIR is _
similar to the approach rejected by the appellate court in Environmental Planning and
Information Council v. County of El Dorado {3d.Dist 1982) 131 Cal. App.3d.35¢ [182 Cal Rptr. > 48

7.
The comperisons utilized in the EIRs can only misead the public 2s to the reality

of the impacts and subvert full consideration of the actual environmental impacts
which would result, There are no extensive, detailed evaluations of the impacts of
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the proposed plans on the environment in its current state. Accordingly, the EIRs

fail as informative documents. .)
VL e SEIR Discussion of Cumulative Impacts is 1 ua

In accordance with Section 15130(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, the following elements \

are necessary to an adequate discussion of significant cumulstive impacts (Guidelines Sec.
15130{b)):

(1) Either .

(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or
cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the contro? of
the agency, of

(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related > 49
planning document, or in a prior environmental document which has been adopted

or certified, which described or evaluate regional or areawide conditions
contributing to the cumulative impact. Any such planning document shail be
referenced and made available to the public at a location specified by the lead

agency.

(2) When utilizing a list, as suggested in paragraph (1) of subdivision {(b), factors
to consider when determining whether 1o include a related project should include
the narure of each environmental resource being examined, the location of the ' )
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One is left to speculate ag to what portion of that volume may be due to existing or future
development at Hoag.

The Draft SEIR. merely presents future traffic scenarios comparing traffic with the
existing Master Plan io the amended plan, omitting any comparison to conditions without the
plare. Due to growth in the fifteen years since EIR No. 142 was certified in 1992, it may weli be

that development under the existing Master Plan when added to development which has aceurred -

since 1992 or is anticipated to occur in the near future would result in a significant impact on
traffic not previously identified in EIR No. 142.

The Draft SEIR must clearly indicate distribution of trips for existing development at
Hoag, for development projected under the existing Master Plan, and for development under the
proposed amendment. The Draft SEIR must also present data clearly indicating what portion of
the ICU at each location is due to development at Hoag under the existing Master Plan and under
the proposed plan. Absent this information, it is impossible to review what assumptions were
made regarding trip distribution and whether those assumptions were reasonable.

The Draft SEIR indicates that the proposed plan would reduce traffic impacts when
compared to the existing plan, due to the lower projected trip generation. However, itis
impossibie to determine whether the proposed plan reduces a significant impact from future
development at Hoag to an insignificant fevel, reduces a significant impact but not to an
insignificant level, or merely reduces an impact which is insignificant to begin with. 1t is not
enough to present the results of a fifieen vear old traffic study which found no impact (p. 3.2-1).
As discussed above, conditions in the surrounding area have changed significantly, and
‘additional traffic at an intersection which would have fimctioned well in 1992 could now be at
gridiock.

1n addition, the following comments and qmsuons regarding mnspommon and
circulation must be addressed:

1. {p.3.2-3) What “related projects” were included in the analysis of fimwe traffic
conditions? Related projects must be identified.

2. (p.3.2-4) Extension of 19" Street across the Santa Ana River would be extremely
costly, is subject to numerous environmental constraints, and is opposed by the
Cities of Huntington Beach and Costa Mesa, the two cities where any
extensionroadway and bridge construction would connect. There is a high likelihood
that the extension/bridpe would never be constructed. Therefore the BIR must
present traffic analyses without this element in the 2025 as well as the 2015 scenario.

3. {p. 3.2-5) The 77,864 square foot conference center is listed as a support use,
generating no external trip ends, Inﬂ;epast the center was used for functions
_ attended by numerous individuals coming from off-site locations, Unless that is no
fonger the case, it cannot be assumed that the conference center will not generate any
trip ends at ajl and the traffic stady must be revised 1o reflect trip generation from
vigitors to the conference center.

4, (p. 3.2-6) The levels of service (LOS) presented for intersections along West Coast

Highway west of the hospital appear optimistic, both in light of actua} experience
4
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and the City’s insistence that a bridge at Nineteenth Street/Banning Avenue is
needed 1o relieve pressure on West Coast Highway. LOS in this location should be
verified.

5. {p.32-7) Likewise, the LOS B represented at Superior Avenue and 17" Street
appears extremely optimistic and defies actual experience in which one must
commonly sit through more than one light cycle. LOS at this location must be
verified.

6. (p. 3.2-7) How many parking spaces are cumently occupied of blocked by the
portable building in the south parking lot? How long will the building remain? How
is the placement of modular buildings in parking arcas regulated? In light of Hoag's
current and historic long-term use of modular buildings, they should be subject 1o the
same design standards as any other permanent structure on the Project site.

- 7. {p. 3.2-7) How many parking spaces are currently set aside for valet parking only,

and unavailable for self-parking? Where are these spaces located?

8. (p.3.2-T) What will be the effect of reserving five percent of votal parking spaces for
carpools on the availability of parking for visitors?

9. {p.3.2-7) Hoag now shuitles employees from the newly-acquired Superior facility to
the Hoag campus. This also generates many daily trips not hesetofore addressed.
How many total individuals, both visitors and employees, are typically shuttled each
day from parking lots on the Lower Campus to areas on the Upper Campus? And
from the Superior facility to the Hoag facility? Would this be considered
convenicntly located parking, as called for in the general plan?

10. {p. 3.2-10) The EIR must address how the anticipated square fooage by use was
derived.

11. (p. 3.2-10) What is the basis for the assumption that 120,498 additional square feet
will be devoted to support services on the upper Campus? ' '

12. (p. 3.2-10) Why would the proposed amendment increase the propottion of square

fieet devoted to support increase 1o nearly twenty percent of all development, up from

sixteen percent existing and just ten percent projected under the existing Master
Plan? The high apportionment of development to support tends to depress
anticipated traffic generation and associated impacts.

13. (p. 3.2-13) The Druft SEIR states that the lower trip generation is due to the lower
amounts of fraffic generated by in-patient uses over out-patient uses. At the same
time, trip generation in the Draft SEIR assumes a much preater assignment of future
development to sapport, which is projected to generate no waffic at all. Isn't that the
major factor in the reduction in anticipated taffic?

14. (Exhibit 3.2-7,8) The EIR must show what portion of the peak hour traffic volumes
at each location is due to implementation of the existing Master Plan.
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15. (p. 3.2-14,15) Table 3.2-6 must indicate what portion of the total future ICU is
contributed by development under the existing Master Plan and what portion of the
total future ICU is contributed by development under the proposed plan, not just
present the difference in total ICU between the existing and proposed plans at
various locations.

16. (Exhibit 3.2-9,10) Ther EIR must show what portion of the peak hour traffic volumes
at each location is due to implementation of the proposed Master Plan.

17. (Exhibit 3.2-11,12) The EIR must show what portion of the peak hour traffic
volumes at each location is due 1o implementation of the existing Master Plan and
what portion is due to trips generated elsewhere. -

i8. (p. 3.2-17,18) Table 3.2-7 must indicate what portion of the total future ICU is
contributed by development under the existing Master Plan and what portion of the
total fiture ICU iz contributed by development under the proposed plan, not just
present the ICU difference between the existing and proposed plans.

19. (Exhibit 3.2-13,14) The EIR. must show what portion of the peak hour traffic
volumes at each location is due to implementation of the proposed Master Plan.

20. {p. 3.2-19) What is the basis for the statement that the proposed Master Plan update
would not result in a 0.01 or greater increase in ICU for intersections that currently
exceed or are projected to exceed level of service standards? The EIR must present
the contribution to total ICU represented by development under the proposed Master
Plan at each critical location, as well as contribution to total [CU provided by the
existing Master Plan,.

21 {p. 3.2.23) How can it be staﬁed that the project would not interfers with any
emergency response plan or evacuation plan when numerous intersections would
fimetion at unacceptable levels of service in the future (Tables 3.2-6,7), with some
unknown portion of the traffic at the congested locations to be generated? The EIR
must identify evacuation routes for the general area, for people living and working at
nearby locations outside Hoag, not just evacuation for its own facility.

22. {p. 3.2-22) While existing tumn pockets and Hoag Drive/ Hospital Road may be
sufficient at some locations, the left tum pocket for Hag Drive eastbound to
Placentia/Hoag Drive northbound often backs up such that vehicles must wait
through two and three cycles to compiete a left tum. Many of the vehicles waiting
originate at Hoag Drive West, This must be addressed in the EIR.

23. (p. 3.2-23) Ths EIR must address how the use of valet parking affecis parking
availability.

24. (p. 3.2-23) The EIR must address how use of parking areas for placement of
modular buildings affect available parking.

25. {p. 3.2-26) Will a shuttle to Lower Campus parking still be required upon full
completion of the Master Plan? Isn’t this an indication that parking is not
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convenient, contrary to Policy CE 7.1.17

E.  Air Quality ang Health Risk.

This health rigk assessment in the Draft SEIR presents significant data and conclusions,
without presenting intervening processes and assumptions. Detailed information for varions
pieces of equipment is presented, followed by detailed health risk, but no intervening ‘
catentations of total emissions or methodology is presented, such as fotal emissions included in
the analysis or dispersion modeling. There is merely a leap from individual equipment
specifications to overall health risk for the developed facility.

The largest portion of anticipated air emissions is from vehicles. An underestimation of
vehicle traffic would alsc affect estimates of air emissions. The section does not address impacts
due to cumulative development specifically, although it does address conformity with the
adopted Air Quality Management Plan, not in a stated context of cumulative impacts. However,
the approach taken is a comparative approach, whereby emissions due to the proposed Project
are presented as a very small portion of basin wide emissions, as opposed to the combined
approach mandated by CEQA. The rationale for considering cumulative impacts in combination
is well summed up in Kings County Farm Bureaw v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692,
as follows:

The point is not that, in terms of ozone levels, the proposed Hanford project will
result in the uitimate coillapse of the environment into which it is to be placed, The
significance of an activity depends upon the setting. (Guidelines, § 15064, subd.
(b).) The relevant question to be addressed in the EIR is not the relative amount of
precursors emitted by the project when compared with preexisting emissions, but
whetlier any additional amount of precursor emissions should be considered
significant in light of the serious nature of the ... problems in this air basin...

Appellants. .. contend in assessing significance the EIR focuses upon the ratio
between the project's impacts and the overall problem, contrary to the intent of
CEQA femphsasis added]

The court then quoted Selmi’s Judicial Development of CEQA, as follows:

- “Ope of the most important environmental lsssons evident from past experience is
that environmental damage often occurs incrementally from a variety of small
sources. These sources appear insignificant, assuming threatening dimensions
only when considered in light of the other sources with which they interact.
Perhaps the best exampie is air pollution, where thousands of relatively small
sources of poltution cause a serious environmental health problem.

*CEQA has responded to this problem of incremental environmental degradation
by requiring analysis of cumulative impacts. ..
"This judicial concern often is reinforced by the results of cumulative
environmental analysis; the outcome may appear startling once the nature of the

" cumulative impact problem has been grasped.” (Seimi, Judicial Development of
CEQA4 (1984) 18 U.C, Davis L.Rev. 197, 244, fn. omitled.) .
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The court continned:

‘We agree with the foregoing assessment of & cumulative impacts analysis. We
find the analysis used in the EIR and wrped by GWF avoids snalyzing the severity
of the problem and allows the approval of projects which, when tzken in isolation,
appear insignificant, but when viewed together, appear startling, Under GWF's
"ratio” theory, the greater the overall problem, the less significance a project has
in a cumulative impects analysis. We conclude the standard for a cumulative
impacts analysis is defined by the use of the term "collectively significant” in
Guidelines section 15355 and the analysis must assess the collective or combined
effect of energy development. The EIR improperly focused upon the individual
project's relative effects and omitted facts relevant to an analysis of the collective
effect this and other sources will have upon air quality.

Thus, the Draft SEIR improperly minimizes project impacts by a comparison to basin
wide emissions. The comparison is all the mote ymreasonable when one considets that the basin
is a non-atiainment area for both ozone and particulates.

In addition, the following eomments and guestions regarding air quality and health risk
must be addressed:

1. (p. 3.3-1) The Draft SEIR indicates that emissions for the cogeneration plant were
calculated at the maximum permitted emissions for the units. However, the permit
included in Appendix A indicates that a meximum of 52 pounds of NOx, 93 pounds
of CO, 50 pounds of ROG, 18 pounds of particulates, and 1 pound of SOx would be
emitied each day, whereas the EIR shows 49.5 pounds, 73.2 pounds, 49.5 pounds,
14.9 pounds, and 0.0 pounds respectively. This discrepancy must be resolved in
light of the proposed two-fold increase in the number of generator engines.

2. (p-3.3-16) As stated in EIR No. 142 (p. 4-189), the gas emitted on-site is considered
“dirty”, containing high leveis of natural contaminants, such as sulfur, However,

Table 3.3-5 indicates that no sulfur will be emitted due to electricity generation using

the “dirty” methane, Does the facility clean the gas before use or are scrubbers
utilized after combustion? Is the calculation based on the actual quality of the gas
that is burned on-site or on typical “clean” gas provided by an outside supplier?
Analyses must be based on aciual on-site conditions.

3. (p. 3.3-14,23) As stated on the SCAQMD web site, “current work o the Handbook
has rendered these chapter and appendices titles obsolete™. Thus, it is necessary to
utilize empirical data, as opposed to an average in an “obsolete” document. Because
Hoag is a single facility, gathering data as to residences of employees and patients, at
feast on g generdl basis, would not be unduly burdensome, and a trip length
reflecting actual circumstances at Hoapg shoulgl be used.

4. {p.3.3-19) Although the localized significance of air quality impacts is discussed
and the likelihood of an impact is identified for construction activities, no basis is
provided for that conclusion. The EIR must explain how the conclusion was |
reached.
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5. (p.3.3-20) The analysis of operational impacts addresses localized impacts only in
terms of carbon monoxide hot spots due to congested traffic, yet the Project site
includes numerous point sources of air emissions, such as the cogeneration plant and
generators. In addition, loading docks with a concentration of diese] vehicles may
algo result in unhealthiul air in 8 localized area, The EIR must include an LST
investigation of these on-site pollution sources.

6. {p.3.3-27) Table 3.3-17 compares emissions due to implementation of the amended
plan to basin wide emissions as a means of determining AQMP conformity. This
improperly dismisses the significance cumulative impacts on air quailty, as diseussed
above.

7. {p.3.3-27) The Draft SEIR addresses project emissions in terms of the localized
area. However, vehicle trips associated with the facility may originate many miles
away, and emissions generated at the project site move inland.

8. (p.3.3-31, MM36) Won’t analysis of mechanical equipment on a phase by phase
basis lead to piecemeal analysis?

9. (p. 3.3-33) How does the analysis show that no CO hot spots will ocour? No such
: analysis is included in the Draft SEIR.

10. {p. 3.3-35, MM3.3-2, 3) Once measures to reduce emissions are incorporated into
* contract specifications, who will enforce the measures? How can the city maintain
jurisdiction to ensure implementation of what will be a contract between two private
parties?

t1. The EIR must also address emissions due 10 cars cruising the parking garage or
idiing at the end of a row, waiting for a parking space as now commonly oceurs at
Hoag. '

12. What assumptions were made regarding the percent of project traffic that would
result from trucks or other diese] burning vehicles? '

13. The EIR must examine impacts associated with increased signage permitied under
the proposed amendment. ‘

F.  Noise.

It is the policy of the state, as declared in the California Eavironmental Quality Act, to
take all action necessary to provide the people of this state with clean air and water, enjoyment of
aesthetic, naturel, scenic, and historic environmental qualities, and freedom from excessive noise
[emphasis added] (P.R.C. § 21001(b)). Existing local regulations regarding noise have not been
enforced, with great detriment to the surrounding public, including but not limited to the Villa
Balboa and neighboring Versailles Communities. Now, rather than enforce the regulations, the
City is proposing to reduce or eliminating the existing noise regulations, with greater detriment
to the adjoining park and nearby residences. This is a significant adverse, but avaidable, impact.
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Mitigation meastwes are discussed that could reduce the noise impacts to the adjoining
properties (enclosing the loading dock, installing a sound wall at the Project boundary, installing
balcony basriers at adjacent properties, and upgrading windows in nearby residences (Drafl SEIR
pp. 3.4-34, 35)). However, the measures are not included among the mitigation measures
proposed for the Project. There is no information in the Draft SEIR that would justify rejecting
any of the measures as infeasible. As discussed above, CEQA. requires that all of these measures
must be included among the Project’s mitigation, though they may only reduce Project impacts
rather than “completely mitigate™ them. '

‘While we endorse the implecmentation of all sugpested mitigation measures we are
concerned that no measures will be implemented, based on the proven history of failure to
control noise in the past and present-day. The Villa Balboa community is concerned that Hoag
has chosen to locate ail of the noigiest functions on the site (i.e. loading docks, grease traps, box
crusher, cogeneration plant, etc.) adjacent to existing residential areas instead of internally or
closer to major streets. In order to mitigate and minimize the Project’s adverse noise impacts on
the surrounding public and adjeining residences, we respectfuily request that Hoag and the City
consider moving the various noise-generating functions elsewhere as the site redevelops, and
prohibit siting new noise-generating activities in close proximity to the adjacent park and
residences.

In addition, the following questions and comments must be addressed:

1. (p. 3.4.5) The Draft SEIR presents only one of the explanatory notes in the Newport
Beach Municipal Code for the table in Section 10.25.025 A. It should also be noted
that section 10.25.023 E states as follows:

If the measurement location is on boundary betwsen two different noise
zones, the lower noise level standard applicable to the noise zone shalt
apply [emphasis added]. -

The Draft SEIR fails to comply with this smndard,

2. (p. 3.4-6) Who would determine whether Hoag’s ability to develop the property
according to the development agreement would be impaired by compliance with a
new regulation? Would the public be afforded an opportunity to comment?

3. (p.3.4-9, Table 3.4-3) Noise on West Hoag Drive should also be analyzed, taking
into consideration the grade of the road and the high percentage of truck traffic.

4. (p. 3.4-10) Noise should also be analyzed at the tennis courts west of the subject
property,
5. (p. 3.4-11) The Draft SEIR states that noise during pumping “is almost four times

greater”, but it should be stated that noise is generally perceived to be four times
greater, while sound energy is elmost 106 times greater.

6. (p.3.4-12,24) Is grease trap maintenance considered a property maintenance activity
city wide? Is grease frap maintenance also permitted to exceed basic noise limits in
other areas of the City such as Balboa Island and Old Corona del Mar?
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7. (p.3.4-12) When was it determined that grease trap maintenance would be
considered property maintenance? Who made the determination?

8. (p.3.4-12) The noise analysis must also consider backup bells on trucks, and the
annoyanee fector created.

. 9. (p.3.4-12) During the time measurements were taken, did the grease trap

maintenance equipment and trash compactor ever operate-simultancously? What
noise leyel was/would be produced?

10, (p. 3.4-12) During the time measurements were taken, did the sterilizer, greasc trap
maintenance squipment and trash compactor ever operste simultaneously? What
noise level wasfwould be produced? _

11, What is the maximum equipment that was operated simultancously during the tims
noise measurements were tiken?

12, {p. 3.4-13) How is it that after all this time, mechanical equipment at Hoag still fails
to meet Planned Community standards and code requirements? Is this type of
exceedance common throughout the City? What is being done to address the
problem?

13. (p. 3.4-14) The Draft SEIR incorrectly states that the Mixed Use Residential
standard should be applied to residential uses within 100 feet of the Hoag property.
The two sites do niot represent true mixed use as is designated by the Generat Plan
for areas near the Airport or along Mariners” Mile. Hoag Hospital is nota
commercial use, but is designated as Private Institutions (p. 3.1-4) and is a pot-for-
profit hospital (p. 2-2). It is thus inappropriate to apply a noise standard designed for
mmixed use areas where residential and commercial properties adjoin. Rather, Section
10.25.025 E should apply as follows:

If the measurement location is on boundary between two different noise
zones, the lower noise level standard applicable to the noise zone shall
epply,

" The appticable standards would be those for Noise Zone 1, which is 50 dBA at night and

55 dBA during the day. Prior noise studies conducted at the Floag Hospital site failed to
measure noise at the property lines and were conducted during periods when the
cogeneration plant generators were not in operation. The conditions under which the
required noise studies are to be conducted must be specified in the mitigation measures in
order to better ensure their enforceability.

14. (p. 3.4-14) It is not reasonable to assume that no noise impact will occur on the

" adjacent public park land simply because no noisc ordinance limit applies to the -
public parks. The EIR must address noise impacts on both passive and active
portions of the planned and existing park. This must include noise exposure for -
vnlnerable children. : '

15. {p. 3.4-14) How did the expansion of the cogeneration facility become “sompletely
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permitted” absent environmental review? How many other projects with potentially
significant cumulative impacts have been permitted on a piecemeal basis with little
or no public review of potential impacts 7

16. (p. 3.4-14) Could the City not specify in the Planned Community text at this time
that expansion of the cogeneration plant is not a permitted use? Could the City not
specify that a cogeneration plant is not a permitted use at all, rendering the existing
plan nonconforming?

17. (p. 3.4-14) 1t is not comect 1o state that the City would have the right fo require noise
rnitigation for the cogeneration piant only if violations to the noise ordinance were to
occur. The City has the right to require mitigation any time an impact could occur in
conjunction with a discretionary decision. This approach would prevent mitigation
of a plethiora of impacts, with noise levels in excess of 100 dBA deemed acceptable
in a public park simply because no ordinance specifically applied. Noise from the
cogeneration plant may constitute a miisance and create an adverse impact on the
public park without specificatly violating the noise ordinance. This impact must be
mitigated. :

i8. (p. 3.4-19) It is not clear what Table 3.4-5 represents. Does it m‘eseht a comparison
of noise levels with buildout under the existing Master Plan with the amended plan
or does it present a comparison of noise levels between existing development at

Hoag and development under the proposed amendment? 1f the former, then the latter

should be presented in the EIR. This must be clarified.

19. (p. 3.4-22) Residential buildings front on Via Lido within a very short distance of
Newport Boulevard. What is the projected noise Jevel at that location?

20. (p. 3.4-23) What other projects were considered in projecting future noise levels?

21. (p. 3.4-23) The discussion of cumnulative traffic noise impacts appears to be based
oh a comparison of buildout under the existing Master Plan to buildout under the
proposed plan. Is this true? Wouldn’t either project contribute to cumnlative
impacts?

22, (p. 3.4-24) 1t is not reasonable to conclude that noise impacts due to grease pit
cleaning are not significant, no matter how foud, simply because the activity is
exempt from the City’s noise ordinance. 1t is more appropriate to consider to what
extent the level of noise would disturb normal conversation and quict enjoyment of
one's property in the nearby homes.

23. (p. 3.4-25) The Association wholeheartedly supports the assertion that noise
exceading set Jimits due to both the tooftop equipment mounted on the Ancillary
Building and the HVAC equipment Jocated on the third floor of the West Tower
should be corrected prior to issuance of any additional building permits for projects
on the Upper Campus, though it prefers that noise in excess of set limitations be
cortectad immediately. '

24. {p.3.4-25) The suggested noise study addressing new kitchen fans should be
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conducted as a part of this environmental process, not addressed on a piecemeal

25, (p. 3.4-26) Though precise noise Jevels cannot be calculated until specific fans are
selected, mitigation measures should specify maximum screening and limit selection
of fans to those that would not exceed noise limits or that could be mitigated to
create no more than acceptable evels of noise, i.e. 50 dB at the residential uses.

26. (p. 3.4-26) Inasmuch as mitigation of air handler noise is desmued feasible,
mitigation: must be required.

27. (p. 3.4-27) Have noise levels changed at all since 19917 How much? What change
would be considered “substantial™?

28. (p. 3.4-27) How is it that development at Hoag would increase by over fifty percent .
in the future, but activity and noise &t the loading dock would remain the same?

29. (p. 3.4-27) Woulds’t exempting loading dock activities from any noise limitation
just exacerbate noise? Wouldn't eliminating any limit also eliminate any incentive
to reduce noise. Various mitigation measures have been suggested, which could
result in significant reduction, but they have been dismissed without further
investigation as to feasibility (pp. 3.4-34-35). Further investigation of mitigation
measures must be pursued, including meeting with nearby residents to verify
whether or not the proposed measures which would involve alteration to sesidential
ptoperties or provision of sound barriers at the propesty line would be acceptable and
feasible from their standpoint.

30, (p. 3.4-27) Are loading docks exempt from noise limitations amywhere else in the
City? Are loading docks at Westcliff Plaza or Eastbluff Center exempt? What abowt
Albertsons in Corona del Mar?

31. (p. 3.4-27) Operation of a fourth cooling tower should be examined in this EIR. In
what way is it “permitted”? Have building permits been issued? What other
approvals were granted? With what environmental review?

32. (p. 3.4-27) What other equipment would he added to the cogeneration piant? With
what Impact?

33. {p. 3.4-28) What measures will be taken to reduce poise in cutdoor areas where
visitors congregate to wait for their cars to be returned by valet parking?

34, (p. 3.4-30) The Draft SEIR fails to acknowledge that the proposed Planned
‘Community text amendment would result in faiture to enforce the noise standards
shown in Table N, not due to lack of awareness of the situation or negligence, but as
a matter of policy, contrary to General Plan Policy N 1.1

35. (p. 3.4-30) The Draft SEIR fails to acknowledge that the proposed project would

sesult in failure to ensure that sensitive noise receptors are not exposed 10 excessive
noise levels from stationary noise sources contrary to General Plan Policy N 4.1.
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36. (p. 3.4-30) The Draft SEIR fails to acknowiedge that the proposed project would
fail to enforce the nofse ordinance, but would create new, projéct-specific
" exemptions contrary to General Plaa Policy N 4.6.

37. (p- 3.4-30) At a minimum, all listed mitigation measures must be adopted and.
implemented. In addition, suggested measures regarding screening and sound walls
in the arca of the loading docks must be pursued and relocation of the loading dock
must be considered.

38. Mitigation measures should include a restriction on the hours of operation of noise-
generating ectivities on the Lower Campus adjacent to the park and residences,
including the childcare center and cogeneration plant.

G. 7 esth

The proposed Project expansion at Hoag Hospital, including bui not limited to the
expansion of the industrial-looking cogéneration plant, will have significant adverse impacts to
the adjoining park, Pacific Coast Highway, and nearby residences. Hoag has not complied with
existing mitigation measures required to screen the view of its facilities, and there is no reason to
betieve that it will comply with the mitigation measures proposed for the pending Project.

1. (p. 3.5-2) EIR No. 142 indicated that in winter up to fifty percent of Building B and
targe portions of Building A in Versailles on the Bluff would be in shadow at 9 am,
with some units in shadow nearly all moming. Portions of each building are shown
to be in shadow up until 9 am for most of the year. This is not the “early moming”
for most people. Solar energy access is not relevant to the discossion of avsthetics,
but should be discossed as part of energy considerstions.

2. (Exhibits following p, 3.5-2} Views across the site from city parkiand west of
Superior must also be presented.

1. {p. 3.5-7y The EIR must address view impairment due to operation of the
cogeneration plant, including steam and stack gases’heat flare. This affects notonly
views from the Villa Balboa residential development but views from designated
Public View Poinis (General Plan Figure NR 3) immediately north of the site, and
from the recently acquired park land west of Superior.

4. (p.3.5-7) The EIR must address how increased demand for heating, cooling, and
other power demands would increase activity at the cogeneration plant leading to
increased impairment of views.

5. {p.3.5-8) No analysis of shade and show has been provided for the Avalon assisted
_ living profect north of Hoag in either EIR No. 142 or the pending Draft SEIR. This
must be provided. Lack of sxmhght can contribute to depression, a common problem
in the ailing elderly,

6. (p. 3.5-9) The Draft SEIR fails to address how public views would be affected by
the cogeneration plant nor offers any means to protect or even reduce view
impairment due to the cogeneration plant, contrary te Policy NR 20.3.
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7. {(p.3.5-10) The Draft SEIR fails to address how public views would be affected by
the cogeneration plant nor offers any means to protect or even reduce view
impairment due to the cogeneration plant, contrary to Policy LU 1.6. The SEIR
mitigation measures should require visuat screening of the building and rooftop
through the use of landscaping or other architectural device.

8. (p. 3.5-12) Contrary to MM 46, the cogeneration plant does not give the appearance -

of & “clean rooftop”, nor of anything clean at all. Visual screening of the facility
must be provided. .

9, ‘The SEIR must also address potential measures to mitigate visual impact of cooling
tower condensate plume and rooftop exhaust stack plumes frotn the cogeneration
plant. These include replacement of the current cooling towers, as weil as measures
proposed by Steve Paliska, consultant 1o Villa Balboe, for retrofitting plant facilities.

10, Inresponse to requests made by the Villa Balboa Community Association’s Hoag
Hospital Liaison Committee, Hoag has committed to re-institute the ase of story
poles on all building projects with potential to cbstruct acean views from the
adjacent park and residences. The SEIR should document this commitment in the
form of a mitigation measure.

11. The SEIR should include mitigation measures requiring Hoag to remove or screen a
range of items in the construction stating areas on the Lower Campus, including
trash bins, outhouses, debris, trailers, etc., that are visible from the adjoining park,
Pacific Coast Highway, and nearby residences.

12, The SEIR should include mitigation measures requiring Hoag 10 keep its trees
trimmed consistent with the height limitations set forth in the Planned Community
Development Docament.

13. The SEIR should include mitigation measures requiring Hoag to remove the illegal
and unsightly bluff top fence and replace it with & fence that will not be visible from
the Sunset View Park, adjoining residences, and residences across Superior. In the
Lowsr Campus zone, there is to be no building above the height of the existing
sope. (PCD Text, 1992, p. 14,§4.) |

14. Villa Balboa has informed the City and Hoag about the adverse impacts to the
adjoining park and residences resulting from Hoag’s stadium-style lighting recently
instalted in the Lower Campus parking lot, including light obstructing views of the
ocesn and evening sky from the public park, and interfering with privacy by
illuminating the interior of nearby residences. The mitigation measures should
restrict the lighting 1o amber-colored, lower-intensity bulbs, directed down and
shielded from the adjoining park and residences. (Final EIR No. 142, Vol. 7, p. A~
17,9 44.)

H.  Project Alternatives.

The Draft SEIR considers only one alternative, which would allow the reallocation of
some lesser amount of square footage, but would still include increases in the allowable noise
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environment. The E{R must consider an alternative which would allow the reallocation of
buildable area, as requested by Hoag, but maintain noise limits consistent with Newport Beach
Noise Zone [ for adjacent residences and existing agreements and Planned Community
regulations, whichever is quieter. The EIR must consider an alternative which would relocate
major noise generators elsewhere on the site, away from residential uses.

1 Growth Inducement,

1. The EIR must examine housing demand that would be created by additional
development at Hoag Hospital, taking into consideration the cost of available
housing and enticipated income profile of future employees.

2. Additionally, the EIR must examine how adoption of the proposed exemptions to the
noise ordinance will set a precedent for other, additional exemptions and increased
noise elsewhere in the city.

A.  Hydrology/Water Quality.

As discussed above, significant changes have oceurred with regand to both regulation of
water quality and urban runoff and available technology. Total Maximum Daily Loads
(“TMDLs") bave been developed in the Newport Bay Watershed by the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region (Regional Board), and United States
Fnvironmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Region 9 for both Upper and Lower Newport Bay,
which are impaired water bodies (Clean Water Act § 303(d)). The EIR must address how
development under the proposed amendment would affect the ability to meet adopted TMDLs.

The EIR must also examine how the project would comply with California Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region Order No. R8-2002-0011, NPDES No. Case
618033, and the Orange County Drainage Area Managemnent Plan which require the retention,
treatment, or infiltration of urban runcff produced from a 24-hour, 85th percentile storm event,
which is approximateiy .75 inches of rainfall. The rule and plan apply to ail new development or
substantial redevelopment and are designed to mitigate impacts of urban runoff. '

EIR No. 142 contemplated nothing more sophisticated than vacuuming of pa:king Iots to
address urban runoff, The EIR must address water quality impacts and feasible mitigation in
light of current regulanans and technology, such as use of filter packs or treatment wetlands for
the removal of various residues in stormwater runoff.

B.  Geology.

Researchers working at the University of California at Irvine have documented of a new
blind thrust fault traversing Newport Beach which was not and could not have been examined in
EIR No. 142, The EIR must examine this fault.

The EIR must examine geologic hazards, particulatty ground rupture, in the light of the

following excerpt (p. 2-32) from the Hazards Assessment Study prepared by Earth Consultants
International in 2003 as part of the background reports for the General Plan Update:
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Converse Consultants {1994) found a small fault, the West Mesa fault, near the
westem tenminus of West 16th Street, while conducting a geologic study and
grading for a filtration water plant (see Plate 2-2). The West Mesa fault trends
between 5 and 30 degrees west of north, und is interpreted to have moved in the
tast 11,000 years, making it active. Earth Consultants International (1997) then
trenched south of the Converse (1994} exposure in an atiempt to find the southern
continuation of this fanlt, but the fault was not found, suggesting that the fault is
not laterally extensive. However, Earth Consultants International (1997) did find
another small active fault about 600 foet to the south of the Converse stady that
strikes 50 degrees west of north, roughly parallel to the regional trend of the
Newport- Inglewood fault. In the exposure, the fault had 12 to 18 inches of
vertical separation, extended vpward into the E and Bt soil horizons, and was
therefore interpreted to have ruptured at least once in the last 11,000 years,
probably co-seismically with movement on the main Newport-Inglewood fault.

- Further, in reviowing previous work in the Newport Mesa area, Earth Consultants
Internationat (1997) conctuded that a narrow fault zone mapped by The Earth Technology
Corporation {1986) was not conclusively shown te be inactive, This fault zone trends 5 to 12
degrees west of north, similar 10 the orientation of the fault exposed by Converse (1994). All of
these faults in the eastern portion of ihe mesa are not considered seismogenic (earthquake-
producing) because of their small separations, narrow width, and non-ideal orientations. The
separation seen on these faults probably resulted from seismic slip during an earthquake ona
strand of the Newport-Inglewood fault farther to the south. Nevertheless, several inches of
ground offset could cause severe damage to overlying structures. Consequently, although the
hazard from primary surface rupture on these smal! faults is possibly low, building setbacks from
these faults are appropriate. :

Contrary to assertions on Page 1-11 of the Draft SEIR, General Plan Safety Element
Figure S2 maps a portion of the Hoag site as subject to liquefaction and landslides, Villa Balboa
has informed Hoag that, in conjunction with Hoag’s recent excavation in the biuff area and
construction of the retaining wall within the Lower Campus, cracks have developed in the bike

path along Villa Balboa’s western boundary and within some Villa Balboa residences. The Villa

Balboa Community Association is currently investigating the matter. Information about the
cracks and deterioration of the concrete bike path must be disclosed, evaluated and mitigated in
the EIR to avoid significant geotechnical impacts to the park and residences adjoining the

Project.

C.  Regereation.
The EIR must address the effect the project would have on the adjacent bike trail, Sunset
View Park and on the about-to-be-developed Sunset Ridge Park, specifically how the project
would affect noise levels on the bike trail and in the parks, and how any increase in demand for
cogeneration operations would affect views and noise levels for bicyclists and visitors to both
parks.
D Utlities.

The SEIR must address how the reallocation of allowable development may affect
specific infrastructure elements such as water and sewer lines and address available capacity
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taking into account growth that has occurred in the fifteen years since EIR No. 142 was certified.
Additionally, the SEIR must provide sufficient information about total Project water demends to
determine whether a water supply assessment is required as part of the SEIR pursuant to Water
Code section 10910, et seq., which took effect in January 2002.

XL  Conclusion.

As currently proposed, the Project violates the terms of the Development Agreement
recordexl against the Hoag site for the benefit of the Villa Balboa property, among others. Even
if the City and Hoag could move forward with the Project over the community’s objection
{which they cannot), the Draft EIR is inadequate to meet the requirements and fulfill the
purposes of CEQA. The Draft EIR must be re~circulsted in order that the public and decision
makers may be fully informed of the impacts of the proposed project. '

From the information presented thus far, we are concermed that the ultimate result of any
Project approval will be the imposition of further unmitigated impacts on the public and nearby
residences, including but not limited to impacts on noise and views. Representatives of the Villa
Balboa Community Association, the Villa Balboa Hoag-Liaison Committee, have met with
representatives of Hoag on approximately 25 occasions during the past year but have
continuously been frustrated by the lack of progress in the negotiation process designed to reach
agreement on issues presented herein. It is the consensus of the Villa Balboa Hoag-Liaison
Commitize that much of the negotiation process may have occurred absent good-faith intentions
of Hong representatives and personnel since most of the agreed upon mitigations have not been
completed and a number of the issues raised by the Committee have simply not been addressed.
Based upon Hoag’s performance since EIR No. 142 was certified, it is evident that without the
City's active involvement in monitoring and enforcing the restrictions and mitigation measures
imposed on the Hoag Hospital operations, a negotiated solution cannot oceur.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the proposed Project and the Draft SEIR.
We reguest to be notified of all further proceedings and opportunity for public involvement in
sonnection with the Project.

Respectfully submitted,
JACKSON DEMARCO TIDUS PETERSEN &
PECKENPAUGH

Miickele A. Staples
Attorneys for Villa Balboa Community.
Assoctation _

ger  Newpart Beach City Council Members (w/encls.)
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Report on Possible Avenues of Mitigation for
Cooling Tower Condensed Water Plumes and Eagine Exhaust Plumes -
Hoag Co-Generation Facility

August 13, 2007
‘Thermai Mechenism of 8 Cooling Tower

‘The purpose of a cooling tower is to mix air and water, thus transferring the latent hemt
of vaporization of part of the water to the air with which it is mixing. Keeping in mind
the 1000 BTU latent heat of vaporization, one pound of water evaporated in the tower
will ¢ool 1000 pounds of water | degree F. Normally the "approach” in & tower is abowmt
10 degress, neaning the temperature of the leaving water will be about 10 degrees below
the wet bulb emperauwe of the incoming air (for o discussion of key concems and
© definitions rekaed 1o this repon, please see the suppiementsl section at the end of this

TEPart).

Essentially, the transfer of heat from the incoming water by evaporation of & portion of
the water requires no external power except perhaps for 8 pump to lift the water to the top
of the tower. The difference in temperature between the top of the lower and the open

bottom of the stracture creates a drafl, moving air up through the tower. This passive

method is used in very large cooling towers, such as those installed in nuclear power
plants that are not sited near a large source of natural cocling watcr. In smaller towers,
fans are instalied to maximize airflow. However, the adgdition of a fan is steictly to reduce
the size of the insiallation. as opposed to any effect on the thermodynamic watet/alr heat
inlerchange. ' :

Exiting the top of the cooling sower is a mixture of water vapor aud air saturated to
approximately 10 degrees below the measuced wet bulb temperature. If the temperature
of the air into which the water vapor is mixing (an air jet mixing with still air will form
about a 30 degree cone) is below the dew puint, the heat from the water vapor will be
trensferred 1o the air thus condensing the water vapor back into liquid waier. The super
eoolted water vapor stays mixed with the air until it reaches a dust or salt panicle on
which the molecutes of water condense and collest until they are visible as fog particles,
This creates the condensate plume visible 1e those in proximity w the tower. Given the
wndesitable sesthetic etfects associated with such phanes, 8 range of plume shatemen
technologies has been developed and deploved when cooling owers are focated near
residerstial ot other scenically sensitive locatiens. For the Hoag cooling towers, the
normal coasval onshore air tlow. which is ofien cool. meist, and laden with salt. ofien
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amplifies the plume formation as compared to what might occur at 2 hotier, drier inland
location, '

The mstallstion configuration of the Hoag coaling towers just below the level of the

lower campus biulT causes the exit plume to be essentially at ground level with respect to
the adjacent dwellings and the View Park, thus increasing the visual impact on occupanty
and visitors as well as an elevated level of relative humidity. Whereas a normal
installation, with both the cooling towers and the dwellings at ground level, wouid cause
the plume discharge to be 20 to 40 feet above grade. In addition, & drafl tube and a
somewhat more energetic fan could be instalied which would throw the plome even
higher above the residents. Unfortunatety the configuration of the tower. which is helow
the bluf"on which the dwelings and park are located, preciudes this approach.

Caoeling Tower Condensate Plame - Mitigation Mecthods

The goal of the mitigation measures dizcussed hercin is fo eliminate the visible
condensate plume under the widest possible range of atmospheric and operational
conditions in the most efficient manner possible. A partial mitigation effort is unlikely
resolve the aesthetic issues agsociated with the phanes, and will likely cause the issue to
continue shmmering in the community.

Absemt replacing the current cooling towers with 2 design specifically engineered for
plume gbatement. retrofitiing the twers and modifving operational parameters is seconed
best option. - Several methods for addressing the plume have been proposed by various
parties. and are discussed briefly below. Please note that, given that the plant's location
close to the ooean, which s highly condurive to plume formation. and given the range of
operational conditions sffecting the cooling towers, 2 composite solution, involving rwo.

. of more mitigation techriques will likely be needed to achieve optimum results.

Determining the ideal combination of technigues will require additional study of
atmospheric and operationy? factors as well as operational testing.

- The Ust of milgation techniques discussed below is imended to address the
" methadologics already proposed by the firms reteined by Hoag for this purpose. K also

inchedes a proposal offered by Marley Cooling Towers, the manufacture of the towers
used by Hosg.  Additionsl methods may be feasible. and would require additional
research o develap. :

Adding A Heating Coil fo the Tower Discharge: The Mariey Cooling Tower Division
of SPX Cooling Technologies offers an option wherein (he tower cells are fited with 2
heating coil utilizing all or part of the incoming hot condenser water, Subsequently the
condenser water is discharged into the basin of the tower cell and further cooled. The
Marley tecimical staff has addressed the present undesirsble plume generation and only
needs the westher dats cxisting st the site when the plume is present. The weather

© parameters are required as welk as the condenser water tempoeratures in arder 1o determine

the hent exchanger ¢oil’s reguired thermal capacity. Apparently this approach 10 plume
phatement is offered by Marley Cooling Tower as a catalog enbancement to the type of



towers used at the Hoag facility. It is thevefore somewhat surprising that this approach
has not previously been suggested. In any case, given that this is an established
technology developed by the manufactarer for plume abatement, this approach offers 2
number of advantages. Also, this method could easily be combined with load shifting to
optimize abatement when atmospheric conditions ere most conducive o plume
formation. ' :

Adding Radiant Heat to the Discharge: A schematic proposal developed by Bock
Engincering addresses the fact additional heat needs to be added o the water vapor/air
mix to raise the level of heat in lhe waler vaporfair mix above the dew point, This means
there will be very litde, if any; condensed liquid water in the plume to mucleate as visible
droplets of water. From # general thermodynamic and psychometric standpoint, this
method is sound. Recording instrumentation wili need to be deployed to fill in the lack of
local psychometiic data enough to develop a prototype for one cell. or even ¥ of & cell
with a batrier o prevent mixing of the plumes during the evaluation period. The use of
dew point instrumentation, as Bock proposed. is the preferrsd method of contrel. This
method could he combined with one or more of the other methods discussed herein,

Modifying Opcrational Parameters - Lead Shifting through In  House
Modiflcations: There is an additional cooling tower on the central plant loop located
remotely from residents {on the Hoag upper campus) that is piped to accept water now
being cooled by the co-generation piant cooling towers. Since the plume phenomena is at
a maximurm during periods of cool, moist air conditions, it may be possible to shift part of
the operational Joad to the upper campus during these periods, since the chiller loads are
mmuch reduced under these same conditions. To divert the water would require some
capacily controls on the pumps {probably varieble frequency drives (VFDs) and controls
for watct temperature and flow rade).  This approach would best he atilized in
combination with one or more of the other mitigation methods discussed herein 10
naximize §lume shatemens under the. conditions during which the plume is mosf evident
{i.c. when the atmosphere is coob sl or below the dew point and the relative humidity is
also high).

Syska Hennessy Proposals: Severs]! methods of water vapor formation wem.discussed
in the report prepared by Syska Hennessy. It is not fully understood from the report how
the waler vapor may be controlled, since the amount of water vapor genersted Is in direct

. propartion to the heat that must be absorbed by the laient heat of vaporization of & portion

of the water, thus cresting the water vapor. It is the condensation of this vapor, under

certain atmospheric conditions, that is the problem.

Sore of the proposed scenarios include adjusting the tower emering and or leaving water
femperatures. Since one pound of water contains approximately 1000 BTU latent heat
and one pound of liquid water contains colv one BTL per onc-degree delta T, the effoet
upon tower plume operation by revising water process flow wemperatures is unclear,




Cogeneration Eng_ine Exhaust Stacks - Mitigation Methods

Bxchanst stacky from the presently inglalled cogeneration plamt engines discharge exhaust
ans plumes thet are unsightly, and which are clearly visible from the View Park and -
residences tha sit atop the blufl, The reported temperature of the exhaust is about 400
degrraes. alihough from the appesrance of the discharge. the tempaa‘arure appears greater
than that reported.  The 1emperature is maintained at 400 F or above bevause the water
formed as a result of buming fuel will condense at a lower temperature. This eondensate
i corrosive to sieel.

“T'wo alternatives ate presented. One is to cool the exlaust in an inline heat exchanger

condenging the water, The second method is 1o introduce a couster cugrent water spray.
1 both casey non-correding materials will be required and the efffuent will require a
discharge to sanitary, If the pH is above the waste discharge peemil, neutralization or
dilution may be required.  Either presented solution should sHow for mitigation of the
exhaust plumes with minimal ogefations! effect and at ressonuble cost.

A aliornate solution that might be implemented inisolation, or in combination with the
methods proposed above, would be 1o redirect the current exhaust siacks so the effluent is
not visible to those on the blufT above,

Additounal Scientific Background on Cooling Tower Plumes - Parhai History of
Heat :

Heat has always been with us, however until thc 15" Century, the measurement of heat
had been lost in antiquity. At thai time & person with the last name of Fahrenheit filled a
gradusted glass tube with 2n open column of mercury containing a reservolr at the
battom. He then placed the bufb in ice and water and the seale measured 32, Subjecting
the bulb to boiling water gave a reading of 212 on the scale. This measurement of
temperature worked- well for the scientific community umil France came op with the
Centigrade svster (since renamed as Celsius) making it easier to count on ones fingers.
In the Celsius systern § degrees is freezing and 100 degrees is boiling, making Celsius

© 5/9™ F minws 32.

Sinca we use the Fahrenhsit system and the English system of weights and measures, one

" British Thermal Unit (BTU) equals the heat necessary to heat one pmmd of water one

degree E. Since this is a relatively simzll ynit, 2 MBTY (1600 BT1) is oﬂen nsed as a
guanfity of heat.

Most maerinls have a freeze/melt point and a condense/vaporize temperatere, Also in the
equation is latent hent of fusion (freezing) and latent heat of vaporization (boiling). For
water. the imen) heat of freesing is 44 BTL/LR. which menns 44 BTU must he removed

~ from the waer per pound of ice. The latent heat of veporization is about 1000 BTU/LB

for water, which is fortunate because many industrial processes benefit from the fact thar
steam hent is far more efficient in transporting heat than is hot water.



One clement is required 1o transfer heat fram onc entity 10 another entity. There must be a
difference in empersture between the heater and the aceeptor of the heat, dgually knows
as a delia T or an "approach” (there is no such thing a5 cold -~ only & lack of heat),

Additiona} concepts relevant to the discussion at hand are the “dry bulb” and “wet bulb”
{eperaturss, The dry bolb tempersture is the temperature without including the effect of
moisture in the air. The wet bulb =mpersture is called that because in the easly times
there existed a device known as a sling psychrometer, which was composed of two
ihermometers attached together with a chain. One of the thermometers had a wet cloth
jacket and was spun around. Water would evaporate trom the meoving thermometer thus
lowsring the icmpersture below the dry bulb. This then became & measurcment of how
much more waler the air may absorb before it becomes sarated (1003 Relative
Humidity) and is known as 4 wet bulb temperature. '

The last concept is the “dew point." The dew point is the temperature of a surface on
which water will condense, such a5 one sees with a glass of ice water. This temperatuse is
also related o the wet bulb and is » measure of how much additional water the air can
ahsorb. Measurement of the dew poinl was considered somewhat unwieldy, because it
requires a refrigeration capabifity to induce the formation of dew (i.e. condensed waler),
howaver: modemn electronic instrumentation has ¢liminated the need for refrigeration. .
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September 27, 2007

M. Dick Runyon, Co-Chair

Villa Balboa-Hoag Hospital Liaison Committee
200 Paris Lane, #208 _

Newport Beach, CA 92663

Dear Dick:

In follow up to cur meeting on Monday, I wanted to share with you the full report by Abe
Oshana of Optimur: Systems Soluwtions, Inc. (OSS). As we discussed OSS was retained

- by Hoag Hospital to review mitigation options proposed for the Co-Generation Plant on

Hoag Hospital's lower campus. Included as Exhibit D in the report is the letter from Air
 Treatment Corporation, the supplier 1o Marley, the cooling tower manufacturer. A
Treatment Corporation acknowledges the availability of some of the shelf components
for reducing water vapor discharge but states that none of them have ever become a
project, so there is no gumanty of 100% mitigation,

' Thank you for the time you and the other members of vour committes s;ientwith Mr.

Oshana angd the members of Hoag's Community Relations team. We bope that we were
able 1o convey the considerable time and effort Hoag has dedicated to evaluate and

_ respondtotheaom.ywandyomneighbmshavemprmd We understand that

yom-smnmimmymtbecempiately pleased with what you learned sbout why we
n;ustdisagzwwimyampoﬁﬁmmmﬂhodsforeﬁmmaﬁngﬁmmﬁngmmsm
condensation vapor. We trust you will find this information helpful in understanding the
justification for the conclusions we have reached. We hope you will continue to work
with us to identify reasonable measures to minimize the impacts of the hospital
operations on our neighbors.

As always, please call me if you have any questions or ConCerns.

el

Debra Lagan
Vice Pregident _
Marketing and Corporate Communications
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- HXV Closed Circuit Hybrid
. Cooling Towers

f Single Cell Capacity:
160 - 305 Nominal Tons
480 - 915 gpm at 95'F/85F/78'F

" HXV Closed Circult Hybrid Cooling Towers deliver fully rated thermal performance over a wids range of fiow
ang temperature requirements. Distinct advartages of the HXV include plume abatement, significant watsr
savings over tradithonal water-cocled equipment, and its sultability for high temperaturs cooling {>180°F).
Standard design features satisfy foday's environmental concams, minimize instaliation costs, maximize
year-round oparating refiabiiity, and simplify maintenance requiremants,

HXV Closed Circuit Cooling Towers
; + Plume abatement

+ Maximum water savings

i » High temperaturs cooling {>180°F)

E = Low energy consumption

» Low installed cost

+ Easy meintenance

» Reliable year-round operation

+ Long sarvice life

-+ ASME B31.5 compliant prime surface coll

» Five-year warranty on mechanica! amiipment

@ Baltimore Aircoil Company



.,




i Benefits

Plume Abatement

The HXV offers a combination of sensible, adiabatic, and evaporative heat fransfer to significantly
reduce any plume that may occur with conventional evaporative couling equipment, During the
coidest times of the year, when the potentia! for visible discharge Is greatest, the MXV operates
100% dry, compietely eliminating pluma,

Maximum Water Savings :

Water savings are achisved throughout the year with each of three different operating modes of the

HXV. in ‘s0me areas, the water cost savings alene can pay for the equipment in as Iittle ae two years!
* At peak conditions in the “dryAwet” operating mode, & significant amount of heat is removed

i by sensible heat transfer, providing reduced water consumption versus conventional

evaporative cooling -

! * When the heat load endfor ambient terparatures drop, water consumption is further

reduced in the “aciabatic” operating mude

* Water consumption is totally eliminated In the “dry” operating mode

o a1 Bl 1 e,

See page £71 for details on opsraling modes.

High Tempetature Cooling
The finned dry cail tempers the Incoming fluld, alfowing higher Intet water temperatires than
! traditional ciosed circult cooling towsrs.

Low Energy Consumption

The HXV provides heat rejection at the lowest possible enargy input and maintenanse -
teuirements via:

« High efficiency, low horsepower axial fans
+ Closad loop cooling, which minimizes process fouling

» Patented combinad flow technology, which reduces evaporation direclly off the coll,
minimizing the potential for scaling and fouling

Paraltet fiow of air and spray water, which eliminates soale-promating dry spots

= Variable Frequency Drives

ENERGY-MISER® Fan System avallable {see page E65 for details)

Baitimore Alrcoll Company
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Low Installed Cost

+ Support - All models mount diractly on pargilel -beams and ship complete with motors and drives
factory-instalied and aligned.

+ HModular Design ~ tinits ship in three pleces to minimize the size and weight of the heaviest lift,
allowing for the use of smaller, less costly cranes,

Easy Maintenance

v Access — Hinged access doors on each end wall and a
standard internal walkway provide easy access to the
unit interior

+ Spaclouy Inferior « Provides aasy access o the cold
water basin, drift sliminators, fan drive system end the
prime suface coil.

ey e

RS W S
Dirift eliminators can be removed for
access 1o the prime surface coil

i1

s

Reliable Year-Round Operation _ i

i
P
+ BALTIDRIVE® Power Train — Backed by a five-year fan drive and e
‘maotor wammanty, the BALTIDRIVE® Power Train utlizes special o ¥AN o )
corosion-resistant materials of construction and state-of-the-art < % : oty
tschnology to ensure ease of maintenance and retiable year-round o m Tt
- * ¥

performance. _ 5, YEAR

» Saparaie Air Inlet Louvers — Reduce the potential for scale buid-up
gnd damaging ice formations at the airwster Irterface by providing a
tine of sight from the outside of the unit into the fill.

g v § A,

Long Service Life iﬁ
. : : *m
Materials of Construction — Various materials are available to meet the corrosion resistance, unit ’fz _
operating lifa, and budgetary requirements of eny projact {(see page E63 for construction options), i
o b
- _d
R

-
.t

.because temperature matters @
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~ Construction Details
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i
& Heavy-Duty Construction 7 ) BACross® Wet Deck Surface with
« 3-235 (Z700 metric) hot-dip . ‘ Integral Drift Eliminators
gelvanized steel panets (Not Shown}
* Polyvinyl chioride (PVC)
@ BALTIDRIVE® Power Train » Impearvious to rot, decey and biclogical attack
(Not Shown) « Fiame spread rating of 5 per ASTM E84-773
« Premium guality, solid-backed, ! 5
muitigroove belt € FRP Air Inlet Loavers By
+ Carrosion resistant cast aluminum sheaves * Corrosion resistant Q
» Heavy-duty beatings (280,000 ;‘E%i * UV resistant finish &
hour avarage life) ¢ wd B ointenance fre m
« Cocling tower duty fan motor &
+ Five-year motor ang drive warranty e Cold Water Basin
. » Sloped cold water basin for easy cleaning ‘ j
@ Low HP Axial Fan(s) » Suction stralner with anti-vortex hood Tk g
(Not Shown} Adustable ) " =y
»
~ + Corrosion resistant atuminum * Integra interna _ ay ‘ g
i
* » g r{:‘ll i by p ‘; . %
£ wWater Distribution System 10 ?ﬁ;: Shn%g Spray Pump &f’
. Overlapptng spray patierns ensure proper « Close coupled, bronze fitted
water coverage : cantrifuge! pur;sp m
s Large orifice, non-clog nozzles « Totally enclosed fan cocled ! @
(TEFC) motor ! @
@ Prime Surface Coil (Not Shown) « Bloed line with metering valve installed from ! W
* Continuous serpentine, steel tubing pump discharge to overflow : g Wy o
« Hot-dip galvanized after fabrication (HDGAF) | ;ﬁ:
+ Pneumatically tested at 375 psig € Hinged Access Doors. f %
» Sloped tubes for free drainage of fiuid + Inward swinging door on each end wall P
* ASME B31.5compllant : P ey
« Whan required, orders shipping into Canada : 43’3“'
are supplied with a CRN ( e
x - i f‘-’z
@ Dry Finned Col e
= Copper tubing with high density aluminum fins "‘f
®
rF g

» Preumatically tested at 320 psig
+ Sloped tubes for free drainage of fluid

...because temperature matters




HXV

Custom Features and Options

Construction Options

» Standard Construction:
Steel pansls and structural elements are constructed of heavy-gauge G-235 hot-dip galvanized steal.
Inlet louvers are construcied of UV resistant, fiberglass reinforced poiyaster (FRP),

+ Optional BALTIBOND® Corrosion Protection System:
The BALTIBOND® Corresion Protection System, a hybrid polymer toating used to exiand aguipment
life, is applied 1o ail hot-dip gaivanized steel components of the dosed ciroult hybrid cooling tmr
{excluding heat transfer coils).

+ Optional Stainless Steel Cold Water Basin:
AType 304 stainless stes! cold water basin is avallable, Seams between panels inside the cold watar
basin are weided. Tha basin is leak tested at the factory and welded seams are provided with a
five year leak-proof warranty.

+ Optional Stainless Steel Canstruction:
Stesl panels and structural alements are constructed of Type 304 slalnless steel. Seams between
panels inside the cold water basin are welded. The basin is leak tested at the factory and weided
. =aams are provided with a five-year leak-proof warranty. :

See page J4 for more detalls on the materials described above.

Prime Surface Coil Configurations

+ Standard Serpentine Coll:
The standard cooling coll s constructad of
continuous lengths of all prime surface steel,
hot-dip galvanized (outside surface} after
fabrication (HDGAF). The ool Is designed for
low pressure drop with sloping tubes for free
dreinage of fuld, Each coll is pneumatically
tagted at 375 psig (2586 kFa) and is ASME
B31.5 compliant,

+ Stainiess Steel Coll:
Coils are available in Type 304 stainless stee! for speciaiized applications, The coil is designed for -
low pressure drop with sionig tubes for free dralnage of fluid. Each coil is pneumatically tasted at
375 psiy (2586 kPa) and is ASME B31.5 compliant,

@ Baltimore Alrcoii Company




» Optional ASME “U” Stamp Coil:
This coil is manufactured and tested In accordance with the ASME Bolier and Pressure Vessel Code,
Section Vili, Division |, and bears the ASME “U" stamp. ASME ¢oils are hot-dip galvanizad
(outside surface) after fabrication (HDGAF). The coil is designed for iow pressure drop with stoping
tubes for free drainage of fluld. Each cofl is preumatically tested at 375 palg (2586 kPa).

Other coif configurations are available for spacific applications. Contact yeur local BAC Represantative
{for detalls. .

Dry Finned Coil Configurations

The standard finnad coll on the HXV unit has 6 rows and
is available in 1+1/2 serpentine and triple serpentine
arrangements. The serpentine arrangemant indicates the
way in which these rows are circuited intemally, and
influsnces the process fiuld velocity (the smailler the
sarpentine, the higher the fiow velocity) and the totat fluid
pressure through the unit (the smaller the sarpentine, the
higher the finned coll pressure drop). Hence, the unit flow
and pressure drop aliowance must be taken into

account whan the finned coll serpenting is salected 10 oblaln the most suitable HXV selection.
Consuit your local BAC Representative for selaction assistance. :

Note: The dry finned coll is available in affernate materials of construction to meet specific :
application raquirements. :

Fan Drive System
?he fan drive system provides the cooling air necessary

[O0) 3104 PISOYT)

Puf
1o reject unwarted heat from the systam to the %s
atmosphere. The standard fan drive system on all models Tagh
is the exclusive BALTIDRIVE® Power Train. This BAC

engineered drive system conslsts of a spacially designed

powarband and twe cast aluminum sheaves logstsd on D P
mirdmum shaft comterfine distances to maximize bek life. g:’b **
A cooling towar duty fan motor, custom enginegred for f _\;ﬁ
BAC to provide maximum performance for cooling tower Comy
sarvice, is provided and backed by BAC's comprahansive ‘a;’i
five-year motor and fan drive warraniy. ?-‘.‘@

...because temperature matters @ -
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Custom Features and Options

ENERGY-MISER® Fan System

The ENERGY-MISER® Fan Systam consists of two stantard single-speed fan motor and drive
assembliss. One drive assembly is sized for full speed and load, and the other i sized appmnmataly
23 spaed and consumes only /3 the design horsepower. This configuration allows the systam to be
operated like a two-speed motor, bt with the reserve capacity of & standby motor in the event of fali-
ure. As @ minimum, approximately 70% capacity will ba avaliable from the low horsapower sotar, even
on & design wet-buib day. Controls and wirlng are the same as those required for g two-speet, iwo-
winding mator. Significant energy savings are achieved when operating at low speed durlhg perlods of
reduced Joad and/or low wet-bulb temperatures. '

Independent Fan Operation

Models HXV-64X and Q64X are provided with ane fan motor driving two 1ans os standard. Modsis
HXV-86X and QB6X are provided with two fan motors driving thrae fans as standard, The independeard
Fan option consists of ane fan motor and drive assembly far each fan fo atiow indapendent operation,
providing an additionsd step of fan cydiing and capacity control,

Low Sound Operation

The iow sound levets generated by HXV Closed Ciroult Hydrid Cooling Towers make them sultable for
instaliation in most environments. For extremaly sound seneitive instaliations, factory designed, tested
and rated sound attanuation is avaliable for both the air Intake and discharge.




Accessories

External Service Platformis

For exterral service, louver face and accass door platforms can be added to the unit when purchased or
as an ftermarket item. Safety cages and safety gates are also avallable. All components are designad
fo maet OSHA requirements. ﬁ

{3}

Internal Ladder _
For access to the motor and drive sssambiles, an intema! ladder is avaliable,

pos

Internal Service Platforms

For access to the motor and drive assemblies, an intemal laddar and uppar service platiorm with
handraills Is avafable. Salety gates are aveilable for all handrail openings. All componants are designed

to meet OBHA requirements. - Tenh |

-
Vibration Cutout Switch g;‘ i
A factory mounted vibration cutout switch is available 1o o |

effectively protect against equipment failure due 1o
excassive vipration of the mechanical equipment
system. BAG can provide sither 2 mechanical or

solid-state elecironic vibration cutout switch in a NEMA A4

4 enclosure to ensure reliable protection. Additional ] 53

contacts can be provided to activate an alam, E @
i

Basin Heaters Wibrarion Curout Switch Pty

Although most HXV units will operate dry in the winter, basin heaters are available for freeze protection | o

when reguired. Bacin heaters prevent freezing of the water In the cold water basin when the unit is idle. ; 5‘; ?:; |

Factory-installed heaters, which maintain +40°F {4.4°C) water temperature, are a simple and
inexpensive way of providing such protection.

g

Heater Sizing Data

0°F {-17.8°C} AMBIENT HEATERS 20 (-28.9°C) AMBIENT HEATERS [ 1
¢ MODEL NUMBERS Ho. of HEATERS KW per HEATER  No. of HEATERS kW psr HEATER |
HXV-84X, QB4X ST

HXV.86X. 066X 1 . 18 1 ,L_ 21 _ T

...because temperature matters @
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Accessories

Electric Water Level Control Package

The electric water ievel control replaces the standart mechanical
makeup valve when g mora pradse water lavel control is -
required. This package consists of a conductance-actuated level
contral mounted in the basin snd § solanoid activated valve in
the make-up water line, The valve is slow dosing to minimize
water hammer,

" Flectric Water Level
_ Control Package
Flow Control Package :
A flow control package is available to provide maximum piume control and water savings. This package
consists of a temperature sensor, a 3-way flow control valve arrangament with actuator, and all
sonnecting piping. 3-way fiow coniro! vaive arrangement shown below for single prime surface and
double prima surface coli connections.

Single Prime
Surface Coil
Comections

Dauble Prime
Surlace Coil
Cunnections

@ Baltimore Aircoll Company




Extended Lubrication Lines

Extended iubrication linas are available for
lubrication of the fen shaff bearings. Grease fittings
arg iocated inside the plenum areg next to the
access door,

L) Posoy

(reage fittings st the acoess door & bearings with the extended lubrication line option

G

P

Be
High Temperature Wet Deck -@,ﬁ

Optional high temperature wet deck miaterial is avallable for high sntering fiukd temperatures.

Air Inlet Screens

-Wire mesh screens can be factory-instatied over the inlat
louvars to prevent debris from enfering the tower. :

Basin Sweeper Piping

Basin sweeper piping provides an effective method of prevent-

ing debris from coliecting in the cold water basin of the tower. A
“complete piping system, including nozzles, is provided in the

tower basin for connaction to side stream filtration squipment

{by others}.
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Hoag Memorial Hospital Presbytarian Master Plan
Rasponses to Comments

Letter 5 Jackson DeMarco Tidus Petersen Peckenpaugh
November 5, 2007

Response 1

Detailed responses to comments made by the commenter are proVided below.

Response 2

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088(a), a lead agency must evaluate and provide written
responses to comments received on environmental issues arising from the public review of draft -
CEQA documents including ElRs. There is no such obligation under CEQA to respond to
comments that do not address environmental issues. The suggestion that the Villa Balboa
residents are third-party beneficiaries of the Development Agreement is not an environmental
issue requiring any response. However, in an effort to set the record straight and clarify the law,
the following information is provided by the City will address this comment,

There is no basis in either iaw or fact supporting the stated position that the Villa Balboa
residents are third-party beneficiaries of the Hoag Development Agreement. The comment
suggests that the express purpose of the Development Agreement entered into between Hoag
and the City of Newport Beach was to protect the adjacent Villa Balboa community from
adverse impacts associated with the present proposal to amend the Master Plan. In reality and
in fact, a development agreement is a voluntary agreement entered into between a real property
owner/applicant and a city or county to vest a property owner's/applicant's deveiopment rights
and thus creates greater certainty in the development process. In exchange, the property
owner/applicant typically provides to the city or county additional community benefits over and
above what could normally be required by the city or county.

The State enacted development agreement legislation in 1979 in an attempt to mitigate the )
impact of a 1976 California Supreme Court decision in Avco Community Developers, Inc. v.
South Coast Regulatory Commission, 17 Cal. 3d. 785, in which the California Supreme Court
affirmed the common law vested rights rule that prohibits an owner from claiming a vested right
to build out a project unless it has obtained a building permit, performed substantial work, and
incurred substantial liabilities in good faith reliance upon the permit. As noted by the State
legislature in adopting the development agreement legislation, one of the primary purposes was
to provide “assurance to the applicant for a development project that upon approvai of the
project, the applicant may proceed with the project in accordance with existing policies, rules
and reguiations, and subject to conditions of approval, will strengthen the public planning
process, encourage private participation and comprehensive planning, and reduce the
economic costs of development.” {(See Cal. Govt. Code §65864(b}.)

Under the development agreement legislation; (1) any city or county may enter into a
development agreement with any person having a legal or equitable interest in real property for
the development of the property (Cal. Govt. Code §65865(a)); (2) a development agreement is
enforceable only by parties to the development agreement (Cal. Govt. Code §65865.4); (3) a
development agreement may only be amended by mutual consent of the parties to the
agreement or their successors-in-interest (Cal. Govt. Code §65868); (4) a development
agreement shall specify the duration of the agreement, the permitted uses of the property, the
density or intensity of use, the maximum height and size of proposed buildings, and provisions
for reservation or dedication of land for public purposes (Cal. Govt. Code §65865.2); and (5) a
development agreement may include conditions, terms, restrictions, and requirements for
subsequent discretionary actions, provided that such conditions, terms, restrictions, and
requirement for subsequent discretionary actions shall not prevent development of the land for
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the uses and to the density or intensity of development set forth in the agreement (Cal. Govt.
Code §65865.2). The City's Development Agreement with Hoag includes all the provisions

noted above and identifies public benefits to be provided to the community by Hoag in exchange

for the vesting of their development rights.

The recitals section of the update to the Development Agreement identifies the primary
purposes of the Development Agreement. These include: (1) enabling Hoag to better adapt to
the ever-changing health care needs of those residents within its service area by authorizing
design parameters of new or additional facilities in a manner that will aliow Hoag to respond to
rapid changes in technology and delivery systems (i.e., the flexibility of the Master Plan); (2)
establishing limits on the amount and height of permitted development as well as ensuring
compliance with conditions on the density, location, and timing of construction to minimize, to
the extent feasible, any environmental impacts of Hoag's proposed expansion (i.e., ensure that
Hoag complies with the terms of the Master Plan and mitigation program contained in the EIR);
and (3) imposing exactions, such as dedication of property, construction of public improvemenis
in the installation of landscaping which, when considered in conjunction with the public services
provided by Hoag, benefit the general public (i.e., the public benefits).

Recital 1.6 notes that the Development Agreement is consistent with the purpose and intent of
the State and local laws authorizing development agreements in that it represents
comprehensive planning, provides certainty in the approval of subsequent projects subject to
compliance with the conditions, reduces the economic costs of development by providing
assurances to Hoag that it may generally proceed with projects in accordance with existing
regulations, and provides assurance to adjoining property owners that limits on the height of
structures and the amount of development as specified in the Master Plan and the Development
Agreement will remain in full force and effect to March 23, 2019.

The commenter suggests that the Development Agreement, as a result of providing assurances
to adjoining property owners regarding limits on the height of structures and the amount of
development, designates adjoining property owners as third-party beneficiaries under the
Development Agresment. Why the “adjoining property owners” are limited to Villa Balboa
residents is not made clear in the comment lefter.

The commenter goes on to state that Section 8.1 of the Deveiopment Agreement further
supports the intent to protect Villa Balboa and confer third-party beneficiary status on the Villa
Balboa residents. Section 8.1 is titled “Public Benefits.” As noted above, all development
agreements contain certain key sections. These include: (1) the duration of the agreement; (2)
the permitted uses of the property; (3) the density or intensity of use; (4) the maximum height
and size of the proposed buildings; (5) provisions for reservation and dedication of land for
public purposes; (6) conditions, terms, restrictions and requirements for subsequent
discretionary approvals; and (7) specific public benefits provided in consideration of the vested
development rights given. Section 8 of the Development Agreement identifies the “public
benefits” of: (1) enabling Hoag to construct facilities in accordance with the Master Plan; (2) of
public improvements that would result from the overall development agreement; and (3) the
restrictions on development contained in the Master Plan. The Development Agreement
indicates that these benefits are conferred on the public and nearby residents. The commenter
has inaccurately construed the conferral of benefits on the “public and nearby residents” as
establishing third-party beneficiary status for Villa Balboa.

The idea of a third-party beneficiary status for any outside party is further refuted by
development agreement law. As noted above, a development agreement may only be entered
into between a city or county on the one hand and a person or persons having a legal or
equitable interest in real property for the development of the property (see Cal. Govt. Code
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§65865(a)). Villa Balboa does not fall into either of these categories and therefore is not an
entity that could be a party to this Development Agreement.

Finally, in order to qualify as a third-party beneficiary under general contract law in California,
the contract either needs o specifically state that a particular entity is a third-party beneficiary of
the contract or the following needs to be established: (1) proof of the contracting parties' intent
to benefit the third-party gleaned from reading the contract as a whole in light of the
circumstances under which it was entered, and (2) proof that the promise the third-party seeks
to enforce was actually made to the third-party personally or to a class of which he is a
member—a literal contract interpretation that would result in a benefit to the third-party is not
enough to entitle that party to demand enforcement (see Neverkovec v. Fredericks, 74 Cal. App.
4th 337 (1999)). None of the factors above are present in this instance; therefore, Villa Balboa is
not entitled to third-party beneficiary status fo the Development Agreement.

Response 3

The City acknowledges that the Development Agreement contains the language referenced in
the comment letter as Section 6.5(b) that places a limit on maximum gross floor area for the
Master Plan and maximum height limits for the buildings. This provision was not added to the
1994 version of the Development Agreement as a result of negotiations between the City, Hoag,
and the Villa Balboa community, as suggested by the commenter. This provision was contained
in the original 1992 Development Agreement between the City and Hoag, and was done in an
effort to provide assurances to the community that the project would comply with the maximum
permitted gross floor area and the maximum permitted building heights defined in the Master
Plan. In other words, the City was simply exercising its police power to provide certain
assurances io the surrounding community. The commenter notes that the draft Development
Agreement contained as an exhibit to the 1992 EIR did not contain the referenced language.
That is correct. The Development Agreement inciuded as an exhibit was an early version of the
Development Agreement as it appeared prior to final negotiations with the City.

The proposed revisions to the Master Plan and the amendment to the Development Agreement
assessed in the Draft EIR do not allow for an increase in the maximum pemitted gross floor
area or the maximum permitted building heights from those set forth in the Development
Agreement. '

Response 4

The commenter suggests that the restriction in Section 6.5(b) of the Development Agreement
prohibiting the City Council from approving and Hoag from requesting any amendment to the
Master Plan or the Development Agreement that would increase the maximum permitted gross
floor area or the maximum permitted building height (within any lettered building envelope)
above that established by the Master Plan is violated by the proposed Master Plan Amendment
that would allow for a reallocation of square footage from the Lower Campus to the Upper
Campus. It is unclear from the comment exactly how such a transfer from one portion of the
project site to another portion of the projects site would constitute such a violation. The
language of the Development Agreement is clear and only restricts an increase in the maximum
permitted gross floor area or the maximum permitted building height (within any lettered building -
envelope) above that established by the Master Plan. The Master Plan established a maximum
permitted gross floor area of 1,343,238 sf and building heights within three designated buiiding
zones. Neither the gross floor area, building heights, nor building envelopes are proposed to be
changed. -
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Of note is that Section 8.1 of the Development Agreement cited by the commenter contains a
general discussion of public benefits, and is not controlling on this issue, nor does it support the
commenter's argument. Rather, Section 6.5(b) is controlling because it contains restrictions on
development at Hoag.

Response 5

The City acknowledges that Villa Balboa residents protested the then-proposed expansion of
Hoag Hospital in 1992 and requested limits on the allowable development at the project site.
The commenter suggests that the City, in its response to comments on the 1992 Final EIR No.
142, determined that transferring square footage from the Lower to the Upper Campus would
cause the impacts that Villa Balboa wanted to avoid—increased use of the service road and
increased density on the western portion of the Upper Campus.

The City did not make that determination, but indicated, in addressing a proposed alternative
suggested by Villa Balboa, that the Villa Balboa alternative, which would have reallocated much
of the proposed development for the Lower Campus to the Upper Campus, would not result in
any substantial environmental benefits but, would likely have the same significant impacts as
the expansion project proposed in Final EIR No. 142. Under CEQA, the only alternatives that
are to be included in an EIR are those that would result in a substantial decrease in potential
environmental impacts (see CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a)). The commenter suggests that the
City and Hoag, based on the City's response to the Villa Balboa comment in 1992, amended the
terms of the Development Agreement to fix the amount and location of development on the
project for a 26-year time period in order to address the residents concerns. The City is not
aware of any facts in the record supporting this position.

Any language in the Development Agreement to address public concerns were made by the
City acting as a “city,” and not the City and Hoag intending to make Villa Balboa a third-party
beneficiary of the Development Agreement. There is specific language in the Development
Agreement related to the maximum permitted gross floor area and maximum permitted building

height and neither is proposed to be change. Also, as noted in the response to Comment 4, the:

commenter’'s reliance on Section 8.1 of the Development Agreement is incorrect; the provision
does not affect development at Hoag. '

Response 6

The commenter's reliance on the referenced case is misplaced. In that case, a partnership and
its individual partners had entered into a lease with the owner of a building. The lease contained
specific provisions subordinating the lease to existing and future liens on the property. and
providing that if the building were sold or lost in foreclosure, the partnership woutd attorn to the
owner's successor and be bound by a new lease on the same terms as the existing lease. The
plaintiff lender loaned money to the owner that was secured by a deed of trust on the property.
After plaintiff foreclosed, the partnership took the position that the foreclosure extinguished the
lease and they vacated the property. The trial court ruled, and the appellate court affirmed, that
the lender was an intended third-party beneficiary under the lease because of the specific
language in the attornment provision that was designed to take effect upon foreclosure and was
specifically enforceable by the owner's successor. The lender was the owner's successor so
clearly fell into the category of those that could enforce the attornment provision. A. third-party
may qualify as a contract beneficiary only where the contracting parties must have intended to
benefit that individual and such intention must appear in the terms of the agreement. The fact

that a third-party may incidentally benefit by enforcement of the terms of an agreement between’

two other parties does not mean the third-party is a beneficiary under the agreement. Such
status must be clearly intended and be clearly manifested in the language of the agreement.

R:\Projects\NewporiJOOB\R TCRTC-012208.doc 3-145 Responses to Environmenial Comments




Hoag Memorial Hospilal Presbyterian Master Pian
Responses to Comments

Unlike the facts in the referenced case, there is no evidence in the Development Agreement
between the City and Hoag of intent to grant Villa Balboa, or any other entity or individual, third-
party beneficiary status. The City does not consider Villa Balboa a third-party beneficiary of the
Development Agreement. Please also refer to the response to Comment 2.

Response 7

The City respectfully disagrees with the commentor and feeis that the Draft EIR provides a full
analysis of all potential impacts from the proposed Master Plan Update Project. Those areas
identified in the comment and not addressed in the Draft EIR were all addressed in Final EIR
No. 142. The commenter is directed to the Initial Studies contained in Appendix A of the Draft
EIR for a more thorough discussion of the rationale for not including certain analyses in the

Draft EIR.
Response 8

The comment is vague in that it does not identify or discuss any specific mitigation measures,
project features, changed circumstances, or new information that should prompt additional
review according to the commenter. With one exception, Hoag has complied with all applicable
project féatures and mitigation measures identified in Final EIR No. 142. Mitigation measure 41
contained in Finai EIR No. 142 and reprinted on page 3.4-32 of the Draft EIR relates to
mechanical equipment at Hoag and requires that the noise from the exhaust fan at the West
Tower (which was assessed as part of Final EIR No. 142 and found to be exceeding 55 dBA} be
reduced to “acceptable levels” and that noise from new mechanical equipment be “mitigated in
accordance with applicable standards.” The applicable standards in this instance would be the
55 dBA as measured at the Hoag property line set forth in the PC Text. It is acknowledged in
the Draft EIR at page 3.4-25 that rooftop equipment on the Ancillary Building and equipment on
the third floor of the West Tower do not meet the 55 dBA PC Text limitation. Hoag has
continued to explore various options and implement various mechanisms to achieve the
required noise limit and the City has closely monitored their activities over the past number of
years. The Draft EIR discusses in detail plans for these particular areas designed to reduce
noise levels not only to within the 55 dBA limitation contained in the current PC Text but also to
within the new noise limitations included as part of the proposed Master Plan Update Project
(see Draft EIR, page 3.4-25-26). Mitigation Measure 41 from Final EIR No. 142 is to be
replaced by new Mitigation Measures 3.4-2 and 3.4-3 (Draft EIR, page 3.4-34) to ensure that
the proposals to reduce existing and future noise from mechanical equipment on the Ancillary
Building and West Tower is reduced to within the new noise limitations incorporated into the
proposed Master Plan Update Project. With the replacement of Mitigation Measure 41 from
Final EIR No. 142 with new Mitigation Measures 3.4-2 and 3.4-3, mechanical equipment noise
would be mitigated. Please also refer to Topical Response 3.

The City is not aware of any other project features or mitigation measures that have not been
carried out. If the commenter is aware of any, they need to identify them.

Lastly, any alleged failure to implement mitigation measures from Final EIR No. 142 does not
trigger the need to prepare a subsequent {as opposed fo a supplemental) EIR; see further
responses to comment 10, below. All issues requiring fult analysis in the Draft EIR due to their
potential to have significant effects on the environment were analyzed fully in the Draft EIR.
(See also the Initial Studies for the proposed Master Plan Update Project, included as Appendix
A of the Drait EIR.)
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Response 9

Piease refer to Topical Response 2. The City disagrees with the comment and believes that
Final EIR No. 142 is not outdated and also believes that the Draft EIR has appropriately taken
into account currently available information and data, changes in laws, and changes in
circumstances in preparing the Draft EIR. It should be noted that new information and changed
circumstances do not invalidate a prior programmatic EIR. Changed circumstances only
become relevant if they are substantial and would require revisions in the prior EIR due to the
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified significant effecits (see CEQA Guidelines §15162(a)(2)). There is no
evidence offered by commenter that either of these exist. For new information to be relevant, it
must be information that was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of
reasonabie diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified and must show one of the
following: {1) the project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous
EIR; (2) significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in
the previous EIR; (3) mitigation measures or afternatives previously found not to be feasible
would, in fact, be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the
project, but the project proponent declines to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or (4)
mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the
previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, but
the project proponents declined to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative (see CEQA
Guidelines §15162(a)(3)}. The commenter has not offered any information demonstrating that
any of these circumstances exist. .

Response 10

Please refer to Topical Response 2. This comment suggests either a misunderstanding
regarding the use of Subsequent and Supplemental EiRs under CEQA or is an overreaching
argument. The use of the term “subsequent environmental documentation” in the Hoag
Development Agreement is not determinative of the type of environmental document required
for the Master Plan Update Project. The term “subsequent environmental documentation” is not
a term defined in CEQA or elsewhere. It is simply an acknowledgement that Finat EIR No. 142
for the Master Plan was a program EIR and that subsequent, (i.e., future environmental
documentation) is required if future project-specific approvals identify environmental impacts not
fully addressed in the program EIR.

The Development Agreement states the law but is not predetermining the type of environmentai
documentation that would be required. Such a determination can only be made when a
particular project or project modification moves forward. At that time, the lead agency looks at a
proposed project or modification and, depending on whether a subsequent discretionary
approval will/will not lead to new impacts, will determine whether the discretionary action needs
to be accompanied by: (1) a Subsequent EIR; (2) a Supplemental EIR; (3) an Addendum; (4) a
Negative Declaration; or (5) no further documentation (see CEQA Guidelines §§15162, 15163,
and 15164).

The commenter suggests that the document required for the proposed project is a Subsequent
EIR rather than a Supplemental EIR. The commenter's primary support for this position is the
argument addressed above (i.e., the 1994 Development Agreement uses the term “subsequent
environmental documentation” and this must mean that a Subsequent EIR is required). There is
no support for such a position. ' _

An additional argument put forth by the commenter is that a Subsequent EIR is required if
substantial changes in the project or a substantial increase in the severity of effects are involved
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requiring new analysis or major revisions of a previous EIR. This is a correct statement of the
law but it is important to realize that it is not the substantial changes in the project or a
substantial increase in the severity of effects that are involved in the project that triggers the
need for a Subsequent versus a Supplemental EIR. Rather, it is whether the changes in the
project -or the increase in the severity of effects require major revisions of a previous EIR or
minor additions or changes to make the previous EIR adequate (see California Public
Resources Code §21166 and CEQA Guidelines §15163(a)). If the former, then a Subsequent
EIR is appropriate. If the latter, a Supplemental EIR is appropriate. This is a critical distinction
because the commenter appears to assume that if a proposed project results in substantial
changes to the previously approved project or substantial increases in the severity of impacts,
this would mandate the preparation of a subsequent rather than a supplemental EIR. As noted
above, this is an incorrect reading of the law. The critical factor that determines whether to
prepare a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR is whether or not the changes in the project or the
increase in the severity of effects would require major revisions to the previous EIR.

This position is supported by resources agency comments accompanying CEQA Guidelines
§15162. That comment reads: “A supplement to an EIR may be distinguished from a
subsequent EIR by the following: a supplement augments a previously certified EIR to the
extent necessary to address the conditions described in Section 15162 and to examine
mitigation and project alternatives accordingly. It is intended to revise the previous EIR through

‘supplementation. A subsequent EIR, by contrast, is a complete EIR which focuses on the

conditions described in Section 15162.”

While several judicial decisions have addressed the need or lack thereof for a Subsequent or
Supptemental EIRs in various circumstances, none have specified which of the two kinds of
documents should be prepared in a given situation. In this case, the City as the lead agency
determined that the appropriate vehicle for addressing the relevant conditions described in
Section 15162 was preparation of a Suppiemental EIR. This Supplemental EIR includes the
minor additions and changes necessary to make the previous EIR adequate. The City feels
there is substantial evidence in the record to support this decision. :

Response 11

The comment suggests that approval of the project will result in allowing substantial changes in
the severity of noise impacts and would result in a significant increase in noise in the adjacent
condominiums and Sunset View Park. The technical analysis prepared for the Draft EIR does
not support this conclusion. Rather, the noise levels from Hoag to the adjoining properties are
not anticipated to substantially change in any area along the project boundary other than the
possibility of an increase in the frequency of noise at the loading dock as a result of a potential
increase in the number of truck deliveries. The Draft EIR identifies that existing loading dock
activities exceed the Noise Ordinance limits on a regular basis. While more delivery truck visits
to the loading dock could occur with the buildout of the Master Plan, it is likely that increased
deliveries ‘would be accommodated through larger loads in a similar number of trucks. An
increase in the number of trucks is not expected to result in an increase in noise levels
generated by the loading dock but would instead increase the frequency of high noise levels
generated by truck activity. Activities in the loading dock area currently and will continue o
exceed the noise limits contained in the Noise Ordinance. The proposed Master Plan Update
Project contains exemption language to address this issue. Within the loading dock area,
delivery vehicles and the loading and unloading of delivery vehicles are proposed to be exempt
from any applicable noise standards and other loading dock area noise would be subject to
limits of 70 dB (daytime) and 58 dB (nighttime). The impact would not be substantially greater
than identified in Final EIR No. 142. Please also refer to Topical Response 3.
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As a point of clarification to the commentor, truck noise, related loading, and unloading noise,
‘and grease pit cleaning were never subject to the 55 dBA noise restriction contained in the PC
Text. That noise restriction only applies to mechanical appurtenances located on building
rooftops and utility vaults (see Draft EIR, page 3.4-7}. Existing and proposed noise limits were

identified in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR and are provided below:

S ol T Proposed Limit
L Noise Source.. | CurrentLimit(dBA) | ~  (dBA)- -
Mechanical Equipment at West 55 Leq® 70 Leq (Dayy/58 Leqg
Tower & Ancilfary Building q (Night)
Loading Dock (delivery vehicles 60 Leq
and the loading/unloading ops.} 80 Lmax” Exempt
Loading Dock (non-delivery 60 Leg 70 Leq (Day)/58 Leq
operations) 80 Lmax” (Might)
Grease Trap Exempt Exempt
Cogeneration Plant (nearest 60 Leq (Day)/50 Leq® { 60 Leq (Day)/50 Leq
residence) {Night) {Night)
# Existing Development Agresment
" Based on Mixed Use Residential standard contained in Noise Ordinance

Hoag is currently exempt from the City of Newport Beach’s Noise Ordinance where application
of the Noise Ordinance would impair the development of the hospital's property (see Draft EIR,
page 3.4-6). The proposed Master Plan Update Project would remove this exemption. In place,
the Applicant is requesting a modification from those noise standards only at the ioading dock.
The modification at the loading dock area is based on extensive noise studies and analysis of
potential mitigation measures that indicate there are no feasible CEQA mitigation measures to
reduce potential noise at the loading dock below the modified levels indicated. In other words,
there is no significant increase in noise as a resuit of the proposed Master Plan Update Project,
but rather a modification in the applicable noise standards to reflect consistency with the City's
Noise Ordinance and a modification to that Noise Ordinance to reflect existing noise leveis at
the loading dock following implementation of all feasible mitigation measures. As discussed at

length in the Draft EIR (pp. 3.4-24-27), most of the noise generating activities in the loading

dock area are expected to not change significantty from those noise levels measured as part of
the Final EIR No. 142 or are expected to be less than existing conditions (e.g., rooftop
equipment at the Ancillary Building and West Tower) due to application of feasible mitigation
measures imposed as part of the Draft EIR. The Master Plan Update EIR also includes new
mitigation measures to address noise levels at the loading dock. Please refer to MM 3.4-4 (truck
deliveries); MM 3.4-5 (sound absorption panels in the loading dock}); MM 3.4-6 (relocation and
enclosure of the trash compactor); and MM 3.5-7 (posting of “No Idling” signs). Topicai
Response 3 also identifies a new Project Design Feature proposed to address noise from the
loading dock area. '

As a point of clarification to the commenter, Final EIR No. 142 did not identify 55 dBA at the
Hoag property line as the threshold between significance and insignificance. The 55 dBA was a
mechanical appurtenance standard imposed by the PC Text and not the 1992 EIR. Final EIR
No. 142 required that: “Prior to the issuance of a grading and/or building permit, the project
sponsor shall demonstrate to the City that existing noise levels associated with the on-site
exhaust fan are mitigated to acceptable levels. Similarly, the project sponsor shall demonstrate
that all noise levels generated by mechanical equipment associated with the Master Plan are
mitigated in accordance with applicable standards.” Final EIR No. 142, page 4-135 (Mitigation
Measure 8-3 renumbered as Mitigation Measure 41 and reprinted in the Draft EIR, page 3.4-32).
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The assumption is that the applicable standard for mechanical equipment associated with the
Master Plan was the standard (55 dBA} contained in the PC Text.

Please refer to the response to Comment 10 regarding why a Supplemental EIR is the
appropriate CEQA documentation. Please also refer to the response to Comment 8 regarding
the Mitigation Program in Final EIR No. 142.

Response 12

The Draft EIR, inclusive of the noise study (Appendix F of the Draft EIR) and proposed noise
mitigation measures, did analyze all potential noise impacts of the proposed Master Plan
Update Project. As addressed in the Draft EIR, all noise impacts can be mitigated to a level that
is lgss than significant with the exception of the loading dock. The Draft EIR on page 3.4-37
states “The proposed changes to the Development Agreement could eventually result in higher
noise levels at the nearby residences (compared to existing conditions). Mitigation measures:
are recommended and it has been determined that no other feasible mitigation exists that would
reduce impacts from the loading dock area to below the limits contained in the City’s Noise
Ordinance. Modification of the Development Agreement, as proposed, will allow noise to exceed
the Noise Ordinance criteria in the vicinity of the loading dock area, even after application of the
feasible mitigation measures discussed above; therefore, the proposed changes must be
identified as resulting in significant and unavoidable adverse impacts.” Please also refer to

Topical Response 3. :
Response 13

There are no unmitigated noise impacts from Final EIR No. 142 except for noise from specific
fans at the Ancillary Building and West Tower; noise from these sources has been fully
mitigated as discussed in the Draft EIR. Mitigation Measure 41 has .been replaced with
Mitigation Measures 3.4-2 and 3.4-3.

The particular measures discussed by the commenter were not determined to be feasible
mitigation measures and were thus not required to be included in the list of noise mitigation
measures for the Draft EIR. The Court of Appeal in Los Angeles Unified School District v. City of
Los Angeles, 58 Cal. App. 4™ 1019 (1997), stated the following: ‘[A]n EIR need not analyze
every imaginable alternative or mitigation measure; its concem is with feasible means of
reducing environmental effects.

"With respect to enclosing the loading dock, the Draft EIR acknowledges that such an enclosure
would not effectively address the significant noise impact in the loading dock area; specificalty
the enclosure would only have a minimal reduction effect on noise at the nearby residences and
would not bring the loading dock area into compiiance with the City’s Noise Ordinance. The City
is not required to adopt mitigation measures that would not substantially reduce or avoid
impacts. Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§21002, 21100; see also, Napa Citizens for Honest Gov't v.
Napa County Bd. of Supervisors, 91 Cal. App. 4™ 342, 365 (2001) (holding that an EIR need not
propose adoption of mitigation measures that would not effectively address a significant impact).

With respect to instaliing 2 sound wall at the property boundary between the loading dock and
the Villa Balboa Condominiums, the sound wall would need to be 25.5 feet in height. The Draft
EIR identifies that a soundwall could be constructed along Hoag's westerly property line to
reduce noise levels at the residences but not at the height needed to fully mitigate the existing
impact. The geometry in this area is not favorabie for its construction. Hoag's property is lower
than the residential property and therefore, the soundwall would, in effect, be constructed in a
hole. The wall would need to be 25.5 feet high to provide the 8 dB noise reduction to bring the
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loading dock noise into compiiance with the Noise Ordinance. A 25.5 foot high soundwall is not
feasible. Further, such a sound wall would have aesthetic impacts from the height of the wall,
elimination of views for residents adjacent to the wall, and the removal of mature landscaping.
Thus, a soundwall of the necessary height not only would be infeasible to |mplement but have
significant effects.

With respect to enclosure of the balconies and/or upgraded windows at the adjacent residences,
the Draft EIR identifies two measures that could be implemented to reduce noise impacts, but
would not bring the loading dock noise into compliance with the Noise Ordinance. These actions
were not identified as recommended mitigation measures in the Draft EIR because they would
be subject to homeowner and Homeowner Association approvals and it cannot be guaranteed
that this permission would be granted. Because the City cannot forcibly impose the barriers on
residents, off-site attenuation at private residences was not considered feasible mitigation.
Further, window upgrades result in a noise reduction only if the windows are in the closed
position. The indoor Noise Ordinance criteria are applied with the windows in the open position,
and no benefit would occur with the windows open.

Subsequent to the completion of the public review period for the Draft EIR, the City has met with
Hoag to address noise measures. While the City acknowledges that owners of the Villa Baiboa
condominiums affected by loading dock-related noise may not desire modifications to their
condominiums and as such it is appropriate that the EIR not identify off-site noise attenuation
measures as mitigation, Hoag has agreed to provide window and siiding door upgrades to
owners of the affected units. As such, the following is recommended by the City to be
incorporated into the Final EIR as a Project Design Feature:

Within six months following approvat of the Master Plan Update Project by the City of
Newport Beach and the expiration of any appeals, statute of limitations or
referendum periods for challenging any of the Project approvals, the Applicant shall -
offer a window/sliding glass door upgrade (dual pane windows) program to the
owners of the residents (Owners) living at 260 Cagney Lane, Newport Beach, in
units 102, 103, 104, 105, 202, 203, 204, 205, 302, 303, 304, and 305; and 280
Cagney Lane, Newport Beach in units 102, 103, 104, 105, 202, 203, 204, 205, 302,
202, 204, and 305 pursuant to the following provisions and guidelines: (i) in order to
participate in the program and receive new windows/sliders, each Owner must

- provide written notice to the Applicant within 14 days following receipt of the
proposed program from Appticant, that Owner wants to participate in the program; (ii)
failure to respond within such time period shall mean the Owners desires not to
participate; (i) only those windows/sliders that do not already have dual pane glass
will be replaced; (iv) the replacement windows/sliders will be installed by a third-party
contractor as part of one overall program pursuant to a contract between the Villa
Balboa Homeowners Association (Association) and such third-party contractor
selected by the Association; (v) the Association shall provide the Applicant with a
written estimate from the contractor stating that the total cost of the replacement
program and obtain Applicant’s written approval of such work prior to executing a
contract with the contractor; (vi) the total cost of the window/slider replacement and
related patch-up work to be reimbursed by the Applicant to the Association for the
replacement and related for all Owners shall not exceed the sum of $150,000.000;

~and (vii) provided the Applicant receives the reimbursement request from the
Association within 60 days following completion of the work, the Applicant shall
reimburse the Association for the cost of the window/slider replacement work within
30 days of the Applicant’s receipts of a final receipt or bill from the Association
evidencing that the window/slider replacernent work was completed pursuant to the
approved estimate.
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On the loading dock, Hoag will be installing acoustic panels to reduce reflective noise. Noise
that happens near or on the loading dock could be reduced by 3 dB at the residences with the
acoustic panels. The box crusher will either be enclosed or a new box crusher will be installed;
the expected noise reduction from this source would be 20 to 25 dB (not overall noise). With
regard to the commenter's suggestion that noise mitigation is needed for parks in the vicinity of
Hoag, mitigation is not needed because park areas are not subject to any City Noise Ordinance
limits (see Draft EIR, page 3.4-14).

Response 14

The cogeneration facility is not part of the proposed Master Plan Update Project; it is an existing
land use. Please refer to Topical Response 1. Any inferences in the comment that the existence
of the cogeneration facility triggered the need to have prepared a different type of environmental
assessment document than the Draft EIR is fully addressed in the response to Comment 10.

Response 15

With respect to the comment requesting the preparation of a subsequent EIR, please refer to
the response to Comment 10 and Topical Response 2.

The commenter's concern regarding the adequacy of local wastewater treatment and the
proposed project’s potential impact on water quality is misplaced. The proposed Master Plan
Update Project does not include any specific plans for buildings, but rather involves the
reallocation of previously entitled square footage from the Lower Campus to the Upper Campus.
Reallocating square footage would not result in an increase the anticipated demand on
wastewater treatment systems.

There are no “changed circumstances” regarding the treatment of wastewater “so substantial,
as to “require major revisions in the environmental impact report.” See A Local & Regional
Monitor v. City of Los Angeles, 12 Cal. App. 4" 1173, 1803 (relatively minor changes in
circumstances, or those changes that do not cause any significant impacts other than those
already contemplated by the EIR, do not require preparation of a subsequent EIR). Final EIR
No. 142 discussed that sewer services for Hoag's facilities are provided by the City's Utilities
Department and Sanitation District No. 5 (see Final EIR No. 142, pages 4-203 and 4-04). A 30- .
inch sewer line continues to exist within West Coast Highway in the vicinity of the project site.
The Initial Studies (included as Appendix A to the Draft EIR) address this issue, referencing the
30-inch sewer line and noting Final EIR No. 142's identification of the potential need to expand
the existing 15-inch City sewer trunk main. Future buildout of Hoag’s facilities per the amended

‘Master Plan will use this existing and operational sewer line; therefore impacts would not be -

differant than assessed in Final EIR No. 142,

The Orange County Sanitation District's 301(h) waiver (related to water quality of wastewater
discharged from Orange County Sanitation District facility) is not applicable to the proposed
Master Plan Update Project. Any concems regarding water quality of wastewater discharges
should be directed to the City’s Utility Department and/or to Orange County Sanitation District
as the Applicant is not governed by the waiver nor does the Applicant hold any NPDES permits
that are governed by such a waiver program. Commenter's statements regarding wastewater
quality in this context are outside the scope of the Draft EIR and are not related to any of the
thresholds of significance used by the City to assess impacts of the proposed project. Further,
the proposed Master Plan Update Project will have a less than significant impact on wastewater
facilities.
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The commenter's statements regarding Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs} are noted.
However, the commenter's opinion that the TMDLs applicable to Newport Bay endow urban
runoff impacts with greater significance is not supported by the comment. Dependant upon the
particular TMDL under consideration, urban runoff may or may not have been determined by the
applicable regulatory agencies to be a substantial contributor to impacts to Newport Bay.
Additionally, the comment appears to imply that existing TMDLs would apply directly to Hoag.
implementation of TMDLs for Newport Bay takes place through inclusion in permits and/or
implementation of specific programs. For discharges of urban runoff, such as what would flow
from Hoag, implementation of TMDLs for Newport Bay is carried out by the City through the
public storm drain permit (Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Board Order No. R8-2002-
0010/NPDES Permit No. CAS618030 (NPDES Permit)). The NPDES Permit incorporates the
TMDLs and charges the permittees, including the City of Newport Beach, with ensuring that
discharges from public storm drain systems to impaired waters, such as Newport Bay, comply
with the TMDLs. Hoag is not a permittee of the NPDES Permit. The Santa Ana Regional Water
Quality Board, the County of Orange, nor the City has imposed TMDL-related obligations
directly on Hoag; rather, meeting TMDLs is a City obligation through the NPDES Permit. The
fact that TMDLs have been adopted since certification of the Final EIR No. 142 does not trigger
the need to prepare a subsequent EIR as obligations to meet TMDLs do not apply directly to the
Master Plan Update Project.

In order to discharge their obligations under the NPDES Permit, NPDES permittees adopted the
Drainage Area Management Plan {DAMP), which contains a program to require treatment of
urban runoff from certain new development and significant redevelopment projects. (Please
note that the DAMP replaces the proposed Storm Water Master Plan referenced in Final EIR
No. 142.) The following is offered to clarify the Applicant’s cbligations under the DAMP program.

The City of Newport Beach has adopted a Local Implementation Plan (LIP) to implement the -

DAMP within the City. Per the LIP, future buildout under the proposed Master Plan Update
Project assumptions must adhere to project-specific requirements of the LIP; these
requirements are imposed upon developments within the City through the City's Municipal Code
Section 14.36.040. Pursuant to the requirements of the City’s LIP, the following requirements
would be imposed by the City to future construction activities meeting the definitions of either
“‘new development” or “significant redevelopment” in the LIP:

» Prior to the issuance of any grading or building permits, the Applicant shall be required
to submit to the City for review and approval a Project Water Quality Management Plan
(WQMP) that: ,

— Discusses regional or watershed programs (if applicable);

— Addresses Site Design Best Management Practices (BMPs) (as applicable) such as
minimizing impervious areas, maximizing permeability, minimizing directly connected
impervious areas, creating reduced or “zero discharge” areas, and conserving
natural areas;

— Incorporates the applicable Routine Source Control BMPs as defined in the DAMP;

— Incorporates Treatment Control controls as defined in the DAMP (which generally
require that projects infiltrate filter or treat the volume of runoff produced from a 24-
_ hour 85h percentile storm event);

- Generally describes the long-term operation and maintenance requirements for the
Treatment Control BMPs;
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— Identifies the entity that will be responsible for long-term operation and maintenance
of the treatment Control BMPs; and

— Describes the mechanism for funding the long-term operation and maintenance of
the Treatment Control BMPs.

« Prior to grading or building permit closeout and/or the issuance of a certificate of use or
a certificate of occupancy, the Applicant shall be required to:

— Demonstrate that all structural BMPs described in the Project WQMP have been
constructed and installed in conformance with approved plans and specifications;

— Demonstrate that the Applicant is prepared to implement all non-structural BMPs
described in the Project WQMP;

— Demonstrate that an adequate number of copies of the approved Project WQMP are
available for the future occupiers;

— Submit for review and approval by the City an Operations. and Maintenance {O&M)
Plan for all structural BMPs. '

The concept of the LIP is that through requirements that projects implement site design, source
control, and treatment controls, these controls work in concert to ensure water quality issues for
a particular project are sufficiently addressed such that adverse impacts on downstream waters
are avoided (see City of Newport Beach, Local Implementation Plan, page 7.ll-1). Through
adherence to the City Code and the LIP, the City has required Hoag to prepare and implement
WQMPs for projects at Hoag and will continue to require the implementation of new WQMPs or
amendment to existing WQMPs for future development. By adherence to applicable laws, water
quality impacts from build out of the proposed Master Plan Update Project would be less than
significant as concluded in the Initial Studies (inciuded as Appendix A of the Draft EIR).

Additionally, water quality impacts from buildout of the Master Plan Update were determined to -
be less than significant in Final EIR No. 142 primarily due to adherence to the then-proposed

regulatory program entitled the “Storm Water Master Plan” (see Final EiR No. 142, page 4-18).

As stated above, the Storm Water Master Plan has been replaced by the DAMP and the LIP.

Therefore, water quality impacts would continue to remain less than significant through

implementation of the current water quality regulatory programs. Because water quality impacts

were determined to be less than significant, mitigation measures suggested by the commenter

are not necessary but will be forwarded to the decisionmakers for consideration.

The treatment controls referenced by the commenter will be required by the City to be
implemented through the WQMP program for new development projects at Hoag. Filter packs
are a type of treatment device that will be considered for each individual future development
project at Hoag in compliance with the LIP’s requirements governing the selection of treatment
devices.

Response 16

The City assumes that the commenter is referencing the San Joaquin Hills blind thrust fault.
This fault is addressed in the City of Newport Beach 2006 General Plan Safety Element which
states:
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The City of Newport Beach is located in the northern part of the Peninsular Ranges
Province, an area that is exposed to risk from multiple earthquake fault zones. The
highest risks originate from the Newport-Inglewood fault zone, the Whittier fault zone,
the San Joaquin Hills fault zone, and the Elysian Park fault zone, each with the
potential to cause moderate to large earthquakes that would cause ground shaking
in Newport Beach and nearby communities. Earthquake-triggered geologic effects
also inciude surface fault rupture, landslides, liquefaction, subsidence, and seiches.
Earthquakes can also lead to urban fires, dam failures, and toxic chemical releases,
all man-related hazards.

The City’s Emergency Management Plan (July 15, 2004) notes that:

The San Joaquin Hills Fault is considered to be an active fault, running paraliel to the
coastline. The fauit roughly extends from John Wayne Airport at the northeast end to
the I-5/1-405 freeway connection. Initial research shows the San Joaquin Hills Fauit
capable of generating a 7.1 magnitude earthquake. The most important feature,
though, is that the San Joaquin Hills Fault is a thrust fault, meaning that the motion it
generates will be stronger and more violent than the motion caused by any of the
other faults affecting Newport Beach...

The University of California, Irvine 2007 Long Range Development Plan Draft EIR (August
2007) states:

Recent research has identified the San Joaquin Hills blind thrust fault in Orange
County. A blind thrust fault is a fault hidden under the uppermost layers of the Earth’s
crust so there is no direct evidence of it on the ground; when the fault slips, however,
it can produce large and significant uplifts, potentially damaging homes and roads.
The San Joaguin Hills fault is a blind thrust fault accommodating the uplift and
growth of the coastal regions of Orange County from Seal Beach to Dana Point. The
exact location of this fault in unknown; however, it is probably connected to the
offshore Newport-Inglewood fault that comes ashore in Newport Beach and
continues north to Los Angeles. Evidence suggests that the San Joaquin Hills fault
broke 200 to 300 years ago, indicating that it would be unlikely to happen again for
another several hundred years. Based on GIS data from the City of Irvine, the
highest intensity ground-shaking from this fault is anticipated to occur across
southern Irvine, which is where the campus is located.

From the Village Entrance Project Draft EIR, City of Laguna Beach, 2006: |

Recent studies suggest that an active blind thrust fault system underlies the San
Joaquin Hills. The San Joaquin Hills fault lies under the site at a depth of about 9
miles. This postulated blind thrust fault is believed to be a faulted anticlinal foid,
subparallel to the Newport-Inglewood fault zone but considered a distinctly separate
seismic source.

The San Joaquin Hills are rising at an estimated average rate of 0.21 to 0.27 meters
per 1,000 years. The recency of movement and Holocene slip rate of this fault are
not known. However, the fauit has been estimated to be capable of a Magnitude 6.8
to 7.3 earthquake. This estimation is based primarily on coastal geomorphology and
age-dating of marsh deposits that are elevated above the current coastline.

The San Joaquin Hills thrust fauit is not exposed at the surface and does not present
a potential surface fault rupture hazard. However, the San Joaquin Hills Thrust is an
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active feature that can generate future earthquakes. The CGS estimates an average
slip rate of 0.5 millimeters per year and a maximum Magnitude of 6.6 for the San
Joaquin Hills Thrust.

The San Joaquin Hills Thrust has been postulated to be an on-shore extension of the
Oceanside and Thirty-mile Bank Thrusts, a biind thrust system identified in the
California Borderiands, offshore of the Orange County and the San Diego County
coaslline. This thrust system is believed to extend to at least the United
States/Mexican border on the south. The offshore thrust system has been identified
through detailed mapping of sea floor scarps, local uplift on marine terraces, and
structural modeling. The 1986 Magnitude 5.3 Oceanside Earthquake has been
attributed to the Oceanside Thrust. : _

Like other blind thrust fauits in the Los Angeles area, the Qceanside and Thirtymile
Bank Thrusts are not exposed at the surface and do not present a potential surface
fault rupture hazard. The CGS does not consider the Oceanside and Thirtymile Bank
Thrusts to be separate seismic sources from the San Joaquin Hilis. (Sources: Grant,
i. B., Ballenger, L. J., and Runnerstrom, E. E., 2002, “Coastal Uplift of the San
Joaquin Hills, Southern Los Angeles Basin, California, by a Large Earthquake Since
A. D. 1635, Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America, Vol. 92, No. 2, pp. 590-
599. Report of Geotechnical Evaluation/Proposed Village Entrance Project April 12,
2006; Grant, L. B., Mueller, K. J., Gath, E. M., and Munro, R., 2000, ‘Late
Quaternary Uplift and Earthquake Potential of the San Joaquin Hills, Southern Los
Angeles Basin, California: Reply” Geology, Vol. 28, No. 4, p384; Grant, L. B.,
Mueller, K. J., Gath, E. M., Cheng, H., Edwards, R.E., and Munro, R., 1999, “Late
Quaternary Upiift and Earthquake Potential of the San Joaquin Hills, Southern Los
Angeles Basin, California” Geology, Vol. 27, p. 1031-1034.} '

Consequently, information about the San Joaquin Hills blind thrust fault does not represent new
information. Data about this blind thrust fault has been known by and taken into consideration
by the City as a part of citywide emergency preparedness and citywide planning efforts,
inclusive of the Hoag site. Please also refer to the response to Comment 10 and Topical
Response 2. '

Response 17

Please refer to the response to Comment 10 and Topical Response 2. The Draft EIR addresses
potential air quality impacts of both the existing approved Hoag Master Plan and the proposed
Master Plan Update Project using currently adopted South Coast Air Quality Management
District significance thresholds for criteria pollutants, including but not limited to ozone and
PM2.5. Please see Section 3.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR.

Section 3.3 states:

Final EIR No. 142 was certified in 1992, prior to the publication of SCAQMD’s CEQA
Air Quality Handbook in 1993 and the significance thresholds presented in the
handbook. Final EIR No. 142 found that construction emissions would result in
significant, unavoidable impacts. The EIR found no significant impacts to long-term,
project emissions associated with carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOx), or
reactive organic gases (ROG). However, it should be noted that the project-related
CO, ROG, and NOx emissions presented in Final EIR No. 142 exceed the
significance thresholds which were subsequently published in SCAQMD’s CEQA Air
Quality Handbook (1993). The analysis in Final EIR No. 142 compared project

RAProjecisiNewporWJOOBIRTC\RTG-012208.do¢ 3-156 Responses 1o Environmental Corments



Hoag Memorial Hospital Prasbyterian Master Plan

Responses o Commenis

emissions with regional emissions for the basin and Source Receptor Area 18 (the
SCAQMD-designated area within which Hoag is located), and concluded that since
the project represented such a small portion of regional emissions, the project did not
result in a significant impact. Final EIR No. 142 did determine, however, that
development of the Master Plan in conjunction with present and future projects would
have a significant unavoidable cumulative impact on regional air quality.

The findings of the Draft EiR are consistent with the findings of Final EIR No. 142 when using
the SCAQMD thresholds. Both the existing Hoag Master Plan Project and the proposed Hoag
Master Plan Update Project would result in air pollutant emissions that exceed SCAQMD’s
construction thresholds. Short-term construction air quality impacts would be significant even
with mitigation incorporated resulting in a significant unavoidable adverse impact.

Significance of construction impacts are determined by comparing the daily emissions of
pollutants associated with construction with the SCAQMD Regional Thresholds presented in
Table 3.3-8 of the Draft Master Plan Update EIR or with the Localized Significance Thresholds
(LST) recommended by the SCAQMD. The Regional Thresholds are poflution emission rates,
which, if exceeded, are considered to be regionally significant in terms of the region attaining
the Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS). The SCAQMD LSTs are emission thresholds to
ensure that an activity does not cause concentrations at nearby sensitive receptors to exceed
the AAQS or to cause a significant increase in concentrations for poliutants where the AAQS is
exceeded without the activity. The SCAQMD performed dispersion modeling using typical
weather patterns to correlate emissions with concentrations and establish the emission
thresholds. These values and a review of the LST emission thresholds determlned by SCAQMD
were used as the basis as the discussion for the likelihood of an impact.

The SCAQMD LSTs are emission thresholds to ensure that an activity does not cause
concentrations at nearby sensitive receptors to exceed the AAQS or to cause a significant
increase in concentrations for pollutants where the AAQS is exceeded without the actl\nty The

SCAQMD performed dispersion modeling using typicat weather patterns to correlate emissions

with concentrations and establish the emission thresholds.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, there are no specific construction projects proposed and,
therefore, no information to calculate emissions from construction activities associated with the
Master Plan Update Project. The discussion on Pages 3.3-18 and 3.3-19 of the Draft EIR under
the Shor-term Construction Impacts: Regional Air Quality Impacts heading addresses
construction emissions in general and why the emissions from construction activities associated
with the project would be likely to exceed the thresholds.

The proposed Master Plan Update Project could generate fewer pollutant emissions than would
occur with the already-approved Master Plan because of trip reductions associated with the
proposed Master Plan Update Project. The amount of reduction would be dependent on the
amount of square feet reallocated from the Lower Campus to the Upper Campus. Therefore,
compared to the long-term air quality impacts associated with the existing Master Plan, the
proposed Master Plan Update Project’s impacts could be reduced. However, consistent with the
findings of Final EIR No. 142 for the existing Hoag Master Plan Project, the proposed Master
Plan Update Project’s operations would result in emissions of CO, VOC, and NOx, which would
exceed the SCAQMD-established operational phase thresholds. The proposed mitigation
measures would reduce these impacts, but not to a level considered less than significant.
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Response 18

Please refer to the response to Comment 10 .and Topical Response 2, The Draft EIR was
prepared and takes into consideration the current growth projections for Orange County which
are coordinated by the Center for Demographic Research and develtoped in conjunction with the
County of Orange and cities within Orange County. These projections, known a the Orange
County Projections (OCP) are also used by SCAG and the SCAQMD for regional planning
programs, such as the Air Quality Management Plan, the Regional Transportation Plan, and
Regional Growth Management Element. OCP-2006 has been approved by the local jurisdictions
and adopted by the Orange County Council of Governments and SCAG as the official growth
projections for the County. The Draft EIR also addresses the proposed Master Plan Update’s
with respect to the General Plan 2006 Update and the City’s Local Coastal Plan.

The City acknowledges that the Draft EIR addresses updated population and policy data that
was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was certified, the EIR
analysis does not involve new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the
severity of previously identified significant effects with respect to growth projections, the General
Plan, or the Local Coastal Plan. The proposed Master Plan Update Project would not allow for
any additional development bayond that already permitted by the adopted Hoag Master Plan.

Response 19

Please also refer to the response to Comment 10 and Topical Response 2. Each of these
projects has been taken into consideration, as applicable, in the analysis found in the Draft EIR.
For example, as addressed on page 3.2-4 of the Draft EIR, the Master Plan Update traffic study
was prepared using the current City of Newport Beach Transportation Modei (NBTM). The
NBTM “Constrained” network was used for 2015 analysis and the City’s “Buildout” network (also

_known as the City's currently adopted “General Plan Baseline” network) was used for 2025

analysis. The NBTM was used for the City's General Plan Update. The primary study area of the
NBTM is generally bound by the Brookhurst Street/Santa Ana River on the west, Adams
Avenue/Baker Street’‘Campus Drive/SR-73 on the north, Crystal Cove State Park on the east,

“and the Pacific Ocean on the south. The NBTM includes cumulative regional growth including

growth within and outside of the City. This includes traffic from neighboring jurisdictions. These
projections include all reasonably foreseeable and probable future projects in the region.
Therefore, the traffic analysis has accounted for cumulative traffic impacts. With respect to air
quality, the Draft EIR air quality analysis was based on the traffic analysis which takes into
account regional growth. With respect to “other impacts,” the Draft EIR addressed the applicabie
cumulative study areas for the applicable environmental topics. For example, a development
such as the Seacliff Village Shopping Center located more than 7 miles from Hoag would not
have a noise impact on Hoag and Hoag would not have a noise impact on the shopping center.
The distance between the two sites would not cumulatively contribute to noise impacts.

Please also refer to the subsequent response to Comment 49.

Response 20

Please refer to the response to Comment 10 and Topical Response 2. With respect to the
Sunset Ridge Park Site located west of Superior Avenue, the General Plan Recreation Eiement
identifies the site as a future active park. The City has been pursuing the development of a park
on either side of Superior Avenue, west of the Hoag Lower Campus since the early 1990s. The
proposed park site consists of two parcels; a 15-acre parcel west of Superior Avenue and a 2-
acre parcel East of Superior Avenue located along West Coast Highway. The parcels were
purchased by the State of California many years ago for the Coastal Freeway, which was
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abandoned by the State many years ago. In April 2005, the Newport Beach City Council
retained RJM Design Group for the preparation of a master plan for the development of the
proposed Sunset Ridge Park. Later in 2005, the City purchased the smaller parcel from the
State for $175,000 dollars. In September 20086, the City purchased the larger parcel for $5
million dollars. Aithough the final amenities to be placed in the park are yet to be determined,
the park may consist of sports fields, tot lots, skate parks, natural and passive park areas,
restroom buildings, parking lots, lighting, and perhaps a pedestrian bridge to connect the two
sites. The park development will require a considerable amount of grading, drainage
improvements, and perhaps an access road connecting westbound Coast Highway to the site
through the adjacent Banning Ranch property. Planning and design of the park is ongoing and
park development will require environmental review pursuant to CEQA as a separate project.
Development of this park is not related to the Hoag Master Plan project; however, funds paid to
the City by Hoag as a result of the proposed amendment of the Development Agreement may
be used by the City to improve the future park. The future development of the Sunset Ridge
Park does not represent a new significant impact that must be addressed in the Draft EIR for the
Master Plan Update Project.

'Response 21

Please also refer to the responses to Comments 10 and 19 and Topical Response 2. The
extension of 19" Street across the Santa Ana River has been assumed in the City of Newport
Beach General Plan and the Orange County Master Plan of Arterials and Highways, and
therefore should be included in the NBTM forecasting assumptions for Year 2025 conditions
(referred to as the City’s adopted “Buildout” or “General Plan Baseline” network, as described in
Section 5.1.2 of the Draft EIR traffic study). For Year 2015 conditions, the NBTM “constrained”
network was used. The constrained network does not assume the 19" Street bridge connection,
as stated in Section 5.1.2 of the Draft EIR traffic study.

Response 22

The City concurs that adequate parking must be provided. The City currently requires and will
continue to require that a parking study be provided and approved by the City Traffic Engineer
for each individual building project at Hoag to determine the specific parking requirements for
that project. The City reviews each parking study for use of appropriate methodology and
accuracy. Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR addresses this issue. Hoag is required to provide all
parking on the site in surface lots, subterranean parking structures, and/or aboveground parking
. structures. For Upper Campus land uses, surface parking lots are provided for the James Irvine
Surgery Center and for the Emergency Care Unit. Two parking structures are provided for
hospital visitors, physicians, and employees. Parking on the Lower Campus is provided in
surface lots and in one parking structure. Parking requirements are based on building types and
the area allocated for land use function, as set forth in the PC Text (see Table 3.2-11 of the
Draft EIR). The City determines parking needs based upon building type and the area aliotted to
specific functions. Any area that is calculated as part of the total floor area limitation is included
in the gross floor area to determine the parking requirement. Because adequate parking is
required to be provided now and in the future as a condition of project-specific development
proiects, the Draft EiR determine that no significant impacts are expected associated with the
provision of on-site parking at Hoag. This would also be true for existing parking conditions at
Hoag. ' '
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Response 23

The form of environmental documentation used to assess impacts from the proposed Master
Plan Update Project is appropriate. A subsequent EIR requested by the commenter is not
necessary. Please refer to Topical Response 2. _

Response 24

Final EIR No. 142 was certified by Resolution 92-43 as adequate by the City of Newport Beach
on May 11, 1992; the Final EIR was not subject to litigation and therefore stands as an
adequate CEQA document for the Hoag Master Plan.

While the commenter refers to “numerous” mitigation measures (as not being implemented), the
commenter cites only 3 of the 124 mitigation measures in Final EIR No. 142. With respect to the
commenter's general statements regarding implementation of mitigation measures and reliance
on the analysis contained in Final EIR No. 142, please refer to the responses to GComments 8 10
discussing how mitigation measures from Final EIR No. 142 have been implemented and why
the form of documentation presented by the Draft EIR is appropriate. With regard to the three
specific mitigation measures referenced in the comment, the three measures are either
proposed to be replaced or as having been implemented: '

MM 112. The Project Sponsor shall ensure that construction activities are
conducted in accordance with Newport Beach Municipal Code, which
limits the hours of construction and excavation work to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00
p.m. on weekdays and 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays. No person
shall, while engaged in construction, remodeling, digging, grading,
demolition, painting, plastering or any other related building activity,
operate any tool, equipment or machine in a manner that produces loud
noises that disturbs, or could disturb, a person of normal sensitivity who
works or resides in the vicinity, on any Sunday or any holiday.

Rationale for Deletion: Mitigation Measure 112 was adopted as part of Final EIR No. 142.
This measure has been superseded by the City's standard condition for hours of
construction. The City’s standard condition is as follows:

SC 3.4-1 During construction, the Applicant shall ensure that all noise-generating
activities be limited to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:30 PM on weekdays and
8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturdays. No noise-generating activities shall
occur on Sundays or national holidays in accordance with the City of
Newport Beach Noise Ordinance.

MM 114. Rooftop mechanical equipment screening on the emergency room
expansion shall not extend closer than fifteen feet from the west edge of
the structure and no closer than ten feet from the edge of the structure on
any other side.

Rationale for Deletion: Mitigation Measure 114 was adopted as part of Final EIR No. 142
and has been implemented as a part of the two-story emergency care unit in 1994. That
facility has been constructed and all rooftop equipment was placed according to the setback
limitations in the mitigation measure (i.e., no close than 15 feet from the west edge and no
closer than 10 feet from any edge of the structure). Because the facility has been
constructed, the mitigation measure is no longer required. Additionally, City approved
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Anéillary Renovation projects include added Sound/Site equipment screening to the entire
west facing wall of the adjacent ancillary building.

MM 115 Noise from the emergency room expansion rooftop mechanical
equipment shall not exceed 55 dBA at the property line.

Rationale for Deletion: Mitigation Measure 115 was adopted as part of Final EIR No. 142
and has been implemented. The mitigation measure limits noise from rooftop mechanical
equipment on the emergency room expansion to 55 dBA at the Hoag property line. The
emergency room expansion facility has been constructed and the equipment in this vicinity
has not been identified as exceeding the 55 dBA timitation imposed as part of the mitigation
measure {see Draft EIR, page 3.4-13). Thus, since the equipment has been installed and is
in conformance with the mitigation measure, the measure is no longer necessary.

Additionally, City approved Ancillary Renovation projects include added Sound/Site

equipment screening to the entire west facing wall of the adjacent ancillary building.

it should again be noted, only mitigation measures that have been successfully implemented
would no longer be applied to the Hoag Master Plan Update Project. All other mitigation
measures, project design features, and standard City conditions would be applicable. As
addressed in the Draft EIR and in these responses to comments, the City is requiring additional
and/or modified measures (including noise-related measures) where modified measures can be
more successfully implemented. Please also refer to Topical Response 3 which identifies a new
proposed Project Design Feature related to noise attenuation. With respect to noise, these
measures are repeated below from Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR:

Additional Mitigation Measures to Reduce Impacts of the Proposed Master
Plan Update Project

Construction Activities

MM 3.4-1 Prior to the initiation of vibration-generating demolition and construction
activities, the Hoag Construction Project Manager shall notify
building/department representatives that these activities are planned. This
notification will allow for the relocation of vibration-sensitive equipment in
portions of buildings that could be affected.

The Hoag construction staff shall work with the Project Contractor to
schedule demolition and construction activities that use heavy equipment
and are located within 50 feet of buildings where vibration-sensitive
medical procedures occur, such that demolition and construction activities
are not scheduled concurrent with sensitive medical operations. A system
of communications would be established between selected vibration-
sensitive uses/areas and Construction Managers so that noise or
vibration which would affect patient care or research activities can be
avoided.

On-Site Activities: Mechanical Equipment

MM 3.4-2 The final plans for heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC)
equipment for the Ancillary Building and West Tower shall be submitted to
the City for review and approval. The plans shall be reviewed by an
Acoustical Engineer to ensure that they will achieve 58 dBA (Leq) at the
property line adjacent to the loading dock area. These plans need to be
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submitted within six months of the certification of the Hoag Memorial
Hospital Presbyterian Master Plan Update Final Supplemental EIR
(SEIR). If Hoag does not pursue the redesign of the HVAC systems for
the Ancillary Building and West Tower, Hoag shall submit within six
months of the certification of the Final SEIR a plan to the City that details
how Hoag will bring the current equipment into compiiance with the
58 dBA nighttime noise limit when measured at the property line adjacent
to the loading dock area. - '

MM 3.4-3 Prior to issuance of building permits for any project that includes HVAC
equipment, an acoustical study of the noise generated by the HVAC
equipment shall be performed and a report that documents the resulis
shail be submitted. This report shall present the noise levels generated by
the equipment and the methodology used to estimate the noise levels at
nearby residential uses or property boundary, as applicable; the report
will also demonstrate that combined noise levels generated by all new
HVAC equipment does not exceed the applicable Development
Agreement limits. This study shall be reviewed and approved by the City
prior to issuance of building permits. After installation of the equipment,
noise measurements shall be performed and provided to the City that
demonstrates compliance with applicable noise level limits.

On-Site Activities: Loading Dock

MM 3.4-4 Truck deliveries to the loading dock area are restricted to the hours of
7:00 AM to 8:00 PM. It is noted that special situations may arise that
require delivery outside of these hours.

MM 3.4-5 Sound absorption panels on the east wall of the loading dock shall be
installed. Approximately 450 square feet of absorptive panels shall be
used to cover major portions of the back wall of the loading dock area.
The Noise-Foil panels by Industrial Acoustics or a panel with an
equivalent or better sound rating shall be used.

MM 3.4-6 The trash compactor shall be relocated within the loading dock. The trash
compactor and baler shall be enclosed in a three-sided structure. The '
walls shall be concrete block or similar masonry construction. The roof
shall be lightweight concrete roof or a plywood surface with concrete tiles;
a built-up roof with 5 5" of insulation on the inside would be an
acceptable alternative. The open side shalt face away from the residents.
Doors may be on the side of the enclosure facing the residents, but must
be closed when the baler or compactor are operating. The compactor and
baler should only be operated between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00
PM. - '

MM 3.5-7 “No Idling” signhs shall be posted in the loading dock area and any area
where the trucks might queue.

On-Site Activities: Grease Trap

The grease trap operation is exempt from noise regulations. However, the following
measure is recommended: '
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MM 3.5-8 Grease trap cleaning operations shall be limited to Saturday between the
hours of 11:00 AM and 3:00 PM.

On-Site Activities: Cogeneration Facility

The operation of the fourth cooling tower at the cogeneration facility could result in an
exceedance of the Noise Ordinance.

MM 3.5-9 Upon instaliation of the fourth cooling tower at the cogeneration facility,
additional noise measurements shall be performed to determine
compliance with the City’s Noise Ordinance. The measurements shail be
made and a report submitted to the City within three months of
commencement of operations of the fourth cooling tower. If a violation is
noted, the problem must be corrected and a second set of measurements
submitted to the City showing compliance within one vyear of
commencement of operations of the fourth cooling tower.

On-Site Land Uses

MM 3.4-10Prior to the issuance of building permits for any Hoag patio use proposed
to be located closer to the roadway then the 65 CNEL contour distance
shown in Table 3.4-7, a detailed acoustical analysis study shall be
prepared by a qualified Acoustical Consultant and a report shail be
submitted to the City for review and approval. The Acoustical Analysis
Report shall describe and quantify the noise sources impacting the area
and the measures required to meet the 65 CNEL exterior residential noise
standard. The final building plans shall incorporate the noise barriers
(walt, berm, or combination wall/berm) required by the analysis and Hoag
shali install these barriers prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.

MM 3.4-11 Prior to issuance of building permits, a detailed acoustical study using
architectural plans shall be prepared by a qualified Acoustical Consultant
and a report shall be submitted to and approved by the City for Hoag
buildings that are proposed to be located closer to the roadway than the
65 CNEL contour distance shown in Table 3.4-7 and for office buildings
that are proposed to be located closer to the roadway than the 70 CNEL
contour distance (Table 3.4-7). This report shall describe and quantify the
noise sources impacting the buiiding(s); the amount of outdoor-to-indoor
noise reduction provided by the design in the architectural plans; and any
upgrades required to meet the City’s interior noise standards (45 CNEL
for hospital uses and 50 CNEL for office uses). The measures described
in the report shall be incorporated into the architectural plans for the

“buildings and impiemented with bulldmg construction.

Response 25

Under CEQA Guidelines §15088(a), the lead agency must evaluate comments on
environmental issues received from those who reviewed the draft EIR and must prepare a
written response 1o such comments. This comment does not raise any environmental issues
and thus does not constitute a comment under CEQA to which a response must be provided.
- However, in order to correct some of the misstatements made in this comment, the City will
respond with clarifying information.
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The commenter states that the City has never conducted an annual review of Hoag's
compliance with the Development Agreement (i.e., the Development Agreement have gone
unreviewed by the City for 16 years). This statement by the commenter is inaccurate; the City
has conducted formal reviews but they have not been conducted annually. The last formal
annual review was conducted on June 28, 1999. Pursuant to the terms of the Development
Agreement, the City is supposed to review Hoag's good faith substantial compliance with the
Development Agreement at least once every 12 months (see Development Agreement Section
5.1). The annual review is to include a detailed report of compliance with the various conditions
and mitigation measures contained within the Mitigation Monitoring Plan. The lack of an annual
review shall not constitute or be asserted by the City as Hoag's default (see Development
Agreement Section 5.7). '

Although the City has not requested or set a formal annual review proceeding since 1999, the
City has required Hoag to submit project status reports; reports have been provided to the City
for the period of January 1, 1999 through December 31, 2003, the period January 1, 2004
through June 30, 20086, and the period July 1, 2006 through April 30, 2007. In its last submittal,
Hoag requested that the City conduct a formal annual review. In response, the City determined
that it would be in the best interest of all parties and the public for the formal annual review to be
conducted concurrently with or soon following the review and consideration of the Draft EIR for
the proposed Master Plan Update Project and the entitlements related thereto. Despite the lack
of formal annual reviews, the public record contains the various project status reports as well as
City-prepared documents verifying compliance with applicable mitigation measures.

These materials verify that the only applicable mitigation measure and/or condition of approval
which has not been achieved is the PC Text provision restricting noise levels from mechanical

~ equipment to 55 dBA at the property line adjacent to the loading dock. As noted previously in

the response to Comment 11, both the City and Hoag have been working over the past number
of years to implement all feasible mitigation in an effort to reduce noise to the applicable
standards. Based on the analysis and findings contained in the Draft EIR, it has been
established that there is no feasible mitigation measure to reduce the noise from mechanical
appurtenances at the loading dock below the standard adopted in 1992, Therefore, a revised
mitigation measure is proposed and the environmental impact analysis related to that revised
mitigation measure has been fully disclosed in the Draft EiR. Please refer to Topical Response
3, the response to Comment 8 regarding enforcement of mitigation measures, and to the

response to Comment 10, above regarding the form of CEQA document. :

Response 26

Prior to the construction of any project, the City requires Hoag to submit all appropriate plans for
review which includes the details for rooftop equipment and how it will be incorporated into the
design of the roof of each facility.

Response 27

Please refer to the response to Comment 8, regarding the implementation of mitigation
measures from Final EIR No. 142,

Hoag has obtained more than.one Coastal Development Permit (CDP) from the California
Coastal Commission. The commenter fails to identify which CDP is related to its allegations;
furthermore, the commenter has not provided any specific details to support the statement of
non-compliance. However, the City has confirmed that the Coastal Commission approvals
authorized the removal of 212,000 cubic yards (cy) of soil from the Lower Campus in
conjunction with the retaining wall project and that no more than 108,918 cy have been removed
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to date. In addition, all landscape plans related to this same project were submitted and
approved by the Coastal Commission.

Resbonse 28
Please refer to the responses to Comments 26 and 27.

Response 29

The Drait EIR's statement that “West Coast Highway is not a designated State Scenic Highway”

is accurate. A “State Scenic Highway” is a formal designation made by the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans} pursuant to California Street and Highways Code
Section 260, et. seq. Although certain stretches of Route 1 located in Santa Barbara, Monterey,
San Luis Obispo, and San Mateo counties have been so designated, no portion of Route 1 in
Orange County (Route 1 is known as West Coast Highway in the City of Newport Beach in the
vicinity of Hoag) has ever been designated as a State Scenic Highway.

Please refer to the response to Comment 27. Application No. 5-93-252-A2 to the CCC was a
request by Hoag to grade, construct retaining walls up to 27 feet high, construct parking areas
and access roads, install support utilities and landscaping, demolish the child care center and
construct 12,672 sf child care center at One Hoag Drive (entrance to Hoag at West Coast
Highway). The permit was approved on September 14, 2005. The project is a component of the
Hoag Master Plan. The City’s Certified Coastal Land Use Pian does not use the terminology of
“scenic corridor.” Relevant policies of the Coastal Land Use Plan are addressed in the Draft EIR

for Hoag. The relevance of a partial quote in an approved permit to implement a portion of the -

existing Hoag Master Pian is unclear.
Response 30

The commenter is directed to responses to Comments 26, 27, 28, and 30, related to
discussions on how all aesthetic mitigation measures have been implemented and how
commenter is mistaken in its assertions related to the scenic designation status of West Coast
Highway. No additional analysis in the Draft EIR is necessary.

Response 31

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The cogeneration facility is an approved and constructed
project and as such, the Draft EIR need not analyze aspects of this existing facility. Thus, the
commenter's statements related to the alleged “plume” generated by the cogeneration facility
are not relevant to the Draft EIR.

Response 32

Commenter’s statements regarding potential “mitigation” for alleged visual impacts of the

cogeneration facility are not relevant to the Draft EIR. Please refer to Topical Response 1. The
cogeneration facility is an existing facility and not part of the proposed Master Plan Update
Project, thus, there are no potential significant impacts related to the cogeneration facility and
no mitigation measures for the cogeneration facility that were required to be analyzed as part of
the Draft EIR.

R:\Projects\Newpom\uJODB\R TCIRTC-012208 doc 3-165 Responses lo Environmental Comments




‘Hoag Memorial Hospital Presbyterian Master Plan
Responses to Comments

Response 33

Please refer to Topical Response 1 and the responses to Comments 31 and 32. Discussions
between Villa Balboa residents and Hoag regarding potential enhancements to the cogeneration
facility have been conducted as a matter of community relations and not within the context of
either CEQA or the Draft EIR. '

Response 34

Please refer to Topical Response 1 and the responses to Comments 31 and 32.
Response 35

The comment suggests that the project description is incompiete because it does not provide
information as to the site-specific projects that would be implemented in the future as a part of
the Master Plan. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, an EIR-must include a general
description of a project's technical, economic, and environmental characteristics, but need not
supply extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental
impact. The project description clearly describes the proposed project's technical and
environmental characteristics in the way that allows for the evaluation and review of potential

“environmental impacts. The Master Plan for Hoag has been approved and was subject to

extensive environmental analysis under the Final EIR No. 142. The proposed Master Plan
Update Project does not allow for any new construction over that already approved by the
original Master Plan. It simply allows flexibility for Hoag such that up to 225,000 sf of already
authorized development in the Lower Campus could be transferred to the Upper Campus. After
fully describing this, the Draft EIR then analyzes all of the potential significant impacts that could
result if the maximum amount of square footage were transferred. Neither Final EIR No. 142 nor
the Draft EIR provides information as to specific use or configuration of this 225,000 beyond
what has already been described in the Master Plan. Any square footage moved from the Lower
Campus to the Upper Campus will still be restricted by the project's mitigation measures,
conditions of approval, and design criteria as set forth in Final EIR No. 142 as supplemented in

the Draft EIR. :

Further as discussed in CEQA Guidelines §15168, “Use of the program EIR also enables the
Lead Agency to characterize the overall program as the project being approved at that time.
Following this approach when individual activities within the program are proposed, the agency
would be required to examine the individual activities to determine whether their effects were
fully analyzed in the program EIR. If the activities would have no effects beyond those analyzed
in the program EIR, the agency could assert that the activities are merely part of the program
which had been approved earlier, and no further CEQA compliance would be required. This
approach offers many possibilities for agencies to reduce their costs of CEQA compliance and
still achieve high levels of environmental protection.” This Master Plan Update EIR is consistent
with the approach used by the City and the State to address projects subject to the existing
Master Plan for Hoag.

Response 36

The intent of the proposed Master Plan Update Project is to provide flexibility for Hoag (see
Draft EIR, page 4-3). The commenter notes this but then states that this is somehow contrary to
the use of a traffic study which makes specific assumptions regarding future uses. in order to
provide an accurate assessment of potentiat traffic impacts related to the proposed Master Plan
Update Project, it was necessary to make certain assumptions regarding future uses (see Draft
EIR, page 3.2-11). These assumptions regarding future uses were developed in coordination
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with the Applicant and are based on present thinking and not on final decisions regarding
specific projects. This is the best information available at the time the Draft EIR was prepared.
To the extent future uses are proposed which differ from these assumptions, the City would
require Hoag to prepare a traffic analysis prior 10 building construction to confirm that the
proposed use falls within the scope of the authorized traffic limits authorized for the project (see
Draft EIR, pages 3.2-27 and -28, Mitigation Measure 25). As clearly stated in the Draft EIR and
these responses to comments, the Applicant is not proposing 10 complete a transfer now.
Rather, the Applicant is creating the flexibility that would allow for such a transfer at a future
date should such a transfer facilitate decisions regarding future development on this project site.

Response 37"

Table 1, Building Area Statistical Analysis, in the PC Text is proposed for revision to be
consistent with the development limits stipulated in the City’s 2006 General Plan. The City's
General Plan, approved November 7, 2006, climinated the use of floor area ratios in reference
to development limits at Hoag. Figure LU-8 in the General Plan refers the reader to the Anomaly
Table, Table LU-2, to determine the precise development limits. Hoag's Upper Campus,
Anomaly Number 56 in the Table LU-2, has a development limit of 765,349 sf for the Upper
Campus and the Lower Campus; Anomaly Number 57 in Table LU-2 has a development limit of
577,889 sf. Changing the PC Text in this manner is not a substantial change since the change
simply reflects the revised information presented in the General Plan (a conformity change) and
does not remove a cap on development. Rather, the change from floor area ratio numbers to
square footage numbers reflects a change in calculation methods. As is stated in the Draft EIR,
the proposed Master Plan Update Project will not change the overall development cap for Hoag;
the proposed project would allow a reallocation of development allowances within the overall
cap (see Draft EIR, page 2-4).

Response 38

The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR’s Project Description is inadequate because it did
not specifically identify a proposed modification to the PC Text to aliow for an urgent care facility
(rather than an emergency care facility) and suggests that this modification would have
significant traffic impacts. The Newport Beach traffic model used to conduct the traffic analysis
does not distinguish between emergency care facilities at a hospital and urgent care facilities;
thus, for traffic purposes, there is no distinction between the two types of facilities. Traffic
impacts would be no different per the traffic methodology used for the Draft EIR between an
emergency care facility and urgent care facility.

Flesponse 39

Please refer to the response to Comment 35 regarding the appropriateness of the level of
specificity provided in the Draft EIR. The commenter suggests that the failure to identify the
specific development projects now violates CEQA because it would resuit in piecemealing and
would constitute a failure to analyze potential environmental impacts as early as possible in the
planning process. This suggestion is inaccurate. Rather than pursuing individual approvals of
individual buildings on a building-by-building basis, which would constitute piecemealing, the
Applicant proposed a master plan for the entire site so that the City could programmatically
analyze the whole of the action. The Hoag Master Plan was approved in 1992 and was
accompanied by a certified EIR (Final EIR No. 142). The proposed Master Plan Update Project
is a modification to the original master plan that provides for additional flexibility in the location
of buildings within the entirety of the project site. This programmatic level approach is not only
appropriate but also encouraged under CEQA in an effort to look at the whole of an action as

R:\Projects\NewporfJOOB\RTC\RTC-012208.doc 3-167 Responses lo Environmental Comments



Hoag Memorial Hospital Presbyterian Master Plan
Responses to Comments

early as possible in the planning process {see e.g., California Public Resources Code
§ 21003.1; 14 California Code of Regulations §15004(b)).

With respect to the calculation of square footage, the Applicant requested a modification to the
definition of “Entitlement, Gross Filoor Area” as defined in the PC Text. The requested
modifications are identified below (requested additions are in underline and requested deletions
are in strike through):

Entitlement, Gross Floor Area: Any area of a bui!ding, or portion thereof, including the

surrounding exterior walls, but excluding:

1. Area of a building utilized for stairwells and elevator shafis on levels other
than the first level of a building in which they appear;

2. Area of a building and/or buildings which measurec—lees—than-8—feetirom

finished-floorto-celling-and-is are not for general or routine occupancy, such
as interstitial or mechanical occupancies;

aArea of a bmldmg used spec:ﬂcaily for base 1so|at|on and structural system
upgrades directly related to requirements of governmental agencies and is
not for general or routine occupancy; and -

eEncIosed rooftop mechamcal Ievels not for general or routlne occupancy

The Draft EiR analyses did not assume the requested revisions to ltems 3 and 4 as they were
not supported by the City’s Planning Department siaff. The Applicant has withdrawn the request
to modify ltems 3 and 4. With respect to Item 2, there are no existing areas of Hoag that are
currently affected by this proposed modification with the exception of the recently completed
Women's Pavilion.

Response 40

The current planned need for additional square footage on the Upper campus is to add
additional in-patient critical care capabilities for the community. This includes the need for
additional and larger operating rooms and procedural suites to accommodate new technology
as well as critical care patient rooms and the wide range of support functions necessary to
provide in-patient care for the most critically ill.

Response 41

The City is requiring all noise measures to be required and, thus, wording in the PC Text wull
use the word “shall” rather than “should.”

Response 42

The commenter requests clarification of proposed PC Text changes related to signage and
asserts that such changes will have significant aesthetic impacts. The updates to the sign policy
clarify the definitions of buildings and provided added detail. The prior sign program provided
less specificity on sign height and square footage requirements. None of the proposed changes
related to signage will significantly affect aesthetics. Nevertheless, Appendex B to the
Responses to Comments document includes a redlined comparison of the prior and proposed
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PC Text and the prior and proposed Development Agreement. Proposed changes to the PC
Text related to signage are summarized below:

« Clarification that wayfinding signage may be needed in multipte locations on a building or
a portion of a building, depending on its openings and purposes. Signs are currently
permitted for wayfinding purposes and there is flexibility as to what may be needed on
each building depending on the use and access to a particular building. Restrictions
pertain to size and illumination.

« Clarify that there are two primary entrances to the hospital, the main entrance and the
emergency room entrance, each of which will require signage that may need to be
freestanding for wayfinding purposes. The limitation on these entrance signs is restricted
to a maximum of 8 feet with a maximum sign area to not exceed 70 sf. For the purposes
of the signage program, there are main building entrances to the hospital, the Main
Entrance in the Women's Pavilion and the Emergency Room. Secondary building
entrances shall not exceed a maximum height of 9 feet and a total of 50 square feet in
size. The prior signage program did not contain size and height restrictions.

+ Allowance for wayfinding signage for vehicular and pedestrian directional purposes to
include the possibility for a triple sided sign at appropriate intersections, with restrictions
on the size and font needs based upon the speed of traffic, setbacks from road and
viewing distance. Height limitations are also proposed to be modified for these particular
signs from 8 feet to 11 feet and the number of potential signs is revised from a potential
of 35 to a potential of 50. There are no limitations for the number of signs.

« One donor recognition signage would be permitted at the exterior of each bu;ld:ng, not to
exceed 175 sf in size, _

« A clarification of the already-approved signage for the East Tower building, noting that

signage may be aflowed on hospital towers one on each elevation, with a maximum sign
area of 275 sf, and that no signage facing west (toward the Villa Balboa property line)
may be illuminated.

~ « Clarification that the Lower Campus secondary buildings shall be allowed two building
mounted identifying signs but shall adhere to current requirements which do not allow
them to face Villa Balboa property.

+ Allowance for each parking structure to have one identifying sign above each entrance
and exit, with a maximum area of 30 sf.

The aesthetic impacts of the modifications to signage provisions in the PC Text will not create
significant aesthetic impacts as signs are within the building height limits established for Hoag,
are or will be within the shadow of the buildings, and provisions are provided to ensure that
signs are not mounted or lit facing the adjacent Villa Balboa residential neighborhood.
Conclusions reached.on pages 3.5-6 and 3.5-7 of the Draft EIR regarding off-site views of Hoag
will not be altered by the proposed edits to the PC Text regarding signage and the project will
continue to have a less than significant aesthetic impact as stated on page 3.5-8 of the Draft
EIR.

Response 43

The Draft EIR includes a reference to Appendix B within the project description, which is the
draft amended PC Text request by Hoag. Despite the fact that Appendix B is not an
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"underline/strikeout" version of the document, the commenter correctly indicates that Hoag has
requested that several of the parking ratios be changed. Specifically, the parking ratios for
outpatient services at 2.0 spaces/1,000 sf, support at 1.0 spaces/1,000 sf, administrative at 4.0
spaces/1,000 sf and inpatient at 1.25 spaces per 1,000 sf are proposed to be modified to be
outpatient services at 2.31 spaces/1,000 sf, support at 0 spaces/1,000 sf, administrative at 5.3
spaces/1,000 sf and inpatient at 2.35 spaces per 1,000 sf. The commenter correctly indicates
that the footnote reference to these proposed parking ratios is Traffic Study No. 2001-001
approved by the Planning Commission through the approval of Resolution No. 1542. The
reference cited is correct. The commenter also correctly indicates that a Planned Community
text may only be amended by the adoption of an ordinance by the City Council. The Hoag
Memorial Hospital Presbyterian Planned Community Criteria and District Regulations (PC Text)
was adopted by the City Council by Ordinance No. 92-3. Amending an ordinance requires the
adoption of a subsequent ordinance, which is exactly how the proposed amendment of the PC
Text would be officially adopted should the City Council choose to take such an action.
Appendix B of this responses to comments document includes the existing and proposed PC
Text in redline/strikeout format. '

The approval of a traffic study pursuant to the Traffic Phasing Ordinance is required for phases
subsequent to Phase |, prior to the issuance of building permits for subseguent phases pursuant
to Mitigation Measure 25 identified in Final EIR No. 142. Traffic Study No. 2001-001 was a
traffic study prepared and approved in accordance with the Traffic Phasing Ordinance pursuant
to this programmatic mitigation measure for Phase II, which was the construction of the
Women's Pavilion. Included in the traffic study was a study of appropriate parking ratios as
required by Mitigation Measure 27 in Final EIR No. 142. This mitigation measure requires the
preparation of such a study prior to the issuance of building or grading permits for Phases H and
I1). The traffic and parking study was reviewed and approved by the City Traffic Engineer and
the parking ratios identified were used to evaluate the adequacy of parking associated with the
construction of Phase [l When Traffic Study No. 2001-00%1 was approved by the Planning

" Commission, the PC Text was not modified to reflect the parking ratios identified in the traffic

and parking study. At this time, Hoag is requesting that the parking ratios in the PC Text be
amended such that they area consistent with the parking ratios identified in Traffic Study No.
2001-001, which was previously approved by both the City Traffic Engineer and Planning
Commission. The Traffic Engineering Division of the Public Works Department has not indicated
that the suggested changes to the parking ratios are inappropriate or would result in inadequate
parking. It should be noted that a reevaluation of the parking ratios is not required at this time; -
however, it will be required prior to the issuance of building or grading permits for each
subsequent phase of construction pursuant to Mitigation Measure 27. The City reviews each
parking study for use of appropriate methodology and accuracy.

- Response 44

The proposed Master Plan Update Project is clearly defined in the Draft EIR Project Description
section. The Project is not, as suggested by the comment, all future development which would
occur under the proposed Master Plan. Rather, it is any change resulting from transterring up to
225,000 sq. ft. of future development from the Lower to the Upper Campus (as well as
modification of noise limitations). The comment suggests that the EIR must clearly indicate the
full impact that would resuit from all future development that would occur under the amended
Master Plan. This statement is unclear. If the comment is intended to require the EIR to assess
all impacts that would result from all future development under the Master Plan, it is an incorrect
statement. The full impact of development was appropriately addressed in Final EIR No. 142.
The Draft EIR need only address any additional impacts that would result from the Project’s
modification of the Master Plan. !f the statement is meant to say that the EIR must identify the
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full impact that would result from the proposed project's modifications then the statement is
correct and the Draft EIR in fact has done this. '

Response 45

As stated in Section 6.5 of the Development Agreement, the California Coastal Commission
{CCGC) must approve amendments to the Development Agreement until such time as the Local
Costal Program has been certified. Because the Local Costal Program is not yet fully certified
within the City of Newport Beach, the CCC will have authority to approve the amendment to the
Development Agreement incorporated as part of the proposed Master Plan Update Project. It is
for this reason that the CCC is listed as a responsible agency in the Draft EIR.

With regard to commenter's statements regarding alleged failures of the Applicant to apply for
Coastal Development Permits for certain activities on the Lower Campus, please refer to the
responses to Comment 26 and 27. With respect to implementation of mitigation measures from
Final EIR No. 142, please refer to the response to Comment 8.

Response 46

The commenter suggests that CEQA Guidelines mandate a baseline for analysis in the Draft
EIR that is the physical environmental conditions as they exist at the time the Notice of Intent for
the Draft EIR was prepared. CEQA Guidelines §15125(a) clarifies that the “environmental
setting” is intended to mean the environmental conditions as they exist at the time the Notice of
Preparation is filed. This gives the lead agency greater certainty regarding the setting which
must be described. The subsection goes on to provide that nomally {emphasis added) the
environmental setting describes the baseline conditions against which the significance of any
physical change in the environment that may occur as a result of the project will be measured.
However, the CEQA Guidelines quoted by the commenter do not mandate such a baseline.
Because there is an already-certified EIR for the Hoag Master Plan, the Draft EIR need only
address incremental changes resuiting from a modification of the previously-approved project.
Case law supports this conclusion.

In the case of Fairview Neighbors v. County of Ventura (70 Cal. App. 4th 238 (1999)), the issue
before the court was the proper baseline for use in 2 1993 EIR when a 1976 EIR had assessed
full buildout of the project and the 1993 EIR was assessing an amendment to the previously-
approved project—a situation nearly identical to that addressed in the Draft EIR. The court
concluded that a fully operational mine—as assessed in the 1976 EIR—was the appropriate
environmental baseline for purposes of comparison in the 1993 EIR. In response to mine
expansion opponents seeking to have the project's traffic impacts compared to existing physical
conditions in the 1990s instead of the maximum traffic impacts analyzed in 1976, the court held
that the “{1993]} EIR appropriately assumes the existing {baseline] traffic impact level to be the
traffic generated when the mine operates at full capacity pursuant to the entitlement previously
permitted [and assessed in the 1976 EIRL” Id. page 242-43. The court further added:
“Idliscussing the possible environmental effects of the project based on actual [current physicai]
traffic counts would have been misleading and illusory...” Id. (emphasis added).

in any event, the Draft EIR does analyze air emission and traffic impacts based on current
conditions and apply current SCAQMD thresholds of significance. The same analysis is
performed for the original Master Plan and the Updated Master Plan and the results compared
© to determine any difference in impacts. Thus, the Draft EIR properly used an environmental
baseline that compares air emission and traffic impacts as a result of reallocating a maximum of
up to 225,000 sf from the Lower Campus to the Upper Campus with the air emission and traffic
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impact analysis for the entire Hoag Master Plan as previously assessed in the Final EIR No.
142.

With regard specifically to air emissions, Final EIR No. 142 concluded that the existing Master
Plan, would not result in significant air quality impacts and that it was in conformance with the
then applicable regulatory standard, the Air Quality Management Plan. However, Final EIR No.
142 found that the Master Plan, when considered in conjunction with future projects in the
region, would exacerbate regional air quality (see Final EIR No. 142, page 4-114). As such,
Final EIR No. 142 concluded that this incremental addition to cumulative air quality degradation
was a significant unavoidable impact. Similarly, and although the Master Plan Update Project in
and of itself will result in lower emission levels then contemplated in the existing Master Plan,
the Draft EIR concludes that the Master Plan Update would still result in unavoidable air
emission impacts per the new regulatory standards represented by SCAQMD thresholds that
were not in existence at the time that Final EIR No. 142 was certified. Accordingly, the Draft EIR
analyzes air emissions consistent with the methodology used in Final EIR No. 142,

Response 47
Please refer to the response to Comment 46.

Response 48

With regard to the baseline analysis in the Draft EIR, please refer to the response to Comment
46. Regarding traffic impacts specifically, the Fairview analysis also applies contrary to
commenter's assertion that “significance is determined by the difference in intersection Capacity
Utilization under future conditions.” This traffic study assesses the potential traffic impacts of the
proposed Master Plan Update Project to determine if the reallocation of square footage from the
Lower Campus to the Upper Campus changes the impact conclusions from Final EIR No. 142. It
is again important to note that the Hoag Master Plan Update EIR supplements Final EIR No.
142 and is not a stand-alone CEQA document. For this reason, each environmental topical
section summarizes the findings of Final EIR No. 142 and that the impact analysis addresses
and compares the existing, approved development for Hoag to the proposed modifications. In
that context, the Master Plan Update EIR does not state that the Project would have no traffic
impacts. Rather, it states: “Final EIR No. 142 found that all traffic impacts could be mitigated to
a level considered less than significant. No new significant traffic impacts have been identified
associated with the proposed Master Plan Update Project. Consistent with the conclusions of
Final EIR No. 142, the Projects contribution and all project-specific cumulative traffic,

‘circulation, and parking impacts can be mitigated to a-level considered less than significant”

(see page 3.2-32). _
Response 49 | '

The commenter erroneously states that cumulative impact analyses in the Draft EIR are
inadequate for failing to follow methodologies outlined in the CEQA Guidelines for such
analyses. It should first be noted that as a supplemental EIR, the Master Plan Update Draft EIR
need only discuss “the information necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for the project
as revised” (see CEQA Guidelines §15163(b)). Final EIR No. 142 contained a complete
discussion of cumulative impacts for development of the Hoag Master Plan (see Final EIR No.
142, page 5-1-10). The Draft EIR need only discuss those areas where implementation of the
proposed project might modify conclusions reached in Final EIR No. 142. The Draft EIR did this.
The commenter implies that only a cumulative impact analysis using a list of projects would be
sufficient for the Draft EIR; however, the CEQA Guidelines cited in the comment allow for
multiple methods of analysis, not solely the “list” method. As is discussed further, below, the
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cumulative analyses provided in the Draft EIR, are appropriate and consistent with the
methodologies required of CEQA.

To illustrate, the traffic analysis included a discussion of cumulative traffic impacts (Draft EIR,
pages 3.2-13 through —18). The traffic analysis used the City’s traffic model in order to complete
the analysis (see Appendix C of the Draft EIR which includes the traffic study). The City's traffic
model (prepared for the City’s General Plan 2006 Update) accounts for regional and citywide
growth. Thus, use of the City's traffic model as a basis for conducting traffic analysis follows
CEQA Guideline methodology (§1530(b)(1)(B)) and thus, potential cumulative traffic impacts are
fully addressed in the Draft EIR. Because cumulative noise and air quality analyses are tied
directly to traffic in the region surrounding Hoag, the use of the City’s traffic model is also
relevant to the cumulative analysis of these two substantive areas. Thus, the cumulative air
quality analysis contained on pages 3.3-20 through —25 of the Draft EIR uses projections in a
planning document related to a General Plan as the air quality projections are linked 10 the
City’s traffic model. Likewise, the cumulative noise impact discussion contained on page 3.4-23
of the Draft EIR is also sufficient as it also ties directly to the cumulative traffic analysis based
upon the City's traffic model.

For potential cumulative aesthetic impacts, the Draft EIR addressed such impacts on page 3.5-
11. As is stated in the Draft EIR, cumulative impacts for aesthetics are linked directly to
proximity and viewsheds, and there are no projects in the vicinity of Hoag (see General Plan
2006 Update for surrounding land uses) that would contribute to a change in the urban
character of the area.

The findings of cumulative impacts have not changed since Final EIR No. 142. Final EIR No.
142 did not identify any significant cumulative aesthetics impacts associated with the adoption
of the Hoag Hospital Master Flan. It did identify, however, that the project would have a positive
effect through the development of the linear and consoiidated public view park along the
northern perimeter of the Lower Campus. This provided the public with views of the ocean,
Newport Bay, and Catalina Island which were not previously available.

The proposed Master Plan Update Project is located in an urbanized area. The development is
consistent with the development in the surrounding developed area. When evaluating
cumulative aesthetic impacts, a number of factors must be considered. For a cumulative
aesthetic impact to occur, the proposed elements of the cumulative projects would need to be
seen together or in proximity to each other. If the projects were not proximate to each other, the
viewer would not perceive them in the same viewshed. Therefore, even though the related
-projects may be identified as changing the visual character of their project areas, since they are
not proximate to Hoag, they would not contribute to a cumulative aesthetic impact. There are no
other projects in the local vicinity that would contribute to a significant adverse change in the
visual character of the area. The City of Newport Beach General Plan Update EIR, Aesthetics
and Visual Quality analysis, uses several significance criteria including “Would the proposed
project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?’ The General Plan EIR identifies that development under the General Plan
Update could change the visual character of portions of the City (see page 4.1-17) and finds
that the impact on the visual character of the developed urban areas would be less than

significant (see 4.1-19). The General Plan EIR finds all aesthetic impacts to be less than

significant with the exception of the potential development of Banning Ranch. Therefore, the
proposed Master Plan Update Project would not contribute to a cumulative aesthetic impact. .

'Significant impacts with regard to land use generally result from inconsistencies with adopted
land use plans. The Draft EIR contains specific consistency analyses regarding the proposed
project’s consistency with the City’s General Pian and the goals and policies contained therein
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(see Draft EIR, pages 3.1-15 through —18). The General Plan contains all of the land use
assumptions for the build out of the City, and acknowledges the urban nature of the area
surrounding Hoag as well as the institutional nature of Hoag in several instances (see e.g., City
of Newport Beach General Plan, page 3-63, Figure LU1, Figure LU-8, and Figure LU-9). As is
concluded in the Draft EIR, the proposed project is consistent with the General Plan (see Draft
EIR, page 3.1-18) and thus cumulative land use impacts are also less than significant. The
following narrative has been provided as clarification to page 3.1-18 and is included in the Final
EIR as follows:

3.1.5 CUMULATIVE PROJECTS IMPACT ANALYSIS

The findings of cumulative impacts have not changed since Final EIR No. 142. The
proposed Master Plan Update Project is located in an urbanized area. The
development is consistent with the development in the surrounding developed area.
Significant impacts with regard to land use generally resuit from inconsistencies with
adopted land use plans and land use incompatibility. The City of Newport Beach
General Plan contains all of the land use assumptions for the build out of the City,
and acknowledges the urban nature of the area surrounding Hoag as weli as the
institutional nature of Hoag. As is conciuded in the Draft EIR, the proposed project is
consistent with the General Plan and as stated in Final EIR No. 142, “there are no
impacts associated with other reasonably foreseeable projects” (see page 5-7).

As a point of clarification, the reference to “related projects” and “other projects™ on pages 3.2-3
and 3.4-23 of the Draft EIR cited by the commenter refers to those projects accounts for in the
City's traffic model, which was used as a basis for analysis of traffic impacts in the Draft EIR. As
addressed on page 3.2-4 of the Draft EIR, the Master Plan Update traffic study was prepared
using the current City of Newport Beach Transportation Model (NBTM). The NBTM
“Constrained” network was used for 2015 analysis and the City’s “Buildout” network (also known
as the City’s currently adopted “General Plan Baseline” network) was used for 2025 analysis. The
NBTM was used for the City's General Plan Update. The primary study area of the NBTM is
generally bound by the Brookhurst Street/Santa Ana River on the west, Adams Avenue/Baker
Street’Campus Drive/SR-73 on the north, Crystal Cove State Park on the east, and the Pacific
Ocean on the south. The NBTM includes cumulative regional growth including growth within and
outside of the City. This includes traffic from neighboring jurisdictions. These projections include
all reasonably foreseeable and probable -future projects in the region. Therefore, the traffic
analysis has accounted for cumulative traffic impacts.

Response 50

The cumulative analysis conducted for the Hoag Health Center project is not binding upon the
Draft EIR for the Master Plan Update. The implication that the Draft EIR is bound to use the
methodology and the specific list of cumuiative projects identified in the Hoag Health Center
analysis is incorrect. Please refer to the response to Comment 49 for a discussion of how the
Draft EIR appropriately analyzes potential cumulative impacts for the proposed Master Plan
Update Project. '

Response 51

The commenter suggests that numerous mitigation measures contained language whereby they
would only be implemented if feasible or possible or would be mitigated by future studies and
that this constitutes a failure to provide assurance of fully enforceable mitigation. First, all of the

‘mitigation measures and the standard condition referenced are from the 1992 Final EIR No. 142

and not the Draft EIR. Whether they are fully enforceable may have been an issue to address in
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1992 but the time to address such issues is long past. The question to be addressed with regard
to the Draft EIR is whether additional mitigation measures or standard conditions necessary
mitigate any new impacts from the Master Plan update project are fully enforceable. The
commenter fails to identify any new mitigation measures that fall short of the fully enforceable
standard. '

Additionally, with regard to those mitigation measures and the standard condition cited by the
commenter and alleged to be lacking because they rely on further study, these measures are
sufficient under CEQA as they each have distinct performance standards associated with them
(e.g., city traffic standards for future traffic phasing ordinance analyses; city noise standards for
future noise analyses, and standards from the (lluminating Engineering Society of North
America for future lighting analyses). Because of these performance standards inherent in the
mitigation measures/standard condition, the fact that these measures/condition rely on future
studies does not make them inadequate for CEQA purposes. Endangered Habitats League v.
County of Orange, 131 Cal. App. 4™ 777 (2005) {finding that mitigation measures that relied
upon future studies were sufficient given the inclusion of performance criteria). '

Response 52

The commenter suggests that the paragraph in the Draft EIR which states that “any PDF or
mitigation measure and timing thereof, which will have the same or superior result and will have
the same or superior effect on the environment, may be approved and/or substituted at the
discretion of the City. The City of Newport Beach Planning Department, in conjunction with any
appropriate agencies or City departments, shall determine the adequacy of any proposed
“environmental equivalentitiming...” (see Draft EIR, page 3-3). The commenter suggests that
this language is wholly contrary to the purposes of CEQA. What the commenter failed to do was
- include the rest of the last sentence in its quote and the rest of that paragraph is critical in
determining its consistency with CEQA,; the remainder of the paragraph on page 3-3 of the Draft
EIR is: “and, if determined necessary, may refer said determination to the Planning Commission
and City Council.” What this last provision indicates is that if the City determines it appropriate to
substitute an approved mitigation measure with a new measure that it considers equivalent to or
superior to the old mitigation measure, it may do so in a manner consistent with the law. If the
law requires that this determination be made by the Planning Commission or the City Council,
then that is the process that will be pursued. Existing case law holds that the eiimination of
mitigation measures from a previously certified EIR is legally allowed provided the governing
body states a legitimate reason for deleting the mitigation measures and supports this which
substantial evidence in the record (see Napa Citizens for Honest Government. v. Napa Bd. of
County Supervisors, 91 Cal. App. 4™ 342, 2001). While some have suggested that the
replacement of one mitigation measure for another should be subject to the same process, most
feel that is unnecessary and that a city planning department has the authority to make such
determination. The language in the Draft EIR does not preclude either approach and the City
will make that determination based on the facts before it at the time.

Response 53

As noted by the commenter, the CEQA Guidelines provide that a project description must
include a statement of objectives sought by the proposed Master Plan Update Project. This
statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project. The commenter
then makes the statement that an agency cannot define its objectives in unreasonably narrow
terms. The commenter's statements regarding “unreasonable narrow” terms are vague;
however, the proposed Master Plan Update Project has a clear statement of project objectives
as is required under CEQA. One of the primary objectives of the proposed maodification to the
Hoag Master Plan is to allow the possible transfer of up to 225,000 sq. ft. of development from
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the Lower Campus to the Upper Campus in order to allow greater flexibility for the hospital in
locating it future medical facilities. The commenter suggests that this is an unreasonably narrow
objective. The reality is that the transfer of square footage is the primary objective of the
requested action so to define it otherwise makés no sense. The commenter is concerned that
this objective precludes any alternatives except the proposed Master Plan Update Project.
CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a) states that “an EIR shall describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project...which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project....”
Thus, inclusion of the transfer of square footage as a project objective does not exclude
alternatives that fail to meet that particular objective, and the project objectives are, not

unreasonably narrow.

Response 54

The commenter notes that when an EIR incorporates by reference all or portions of another
document which is a matter of public record, such other docurnent shall be made available to
the public for inspect at a public ptace or public building. We agree. The commenier then states
that the Draft EIR incorporated by reference the Final EiR No. 142 and thus it must state where
that Final EIR No. 142 will be available for inspection. Actuzlly, the Draft EIR did not incorporate
by reference Final EIR No. 142. The page referenced by the commenter in support of this
conclusion states that the Draft EIR incorporates by reference the findings and
recommendations of Final EIR No. 142. In any event, Final EIR No. 142 is available at the City
of Newport Beach for inspection and has been since it was certified in 1992.

Response 55

Although the administrative fee imposed by the City for issuing health care facility revenue
bonds is not an environmental impact within the purview of CEQA, the following is offered to
provide an understanding of the revenue bond fee.

Pursuant to provisions set forth in the State of California Constitution, the Internal Revenue
Code, the Newport Beach City Charter, and the Newport Beach Municipal Code, the City has
the authority to issue bonds with the proceeds used to fund payment of the costs of acquiring,
construction, or rehabilitating health care facilities and equipment. In 1984, 1992, 1996, 1999,
2005, and 2007 the City issued health care facility revenue bonds for the benefit of Hoag
Memorial Hospital Presbyterian. The City acts as the conduit in issuing the bonds and incurs no
issuance costs, financial responsibility, or liability. In the past, the City has imposed a revenue
bond fee of $200,000 to be paid by Hoag as consideration for the City using its health care
facility revenue bond authority. Pursuant to the terms of the Amendment to Development
Agreement No. 5 between Hoag Memorial Hospital Presbyterian and the City of Newport
Beach, Hoag will pay to the City a Development Agreement fee of $3 million.

Response 56

in compliance with CEQA, the City does not have a legal obligation to consider any alternatives
in this Master Plan Update EIR since it is supplementing an existing EIR that already had a
detailed alternatives analysis. A Supplemental EIR need only focus on those portions of the
prior EIR that require minor additions and modifications. In any event, an EIR need contain only
a range of reasonable alternatives that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of
the project or could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. The Draft
EIR acknowledges that the only area for which noise exceeds the City Noise Ordinance at
neighboring receptor sites is in the vicinity of the loading dock. Numerous efforts have been
made over the past few years to come up with feasible mitigation that could reduce noise in this
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location to applicable standards. No feasible mitigation has been developed that can accomplish
this, but a number of other measures have helped reduce the noise in this location and all of this
have been, or will be, implemented. Please refer to Topical Response 3. The loading dock and
the noise generated from that loading dock preceded the development of Villa Balboa or any
other neighboring residential project. Everyone that has acquired property within this area has
done so knowing that the property was adjacent to a hospital and fully aware of the daily noise
generated.

The loading dock and the activities that are located within the loading dock area have been so
located to support the materials management functions of Hoag. Shipments, for example, are
received on the Upper Campus closest to the primary medical uses to avoid transportation
redundancies in transporting essential supplies {including medical supplies, pharmaceuticals,
transplantable devices, food, and linens) from the Lower Campus to the Upper Campus where
these supplies are used. The entrance 1o the loading dock in its present location provides for the
least amount of shared traffic with passenger cars that use the two main entrances to Hoag on
West Coast Highway and Hospital Road. Related to traffic, the current loading dock location
does not conflict with Emergency traffic whereas relocation to any other roadway could conflict
with ambulance, paramedic, and fire traffic, jeopardizing patient health and safety. Also, the
current loading dock location is proximate to existing hospital paths and the building network of
corridors such that relocation would require significant reconfiguration of the physical plant and
would significantly adversely affect operations. Relocation of the loading dock to the Lower
Campus would also conflict with the State of California Office of Statewide Health Planning and
Development (OSHPD) mandates due to the distance to the primary hospital facilities. Finally,
any relocation of the loading dock or its essential activities (e.g., box crusher} would require
major demolition and construction of new facilities (both new loading dock facilities and facilities
that would -have to be rebuilt elsewhere to accommodate a new loading dock)y—this in and of
itself would be a project subject to CEQA review and would have its own environmental impacts,
and as such, is not appropriate mitigation for the proposed Master Plan Update Project.

Last year, Hoag had over 334,000 patient visits with nearly 30,000 of those patients requiring
overnight stays in the hospital. To properly and efficiently care for that high number of people,
Hoag's infrastructure is complex. All areas of Hoag (both clinical and non-clinical) are supported
by the infrastructure under street level and outside of the public’s view, which is in tum
supported by the shipping and receiving docks. To realign this system would require a full
redesign of the campus layout, which dates back to the original footprint, built in 1952, and
continued through the major expansion with the West Tower including the docks and core
underground passageways in 1974 and the most recent addition of the Women’s Pavilion in
2005. This basement or service level infrastructure consists of everything from food storage and
preparation, linen storage and distribution management, sterile supply storage and processing,
medical equipment storage and distribution management, pharmacy and laboratory storage and
processing, medical record storage and management among other services for the patients,
physicians, and clinical staff. Short of demolishing the Upper Campus and redesigning the entire
campus, moving the loading docks to another location is not feasible.

With respect to balcony enclosures and window upgrades on pnvate property, please refer to
Topical Response 3.

Response 57

The commenter suggests that the project description must identify all changes to the PC Text
and Development Agreement but does not cite any provisions in CEQA requiring this. In fact, in
CEQA Guidelines §15124 it specifically states that the description of the project should not
supply extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental
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impact. The Draft EIR provided more than enough detail to evaluate and review the potential
environmental impacts. In any event, attached as Appendix B are the existing and proposed PC
Text and Development Agreement.

Response 58

Page 2-1 has been modified and incorporated into the Final EIR as follows:

West
s« \WostHoag Drive
+ Villa Balboa and Versailles at the Biuff Condominiums

» Superior Avenue
+ Additional multi-family development west of Superior Avenue

Response 59

Section 2.0, Project Description, of the EIR is not an impact analysis section. Please refer to
Sections 3.1 through 3.5 of the EIR which addresses the impacts of the proposed Master Plan
Update Project.

Response 60

The comment suggests that portable buildings used during construction and temporarily located
on the Lower Campus are not portable or temporary and should be accounted for as permanent
facilities. Per City regulations, the construction-related buildings are temporary as they are
“readily transportable;” each of the subject buildings is easily movabie without the use of
housemoving or similar equipment, but rather can be moved by attaching trailer-type wheels
directly to the frame of the building or can be carried on a typical motor vehicle (see Newport
Beach Municipal Code §20.03.030). Because construction projects have been ongoing at Hoag
for the past several years, the construction-related buildings have been located on the Lower
Campus for some time. However, the time duration does not change the nature of these
buildings from temporary to permanent. As such, the City considers the construction-related
buildings to be temporary structures. _ ,

With regard to efforts to improve the appearance of these temporary buildings during the
construction phase, the construction trailers on the Lower Campus are used by contractors
working on a number of facility projects on Hoag's main campus. The number of trailers varies
depending on the level of construction activity. The trailers are being consolidated in one
location near the west end of the Lower Campus. Hoag has provided stringent guidelines to its
contractors to keep the area orderly and to not store equipment or supplies on the roof of the
trailers.

Hoag has also increased the landscaping in the Lower Campus. As summarized by Hoag:

+ Instalied five, 48-inch box evergreen screen trees and new irrigation in November 2007
to screen/soften the views of the west end of the cogeneration facility. :

+ Submitted plans to the California Coastal Commission (CCC) for permission to install
three, 48-inch box evergreen screen trees and new irrigation to provide added screening
of the cogeneration facility area with an estimated installation of May 2008 pending CCC
approval. _
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« Submitted plans to the CCC to attach a green, metal screen lattice structure and plant
flowering vines to cover the green screen on the east wall of the cogeneration facility in
order to provide additional screening and softening of specific views of the cogeneration
facility with an estimated installation of May 2008, pending CCC approval.

« Installed additional shrubs, groundcover, and new irrigation system to the slope behind
the cogeneration facility upon completion of the retaining wall project in November 2007
to provide added visual quality and erosion control.

e Installed 24 trees, shrubs, and ground cover plantings and new water conserving
irrigation system on the cogeneration facility in November 2007 to provide added visual
quality screening and erosion control as part of completing the Lower Campus retaining
wall project.

+ Installed eight, 24-inch box evergreen screen trees in November 2007, at the base of the
west parking lot to screen and soften views of the retaining wall.

» Installed twelve, 36-inch box flowering trees and four fan palm trees and irrigation
system at end islands in the west parking lot in November 2007, to provide increased
shade and visual enhancement to the parking area, with additional parking area trees to
be installed in the future as construction needs in the area are completed.

» |Installed 550 bougainvillea shrubs in November 2007, as part of the Lower Campus
retaining wall project, for color and to soften of views along the top of _the retaining wall.

+ Requested an Approval In Concept (AIC) from the City of Newport Beach to re-grade the
north slope above the retaining wall to allow shrubs, ground cover, and a new irrigation
system to enhance visual quality, safety, and erosion control. To be installed in January
2009 pending City and CCC approval.

« |nstalled 17 trees, shrubs, groundcover, and new irrigation system in December 2007
around the new Child Care Center to provide added visual quality, parking area
screening and building drop-off and entry area definition.

* Replace trees, shrubs, and groundcover and enhance planting areas as part of the

' Lower Campus utility upgrade project to improve and unify Hoag landscaping aiong the

West Coast Highway frontage after ufilities are installed. Installation tentatively
scheduled for December 2002, pending City AIC and CCC approval.

» |Install approximately 870 linear feet of green screen lattice along the West Coast
Highway frontage to screen views of the west parking lot and cogeneration facility from
West Coast Highway. This landscape project is in preliminary design with installation
tentatively scheduled for December 2009 pending City AIC and CCC approval.

» Hydroseeding of native groundcover including coastal wild flowers and grass, as well as
irrigation system installed in December 2007 for erosion control and enhanced visual
quality. '

Response 61

All uses shown for the Lower Campus in Table 2-2 on page 2-3 of the Draft EIR are identifiable
on Figure 2-4. For the Upper Campus, all of the identified uses are identified on the map;
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however, some were so small as to 'not be labeled on Figure 2-4. To clarify the issue, the
following is offered to help the commenter locate uses discussed in Table 2-2 on Figure 2-4:

« Inpatient usage refers to the Upper Campus, primarily the current West Tower, East
Tower, and Chemical Dependency Unit. This is a reference to the care of any patients
who remains at Hoag over a 24-hour period.

» The Cardiac Services building is mainly used for outpatient cardiac rehabilitation and is
seen on the map adjacent to the West Building, along West Hoag Drive across from 260
Cagney Lane. _

« The MRI waiting area is a small addition to the Ancillary Buiiding seen on the map as a
small box between the West Building and the North Building.

+« The Emergency Generator Addition is adjacent to the power plant at the corner of
Hospital Road and West Hoag Drive. '

Response 62

Please refer to the response to Comment 42 related to signage issues. With respect to
landscaping issues, the commenter requests clarification of proposed PC Text changes related
to landscaping suggesting that such changes will have significant impacts. None of the
proposed changes related to landscaping would significantly affect the environment (inclusive of
aesthetics) as identified in the Draft EIR analysis. However, the City has provided the redlined

" comparisons of the prior and proposed PC Text and the prior and proposed Deveiopment

Agreement as Appendix B to this responses to comments document. Changes to the PC Text
proposed by the Applicant related to landscaping are summarized below:

e Requirements related to 15 gallon trees have been changed 1o require 24-inch box
trees. '

» Requirements for 1 gallon shrubs have been upgraded to 5 gallon shrubs.

« An allowance for grouping of trees has been included where it would add interest and
variety to the landscaping.

* A maintenance clause was added to require cuitivation as necessary to maintain the
landscaping and to note that there will be a scheduled annual maintenance program.

Response 63

The comment requeSts information regarding the proposed term of the extension of the
Development Agreement. Whether the term of the Development Agreement is extended has not
bee determined but does not affect the CEQA adequacy of the Master Plan Update EIR.

Response 64

General Plan and zoning land use maps have been provided and are included as Appendix C to
the responses to commenis document.
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Response 65

With respect to General Plan LU 5.1.2, it should first be noted that Hoag is not located in a
residential neighborhood as addressed in LU 5.1 and 5.1.2. Hoag (as a nonresidential land use)
is contiguous to Villa Balboa and Versailles condominium complexes. Villa Balboa is a four-story
condominium complex with 22.7 dwelling units per acre (dwac). This would be considered by
the City to be either a Medium Density or Muitifamily Residential designation. The Medium
Density Residential (RMD) District allows up to approximately 22 dwelling units per gross acre,
including single-family (attached and detached), two-family, and multi-family. The Multifamity
Residential (MFR) District allow for medium-to-high density residential development up to
approximately 36 dwelling units per gross acre, including single-family (attached and detached),
two-family, and multi-family development. The Versailles is 43.2 du/ac. As previously addressed

in this responses to comments document and in the Draft EIR, the proposed Master Plan .

Update Project would not allow for any increase in height of structures or modifications to the
height zones than is currently permitted in the existing Hoag Master Plan and which was
considered during the City’s preparation of the 2006 General Plan Update.

Response 66

No additional development is proposed as a part of the Master Plan Update. Final EIR No. 142
examined this issue in detail and there is nothing in the proposed Master Plan Update Project
that would change that analysis. Please also refer to Section 5, Growth-Inducing Impacts of the
Proposed Project, which addresses population, housing, and employment.

Response 67

General Plan Circulation Element Policy 4.1.2, Transit Services for Special Need Populations,
states “Support efforts to increase accessible transit services and facilities for the elderly,
disabled, and other transportation disadvantaged persons. (Imp 16.8)" The General Plan
Implementation Program No. 16.8, Provide Public Transportation, states “The City shall
continue to operate local demand-responsive transit service within the City to ensure mobility
and accessibility for the City's citizens, especially the elderly. The City shall also work with the
Orange County Transportation Authority for countywide bus service that will guarantee regionat
and local travel options. The City should encourage the development of additional public
transportation services and facilities such as park-and-ride facilities, and look for opportunities to
support the upgrade and enhancement of existing services.”

While the implementation program assumes that the provision of transit service is the
responsibility of the City, it should be acknowledged that Hoag does fund transit service in the
City of Newport Beach. The Hoag Memorial Hospital Presbyterian Community Benefit Report
20086, filed with the State of California, states with respect fo senior transportation:

The department of Community Medicine has partnerships with seven local programs
for senior citizens, to provide transportation services for their participants. These
organizations offer everything from congregate meais to health screening, and
educational and social activities for their participants. In providing transportation
services for seniors, we assist them in their efforts to sustain good mental and
physical health, and to maintain their independence. The seniors use the
transportation services to attend doctors appointments, shop and do errands, and
participate in group social activities. The seven senior centers served area: Adult
Day Services of Orange County; Costa Mesa Senior Health; Huntington Beach
Senior Center; Irvine Adult Day Center; Jewish Community Senior Center;, Oasis
Senior Center; and South County Senior Center. (See page 26 of report.)
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Appendix C of the report estimates the number of senior fransportation passenger trips
at 144,326 for fiscal year 2006 at a cost of $477,743.

Response 68

The City concurs that adequate parking must be provided. As such, Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR
addresses this issue. Hoag is required to provide all parking on the site in surface lots,
subterranean parking structures, and/or aboveground parking structures. For Upper Campus
land uses, surface parking lots are provided for the James Irvine Surgery Center and for the
Emergency Care Unit. Two parking structures are provided for hospital visitors, physicians, and
employees. Parking on the Lower Campus is provided in surface lots and in one parking
structure. Parking requirements are based on building types and the area allocated for land use
function, as set forth in the PC Text (see Table 3.2-11 of the Draft EIR). The City determines
parking needs based upon building type and the area allotted to specific functions. Any area
that is calculated as part of the total floor area limitation is included in the gross floor area to
determine the parking requirement. The City requires that a parking study be provided and
approved by the City Traffic Engineer for each individual building project at Hoag to determine
the specific parking requirements for that project. Each parking study is reviewed for use of
appropriate methodology and accuracy. Because adequate parking is and would continue to be
required to be provided as a condition of project-specific development projects, the Draft EIR
determine that no significant impacts are expected associated with the provision of on-site
parking at Hoag. As such, the Project is consistent with General Plan Policy CE 7.11 as
addressed on page 3.2-26 of the Draft EIR.

Response 69

Hoag has a full time landscape maintenance staff that works with Hoag's Campus Maintenance
Manager to minimize landscape water use and consumption as well as monitoring any excess
runoff on a regularly scheduled basis. Sprinklers heads are grouped to control valves with area
separations based on siope and sun/shade exposure. The primary delivery system for -
landscape irrigation at Hoag is conventional spray irrigation. However, Hoag also uses drip
irrigation systems where ease of access and plant requirements is best suited for drip
applications. | Central or eguivalent irrigation controliers are utilized for new projects. Classified
as a “smart” controller, they are eligible for water conservation rebates from the Metropolitan
Water District and operate multiple programs using daily weather data scheduling adjustments
received automatically with an internal Intranet communication modem. Irrigation controllers
also operate a flow sensor and master valve for high-flow shut down capability sensitive to
detect a broken or missing sprinkler head. Pop-up spnnklers include factory installed check
valves to prevent low head dramage after shut down

Response 70

With regard to water resource issues, please refer to the response to Comment 15. The
comment implies that water quality issues should have been addressed in detail in the Draft
EIR; however, as concluded on page 39 of the Initial Study prepared for the Draft EIR, water
quality issues will be less than significant with implementation of the proposed Master Plan
Update Project. Furthermore, water quality impacts from build out of the Master Plan were
determined to be less than significant in Final EIR No. 142 primarily due to adherence to the
then-proposed regulatory program entitled the “Storm Water Master Plan.” Final EIR No. 142,
page 4-18. This prior regulatory program has been replaced by the county-wide Drainage Area
Management Plan and the City’s Local Implementation Plan, imposing additional water quality
requirements on development at the Hoag Campus. Thus, water quality impacts will continue to
remain less than significant through implementation of the current water quality regulatory
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programs and water quality may improve over that contemplated in Final EIR No. 142 due to the
imposition of new water quality requirements through the Local fmplementation Plan. Thus,
water quality issues were not required 10 be discussed in the Draft EIR and the commenter's
implications to the contrary are in error.

Nevertheless, the following discusses the specific land use policies discussed in the comment:

« Water pollution prevention is the primary goal of the City's Local Implementation Plan
(LIP) of the county-wide Drainage Area Management Plan (see response to comment
15, above) and compliance with the goal will be achieved through implementation of
WQMPs in accordance with City regulations. Model WQMP page 7.1I-1 {included as an
appendix to the City’s LIP).

« As discussed in response to Comment 15, a WQMP will be required to be implemented
for each specific future building project at Hoag as per City regulations. Site design and
source control requirements are included in the City’s LIP and must be discussed in any
WQMPs prepared for specific building projects at Hoag. Model WQMP at 7.11-2 (included
as an appendix to the City’s LiP).

» Site design and source control requirements are included in the City’s LIP and must be
discussed in any WQMPSs prepared for specific building projects at Hoag. Model WQMP
page 7.lI-2 (included as an appendix to the City's LiP).

« Reduction of runoff is a key element of the LIP and will be implemented as part of
development of individual WQMPs for future building projects at Hoag. (Model WQMP
page 7.11-14-15 (included as an appendix to the City’s LIP).

« Cleaning of parking lots and private streets is already required via Mitigation Measure 11
(Draft EIR page 6-23) and will be included as a part of future WQMPs to be implemented
at Hoag (Model WQMP page 7.1I-21 {included as an appendix to the City’s LIP)).

« Minimization of impervious surfaces is a site design control that must be considered in
~ development of future WQMPs for Hoag. Modet WQMP page 7.11-15-16 (included as an
appendix to the City’s LIP).

» As discussed above, in response to comment 15, TMDLs applicable to Newport Bay are
not directly applicable to Hoag, but rather are being implemented by the City of Newport
Beach through its LIP.

Response 71

General Plan Natural Resources Element Policy 10.9, Development on Banning Ranch, states

“Protect the sensitive and rare resources that occur on Banning Ranch. If future development is
permitted, require that an assessment be prepared by a qualified biologist that delineates
sensitive and rare habitat and wildlife corridors. Require that development be concentrated to
protect biological resources and coastal bluffs, and structures designed to not be intrusive on
the surrounding landscape. Require the restoration or mitigation of any sensitive or rare habitat
areas that are affected by future development (Imp 2.1, 14.7, 14.11, 14.12).” The proposed
Master Plan Update Project would not affect potential future development of Banning Ranch.
The referenced policy requires biological surveys to be conducted on the Banning Ranch site as
a part of the evaluation of potential future development on that site. _
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Response 72

Implementation of the proposed Master Plan Update Project would not allow for any additional
square footage beyond that currently permitted by the existing approved 1992 Master Plan for
Hoag. No changes to the boundaries of Hoag are proposed. As such, the proposed project
would not eliminate any open space or adversely affect existing open space. Final EIR No. 142
identified limited biological resources, including wetlands, on the site, and evaluated biological
resources in a cumulative context. As a result of construction of facilities consistent with the
Hoag Hospital Master Plan and Final EIR No. 142, on-site resources have been removed.

Additionally, on February 23, 2005, a qualified Biologist from BonTerra Consulting conducted a
field review of Hoag to evaluate on-site resources. The findings were that Hoag is a developed
site that supports minimal decorative landscaping. It supports habitat that is of low value for
wildlife. No plant or wildlife species are expected to occur at Hoag that are considered sensitive
at either the federal, State, or local level. Hoag is not part of any wildlife movement corridor.
There are no riparian or wetland habitats or any other environmentally sensitive habitat areas.

Response 73

General Plan Natural Resources Element Policy 20.1 is addressed in the Draft EIR; the
commenter is directed to page 3.5-9 of the Draft EIR. The existing Hoag Hospital Master Plan
provided for the protection of ocean views, which wouid be considered a significant scenic
resource, by the dedication of the linear park along the northern edge of the Lower Campus.
The General Plan identifies multiple public viewpoints within the park. With the implementation
of the approved development on the Lower Campus, views from the park would change,
although ocean views would be protected because of height limitations on the Lower Campus.
The proposed Master Plan Update Project would result in less development on the Lower
Campus because square footage approved for the Lower Campus would be transferred to the
Upper Campus. As previously noted, the park area was dedicated as a condition of the Master
Pian. Therefore, it was understood that views would be altered. The Project is consistent with
this policy. Please also refer to the response to Comment 72.

Response 74

General Plan Natural Resources Element Policies 20.2 and 20.4 are addressed in the Draft EIR;
the commenter is directed to page 3.5-9 of the Draft EIR. As discussed in the response to
Comment 74 for Policy NR 20.1, the Master Plan provided for the dedication of the view park,
which provides for public views of the ocean. The development criteria for the Lower Campus
provide for protection of those views. Therefore, the proposed Master Pian Update Project
would not conflict with this policy. With respect to Policy 20.4, the development criteria provide
for a building setback from all public streets, and landscaping has been provided at Hoag. The
landscaping helps to minimize visual impacts by softening the view of the development. Hoag
maintains the landscaping on the site. Landscaping within public right-of-way, including berms
and slopes, is maintained by the responsible jurisdiction (Caltrans is the responsible jurisdiction
for West Coast Highway and the City of Newport Beach is the responsible agency for other local
roads).

Response 75

The aesthetic impacts of signage would be less than significant. Sign would be provided within
the building height limits established for Hoag, are or wili be within the shadow of the buildings,
and provisions are provided to ensure that signs are not mounted or lit facing the adjacent Villa
Balboa residential neighborhood.
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Response 76

Noise generated at Hoag would be governed by the Noise Ordinance with two exceptions: (1)
noise limits adjacent to the loading dock area would be increased; (2) delivery vehicles and the
loading and unloading of delivery vehicles would be exempt from noise standards. Mitigation is
required to minimize noise from stationary noise sources. '

The comment relates to noise levels from stationary sources and implies that such sources will
not be controlled in such a way to protect sensitive receptors consistent with the City’'s Noise
Ordinance. The City's Noise Ordinance will be applied throughout Hoag with modifications only
in the vicinity of the loading dock. Within the loading dock area, as was described above in
response to Comment 11, all feasible mitigation measures have been or will be implemented to
provide the most protection to off-site sensitive receptors from excessive noise. Please also
refer to Topical Response 3. Policy N 4.1 cited by the commenter relates to stationary sources.
As described in greater detail on pages 3.4-24-26 and 3.4-27, stationary sources at Hoag either
already meet limitations in the Gity's Noise Ordinance or will be mitigated to achieve noise
levels meeting or better than the proposed modified Noise Ordinance limitations described in
the Draft EIR. In this way, the goal of Policy N. 4.1 will be fulfilled by the Master Plan Update
Project.

Response 77

With regard to water resource issues, please refer to the response to Comment 15. Also refer to
the response to Comment 70 regarding reasons why water quallty issues were not required to
be discussed in detail in the Draft EIR.

Notwithstanding the above, the following discusses the specific Local Coastal Program policies
discussed in the comment:

+ As discussed above, in response to comment 15, TMDLs applicable to Newport Bay are
not directly applicable to Hoag, but rather are being implemented by the City of Newport
Beach through its Local Impiementation Plan (LIP), which, in turn, implements the City's
obligations under the county-wide Drainage Area Management Plan.

« Water pollution prevention is the primary goal of the City's LIP and compliance with the
.goal will be achieved through implementation of WQMPs in accordance with City
regulations. Model WQMP page 7.1I-1 (included as an appendix to the City’s LIP).

+ Reduction of runoff is a key element of the LIP and will be implemented as part of
development of individual WQMPs for future building projects at Hoag. (Model WQMP
page 7.11-14-15 (included as an appendix to the City’s LIP).

« Minimization of impervious surfaces and minimization of directly connected impervious

- surfaces are site design controls that must be considered in development of future

WQMPs for Hoag. Model WQMP page 7.l1-15-16 {included as an appendix to the City’s
LIP).

« Site design and source control requirements are included in the City’s LIP and must be
discussed in any WQMPs prepared for specific building projects at Hoag. Model WQMP
page 7.11-2 (included as an appendix to the City's LIP).

+ As discussed in response to comment 15, above, a WQMP will be required to be
implemented for each specific future building project at Hoag as per City regulations.
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These WQMPs will include treatment controls meeting the design standards stated in
the LIP. Model WQMP page 7.1-34-35 (included as an appendix to the City's LIP).
Water quality during construction will be controiled via a Storm Water Quality
Management Plan as per Mitigation Measure 14 (Draft EIR, page 6-24).

Response 78

The Lower Campus in its entirety and 0.21 acre of the Upper Campus are within the coastal
zone. The LCP Land Use Plan designates these areas as “Public Facilities.” The Public
Facilites designation is “intended to provide public and quasi-public facilities, including
educational institutions, cultural institutions, government facilities, libraries, community centers,
hospitals, religious institutions, and utilities” (page 2-4). No changes in land use are proposed in
the Lower Campus, only the ability to transfer a maximum of 225,000 sf of development to the
Upper Campus. Because the CCC approved the existing Master Plan, the proposed Master
Plan Update is considered consistent with this LCP policy.

Existing building height restrictions would continue to preserve these views. Therefore, the
proposed Master Plan Update Project would not conflict with this policy. The development
criteria in the PC Text also provide building envelopes, height restrictions, setbacks, and
landscape requirements.

With respect to landscaping, etc. on the Lower Campus, the following information has been
provided by Hoag to the City address the issue. Hoag has: _

» Installed five, 48-inch box evergreen screen trees and new irrigation in November 2007
to screen/soften the views of the west end of the cogeneration facility.

« Submitted plans to the California Coastal Commission {CCC) for permission to install
three, 48-inch box evergreen screen trees and new irrigation to provide added screening
of the cogeneration facility area with an estimated installation of May 2008 pending CCC

approval.

+ Submitted plans to the CCC to attach a green, metal screen lattice structure and plant
flowering vines to cover the green screen on the -east wall of the cogeneration facility in
‘order to provide additional screening and softening of specific views of the cogeneration
facility with an estimated installation of May 2008, pending CCC approval.

e Installed additional shrubs, groundcover, and new irrigation system to the slope behind
the cogeneration facility upon completion of the retaining wall project in November 2007
to provide added visual quality and erosion control.

¢ Installed 24 trees, shrubs, and ground cover plantings and new water conserving
irrigation system on the cogeneration facility in November 2007 to provide added visual
quality screening and erosion control as part of completing the Lower Campus retaining
wall project. '

e Installed eight, 24-inch box evergreen screen trees in November 2007, at the base of the
west parking lot to screen and soften views of the retaining wall.

e Installed twelve, 36-inch box flowering trees and four fan palm trees and irrigation
system at end islands in the west parking lot in November 2007, to provide increased
shade and visual enhancement to the parking area, with additional parking area trees to
be installed in the future as construction needs in the area are completed.
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+ Installed 550 bougainvillea shrubs in November 2007, as part of the Lower Campus
retaining wall project, for color and to soften of views along the top of the retaining wall.

¢ Requested an Approval In Concept (AIC) from the City of Newport Beach to re-grade the
north slope above the retaining wall to allow shrubs, ground cover, and a new irrigation
system to enhance visual quality, safety, and erosion control. To be instalied in January
2009 pending City and CCC approval. :

e Installed 17 trees, shrubs, groundcover, and new irrigation system in December 2007
around the new Child Care Center to provide added visual quality, parking area
screening and building drop-off and entry area definition.

o FHeplace trees, shrubs, and groundcover and enhance planting areas as part of the
Lower Campus utility upgrade project to improve and unify Hoag landscaping aiong the
West Coast Highway frontage after utilities are installed. Instaliation tentatively
scheduled for December 2009, pending City AIC and CCC approval.

¢ Install approximately 870 linear fest of green screen lattice along the West Coast

Highway frontage to screen views of the west parking lot and cogeneration facility from

West Coast Highway. This landscape project is in preliminary design with installation
tentatively scheduled for December 2009 pending City AIC and CCC approval.

¢ Hydroseeding of native groundcover including coastal wild flowers and grass, as well as
irrigation system instailed in December 2007 for erosion control and enhanced visual
quality.

+ Landscaping of the new Child Care Center has been completed.
e The Lower Campus retaining wall has been completed and landscaped. -

s The cogeneration facility was painted a buff/tan tone in Septermber 2007, a color more
consistent with existing buildings on the Hoag Lower Campus.

o Per the approved CCC Coastal Development Permit issued in 2002 for the cogeneration
facility, all the required landscaping was installed. In addition, at the request of the Villa
Balboa, as noted above, Hoag installed five, 48-inch box evergreen screen trees and
new irrigation in November 2007 to screen and soften the views of the west end of the
facility. _

Response 79 -

The Heart and Vascular Institute is iocated in a one-story structure immediately west of the

West Building. Uses within the Ancillary Building mc!ude radiology, imaging, and the emergency .

room.
Response 80

The former Child Care Center has been vacated. The City understands that Hoag is consideririg
plans to convert that existing space in to an outpatient imaging facility to support the needs of
cancer and neuroscience patients. _
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Response 81
Please refer to Appendix B of this responses to comments document.

Response 82

There is no particular schedule or anticipated timeframe for review of site-specific
developments. Each development will be reviewed at the time that Hoag determines to move
forward with a project and submits appropriate applications. The commenter asks how the City
will avoid segmentation of project review. The comment suggests a misunderstanding of
segmentation under CEQA. Segmentation occurs when individual portions of a larger project
move forward through individual CEQA processes such that the overall impact of the entire
project is not examined. However, just the opposite has occurred because the entire Hoag
Master Plan project was reviewed and analyzed in Final EIR No. 142 from a programmatic level.
Subsequent to that, each particular building has and will continue to move forward through the
review process and the City will ensure that each proposed building is consistent with the
Master Plan and that there are no new impacts that were not previously addressed. This is the
process envisioned by CEQA.

Response 83

Noise limitations are established by the City of Newport Beach and any modifications or
exemptions from such limitations are assessed by the City at the time that such requests are
made. The fact that other areas of the City may or may not be subject to the same or similar
noise limitations as Hoag is not relevant to the Draft EIR as it has no bearing on any potential
environmental affects of the proposed project.

Response 84

The fact that other loading docks in the City may or may not be exempted from noise
regulations and whether any such docks are located adjacent to residential areas is not relevant
to the Draft EIR as it does not relate to any potential environmental affects of the proposed
Master Plan Update Project.

Response 85

The commenter questions the conclusion in the Draft EIR that “the aesthetic and noise impacts
of the project wouid not increase of differ from the facts set forth in Final EIR No. 142" {see Draft
EIR, page 3.1-13). The commenter feels that this conclusion is not possible when Final EIR No.

142 was predicated on noise levels not to exceed 55 dB at the property line and did not address

impacts associated with cogeneration fagility. First, noise from the cogeneration facility is not an
issue with regard to the proposed project; refer to Topical Response 1. Second, the noise study
prepared for the Draft EIR demonstrates that the cogeneration facility does not violate any
applicabie noise standards and is consistent with the applicable provisions of the City Noise
Ordinance. Third, the noise levels that were not to exceed 55 dB at the property line were only
those related to mechanical appurtenances as has been discussed in detail in response to
Comment 11. With the implementation of various additional features around the mechanical
appurtenances, the overall noise levels at the property line are less now than they were in 1992
and will be less in the future when additional noise attenuation devices are installed (see Draft
EIR, page 3.4-24-26). '
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Response 86

- The commenter questions the conclusion in the Draft EIR which states that implementation of
development on the Upper Campus as proposed with the Master Plan Update Project would
have no greater or different land use effect than the existing Master Plan, and therefore would
not have a significant project impact. The commenter suggests that the appropriate
environmental setting from which to determine any impact is the baseline physical conditions
and then states that as compared to the baseline condition impiementation of the updated
Master Plan would have a significant impact. If the commenter is suggesting that the baseline
for the Draft EIR is the physical environmental conditions as they exist at the time the Notice of
Preparation for the Draft EIR was published, then the commenter is incorrect. The baseline
environmental setting is normally established when the Notice of Preparation is published.
However, when a project already has a certified EIR and a supplemental EIR is prepared to
address any incremental changes resulting from a modification to the approved project, the
focus of the environmental impact analysis is whether there is any incremental increase in
impacts above that already analyzed in the prior EIR. In essence, the baseline becomes the
prior approved project. Please also refer to the response to Comment 46.

Response 87

The Draft EIR evaluates the proposed project’s relationship to adjacent land uses and proposes,
where feasible, appropriate mitigation to assure compatibility (see Draft EIR, pages 3.1-12 and
3.1-13). Please also refer to Topical Response 3. It should be noted that the Upper Campus of
Hoag inclusive of the loading dock area were constructed prior to the construction of any of the
Vilia Balboa condominiums. However, the Draft EIR does acknowledge that “Final EIR No. 142
found that the project will result in a significant and unavoidable land use impact on residential
units located directly adjacent to the western building of the Upper Campus. Although building
setback limits are more stringent than City Code, the placement of hospital buildings closer to
residential units located to the west of the Upper Campus was identified as a significant impact
when considered in combination with other impacts such as shade and shadow and noise
impacts in this location. Consistent with the conclusions of Final EIR No. 142, the Master Plan
Update EIR finds that the proposed Master Plan Update Project will also result in significant
impacts to existing residential development west of the Upper Campus. The proposed
amendment would not alter or make these impacts more severe. Therefore, while the Project
would cause a significant unavoidable land use impact, it would not constltute a new impact. No
other significant land use impacts have been identified.

The Draft EIR and Final EIR No. 142 address land use compatibility between Hoag and the
residential areas adjacent to Hoag by specifically addressing building heights, use of the service
road in the loading dock vicinity, and noise tevels. The building heights allowed on the Upper
Campus adjacent to the residences are of the “Midrise” Zone that are more sensitive to the
adjacent communities because it mandates lower heights than the Tower Zone at the center of
the Upper Campus (see Final EIR No. 142, page 3-14). Implementation of the proposed Master
Plan Update Project would not change the height restrictions. The service road on the western
edge of the Upper Campus has restricted hours (gated from 8:00 PM to 7:00 AM) to minimize
activity near residences (see Final EIR No. 142, page 4-60). The City will continue to require
this restriction (see Draft EIR, page 3.4-35). Please also refer to the response to Comments 8
and 11.

As described on page 3.1-17 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Master Plan Update Project is
considered consistent with the General Plan Land Use Element policy cited by the commenter,

in part, through the compliance with the implementation program deveioped by the City to |

implement this land use policy. Additionally, as new buildings are proposed and reviewed by the
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City, the General Plan policy ensures that Hoag work with the City such that future Hoag
development consider its relationship to the adjacent residential areas, mitigate impacts to the
extent feasible, and thereby addressing compatibility. '

Response 88

With respect to the Air Quality Management Plan, please refer to Section 3.3, Air Quality, of the

" Draft EIR. With respect to population, housing, and employment, please refer to Section 5.0,

Growth-Inducing Impacts of the Proposed Project. With respect to water quality management,
please refer to the responses to Comments 15, 70, and 77.

Response 89

The City reviews all plans for project-specific approvals for compliance with applicable PC Text
regulations, mitigation measures, and project design features. if a particular project requires
permits from the Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development (OSHPD) as opposed to
the City of Newport Beach, this compliance review is done by the Planning Department in
advance of Hoag submitting the plans to OSHPD.

Response 90

As discussed on page 3.2-11 of the Draft EIR, support services do generate traffic. The City
determined that trips generated by support services are the same trips accounted for in other
land use categories, and are considered to be internal trips within Hoag that would not be
additive at the key intersections located outside of Hoag. Based on this consideration, traffic
generation for the support services category would not translate to a net reduction in Hoag's
tripmaking potential, nor would it result in an underestimation of project-generated trips at the
key intersections analyzed in the study. 3

Existing support services (142,328 sf) comprise 16 percent of the existing total square footage
(886,270 sf) of Hoag. The Master Plan Update Project presumed an additional 125,211 sf of
support uses, yielding a total of 267,539 sf of support facilities assumed under future conditions
with the Master Plan Update. The 267,539-sf total for support services corresponds to 20
percent of the 1,343,238 sf of permitted development at Hoag. Thersfore, the assumed size and
land use designations pertaining to support services under the proposed Master Plan Update
are fairly consistent with the existing mix of uses at Hoag. The increase from 16 percent under
existing conditions to 20 percent presumed in the future for support services is due to the
anticipated need for increased space to accommodate advancing technology in the delivery of
health care, and to ensure the proper utilization of related supplies and equipment.

The assumptions regarding future uses were developed in coordination with the Applicant and

are based on present thinking, not on final decisions regarding specific projects, and on the best

information available at the time the Draft EIR was prepared {see response to Comment 19). To
the extent future uses are proposed which differ from these assumptions, the City would require
Hoag fo prepare a traffic and/or parking analysis prior to building construction to confirm that the
proposed use falls within the scope of the authorized traffic limits authorized for the project (see
Draft EIR, pages 3.2-27 and 31, Mitigation Measures 25, 32, 34, 38, and 33).

Response 91

Based on the findings of the traffic impact evaluation and level of service comparisons between
traffic scenarios, the proposed Master Plan Update Project (i.e., reallocation of up to 225,000 sf
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of medical uses from the Lower Campus to the Upper Campus) would not cause cumulative
impacts nor worsen cumulative impacts.

As indicated on Table 3.2-6 of the Draft EIR, with or without development of the proposed
Master Plan Update Project, LOS E is projected under Year 2015 conditions at the following six
intersections: Balboa Boulevard-Superior Avenue/West Coast Highway, Newport
Boulevard/Hospital Road, Newport Boulevard southbound off-ramp/West Coast Highway,
Newport Boulevard/18™ Street-Rochester Street, and Newport Boulevard/19" Street. Table 3.2-
7 of the Draft EIR indicates that under Year 2025 conditions with or without the Master Plan
Update Project, LOS E or LOS F is projected at the following six intersections: Riverside
Avenue/West Coast Highway, Bay Shore Drive-Dover Drive/West Coast Highway, Newport
Boulevard southbound off-ramp/West Coast Highway, Newport Boulevard/1 7" Street, Newport
Boulevard/18" Street-Rochester Street, and Newport Boulevard/19™ Street. Because LOS E/F
is expected to occur without development of the project, the deficient levels of service are
considered “cumulative impacts” and are project-specific impacts. Furthermore, the Master Plan
Update Project would not worsen these cumulative deficiencies, and is expected to maintain or
improve the levels of service at the six intersections under both Year 2015 and Year 2025
conditions, as indicated on Tables 3.2-6 and 3.2-7 of the Draft EiR.

It should also be noted that based on Orange County Congestion Management Plan (CMP)
guidelines, the LOS E projected at the Newport Boulevard southbound off-ramp/West Coast
Highway intersection under Year 2015 and Year 2025 conditions is not considered deficient.

Response 92

The level of service analyses and traffic impact evaluation conducted for the Draft EIR were
focused to evaluating traffic conditions under existing (2007) conditions, Year 2015 conditions
without and with the proposed Master Plan Update Project, and Year 2025 conditions without
and with the proposed Master Plan Update Project, and identifying the incremental effect of the
proposed reallocation of square footage (not existing development at Hoag, nor implementation
of Hoag's existing Master Plan, which were evaluated in Final EIR No. 142 and subsequent
TPO studies) on those traffic conditions. '

Table 3.2-2 of the Draft EIR presents the levels of service at the 24 key intersections under
existing (2007) conditions. The trips currently generated by Hoag are inherent in the existing
traffic volumes (illustrated on Exhibits 3.2-3 and 3.2-4 of the Draft EIR) that were used in the
level of service calculations. It is not possible to isolate existing Hoag-generated traffic volumes
from the actual counts collected at each study intersection. An evaluation of existing conditions
at Hoag with the proposed reallocation (i.e., Master Plan Update Project) was not necessary
since the reallocation is based on an update to the existing Master Plan, not existing
development at Hoag.

The “Existing Master Plan” columns of Table 3.2-6 and 3.2-7 of the Draft EIR present the levels
~ of service for cumulative {without the proposed Master Plan Update Project) conditions under
Year 2015 and Year 2025, respectively. Based on the City's adopted General Plan traffic model
(Newport Beach Traffic Model/NBTM), the future firips expected to be generated by
development of Hoag's existing Master Plan were assigned to the street system, and are
inherent in the model forecasts (shown on Exhibits 3.2-7, 3.2-8, 3.2-11, and 3.2-12 of the Draft
EIR) used in the level of service calculations. The traffic distribution pattern for Hoag presumed
in NBTM is illustrated on Figure B-1 in Appendix B of the Draft EIR traffic study. The future trips
generated by the existing Master Plan, and the incremental effect of those existing Master Plan
trips on future traific conditions (i.e., LOS differences), were evaluated in the Phase || TPO and
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Phase It TPO studies completed in 2001 and 2005, respectively, since the Final EIR No. 142
was centified in 1992, _

The “Proposed Master Plan Update Project’ columns of Table 3.2-6 and 3.2-7 of the Draft EIR
present the levels of service for cumulative plus project conditions under Year 2015 and Year
2025, respectively. The future trips generated by development of Hoag's proposed Master Plan
Update were assigned to the street system by using NBTM, and are included in the “with
project” traffic volumes presented on Exhibits 3.2-9, 3.2-10, 3.2-13, and 3.2-14 of the Draft EIR
and used in the level of service calculations. As indicated previously, the traffic distribution
pattern for Hoag is illustrated on Figure B-1 in Appendix B of the Draft EIR traffic study. Exhibits
3.2-5 and 3.2-6 of the Draft EIR isolate and illustrate the Master Plan Update/project-generated
trips at each of the 24 key intersections during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. As
indicated on Tables 3.2-6 and 3.2-7 of the Draft EIR, the proposed reallocation of square
footage would not worsen cumulative deficiencies, and is expected to maintain or improve the
levels of service at the 24 key intersections under both Year 2015 and Year 2025 conditions.
Tables 3.2-6 and 3.2-7 of the Draft EIR further indicate that, based on the application of City of
Newport Beach and City of Costa Mesa significant traffic impact criteria, the reallocation project
is not expected to cause any significant traffic impacts under Year 2015 and Year 2025
conditions.

Mitigation measures have been established (see Draft EIR, pages 3.2-27 and -31, Mitigation
Measures 25, 32, 34, 38, and 33) to address traffic/parking impacts associated with future site-
specific projects that may be proposed. The proposed Master Plan Update's assumptions
regarding future uses were developed in coordination with the Applicant and are based on
present thinking, not on final decisions regarding specific projects, and on the best information
available at the time the Draft EIR was prepared (see response to Comment 19). To the extent
future uses are proposed which differ from these assumptions, the City would require Hoag to
prepare a traffic and/or parking analysis prior to building construction to confirm that the
proposed use falls within the scope of the authorized traffic limits authorized for the project.

Mitigation measures have been established (see Draft EIR, pages 3.2-27 and -31, Mitigation
Measures 25, 32, 34, 38, and 33) to address traffic/parking impacts associated with future site-
specific projects that may be proposed. The proposed Master Plan Update Project assumptions
regarding future uses were developed in coordination with the Applicant and are based on
present thinking, not on final decisions regarding specific projects, and on the best information
available at the time the Draft EIR was prepared (see response to Comment 19). To the extent
future uses are proposed which differ from these assumptions, the City would require Hoag to
prepare a traffic and/or parking analysis prior to building construction to confirm that the
proposed use falls within the scope of the authorized traffic limits authorized for the project.

Response 93

Please refer to the response to Comment 92 for a detailed discussion of future traffic scenario
comparisons and TPO studies that were completed since certification of Final EIR No. 142 in
1992, and specific mitigation measures that have been established to address traffic/parking
impacts associated with future site-specific projects that may be proposed. '

Response 94

Please refer to the response to Comment 92 for a detailed discussion of project traffic
distribution and assignment that were obtained using the City's adopted General Plan model

- (NBTM).
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Response 95

Please refer to the response to Comment 92 for a detailed discussion of future traffic scenario
comparisons and TPO studies that were completed since the Final EIR No. 142 certification in
1992, and specific mitigation measures that have been established to address traffic/parking
impacts associated with future site-specific projects that may be proposed.

Response 96

Because the City's adopted General Plan traffic model (NBTM) was used as basis for the future
traffic forecasts, the full buildout of the City, as identified in the new General Plan, has been
assumed and accounted for in the traffic study. Please refer to the response to Comment 19.

Response 97

The extension of 19™ Street across the Santa Ana River has been assumed in the City of
Newport Beach General Plan and the Orange County Master Plan of Arerials and Highways,
and therefore should be included in the NBTM forecasting assumptions for Year 2025
conditions (referred to as the City's adopted “Buildout” or “General Plan Baseline” network, as
described in Section 5.1.2 of the Draft EIR traffic study). For Year 2015 conditions, the NBTM
“constrained” network was used. The constrained network does not assume the 19" Street
bridge connection, as stated in Section 5.1.2 of the Draft EIR traffic study.

Response 98

The building known as the Conference Center primarily houses administrative support staff for
the business operations of Hoag. Finance, Marketing, Information Technology, Human
Resources, Purchasing, and Fund Development functions that occupy the top three floors of the
four-story building. The bottom levei houses the OB Education department and six meeting
rooms. These rooms are primarily used during business hours for internal meetings and
educational classes with staff walking from other parts of the campus for the meetings. One
exception is a limited number of breast feeding consultations during the day in one classroom
which averages two to eight women throughout the day. In the evenings, between 6:00 PM and
10:00 PM, the rooms are used for community education classes averaging 10 to 30 people per
class. On some weekends, the rooms are used for larger community education and support
groups with anywhere from 60 to 120 attendees.

Based on the type of activities held at the Conference Center during business hours (primarily
internal meetings and educational classes for Hoag staff), the trips generated by these activities
are “internal trips” that occur within Hoag, and are the same trips generated by the inpatient and
outpatient uses at Hoag that have been accounted for'in the analysis of AM and PM peak hour
conditions in the Draft EIR traffic study. The weekday breastfeeding consultations and weekend
community education classes occur outside of the time periods evaluated in the traffic impact
study (i.e., AM and PM peak commute hours on a typical weekday). The weeknight community
education classes are held during the months of September through November, do not generate
trips during the AM peak hour, and do generate inbound trips during the PM peak hour. The
existing traffic generated by the Conference Center are inherent in the traffic counts collected
- for the study, and were therefore included in the detailed analysns of traffic conditions and
project impact evaluation.
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Response 99

The AM and PM peak period traffic counts, existing intersection geometry, and existing level of
service calculations for the three key intersections along West Coast Highway located west of
Hoag Drive (at Orange Street, Prospect Street, and Superior Avenue-Balboa Boulevard) were
reviewed and verified to be generally consistent with prior counts, geometry, and level of service
calculations. It should be noted that the traffic counts were collected during typical commute
hours on a typical weekday, not during peak conditions/summer season (when there could be
more beach-related traffic along West Coast Highway).

Response 100

The AM and PM peak period traffic counts, existing intersection geometry, and existing level of
service calculations for the ‘Superior Avenue/17" Street intersection were reviewed and verified
to be generally consistent with prior counts provided by the City of Costa Mesa, geometry, and
level of service calculations.

Response 101

The net parking spaces gained to the south parking structure after the trailers are removed (and
a new ramp and elevator are installed in 2008) will be 21 spaces. Approximately the same
number of spaces would be displaced in the lower parking area to accommodate the relocated
trailers. The construction trailers are considered temporary structures; please refer to the
response to Comment 60. ‘

FIesponSe 102
The number and location of valet spaces at Hoag are as follows:

North {(Dolphin)} Parking Structure: 80
South Parking Structure: 37 :
Cancer Center Front Lot: 8
Emergency Room Lot: 15

Response 103

The City is assuming the commenter is referring to Mitigation Measure 38 from Final EIR No.
142 which states as proposed for modification: '

38. Prior to the issuance of grading—and-building permits for each Master Plan
development, the Project Sponsor shall provide evidence that site plans
incorporate the site development requirements of Ordinance No. 91-16, as
appropriate, to the Traffic Engineering Division and Planning Department for
review and Planning Commission approval. Requirements outlined in the
Ordinance include:

a. A minimum of five percent of the provided parking at new facilities shail be
reserved for carpools. These parking spaces shall be located near the
employee entrance or at other preferred locations.

b. A minimum of two bicycle lockers per 100 empioyees shall be provided.
Additional lockers shall be provided at such time as demand warrants.
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¢. A minimum of one shower and two lockers shall be provided.
d. Information of transportation alternatives shall be provided to all employees.
e. A rideshare vehicle loading area shall be designated in the parking area.

f. The design of all parking facilities shali incorporate provisions for access and
parking of vanpool vehicles.

g. Bus stop improvements shall be coordinated with the Orange County
Transportation Authonty consistent wuth the requnrements of Mrtzgatlon
Measure 30 s

h. The exact number of each of the above facilities shall be determined by the
City during review of grading—and-building permit applications for each
development project. The types and numbers of facilities required of the
project will refiect the content of the Ordinance at the time that a permit’
application is deemed complete by the Planning Department.

Rationale: Mitigation Measure 38 was adopted as a part of Final EIR No. 142, A
revision 1o item ‘g’ is proposed 1o cross reference Mitigation Measure 30, which
pertains to bus turnouts. The siting and design of bus turnouts is within the joint
jurisdiction of the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) and the City.

First, it should be noted that this measure has been applicable to Hoag since adoption of the
Master Plan in 1992. Second, as noted in the measure, the applicable requirements are to be
implemented; valet parking is one of nine requirements. Third, employee parking is provided in
a separate lot from visitor parking and would therefore not affect visitor parking. Fourth, as
previously addressed in these responses to comments, the City requires a parking study for
each project and reviews the study for accuracy and appropriate methodology.

Response 104

. Hoag has shuttle service connecting the main campus to the Hoag Health Center Newport
Beach, with stops at the Lower Campus and Upper Campus in its route to transport physicians
and staff to the two Hoag facilities. Presently, Hoag has two shuttles per hour between the
hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM; Hoag has proposed to the City to increase the number of shuttle
to four per hour in a 20-passenger van. The shuttles can only be used by physicians who have
office at the Hoag Health Center and patients at Hoag Hospitai, and by Hoag staff. The shuttle
will also be available to patients visiting physicians at the Hoag Health Center who require
madical services (e.g., lab work, x-rays, medical test) at Hoag Hospital. The shultles are
provided as a convenience for physicians, staff, and patients and serve to minimize personal
vehicle trips between the two facilities and not, as the commenter has suggested, because of
the lack of parking.

While no trip or parking credit was provided in the traffic and parking studies prepared for the
Master Plan Update Project, eliminating personal vehicle trips from the roadways wouid have a
beneficial effect. With respect to the Upper and Lower Campuses, Hoag previously used an
eight-seat golf cart to transport persons between the Upper and Lower Campuses. All trips were
on private roadways within Hoag. The golf cart is no longer used. The shutlle includes the
Upper and Lower Campuses and the Hoag Hea#th Center. As with the golf cart, the shuitle uses
internal roadways while at Hoag _
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Response 105

Please refer to the response to Comment 39.

Response 106

Please refer to the response to Comment 90.

Response 167

P.lease refer to the response to Comment 90.

Resbbnse 108

Please refer to the response .to Comment 90.

Response 109

Please refer to the response to Comment 92 for a detailed discussion of future traffic scenario
comparisons, TPO studies that were completed since certification of Final EIR No. 142 in 1992,

and project traffic distribution and assignment that were obtained using the City’s adopted
General Plan model (NBTM).

Response 110

Please refer to the response to Comment 92 for a detailed discussion of future traffic scenario
comparisons, TPO studies that were completed since the EIR No. 142 certification in 1992, and
project traffic distribution and assignment that were obtained using the City’s adopted General

Plan model (NBTM).

Response 111

Please refer to the response to Comm_ént 92.
Response 112

Please refer to the response to Comment 92.
Response 113

Please refer to the response to Comment 92. -
.Flesponse 114 |

Please refar to the response to Comment g2,
Response 115

Please refer to the response to Comment 92.

Response 116

Piease refer to the response to Comment 92 for a detailed discussion of future traffic scenario
comparisons, and project-related LOS differences. As required by the California Vehicle Code
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(Section 21806, Authorized Emergency Vehicles), motorists must yield the right-of-way to
emergency vehicles. Specifically, motorists are required to pull to the right side of the road and
stop to allow an emergency vehicle to pass. If required, drivers of emergency vehicles are
trained to use center turn lanes, or travel in the opposing through lanes to pass through
crowded intersections. Thus, the respect entitled to emergency vehicles and driver training allow
emergency vehicles to negotiate typical street conditions in urban areas. Furthermore, Hoag
satisfies federal, State, and local requirements related to emergency/evacuation plans.

Response 117

Based on logical travel routes to and from the project, it is unlikely that a significant number of
project trips would use the eastbound left tumn lane at Hoag Drive/Hospital Road. The
commenter states that many of the waiting vehicles originate at Hoag Drive West. However,
Hoag Drive West is a minor driveway that serves mostly facility maintenance, delivery, and
outbound ambuiance traffic. Most staff, patients, and visitors would access Hoag through the
Hoag Drive/Hospital Road entrance. As shown in Figure 5 of the Access and On-Site Circulation
Analysis, the west driveway is forecast to serve a nominal number project trips. Most of the
traffic using the eastbound approach of Hoag Drive/Hospital Road is ambient traffic that is
already on the roadway system. It is not necessary for the Project to mitigate the effects of
existing traffic volumes.

Response 118

Hoag provides valet parking service at the main entrance, south entrance and the Cardiac
Outpatient facility on West Road to ensure that the physically challenged, weak, or elderly
patients and visitors have easy access to hospital facilities. By setting aside parking spaces for
the valet service, Hoag is better able to accommodate the parking needs of those with the
greatest need of assistance. Valet parking typically improves the availability of on-site parking
by 5 to 25 percent.

Response 119

Relocating the modular buildings from the south parking structure to the Lower Campus surface
level parking area provides for an increase in 21 available parking spaces closer to the Upper
Campus facilities accessed by patients and visitors and reduce the same amount on the Lower
Campus only needed for overflow employee and contractor parking.

Response 120

Please refer to the response to Comment 104. Hoag plans to continue the shuttle between the
Lower Campus, Upper Campus, and the Hoag Health Care Center.

‘Response 121

The intervening processes and assumptions are presented in the technical reports included in
the Appendix of the Draft EIR. The impact of the project was determined by comparing the
projected changes in emissions with the SCAQMD Significance Thresholds (see Tables 3.3-10,
3.3-12, 3.3-14, and 3.3-156 and the discussion of Impact 3.3-13). This concludes that while the
modification of the Master Plan would result in lower emissions that the approved Master Plan,
the development of the Master Plan would result in a significant unavoidable impact.
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The comparison of the project's emission with the basin wide emissions are provided to give
context to the project’'s emissions and as one part of the argument that the project will not cause
an increase in the frequency of severity of the violations of the AAQS in the region.

As stated in Section 3.3.1 of the Draft EIR, “Final EIR No 142 did determine, however, that
development of the Master Plan in conjunction with present and future projects would have a
significant and unavoidable cumulative impact on regional air quality.” The changes 1o the
project do not change this conclusion.

Response 122

The daily emission rates presented in the "Notice of Intent to Issue "Permit to Construct and
Operate" Pursuant to Rule 212" in Appendix A of the Draft EIR lists emissions from three natural
gas fired internal combustion engines and one natural gas/fuel oil fired boiler. The emissions
presented in Table 3.3-5 under the "On-Site Electrical Generation* are for the three natural gas
fired internal combustion engines only. The boiler emissions were indirectly included in the
"Natural Gas Consumption" emissions and are based on the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook
methodology that converts the square feet of building space to determine usage of natural gas
and emission factors based on the amount of natural gas used.

During the investigation of this issue, Mestre Greve Associates identified an error in the
spreadsheet to calculate emissions that underestimated the CO emissions from the generator
engines by 2 pounds per day per unit. This error slightly affects the CO emissions presented in
Tabies 3.3-5, 3.3-6, 3.3-10, 3.3-11, 3.3-12, 3.3-13, 3.3-14, 3.3-15, and 3.3-17 of the Draft EIR

- but it does not change the conclusions of the analysis or significance findings. The corrections

are included in Section 4 of this responses to comments document and incorporated into the
Final EIR.

Response 123

The generator emissions were calculated using the limits given in the permits to operate for
these units. These documents did not contain limits for SOx emissions and the emissions were
assumed to be minimal and listed as zero. Based on the Notice of Intent to Issue in Appendix A
discussed in the response to Comment 122, the maximum daily emissions of SOx from the
generators is 0.33 pounds per day per unit (with the worst-case assumption that the boiler has
no SOx emissions). Resulting in 1 pound per day of emissions under existing conditions (with
three units) and 2 pounds per day in the future (with six units). This would change the SOx
emissions presented in Tables 3.3-5, 3.3-6, 3-3.10, 3.3-11, 3.3-12, 3.3-13, 3.3-14, 3.3-15, and -
3.3-17 but it does not change the conclusions of the analysis or significance fmdmgs The
corrections are included in Section 4 of this responses to comments document and incorporated
into the Final EIR.

Response 124
The full quote from the SCAQMD website is:

“This webpage previously had listed names of the proposed chapters and
appendices for the revised Handbook. However, current work on the Handbook has
rendered these chapter and appendices titles obsolete and, thersfore, they have
been removed from the webpage. Proposed chapters and appendices currently
under consideration will be posted when drafts are available.”
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With the full quote it is apparent that they are talking about the revised Handbook that has been
in development for several years now. The SCAQMD notes that emission factors and trip
generation rates in the 1993 Handbook are obsolete at http://agmd.gov/ceqa/oldhdbk.himi,
however, there is no discussion that the trip lengths provided in the handbook are cbsolete.
There is no reason that the trip lengths from the 1993 CEQA Handbook are invalid.

Response 125

Potential emissions from construction activities are discussed on pages 3.3-18 and 3.3-19 of the
Draft EIR under the Short-term Construction Impacts: Regional Air Quality Impacts heading.
The SCAQMD LSTs are emission thresholds to ensure that an activity does not cause
concentrations at nearby sensitive receptors to exceed the AAQS or to cause a significant
increase in concentrations for pollutants where the AAQS is exceeded without the activity. The
SCAQMD performed dispersion modeling using typical weather patterns to correlate emissions
with concentrations and establish the emission thresholds. These values and a review of the
LST emission thresholds determined by SCAQMD were used as the basis as the discussion for
the likelihood of an impact.

- As discussed in the Draft EIR, there are no specific construction projects proposed and,
therefore, no information to calculate emissions from construction activities associated with the
Master Plan Update Project. The discussion on Pages 3.3-18 and 3.3-19 addresses
construction emissions in general and why the emissions from construction activities associated
with the project would be likely to exceed the thresholds.

Response 126

The analysis examined potential changes to air quality impacts due to the development of the
Master Plan that could be affected by the reallocation of uses proposed by this project. The
reallocation of uses proposed is not expected to significantly affect operations at the loading
dock or at the cogeneration plant and localized air quality impacts from these operations were
not examined. :

Response 127

The significance of the air quality impacts is not dismissed by the comparison of project
emissions with basin-wide emissions. The comparison of project emissions to basin wide
emissions is only used as one part of the argument that the project will not result in an increase
in the frequency or severity of violations of the AAQS. The presentation of this data does not
dismiss Impact 3.3-3.

Response 128

The regional emissions analysis presented on pages 3.3-21 through 3.3-25 of the Draft EIR
measures the project’s impact to the air quality in the region with the region being defined as the
South Coast Air Basin. The analysis concludes that the overali development of the Master Plan
Update Project would resuit in a significant regional air quality impact (Impact 3.3-3). Vehicular
emissions are modeled based on an average trip length which includes very short trips along
with much fonger trips. Using the average trip length gives an accurate estimate of the total
emissions from all of these trips.
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Response 129

Mitigation Measure 36, as proposed for revision (Strikeeuttest is used to show deleted wording)

- states:

36. Prior fo the issuance of grading permits for each phase of development, the
Project Sponsor shall provide evidence for verification by the Planning
Department that the necessary permits have been obtained from the SCAQMD
for regulated commercial equipment incorporated within each phase. An air
quality analysis shall be conducted prior to each phase of development for the
proposed mechanical equipment contained within that phase that identifies
additional criteria pollutant emissions generated by the mechanical equipment

to be instailed in the phase. ¥-therew-emissions—when—-added-lo-existing

Mitigation Measure 36 requires verification of necessary permits from the SCAQMD for
regulated equipment and preparation of air quality analysis in accordance with SCAQMD’s
requirements for stationary source equipment. It further states that if the new emissions result in
impacts not previously considered or that will significantly change the land use impact,
appropriate CEQA documentation shall be prepared prior to issuance of any permits for that
phase of development. This mitigation measure is combining two processes. The SCAQMD
would review the data pertaining to the use of regulated equipment. In order for the Applicant to
receive the required permit, the project would need to meet the SCAQMD-established
standards. It is speculative to know what all mechanical equipment would be necessary for the
buildout of the Master Plan at Hoag. The issue pertaining to new significant impacts associated
with emissions or land use impacts would not be within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction, so to avoid
confusion this portion of the mitigation measure is recommended for deletion. The City of
Newport Beach would continue to be responsible for ensuring that appropriate CEQA
documentation is prepared.

Response 130

Piease refer to the discussion on page 3.3-20 of the Draft EIR. An expahcled discussion is
presented in Section 2.3.1 of the Air Quality Technical Report presented in Appendix D to the
EIR. _ '

Response 131

These measures are incorporated within the contractor specifications which are part of the plans
and specifications used to issue a grading or building permit and, therefore, the identified
measures are conditions of those permits and compliance of those conditions are enforceable
by the City’s Building or Public Works inspectors and Code Enforcement Officers.

Response 132

The trip length used for the emissions estimate is a start to end trip and would include any
movements through a parking garage and are based on average travel speeds which include
idling for traffic lights, parking spaces, and congestion. Emigsions from these activities are
insignificant compared to the total emissions from a vehicle trip and do not occur for all vehicle
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trips. Accounting for this activity specifically would be speculative as there is no basis to
determine how often this occurs currently and how this would change in the future.

Response 133

On its website, the SCAQMD provides compasite emission factors for two vehicle categories
passenger/light-duty and medium-/heavy-duty vehicles {e.g., delivery trucks) for use in projects
where passengerlight-duty vehicle generate the majority of vehicle trips
(http://agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/onroad/onroad.html). The regional emission calculations
assume 95 percent passenger/light-duty vehicles and 5 percent delivery trucks.

Response 134

There is no reason to believe that increased signage would have any substantial effect on air
pollutant emissions. Please also refer to the response to Comment 42 regarding signage and
how the proposed modifications to signs at Hoag would not create significant environmental
impacts.

Response 135

Please refer to the responses to Comments 8 and 11 with respect to the enforcement of
mitigation measures from Final EIR No. 142 and affects on properties adjacent to Hoag. With
regard to commenter's suggesied mitigation. measures, please refer o the response to
Comment 13.

The commenter is requesting that the loading dock and its activities be relocated. It should be

noted that location of the loading dock preceded construction of the adjacent residential
communities. The loading dock and the activities that are located within the loading dock area
have been so located to support the materials management functions of the hospital.
Shipments, for example, must be received on the Upper Campus nearest to the primary medical
uses of the hospital to avoid transportation redundancies in transporting essential supplies
(including medical supplies, pharmaceuticals, transplantable devices, food, and linens) from the
Lower Campus to the Upper Campus where these supplies are used. Furthermore, entrance to
the loading dock in its present location provides for the least amount of shared traffic with
passenger cars that use the two main entrances to Hoag on West Coast Highway and Hospital
Road; additionally, related to traffic, the current loading dock location does not conflict with
Emergency traffic whereas relocation to any other roadway would conflict with ambulance,
paramedic and fire traffic, jeopardizing patient heaith and safety. Also, the current loading dock
location is proximate to existing hospital paths and the building network of corridors such that
relocation would require significant reconfiguration of the physical plant and would significantly
adversely affect hospital operations. Relocation of the loading dock to the Lower Campus would
also conflict with the State of California Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development
(OSHPD) mandates due to the distance to the primary hospital facilities. Finally, any relocation
of the loading dock or its essential activities {(e.g., box crusher) would require major demolition
and construction of new facilities (both new loading dock facilities and facilities that would have
to be rebuilt elsewhere to accommodate a new loading dock)—this in and of itself would be a
project subject to CEQA review and would have its own environmental impacts, and as such, is
not appropriate mitigation for the proposed Master Plan Update Project.

Regarding commenter’'s suggestion that grease traps be relocated, the location of the grease
traps is proximate to the hospital cafeteria. To be located anywhere else at Hoag would not be
physically possible at this time because of the location of sanitary sewer lines.
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Regarding commenter's suggestion that the cogeneration facility be relocated, as address in
Topical Response 1, the cogeneration facility is an existing facility. Demolition and relocation of
the facility (along with the demoiition and relocation of other facilities required to move the
cogeneration facility) would be a project subject to its own CEQA review and would have its own
environmental impacts, and is thus not appropriate for inclusion as mitigation in the Draft EIR.

With regard to the commenter's suggestion that new “noise generating” activities be prohibited
proximate to the park and residences to the north and west of Hoag, it is unclear what type of
noise generating activities the commenter is addressing. The commenter’s letter addresses
noise-generating activities including but not limited to conversations between people to
vehicular traffic to mechanical equipment. With regard to non-loading dock areas at Hoag,
adherence to the City's Noise Ordinance would ensure that significant impacts to adjacent uses
are avoided as the City has determined that adherence to the Noise Ordinance is protective of
such adjacent uses. With regard to loading dock vicinity noise activities, as is discussed further
in response to Comments 11 and 13, above, and 188, below, all feasible mitigation has been
provided in this area and all future activities in the area will be required to adhere to the modified
limitations imposed as part of the proposed Master Plan Update Project. Please also refer to
Topical Response 3 regarding a new proposed Project Design Feature. Thus, prohibitions on
new “noise generating” activities are not required as the noise limitations discussed in the Drait
E!IR will be imposed to protect adjacent uses and to reach the lowest noise levels achievable
based upon application of and to reach the lowest noise levels achievable with feasible
mitigation. '

Response 136

The proposal to modify existing noise regulations is evatuated in the Draft EIR and associated
technical report (Section 2.3.6 of Appendix F) and these changes are identified as an
unavoidable adverse impact. Enclosing the loading dock and constructing a soundwall were
investigated and the feasibitity discussed in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR and on page 54 of
Appendix F. Please also refer to the response to Comment 35. Modifications to residences are
discussed in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR and on page 58 of Appendix F. While modifications to
off-site private properties are not proposed as CEQA mitigation measures because the City
does not have the ability to mandate their implementation, window/sliding door modifications are
proposed as a Project Design Feature; please refer to Topical Response 3. However, a
redesign of the site plan so that noise generating equipment is not along the residential areais
not considered feasible. ' _ .

Response 137

This fact was understood for the analysis. The foliowing sentence will be added at the end of the
paragraph following Table 3.4-1 on page 3.4-6 and incorporated into the Final EIR as follows:

The City of Newport Beach exterior and interior noise criteria is given in terms of 15
minute Leq and Lmax noise levels. The noise levels specified are those that are not
to be exceeded at a property from noise generated at a neighboring property. Noise
levels are to be measured with A-weighting and a slow time response. Greater noise
levels are permitted during the day (7 AM to 10 PM) than during the nighttime period
(10 PM to 7 AM). if the measurement location is on the boundary between two

different_noise zones, the lower noise ievel standard applicable to the noise zone
shall apply (Section 10.2.025 E). :
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Response 138

The City would be the responsible party for compfiance with the Development Agreement. The
public can provide comments to the City as a part of the City's annual review of the
Development Agreement.

Response 139

Traffic volumes for West Hoag Drive were not counted because of the low volumes of vehicular
movement on this private roadway. It should also be noted that West Hoag Drive adjacent to
residences is closed to vehicular traffic between 8:00 PM and 7:00 AM. Ht is unlikely that the
traffic volume on West Hoag Drive would generate noise levels approaching 65 dB CNEL at
adjacent uses. '

Response 140

Noise measurements at the tennis courts were not made because the Noise Ordinance
specifically identifies private yard, patio, deck, or balcony as locations where noise
measurements should be made.

Response 141

The last paragraph on page 3.4-11 has been modified and is inciuded in the Final EIR as
follows: '

Therefore, the noise level at Site 1 during the pumping operations is,_perceptibly,
almost four times greater, and the noise level at Site 2 was more than two times
greater than permitted by the Noise Ordinance limit.

Response 142

It was City staff's determination in consuitation with the City Attorney that grease trap cleanout
is a property maintenance activity. The Newport Beach Noise Ordinance is presented in three
sections of the Municipal Code: Sections 10.26, 10.28, and 10.32. Section 10.28 “"Loud and
Unreasonable Noise” is what is often referred to as a “Nuisance Ordinance” because it does not
contain any specific noise level limits. It prohibits “the making, allowing, creation or maintenance
of loud and unreasonable, unnecessary, or unusual noises which are prolonged, unusual,
annoying, disturbing and/or unreasonable in their time, place and use are a detriment to public
heaith, comfort, convenience, safety, general welfare and the peace and quiet of the City and its
inhabitants.” The specific provisions of Section 10.28 were revised substantially by the City in
2001, but the concept of the section was unchanged. Sections 10.28.040 and 10.28.045
regulate construction noise and property maintenance noise. These Noise Ordinance sections
limit the hours of these activities to daytime hours. Section 10.32 “Sound Amplifying Equipment’
regulates the use of sound amplification equipment and provides for permitting of sound
amplification equipment. Loading dock noise and operations in other locations in the City are not
applicable to the proposed project.

Response 143

Please refer to the response to Comment 142.
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Response 144

The noise measurements measured all sound generated by activity at the loading dock. Backup
beepers were not observed to be a substantial source of noise.

Response 145

As addressed in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR, operation of the sterilizer and trash compactor
were never distinctly audible during the measurements of loading dock noise. The noise
generated by the grease trap cleaning was much greater than that generated by activity at the
loading dock. Therefors, it is likely that the noise generated by the grease trap cleaning would
completely dominate and mask any noise generated by the operation of the sterilizer and trash
compactor concurrently. However, it is noted that the grease trap is not operated on a daily

basis.
Response 146

Noise measurements were made independently of hospital operations and it is not known what
equipment was operating. As discussed in Section 3.4, noise generated by the operation of the
trash compactor, sterilizer, and box crusher was never distinctly detectable even when it was
visually observed that some of this equipment was operating.

Response 147

Whether this type of exceedance is common throughout the City is beyond the scope of the EIR
for this project. The City has conducted formal reviews of the Development Agreement but they

“have not been conducted annually. The last formal annual review was conducted on June 28,

1999. Although the City has not requested or set a formal annual review proceeding since 1999,
the City has required Hoag to submit project status reports; reports have been provided to the
City for the period of January 1, 1999 through December 31, 2003, the period January 1, 2004
through June 30, 2006, and the period July 1, 2006 through April 30, 2007. _

Response 148

The comment is incorrect. For the purposes of the Noise Ordinarice, the Noise Ordinance
specifically identifies “mixed use residential” as residential units within 100 feet of a commercial

property where noise is from said commercial property (see Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR and

Section 1.3.2 of Appendix F). Noise measurements summarized in the Draft EIR were taken
when the cogeneration facility was operational.

Response 149

The City is not suggesting that the future park site is not subject to any existing noise. However,
with regard to the commenter's suggestion that noise mitigation is needed for parks in the
vicinity of Hoag, park areas are not subject to any City Noise Ordinance limits {see Draft EIR,

page 3.4-14).
Response 150

Please refer to Topical Response 1. Regarding commenter's suggestion that projects at Hoag
have been allowed to proceed on a piecemeal basis without environmental review, the City is
unaware of any such projects. Final EIR No. 142 examined all potential environmental impacts
of the buildout of the Hoag Master Plan, and as such, all prior projects at Hoag, having been
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developed consistent with the Master Plan did not proceed in & piecemeal basis, as might have
occurred if individual development projects at Hoag had proceeded with individual CEQA
review. Please also refer to the response to Comment 82.

Response 151

The commenter is reminded that the cogeneration facility is not a part of the proposed Master
Plan Update Project; see Topical Response 1. The cogeneration facility is an existing and fully
permitted facility. With regard to the commenter’s statements regarding future expansion of the
cogeneration facility, as discussed further in Topical Response 1, three additional engines may
be located within the existing structure of the cogeneration facility and will require permitting
from the South Coast Air Quality Management District.

Response 152

For a general discussion on the cogeneration facility, please refer to Topicat Response 1. The
Noise Ordinance regulations apply to this use. The noise levels for the cogeneration facility are
below the nighttime criteria of 50 dBA contained in the Noise Ordinance. With the current
equipment in operation, the noise levels generated by the cogeneration facility are in
compliance with the Noise Ordinance at locations 2 and 3. Thus, no mitigation to further reduce
noise at the cogeneration facility beyond that already required to meet City Noise Ordinance
limitations is required (Draft EIR, page 3.4-36 (Mitigation Measure 3.5-9).

Response 153

Table 3.4-5 in the Draft EIR shows traffic noise level increases for two conditions ("Over
Existing" and "Due to Project”) for two analysis years (2015 and 2025). The "Over Existing"
condition gives the projected traffic noise level changes between existing conditions (i.e.;
current traffic noise levels) and future conditions in the year of analysis considering traffic
. volume changes due to the implementation of the proposed project as well as all other traffic
growth projected for the analysis year. The "Due to Project" condition gives the projected
difference in the traffic noise level in the year of analysis with and without the project. Without
project conditions includes the development of the currently approved Master Plan. The

changes in noise levels were calculated using traffic volume data provided by the traffic

engineer and reflect the assumptions used to generate the traffic volumes.

Response 154

Based on a walk of the street, there are no residences on Via Lido between Newport Boulevard
and Via Oporto which is more than 500 feet from Newport Boulevard and more than a "very
short distance.” Noise levels cannot be projected at a location that does not exist.

Flespohs'e 155

Traffic noise levels were calculated using traffic volumes provided by the traffic engineer for the
project. As noted in previous responses and as addressed on page 3.2-4 of the Draft EIR, the
Master Plan Update traffic study was prepared using the current City of Newport Beach
Transportation Model (NBTM). The NBTM includes cumutative regional growth including growth
within and outside of the City. This includes traffic from neighboring jurisdictions. These
projections include all reasonably foreseeable and probable future projects in the region.
Therefore, the noise analysis has accounted for cumulative projects.
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Response 156

Cumulative impacts are measured against three criteria all of which must be met for a significant
impact to be identified; (1) There must be a c¢learly discernible increase in traffic noise levels
over. existing conditions (3 dB or greater), (2) the project must contribute noticeably to
this increase (i.e.; the increase due to the project must be 1 dB or greater), and {(3) the projected
future noise level must exceed the applicable noise criteria (e.g., 65 CNEL for residents. As
discussed in the EIR text there are four segments that satisfy the first criteria (1) Hoag Drive
south of Hospital Road, (2) Hoag Drive north of West Coast Highway, (3) Tustin Avenue north of
West Coast Highway, and (4) Bayside Drive north of East Coast Highway. All but one of these
segments, Hoag Drive north of West Coast Highway, satisfies the second criteria. However,
none of the segments satisfy the third criteria and therefore there are no significant cumulative
traffic noise impacts. The third criterion does not involve a comparison of conditions with the
approved Master Plan and therefore this does not change the finding of no significant
cumulative traffic noise impacts.

Response 157

The Noise Ordinance identifies what activities and what noise levels should be acceptable to the

~ community. The comment is correct in that the noise levels generated by the grease pit cleanout

would result in the disruption of normal conversation and is sufficiently high to be annoying to
the residents while it is in operation.

As is stated on page 3.4-13 of the Draft EIR, noise levels in the vicinity of the loading dock
(where the grease ftrap cleaning operation is also located) have not substantially increased. The
Draft EIR acknowledges the high levels of noise that can be generated by grease trap cleaning
activities. However, the City considers grease trap cleaning a property maintenance activity.
The Newport Beach Noise Ordinance is presented in three sections of the Municipal Code:
Sections 10.26, 10.28, and 10.32. Section 10.28 “Loud and Unreasonable Noise” is what is
often referred to as a “Nuisance Ordinance” because it does not contain any specific noise level
limits. It prohibits “the making, allowing, creation or maintenance of loud and unreasonable,
unnecessary, or unusual noises which are prolonged, unusual, annoying, disturbing and/or
unreasonable in their time, place and use are a detriment to public health, comfort,
convenience, safety, general welfare and the peace and quiet of the City and its inhabitants.”
The specific provisions of Section 10.28 were revised substantially by the City in 2001, but the
concept of the section was unchanged. Sections 10.28.040 and 10.28.045 regulate construction
noise and property maintenance noise. These Noise Ordinance sections limit the hours of these
activities to daytime hours. Section 10.32 “Sound Amplifying Equipment” regulates the use of
sound amplification equipment and provides for permitting of sound amplification equipment.

Property maintenance occurring between the hours of 7:00 AM and 6:30 PM Monday through
Friday or betwsen the hours of 8:00 AM and 6:00 PM on Saturday is exempted from the Noise
Ordinance criteria. Therefore, the grease trap cleaning is exempt from the Noise Ordinance
limits as long as it occurs during these hours. Property maintenance activities are prohibited on
Sundays and federal holidays (see Draft EIR, pages 3.4-11 and -12). Although the grease trap
cleaning is exempt from the City’s Noise Ordinance because it is a maintenance activity and
maintenance occurs during hours stipulated by the Noise Ordinance, the hours for maintenance
have already been changed to occur on a Saturday between the hours of 11:00 AM and
3:00 PM. :
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Response 158

The comment is noted. The Clty concurs and has been actively working with Hoag to modify
existing mechanical equupment

Response 159

At the time of the preparation of the EIR, the new kitchen exhaust fans had not been specified
by the mechanical engineer for Hoag. The replacement of these exhaust fans is not part of the
proposed Master Plan Update Project. However, the City is currently working with Hoag to
replace and/or modify mechanical equipment.

Response 160

Mitigation Measures 3.4-2 and 3.4.-3 require that Hoag provide a detailed analysis to the City of
how the fan noise will be mitigated to meet the neoise limits.

Response 161

Mitigation Measures 3.4-2 and 3.4.-3 require that Hoag provide a detailed analysis to the City of
how the HVAC, including the air handlers, will be mitigated to meet the noise limits.

Response 162

Noise measurements were made in 1991 near the loading dock. The measurements were not
made in the exact same locations or in the same manner and therefore, the results are not
directly comparable. However, the noise levels measured in 1991 look similar to the noise levels
measured for this assessment.

Response 163

According to Hoag, expansion of the hospital would require that more goods be delivered to
Hoag, but that this would not resuit in a corresponding increase in the number of truck
deliveries. A supplier, for exampile, who currently makes three deliveries per week to Hoag
would likely continue to make three deliveries per week with each delivery containing a greater
quantity of goods. The proposed Master Plan Update Project does not assume more
development than the existing Master Plan.

Response 164

As stated in the Draft EIR, page 3.4-5, noise levels at Hoag are currently exempt from
application of the City's Noise Ordinance, inclusive of Table N, to the extent that the noise
limitations presented in the Development Agreement and those in the City's Noise Ordinance
conflict. As part of the proposed Master Plan Update Project, Hoag is modifying the
Development Agreement, of which the PC Text is a part, to self-impose the {imitations of the
City's Noise Ordinance for the entire campus with the modifications only for the loading dock
area. Thus, the noise restrictions contained in the PC Text would be the restrictions enforced by
the City. This is entirely within the scope of the Noise Ordinance and its exemption provisions to
allow for modified noise limitations for projects such as Hoag. The proposed noise limits which
would increase the allowable noise level for the loading dock have been identified as resulting in
an unavoidable adverse impact. Mitigation measures were explored and discussed. Please also
refer to the response to Comment 136 and Topical Response 3.
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Response 165
Please refer to the response to Comment 84.

Response 166

The addition of a fourth cooling tower is not part of the proposed project. However, the noise
assessment evaluated this change. The addition of a fourth cooling tower would increase noise
levels by 0.6 dB and the resulting noise levels at the residences would be in the range of 46.7 to
50.4 dB. All the necessary permits have been secured for the cooling tower from the City and
the State of California Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development (OSHPD). What
other approvals have been granted and what environmental review was conducted for the
cogeneration facility is beyond the EIR scope.

Response 167

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The City is not aware of any other equipment that would be
added to the cogeneration facility that is not addressed in the Master Plan Update EIR.

Response 168

Waiting areas for valet parking are not considered noise sensitive. The people using these
areas are only there for a short period of time, and quiet is not a significant concern in these
areas. . :

Response 169

The comment relates to noise levels from stationary sources and implies that such sources will
not be controlled in such a way to protect sensitive receptors consistent with the City’s Noise
Ordinance. The City’s Noise Ordinance will be applied throughout Hoag with modifications only -
in the vicinity of the loading dock. Within the loading dock area, as was described in response to
Comment 11, all feasible mitigation measures have been or will be implemented to provide the
most protection to off-site sensitive receptors from excessive noise. Please also refer fo Topical
Response 3. Policy N 4.1 cited by the commenter relates to stationary sources. As described in
greater detail on pages 3.4-24-26 and 3.4-27, stationary sources at Hoag either already meet
limitations in the City’s Noise Ordinance or will be mitigated to achieve noise levels meeting or
better than the proposed modified Noise Ordinance limitations described in the Draft EIR. In this
way, the goal of Policy 4.1 will be fulfilled by the Master Plan Update Project.

Response 170

As stated on page 3.4-17 and page 3.4-24 of the Draft EIR, construction activities and
maintenance activities would be required to be conducted at Hoag in full compliance with hourly
limitations on such activities imposed by the City’s Noise Ordinance. With regard to other
aspects of the proposed Master Plan Update Project's compliance with the City’s Noise
Ordinance, how the proposed Master Plan Update Project's modifications to the PC Text are
within the scope of the Noise Ordinance and enforcement of the noise limitations for the
proposed project, the commenter is directed to the response to Comment 168.

Response 171

As addressed on page 3.4-30 of the Draft EIR, the General Plan Noise Element Policy N 4.1 states
“Enforce interior and exterior noise standards outlined in Table N3, and in the City’s Municipal
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Code to ensure that sensitive noise receptors are not exposed to excessive noise levels from
stationary noise sources, such as heating, ventilation, and air conditioning equipment. (Imp 7.1)”
The Draft EIR acknowledges that the noise generated at Hoag would be governed by the Noise
Qrdinance with two exceptions: (1) noise limits adjacent to the loading dock area would be
increased; (2) delivery vehicles and the loading and unloading of delivery vehicles would be
exempt from noise standards. Mitigation is required to minimize noise from stationary noise
sources. As noted in the response to Comment 164 and as stated in the Draft EIR, page 3.4-5,
noise levels at Hoag are currently exempt from application of the City’s Noise Ordinance, inclusive
of Table N, to the extent that the noise limitations presented in the Development Agreement and
those in the City's Noise Ordinance conflict. As part of the proposed Master Plan Update Project,
Hoag is modifying the Development Agreement, of which the PC Text is a part, to self-impose the
limitations of the City’s Noise Ordinance for the entire campus with the modifications only for the
loading dock area. Thus, the noise restrictions contained in the PC Text would be the restrictions
enforced by the City. This is entirely within the scope of the Noise Ordinance and its exemption
provisions to allow for modified noise limitations for projects such as Hoag. Please also refer to
Topical Response 3.

Response 172

The opinions of the commenter are noted and will be taken into consideration by the City's
decisionmakers.

Response 173

The cogeneration facility is a 24-hour per day operation supporting Hoag which operates 24
hours per day every day of the year, and limiting the hours of operation is not feasible. The
Child Care Center has not been identified as a significant noise source; noise mitigation is not
required.

Response 174

The commenter states that the proposed Master Plan Update Project, including but not limited
to the expansion of the cogeneration plant, will have significant adverse impacts to the adjoining
park, Pacific Coast Highway, and nearby residences. In fact, the proposed project is not an
expansion but rather a modification of the prior approved Master Plan and will not allow any

increase in height restrictions, gross floor area, or overall development. Final EIR No. 142

addressed the entire Master Plan and any significant impacts from that project. Further, the
cogeneration plant is an existing facility; see Topical Response 1.

Response 175

The City of Newport Beach does not have adopted significance criteria for shade and shadow.
In a recent CEQA document, the City required that a shade study be prepared to show that
“...new development will not add shade to the designated residential areas beyond existing
conditions for more than three hours between the hours of 9 AM and 3 PM Pacific Standard
Time, or for more than four hours between the hours of 9 AM and 5 PM Pacific Daylight Time

(see Addendum to the City of Newport Beach General Plan 2006 Update Final Environmental -

Impact Report, November 2007). The City of Costa Mesa uses the following significance
criteria: Cast shade or shadow onto sensitive uses in adjacent off-site areas for more than two
hours between the hours of 10:00 AM and 3:00 PM.

The shade and shadow analysis included in Final EIR No. 142 was based on a worst-case
assumption of structures in the Upper Campus built to the maximum height limits established for
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the Upper Campus. These height limits do not change with the proposed Master Plan Update
Project. Table 4.9.B of Final EIR No. 142 (page 4-176) identifies for the two condomiums
buildings in Villa Balboa closest to Hoag the duration of shade under existing conditions and
future conditions. Future conditions would be applicable for both the existing and proposed
Master Plans.

However, Final EIR No. 142 concluded that this would not be considered a significant impact of
the Master Plan because of the short duration during the year; the fact that the shading effects
only affect a portion of the structures during the early morning hours; and the fact that the
increased shade would not substantially limit solar energy access to the structures (see page 4-
179). Since the proposed Master Plan Update would not alter the maximum allowable height
buildings at Hoag, these potential impacts would not be different from what was previously
addressed. Applying the City of Costa Mesa’s significance criteria and the City of Newport
Beach’s study criteria for a recent Addendum, neither the existing Master Plan nor the proposed
Master Plan Update Project would have a significant shade/shadow impact.

TABLE 4.9.B - STRUCTURAL COVERAGE/SHADOW DURATION

[ ¢ | Equinox -
o vmeofYear [T oo o
' Buliding Condition  ~ | Existing | Futwe | Existing | Future |
Building A 8am. 30% 35% 40% 70%
~ Sam. 5% 8% 15% 20%
10a.m. 0% 0% 0% 0%
Building B 8am. 0% 45-50% 0% 25%
. 9am. 0% 15% 0% 10%
10 am. 0% 0% 0% 0%

Solar energy access was addressed in the Finat EIR No. 142 Air Quality section; for consistency
purposes, solar energy access was addressed in the Air Quality section of the Master Plan
Update Draft EIR. Final EIR No. 142, page 4-178, states:

With respect to solar energy access, Buitdings A and B are both south facing and
therefore well suited for solar energy use. However currently neither building has
solar energy systems in place and operating. As indicated by the above analysis, all
shade and shadow impacts occur during the 8 a.m. and 9 a.m. hours. The proposed
Master Plan project will not result in any impacts following 10 a.m. for any day of the
year. Therefore, the project will not impact the solar heating of Building A or B in the
critical portion of the day, from 10:00 a.m. through to sunset.

Since the proposed Master Plan Update would not alter the maximum allowable height buildings
at Hoag, the proposed project would not impact solar energy access,

Response 176

From the future park site west of Superior Avenue (Sunset Ridge Park), one would see uses
including but not limited 1o the existing multi-family residential development to the north;
Superior Avenue and portions of the Villa Balboa condominiums, the parking area at Coast
Highway/Superior Avenue, .and the Lower Campus including portions of the cogeneration facility
to the west. o
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Response 177
Please refer to Topical Response 1.
Response 178
Please refer to Topical Response 1.
Response 179

The Draft EIR does not analyze shade and shadow impacts at this location since the
modifications to the project do not allow for any increases in building heights over what was
approved in 1992.

Response 180
Please refer to Topical Response 1.
Response 181
Please refer to Topical Response 1.
Response 182

Please refer to Topical Response 1. Contrary to the comment, the roof of the cogeneration
_facility is void of any equipment and is a considered a clean roof. The only variation in the roof
comes from screens built specifically to enhance the appearance of the heat vents.
Landscaping has been installed and additional landscaping plans have been submitted to the
California Coastal Commission for approval based on Hoag's discussions with the Villa Balboa
Liaison Committee and Councilman Rosansky to improve the aesthetics of the facility. The
installation of the additional landscaping will occur following Coastal Commission approval.

Response 183
Please refer to Topical Response 1.

Response 184

The comment suggests that development of the Lower Campus will have adverse impacts on
ocean views. Impacts to ocean views with development of the Lower Campus were fully
addressed in Final EIR No. 142 and determined to be less than significant. Final EIR No. 142,
page 4-185. As all future development on the Lower Campus must comply with already
established height restrictions, the Draft EIR appropriately conciudes that aesthetic impacts
from development of the Lower Campus with the proposed Master Plan Update Project will be
less than significant (see Draft EIR, page 3.5-7).

With regard to the use of story poles on new buildings for the Lower Campus where ocean
views could be affected, Hoag has never committed to a program by which story poles would be
used for all buildings on the Lower Campus. However, at Villa Balboa’s request, Hoag had
agreed to provide story poles to assist in the community’s understanding of the once-proposed
Outpatient Building and associated parking structure. These structures were proposed to be
adjacent to the Cancer Center. Hoag subsequently eliminated these buildings from
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consideration, notified Villa Balboa that the building and parking structure would not be
constructed, and has no current plans to revive plans for these facilities.

As discussed in detail on page 3.5-7 of the Draft EIR, there are very specific height
requirements for the Lower Campus (PC Text, included as Exhibit 3.1-2 of the Draft EIR) and
how height is to be measured. These height limitations are designed to preserve the ocean
views from areas above the Lower Campus. Hoag has met all height limit restrictions for all
construction on the Lower Campus and would be bound to these same requirements for any
future construction. Implementation of the proposed Master Plan Update Project will not modify
the height requirements and would have the effect of reducing development on the Lower
Campus in comparison to what is already approved with the existing Hoag Master Plan. Thus,
impacts to views from areas above the Lower Campus, including Villa Balboa and the adjacent
park will be less than significant as concluded in the Draft EIR (p. 3.5-8). Use or not of story
poles will not change the impacts conclusions reached in the Draft EiR, and story poles are not
required to mitigate any impacts on ocean views.

Response 185
Please refer to the response to Comment 60.
Response 186

At Hoag, 20 trees have been removed and over 50 trees have been trimmed in the last six
months. A portion of these trees were trimmed to comply with the required height limits of the
Lower Campus, and a portion were trimmed or removed at the request of adjacent residents to
the north of the Lower Campus to remove view obstructions from these residences.

Response 187

Hoag is working with the City fo determine the best solution for this issue keeping the Vitla
Balboa residents’ requests and the need for security in mind. Initial plans shown to Villa Balboa
were denied by the City. :

Response 188

While not a part of the proposed Master Plan Update Project, the City is aware of community -
concerns regarding lighting of the Lower Campus. As such, the following information is
provided. Hoag is in the process of redesigning the lighting plan for the Lower Campus to
convert all parking area lights to high-pressure sodium. Lighting was installed in summer 2007
on a portion of the Lower Campus proximate to the cogeneration facility and adjacent parking
areas. Villa Balboa requested the lighting fixtures be adjusted as they felt the new lighting was
too bright. Hoag is in the process of obtaining City approval to replace the 400 metal halide
fixtures with 250 watt high pressure sodium fixtures, which provide a monochromatic or amber
light source similar to City streetiights. Additionally, the light located on the upper level of the
cogeneration facility service road is proposed to be replaced with florescent postlights with
motion sensor switching. Once City permitting is obtained for these new fixtures, they will be
installed.

Response 189

The commenter sugge'sts that the Draft EIR must.consider an alternative that wouid allow the
reallocation of buildable area but maintain noise limits consistent with Newport Beach Noise
Zone 1 and must alsc consider an alternative that would relocate major noise generators

R:\Projecis\NewportWJODB\RTC\RTC-012208.doc 3212 Responses to Environmental Comments




Hoag Memorial Hospital Presbyterian Master Plan
Responses to Comments

elsewhere on the site. In fact, there is no legal obligation that the Draft EIR consider any
alternatives since it is supplementing an existing EIR that already had a detailed alternatives
analysis. A Supplemental EIR need only focus on those portions of the prior EIR that require
minor additions and modifications. In any event, an EIR need contain only a range of
reasonable alternatives that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project
or could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. Of the two
alternatives mentioned by the commenter, the first, which wouid allow reatlocation but maintain
noise limits, does not address the issue. 1t is not the reallocation of buildable area that creates
the situation requiring higher noise limits at the loading dock. The only area for which noise
exceeds the City Noise Ordinance at neighboring receptor sites is in the vicinity of the loading
dock. Numerous efforts have been made over the past few years to come up with feasible
mitigation that could reduce noise in this location to applicable standards. No feasible mitigation
has been developed that can accomplish this, but a number of other measures have helped
reduce the noise in this location and all of this have been, or will be, implemented. Relocation of
the loading dock is not feasible for all the reasons discussed in response t¢ comment 136
above. The loading dock was constructed prior to the development of Villa Balboa and other
nearby residential areas. Therefore, noise would have been generated from that loading dock at
the time persons moved into the residences. '

Response 190

Under the heading Growth Inducement, the commenter suggests that the Draft EIR must
examine housing demand that would be created by additional development at Hoag. No
additional development proposed as a part of the Master Plan Update. Final EIR No. 142
examined this issue in detail and there is nothing in the proposed Master Plan Update Project
that would change that analysis.

Response 191

Under the heading Growth Inducement, the commenter suggests that the Draft EIR must
examine how adoption of the proposed exemptions to the Noise Ordinance will set a precedent
for other additional exemption and increased noise elsewhere in the City. It is unclear to the City
how this issue relates to growth inducement. Growth inducement focuses on situation in which a
new project wili induce future growth in the area as a result of things such as new roads, new
water service, new sewer facilities, new schools, ete. it is unclear how adoption of the proposed
madifications to the Noise Ordinance at the loading dock would induce future growth in the area.

Response 192 .

Please refer to the response to Comment 15 for a discussion generally of water quality issues
including issues related to TMDLs. Because compliance with TMDLs is the direct responsibility
of the City and because development at Hoag would occur in compliance with City-imposed
water quality regulations and programs, implementation of the proposed Master Plan Update
Project would not adversely affect the ability of the City to meet its TMDL obligations.

Response 193

Please refer to the response to Comment 15 regarding hcw- water quality treatment as well as
other water quality controls required by the Drainage Area Management Pian and the City's
Local Implementation Plan would be implemented at Hoag.

T B W Ay B R Iy Nl BE D B e N e
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Response 194

Please refer to the response to Comment 15, Water quality impacts from the proposed Master
Plan Update Project were determined to be less than significant and further discussion in the
Draft EIR was not required. Response 15 also addresses how future development at Hoag
would comply with currently applicable water quality regulations. With regard to treatment
options, treatment devices are determined as part of the design process for Water Quality
Management Plans and are dependent, in part, upon site-specific limitations and pollutants to
be treated; as such (Model WQMP, page 7.1-35-36 (included as part of the City's Local
Implementation Plan), the selection of water quality treatment controls will be selected in the
future as WQMPs for specific development projects are designed.

Response 195

Please refer to the response to Comment 16.

Response 196

Please refer to the résponse to Comment 16.

Response 197

Studies were conducted throughout the progress of Hoag’s Lower Campus leveling project. Soil
movement measurements were taken prior to, during and after the construction of the retaining
wall and no measure of movement was indicated. To the best of the ability to monitor, no
correlation was found between the cracks and Hoag’s project.

Response 198

Please refer to Topical Response 1.

Response 199

As addressed in Section 1, Executive Summary, of the Draft EIR, the proposed Master Plan
Update Project is not expected to have impacts to other public facilities or to utility service as

~ the Project does not propose any additional square footage beyond that currently allowed for

the Hoag site. No significant impacts were identified in Final EIR No. 142. All issues related to
potential impacts of Hoag on public services and utilities were adequately addressed in Final
EIR No. 142. Please also refer to Topical Response 1.

With regard to the commenter's statements about sewer lines, please refer to the response to
Comment 15. Regarding the commenter's statement that water supply issues have not been.
sufficiently addressed and that a water supply assessment is necessary for the proposed
project: California Water Code Section 10910, et. seq. requires that a water supply assessment
be prepared for “projects,” as defined under Water Code Section 10912. Under Water Code
Section 10912, a “project’ is defined as one of the following: ' :

(1) a proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units;

(2) a proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more than
1,000 persons or having more than 500,000 sf of floor space;

AProjects\NewportuJOOB\RTCIRTC-012208.doc 3-214 Responses to Environmental Comments



Hoag Memorial Hospital Presbyterian Master Plan
Responses to Comments

(3) a proposed commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or
having more than 250,000 sf of floor space;

(4) a proposed hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms;

(5) a proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park
planned to house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of
land, or having more than 650,000 sf of floor area;

(6) a mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects specified in this
subdivision; :

{(7) a project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than,
the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project.

The proposed Master Plan Update Project is not a “project” as defined under §10912. The
Applicant, Hoag, is seeking the reallocation of up to 225,000 of already approved (but not
developed) square footage from the Lower Campus to the Upper Campus. Hoag obtained
entitlements for more than 500,000 sf of floor space in 1992, and is not seeking any additional
square footage. Further, Hoag does not have any applications pending for the development of
any structures in connection with proposed reallocation of square footage. Therefore, a water
supply assessment is not required or necessary at this time. Additionally, with regard to water

. supply issues generally, the Initial Studies (included as Appendix A to the Draft EIR) concluded
that impacts to water supply would be no different for the proposed project than predicted as
part of Final EIR No. 142 which concluded that impacts to water supply from build out of the
Hoag Master Plan would be less than significant with the mitigation {see Final EIR No. 142,
page 4-209). Given that the Progect would realiocate square footage, no additional analysis is
required for water supply issues in the Draft EIR.

Response 200

As stated in the response to Comment 2, the City does not consider Villa Balboa to be a third-
party beneficiary of the Development Agreement, and as stated in the response to Comment 4,
the Development Agreement may be amended as proposed by the Hoag Master Plan Update
project. The Draft EIR is sufficient to address all of the environmental impacts of the proposed

Master Plan Update Project as explained in the various responses to this comment letter. As

addressed in Topical Response 2 and response to Comment 10, the form of the environmental
documentation prepared—supplemental EIR—is appropnate and need not be modified or
recirculated to comply with CEQA.

Response 201

As part of their Master Planning process, Hoag representatives conducted a series of meetings
commencing in 2006 with the Villa Balboa Community Association and the Villa Balboa Hoag-
Liaison Commitiee. As part of that ongoing dialogue, Villa Balboa presented a list of issues and
concerns with Hoag’s ongoing operations and future plans. While many of these issues are not
a part of the proposed Master Plan Update Project, the following information has been provided
to the City by Hoag and summarizes Hoag’s efforts to address those concerns.

Provide a Comprehensive Site Plan for Lower Campus

e At the commencement of the discussions in 2006, Villa Balboa expressed a concern that
Hoag had not provided them with a comprehensive site plan for Lower Campus which
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reflected the campus in its “as built” state. Hoag provided a comprehensive site plan for
the Lower Campus with each existing building labeled and identified.

Hoag Employee Smoking — Sunset View Park

Hoag posted a sign at the entrance to the park (adjacent to West Hoag Drive} stating
that Hoag employees are not permitted to smoke in this area; existing ashtrays were
removed. Hoag Security also patrols the area. Smoking by employees has been on the
decrease since the instaliation of the sign.

Landscaping

Installed five, 48-inch box evergreen screen trees and new irrigation in November 2007
to screen/soften the views of the west end of the cogeneration facility.

Submitted plans to the California Coastal Commission (CCC) for permission to instail
three, 48-inch box evergreen screen trees and new irrigation to provide added screening
of the cogeneration facility area with an estimated installation of May 2008 pending CCC
approval.

Submitted plans to the CCC to attach a green, metal screen lattice structure and plant
flowering vines to cover the green screen on the east wall of the cogeneration facility in
order to provide additional screening and softening of specific views of the cogeneration
facility with an estimated installation of May 2008, pending CCC approval.

Instalied additional shrubs, groundcover, and new irrigation system to the slope behind
the cogeneration facility upon completion of the retaining wall project in November 2007
to provide added visual quality and erosion control.

. Instafled 24 trees, shrubs, and ground cover plantings and new water conserving

irrigation system on the cogeneration facility in November 2007 to provide added visual
quality screening and erosion control as part of completing the Lower Campus retaining -
wall project.

Installed eight, 24-inch box evergreen screen trees in November 2007, at the base of the
west parking lot to screen and soften views of the retaining wali. '

installed twelve, 36-inch box flowering trees and four fan palm trees and irrigation
system at end islands in the west parking lot in November 2007, to provide increased
shade and visual enhancement to the parking area, with additional parking area trees to
be installed in the future as construction needs in the area are completed. :

Installed 550 bougainvillea shrubs in November 2007, as part of the Lower Campus
retaining wall project, for color and to soften of views along the top of the retaining wall.

Requested an Approval In Concept {(AIC) from the City of Newport Beach to re-grade the
north slope above the retaining wall to allow shrubs, ground cover, and a new irrigation
system to enhance visual quality, safety, and erosion control. To be installed in January
2009 pending City and CCC approval.

Installed 17 trees, shrubs, groundcover, and new irrigation system in December 2007
around the new Child Care Center to provide added visual quality, parking area
screening and building drop-off and entry area definition.
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+ Replace trees, shrubs, and groundcover and enhance planting areas as part of the
Lower Campus utility upgrade project to improve and unify Hoag landscaping along the
West Coast Highway frontage after uiilities are installed. Installation tentatively
scheduled for December 2009, pending City AIC and CCC approval.

+ Install approximately 870 linear feet of green screen lattice along the West Coast
Highway frontage to screen views of the west parking ot and cogeneration facility from
Woest Coast Highway. This landscape project is in preliminary design with installation
tentatively scheduled for December 2009 pending City AlC and CCC approval.

* Hydroseeding of native groundcover including coastal wild flowers and grass, as well as
irrigation system installed in December 2007 for erosion control and enhanced visual

“quality.

+ Twenty trees have been removed and over 50 trees have been trimmed in the last six
months. A portion of these trees were trimmed to comply with the required height limits
of the Lower Campus, and a portion were trimmed or removed at the request of adjacent
residents to the north of the Lower Campus 0 remove view aobstructions from these
residences. '

Parking Lot Lighting

« Hoag is in the process of redesigning the lighting pian for the Lower Campus to convert
all parking area lights to high-pressure sodium. Lighting was installed in summer 2007
on a portion of the Lower Campus proximate to the cogeneration facility and adjacent
parking areas. Villa Balboa requested the lighting fixtures be adjusted as they felt the
new lighting was too bright. Hoag is in the process of obtaining City approval to replace
the 400 metal halide fixtures with 250 watt high pressure sodium fixtures, which provide
a monochromatic or amber light source similar to City streetlights. Additionally, the light
located on the upper level of the cogeneration facility service road is proposed to be

. replaced with florescent postlights with motion sensor switching. Once City permitting is
obtained for these new fixtures, they will be installed.

Completion of the Childcare Facility

« Villa Balboa residents expressed concerns regarding the compietion of the new Child
Care Center and its landscaping and lighting. The new Child Care Center is complete
and operational. The landscaping for the center has been installed. The parking lot
lighting is consistent with the adjacent lighting of the Lower Campus (high pressure
sodium amber fixtures); these lights have been put on timers. Around the Chiid Care
area, the lights come on at 5:30 AM and go off at dawn to accommodate early child care
drop-offs. The lights go back on at dusk and tum off at 8:30 PM. Hoag will be installing
screens or shields on specific lighting fixtures on the building to reduce the glare.

Completion of the Lower Campus Retaining Wall
« Villa Balboa residents also expressed concerns with the timing of completion of the

Lower Campus retaining wall. That wall is now fully constructed and the construction site
associated with the construction has been removed.

R:AProjects\NewportJOOR\RTC\RTC-012208.doc 3-217 Responses to Environmental Comments



Hoag Memorial Hospital Presbyterian Master Plan
Hesponses fo Commenis

Ongoing Construction Staging

¢ \Villa Balboa residents have expressed an ongoing concern with the construction staging

activities on the Lower Campus. They have also been concerned that the landscaping
that was to be part of the Lower Campus has not been completed which contributes t0
their concerns with the overall appearance of the area. As noted above, the majority of
the landscaping has now been completed or is in the process of receiving the necessary
permits for completion. The construction areas have been cleaned up and consiruction
trailers will be consolidated in one area adjacent at the west end of the Lower Campus,
as feasible. Hoag has also provided stringent guidelines to its contractors to keep the
area orderly and to not store equipment or supplies on the roof of the trailers. It should
be noted that the use of the Lower Campus for construction staging is a necessary part
of Hoag's ongoing operations and may change from time to time.

Cogeneration Facility

Villa Balboa residents have expressed concerns with the appearance of the
cogeneration facility. It should be noted that the cogeneration facility is an existing use
which is fully permitted and not a part of the proposed Master Plan Update Project.
However, it is noted that Hoag has submitted plans to the CCC to attach a metal green
screen laftice structure and plant flowering vines to cover the green screen on the east
wall of the cogeneration facility in order to provide additional screening and softening of
specific views of the facility. The estimated installation is May 2008, pending CCGC
approval. -

The cogeneration facility was painted a buffftan tone in September 2007, a color more
consistent with existing buildings on the Hoag Lower Campus. _

Per the approved CCC Coastal Development Permit issued in 2002 for the cogeneration
facility, all the required landscaping was installed. In addition, at the request of the Villa
Balboa, as noted above, Hoag installed five, 48-inch box evergreen screen trees and
new irrigation in November 2007 to screen and soften the views of the west end of the

facility.
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