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Letter 5

Noveraber 5, 2007

1amcs Campbell
$~ior Plmm¢~
City of Newport Bench
3300 Nc'~10o~t Bonlcvard
NewportBeac~ CA g2695-8915

Sub.i~t~

Hoag Memorial Hospital Pr~sbyt~lan Master Plan Anmndment
~ Supplemental Envirorm~ntel Impact Report
(State Clenringhnose No. 1991071003)

       Thank you fo~ the opportunity to comment on the Draft Supplemental ~twironment~d Impa~ Repo~ (=DmR SEIR") for the Hoag Me=norial Hospital Prcsbytcaian
Master plan Amendment ('q~oj~"). Th=so =munents are submitt~ o~ bclmlf of tl~ Villa Balboa C omm~uiw Association.

 Campus. Stmset View Park i~ a linear park that extends along much of the nortl,~m bound~,-y of the Lower Ce~puS. This narrow park separates Hoag Hospital from the Villa Balboa and Versailles at the Bluff condomlm'um complexes,

 sper.illed in the

       As di~ussed in 8reater depth below, the Project violates the 1994 Development A~renment and the Dral~ SE]R violates the California Environmen~l Qtmlity Act ("CEQA"). Bo~h must be ~ejected.

I



The Pr~pose~t )~o,j~t V~!~ the 1994 Develonmont A~reeme~t Provisieos
]~ec0eded ~,ml.~€ the ~os~ Fl,~n~l Pronectv ~or the Bmm~ of the Adioinins[

. Section 1.6 of the Development Agreement shows the intent of the CRy and Hoag to pro~ect the interast of
adjacent prope~ ownczs, ~ that ~[qids Agreem~t ... pre~ides assurance to ad~olntnf prope~y own~s that ~ on the heisht of the st~.tures and amount of development as

/ty and
H~g agree that.., the Master Plm~ mul this A~eemenx cenfe~ benefl~ on tke public and nearb~ rastdenls by h~slng long term restrictions on the he~ht, amount and lm~qon of
de~dopment [of ~he Project] as ~,ell ~s tk~ pu~e ~mprovements described ~n $ectlon &~. ~
(Development A~eem~t, pp. ~3-14.) T~ villa Balboa residents ar~ ~ pa~ty bencficiarias of the ~-valopment Ag~ement.

the City Council." (Devetopme~ Agreement, pp. 11-12.). Tiffs provision prohibiting the City and Hoag

y's concerns with the potential impacts of Hoag Hospital. The provision was absent fi'om earlier versions of the Development Agreement that preceded those neg~ons, incIeding the draft agreement cir~uiated as Appendix ~ to FEaR ~o. 142.

gh the looation of allowable development on the Project site w~s not fixed by the Development Asreemont. However, ¢ommon sense and the aheve-qttoted ]anguage of Section 8.t reveal the Draft EIR's e~oneons characterization of the Development Ag~,eemenL

ilia Balboa Commanity Association specifically requested limfts on the allowable development at t~he Project site. At that time, the City, in itsreslxmse to €oraments onthe 1992 FEItL
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 City and Hoag e~sended the terms of the proposed Development Agreement !o fix the "amount and looatioa" of developmant on the Project for a 2S-year period in order to address the nearby residents' con~ros. (Development Agreement, Section $.1, pp. 13-14,)

bC~flclasy of the Det~l~pmc~t Agreer~nt mui kas staining t~ el~f~ the D~m

appear in the terms of the agreement. (ld.) In ~ capacity as a tktrdporty h~nef~iary, the gVdla Balbo~ community obj~ts to t~e Projer.t as a pioRttion of

Ill.   ~he Draft SEIR.V.:.nI~t~, CEOA by Famm, to Ade~uatdv Diseuss Immtct Areas.
       A.    General Comments on Immtvt Amdvse~.

       At the outset, we note several gone~ ~ment~ re~e~'d to tha environmental aanlysis, or lack thereof, ~ainad w~thin the Drdt SEIR.

       Fh-st, the Draft SEIR fails to provide a full amflysis of several potential impa~ areas, including:

Views
• Aesfl~qics
• Air Quality
• Land Use
• Noise
• Traffic/Circulation

~ Dr~ SEIR also fails to address seventl potential impact areas at all, includins:

• Earth Resoorces
• Hydrology/Water ~ty
• Wat~ Supp|y
• Biological Resem'ces
• Cultural Resources
• Public Heelth and Safety
• Public Services and Utilitie~

5 cont.
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When ~e F~ ~ ~ ~ifi~

~ ~ o~ ~e ~or ~p~ou of H~ Ho~.

~ ~€~on oflhe ofi~ EIR O~i~ ~'s o~ ~), a ~ ~ew of~

       A~ifiomlly, t~ ~ula~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~M~ ~ho~ ~ ~ SE~ ~ly ~iy on ~ ~ Fi~ E~ ~ ~ SHR f~ to ~mte si~t ~ges ~ laws, c~y-~
• at ~ ~e ~or E~ h~l~ly ~a~.            ,-

~en~ ~no~,

0~ 9~B, ~ ~ 14, I~:

~i~ is ~ a ~n8 ob~on ~ ~ H~'s ~ for ~o~ ~ ~y ~ in ~ E~ ~t ~m~al

~[y ~ in ~e ~
~fi~ ~q~ ~ ~t ~ ~ ~ ~j~ de~ ~ ~ E~. H~ ~owl~ ~ d~t
~es~ ~y ~ ~ ~ ~o~ ~ ~ ~lt of~ ~u~qu~t en~m~ ~ys~ ~ui~ by CEQ~ [~haMa ~d.]

~ ~elo~ ~t d~ ~t ~1 f~ ~1~" ~v~

~des ~on 21166 ~d S~fion 15
~o~a ~v~ Q~i~ Act (CEQA) ~ ~e ~ ~fion~ EIR if:

(I) S~t~ ~ ~ ~d ~ ~ pmje~ which will ~ maj~ ~io~ of ~e ~ EIR or N~ve ~l~fion ~ ~ ~e ~volvem~n of ~ ~fi~ ~ e~ ~ a ~b~ ~ in ~v~W of ~vi~ly ide~fi~ si~fi~

7 cont.
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(2) Substantial changes occur with respect W the ci~umstances unda¢ which ~e ~je~ is ~en w~ch ~H ~ m~ ~io~ of~ ~o~ E~ ~ Ne~ ~l~on ~ ~ ~ ~1~ of~w ~fi~t en~ eff~ ~ a ~ i~e ~ ~ ~v~W of ~vi~ly ~ ~ifi~t eff~ ~

(3) N~ ~ of su~l ~ce. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~d
~ have ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ of ~ble dHi~ ~ ~e ~e ~

~ ~y of~e ~ll~:

            (A) ~ ~j~ ~ ~ ~ or m~ ~t ~ ~t ~ in

~) Si~t ~ ~o~y ~ ~ll ~ ~fi~ly m~ ~e ~ ~ ~ ~ ~iom E~

        (~ Mifi~on ~ ~ ~v~ ~io~y ~ not m ~

        morn ~t e~ of ~ ~j~. ~ ~ ~t ~n~ d~l~

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~d m~fi~y ~e ~e or mo~ ~ ~ ~ ~e ~ b~ ~ ~je~
~1~ to ~t ~ ~fi~ m~ ~ ~t~ve.
       IZ is ~y w~ ~y m~or ~ons or ~es m a ~io~ ~ ~ r~u~ m ~ ~ ~ ~on, a ~ ~ may ~ p~ ~g ~ ~ion ~ to ~e ~ ~io~ E~ ~te (14 C,C.R ~15163). Ho~, if sub~fi~ c~ tn ~e ~ ~ a su~ ~e in ~e ~ of ~ ~ ~volv~ ~ ~ ~ or
~le su~lemen~ ~ su~nt ~ ~ v~ s~lu, a Su~u~t EIR ~s ~ ~d on i~ o~ w~ a S~I~ E~ m~ ~a~ ~ on ~ ~y ~rfi~

Sal~t~ntlal Ch~n~e~ to Noise lmnaets.

       The ~j~ ~l ~t ~ ~lo~g s~ ch~ ~ ~ ~ of no~ ~, ~g ~fi~ ~ d~ ~ ~ ~ S~on 15 i6~a)~ ~ve. S~ly, ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ SE~ ~. 2-5):

~ ~ ~ Co~ T~ (~ T~) ~ ~ ~
~ noi~ g~ ~m H~g ~t ~x~ 55 ~ib~s (~) at ~ Ho~

~ ~ ~i~ on E~bit 2-5.

5
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    • Ch~ in the text (Appendix El, V.L, p.16) to stipulate that noise control "should" be in€or~ratcd, as opposed to meosmes that "shall" he required (existing text, p. 19).

n and updating" in So,~ion 2.0, Projoct I~riptinn (p. 2-5,6). This €ould potentially r--,~ilt in increas~l impam on visual factors.

trantmity text may only he an~nded by adoption of an ordimn~ by the City Council.

        Failure to identify the Project in its ¢ntit*ty will result in a faulty analysis, which will fail to address all potential impacts ofth¢ protms~ project.

        In addition, the Draft SEIR does not utilize a consistent apprea~h as to what €onstitot~ "the Project." in some cases it is approptia~ly addrtmed as all future development which would

project as merely any change resulting from ~ footage that would exist anyway.
The EIR mnst elearly indicate the f~ll impact that would result from all iL, tm'e development that
wonld o€our under the ameuded Master Plan.

simply relieve Hoag of these mitigation obligations.

V,     The Draft SEIR Util~s Aa Unstable Baseline.
       As s~sted in Ouldelim~s Section 15125 (a) and reiterated in the Draft SEIR (p.3-

       An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the
       vicinity of the p*oj¢ct, as they exist ~t the time th* notice of preparation is
       published.., from both a local and re~md perspective. This envit~ov.mental

14
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       ce~ng will no~nally constitute the baseline physic~ c~mdition~ by which a lead
       agency determines ~bether an impaot is significm~.

       Acoordingly, the Draft SEIR pre~nts tmal air en~issions from ex~.ing d~velopment at Hoag O'ables 3.~-~, 10) as compa~ to anti~pa~ f~torc emissions from Hoag

determined by comparison of totsl emissions from new developmen~ to SCAQMD threshulds.

r Plan, (environmental Planning. The analysis provided in the Draft SEIR is similar to the approach rejected by the appellate court in Environmental Planning Information Council ~,. Cou~y of Et Dorado (3d.Dist 1982) 131 CaLApp.3d.350 [182 CaI.Rptr. 317].

 proposed plans on the e~vlronmeot in its ~urrent sts~e. Aceordingly, the EIRs

VL    _The Dtwft $~IR Db_-~..a~n of C,,,,,,d~,tlve Impaets is lm~de~uate.

       In accordence with Sec~on 1 ~ 130Co) of the CEQA Guidelines, &e following ~ments ar~ nc~ssry to an adcquato discossion of sig~ificaot ¢omulatiw impacts (Guidvlines

i~) A list of past, presont, and p~3bable furore projects producing related o~ comulative ~ ~1~ if~, ~ ~ ~ ~ ~n~l of ~ a8~, or
~) A ~ of~je~o~ ~ ~ ~ ~o~ g~ pl~ ~ ~]~

or ~, ~ ~ ~ e~l~ ~ or ~aw~ ~difion~ ~ib~ing ~ ~ ~u~ve ~ ~y s~h pl~ d~ ~ be ~ ~ ~ arable to ~ ~b~e ~ a location s~ifi~ by ~ ]~

to ~dm ~ d~g w~ to ~lude a ~I~ ~j~ ~d ~

46
cont.
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One is left to speculate as to what potion of that volume may be due to existing or future development at Hoag.

2, it may well be that devel~ under the existing Ma~er Plan when added to development which has occurred since 1992 or is anti©iI~ted to nceur in the near future would result in a slgllificam impact on traffio not previously identified in EIR No. 142.

 those asamaptinns wee reasonable.

c study which found no impact (p. 3.2-1), As di~ussed above, conditions in the stwrounding a~a have ~hanged significantly, and additional trultlc at an intersection which would have functioned well in 1992 could now be

       In addition, the following comments and qtP~tions regarding transportation and circulation must be addresse~l:

(p. 3,2-3) What "related projects" were included in the analysis of future condi~ons? Related projects must be identified.

ta~on would €onaect. There is a high likelihood that the extensiow'bddge would nev¢¢ be constroctod. Therefore the EIR must present traffic analyses without this element in the 2025 as well as ~be 2015 ~enado.

 it can_,mt be asstaned that the confctenee conter will not generate any oip ends at all and the ~,affic study must be t~Ased to reflnct trip g~-atinn flora

4. (p. 3.2-6) The levels of service (LOS) presented for interse~ons along West Coast Highway west of the hospital appear optimistic, both in light of actual experience

93
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and the C~y's ~sistence (hm a bridge at Ninetecuth Suee~Bsnning Avenue is needed to rellov¢ p~essu~ on West Co~t H~ghway. LOS ~ this location ~honld be

~. (p. ~.-~) L~ke~e, )he LOS B reI~sented at Sup~ior Avenue m~i 17~ appears extren~ly o~c and defies a~al ~perie~-~ in which one must commonly ~t through more ~ ono light cycle. LOS ~¢ this ]oc~tion mu~t be

stode long-term ~se of motlular buildings, they should be subject to the same design standards as any uthor permanent structure on the Project site.

(p. 3.2-7) How many perking space~ are currently set aside for valet parking only, and unavailable for self-paddng? Where axe these spaee~ located?

(p, 3.2-7) What will be the effec~ of ~ng five percent ofu~al paxking spaces for cetpoois on the availability of parking f~ visitors?

~rklng lots on the Lower Camp~ to areas on the Upper Campus7 And from the Superior facility to the Hong facility? would this be considered conveniently lno~ed parking, as called for in the general pinn?

 10, (p. 3.2-10) The ErR must address how the anticipated square footege by use derived.

 11.(p. 3.2,10) What is the basls for tbeassnmptkmthat 120,498 eddltionai squace feet will be devoted to support services on the upper Campus?

 The high apportionment of development to ~pport tends to depress en~ipa~l u~fic get.ration and a~so~iated

pment to support, which is projected to gonerate no traffic at all. Isn't that the major faotor in the reduction in anticipated traffic?

 14. (Exhibit 3,2-7,8) The ErR must show what portion of the peak hour traffic volume~ at each location is due to irftplementation of the existing Ma~ter Plan.

99
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 d~ in totul ICU betwe~ foe existing a~d proposed plans at various locations.

16~ (Exhibi! 3.2-9,10) The EIR must show what portion of ~€ peak hour traffic volumes at o~ location i,s dtlo Io impl~rnantation oflbe pruposed Maser PLan,

17. (Exhibit 3.2-II,12) Tbe EIR must show what portinn of the pok hou~ Infflic ~lumvs at each location is due to implmmmtatlon oftbe exisling Mastm" Plan and what portion is du~ to l~ips gea~rat~ elsewhere.

nce between the existing and proposed plans.

19. (Exhibit 3.2-13,14) The EII~. mu~ show what portion of ~ho peak boor traffic vohma~s at each location is due to implemlmtation of tbe pro~ Mast~ Plan.

on~bation to total ICU mpmsemted by dea, duprnant under tbe Inupos0d Master Plma at each critical focatlon, as w~ll as eonm'btttion to total ICU provided by tbe exisllng Masl~ Plan.

of th~ Indli~ at the congested locations to be gan~mtcd? Thv EIR must identify ,,vaounfion ro-ta~s for tl~ goueral area, for people living mad working at n~arby locations outsido Hong, not just evacuation for its own facility.

cl~s to complet~ a leR ram. Many of the vehicles waiting originate at Hoag Driv~ West. This mus~ be addressed in the Eli/,

23. (p. 3.2-23) The EIR must eddr~s how the usu of valet parking affeets parking availability.

24, (,p. 3.2-23) The E:IR must add~ss how us~ of parking av~s for placeanent of moSs, fat buildings affect available parking,

25. (p. 3,2-26) Will a shuttle to Lower Campus p~rking still be required upon full completion of the Master Plan? Isn't this an indication that parking is not

26
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E.    Air Qu~lflv and Henl~ Risk,

This hca]th ri~k assessment in the ~ SEIR presents s~gnificant data and conclusions,

quipment spoclfienti~ to overall hea~th risk f~ the developed f~ili~y.

de emissions, as opposed to Ihe combined approach mandated by CEQA. The rationale for considering ctm~ative impacts in cornbinnti~ is wel] summ~ up in K~ngs County Farr~ t~ureou v. City ofl.tonford (! 990) 221 C~.App.3d 692, ~s follows:

The point is not that, in terms of ozone leveis, the proposed Hanford project will result in the ultimate ~ollapse of the envirorm~ont into which it is to he ptased. The significance ofa~ activity depends upon ~e setting. (Gutd~ines, § 15064,
(b).) The relevant que~oa to be addres,~ad in the EIK is not the relative amount of

whetl~ any addifienal amcf~at of Ir~ecmsor emissioas shouid be considered significant in light of the ~edons nature of the.., p~oblems in this air basin,..

Appclla~... conte~i in asasssi~g significance the EIR fo~usas upon the ratio between the pmjent's impa~ and the overall problem,
Cr.O~.[emp~ added]

The court then quoted Selmi's Judictol Dc~topmera of CE~, as follows:

"One of the most impot~mt onvimm~notal lessons evident from past experiev.~ is that environmental dsmage often occurs in~cmen~ally fret a varie~ of small

only when considered in light of the other so~ w~th which they intera~.. Perhaps the best exemple is air pollution, where thousands of ~a~ivcly sources ofpo|lufion ¢anse a se~ions envireomental health problem.

"CEQA has responded to this problem of ineremen*al enviroamontal degradation
by requiring muflysis c~f comulative impacts...

vis L.Rev. 197, 244, fo. omitted.)
27
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The court €or, fi.nued:

to an analysSs of the collective effect this and other sources will have upon air quality.

       Thus, the Draft SFJR improperly minimizes project impacts by a comparison to basin wide emissions. The comparison is all the more mavasonable wlum one consider~ that the basin is a non-attainment area for beth o~one and particulates.

      In addition, the following commonts and questions regarding air quality and health risk mm"t be addmcsed:

ncrease in il~ number of generator engines.

e "dirty" methane. Does il~e facility clean the gas before use or are senabhers utilized aiter combustion? Is the calculation based on the actual quality of the g~s that is bun~ed on-she or on typical "clean" gas provided by an outside supplie~

mgle facifity, garbing data as to re~idenoes of employees and patient~ at least on a general ba~s, would not be undaly burdensome, and a trip length reflecting actual circumstances at Hoag should he used.

fp. 3.3-19) Although the lo~tized sign~fic~mce of air quality impels is discussed and the likelihood of an impact is identified for €onslrnction nctivitie~, no basis is provided for that conclusion. The EIR must explain how the conclusion was . reached.

28
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e~tors. In addition, loading duck~ with a concentradon of diesel vehicles may also result in unhealthful air in a localized area. The EIR must include an LST investigation of these on-slte pailulion sources.

6, (p. 3.3-27) Table 3,3-17 ~ompares emissions due to implementation of ~he amended plan to basin wide emissions as a means of detemfinin8 AQMP conformiW, This improperly disnds~e~ the significance cumulative impacts on air quality, as di~uesed

7, (p~ 3.3-27) The Draft SEIR addresses project emisfions in te~ns of the localized area, However, vehicle ~ps associated with the facility m~y originate many miles away, ea~d emissions generated at the project site move inland.

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

9. (p~ 3.3-33) How does the analy~s show that no CO hot spots will occur7 No such analysis is included in tho Dra~ SEIR. '

10. (p. 3.3-35, hiM3.3-2, 3) Once measures to reduce emissions are incorporetud into
  • contract spociflcaticx~, who will e~force the mensures7 ltow can ~ho city maintain jurisdiction to en~u~e implementation of what will be a contract between two private parties?

I I. The E1R must also address emissions due to cats ¢rai~ug the parking garage or
      idling at the oral of a row, waiting for a paddng space as now commonly uccu~ a~

12. What assumptions were made regarding the pefcont of project ~nfffic that would ~asult f~om trucks or other diesel immlng vehicle~?

13. The EIR must examine impacts associated ~ increased signage permitted under

unities. Now, rather tlum enforce the regulations, the City is proposing to reduce or eliminating the existing noise regulation.s, with grealer de*aiment to the adjoining pe~k and nearby residenee~ This is a significant adverse, but avoidable, impact.
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scussed above, CEQA requ~s that all of these measures must bo included among the Project's mitigation, thoush they may only reduce Project imptcts rather than "completely mitigate" them.

 new noise-generating activities in ¢luse ~ to the adjacent park p~ad resldene, es.

(p. 3.4-5) The Dra~ SEIR pre~ only one of the explanatory not~ in the Newport Beach Municipal Code for the table in Section 10.25.02~ A. It should also be noted that section 10.25.025 E s~es as follows:

Iftbe measurement location is on bonnda~ between two different noise zones, the/ower noise level standard applitmble to the noise zone shall apply [emphasis added].

The Dra~ SEIR falls to comply with this s~u~dard.

(p. 3.4-6) Who ~uld datennino whether Hoas's ability to develop the property according to the development agreement would be impaired by compliance with a new regulation? Would the publi~ be afforded an opportunity to comment?

(p.3.4-9, Table 3.4-3) Noise on West Hoe8 Drive should al.~o be analyzed, taking into consideration the grade of the road and the high i~u~age of trek traffic.

4. (p. 3.4-10) Noise should also be analyzed at the tennis courts west 0fthe subject

(p. 3.4-11) The Draft SEIR state~ ~ noise during pumping "is almost four times greater", but it should be stated that noise is generally perceived ~o be four times greater, while sound energy is almast 100 times g~.

(p. 3.4-12, 24) Is grease trap malice ¢ons$:tered a propem3, malntenanoe activity city wi~e? Is grease trap maLnterm~.ce also permitted to exceed basic noise limits in other ~ of the City such as BaLboa Island and Old Corona dci Mar?

30
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7. (p. 3.4-12) When was fl detennfn~ d~ gresse trap maim~mce wo~dd be cons|doted ~ m~n~? ~o ~ ~ ~?

S~ ~. ~.~12) ~ ~ ~ m~t ~ ~ ~k~ ~lls ~ ~cks, ~ ~ ~e f~ ~

9. ~.3.~12) ~e~~~e~ ~r~ ~uipm~t ~ ~ c~r e~ ~~ly? ~

 10. ~. 3.&12) ~ ~ ~ ~~e~ ~d ~ ~,~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ comer ever o~ ~y? ~ ~ ~l w~d ~ ~c~?

ll. ~t is ~e ~x~ ~m~ ~ ~ o~ ~ly d~g~ ~

 1~ (p. 3.~I 3) How is ~ ~ ~ dl ~ ~ ~ eqm~ ~ H~ ~H ~ls ~e ~on ~ ~ Ci~ ~ ~ ~i~g ~ W ~s ~

 13. ~. 3.4-14) "~ ~ SE~ ~y ~s ~ ~e M~ U~ Res~ ~ ~d ~ ~H~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1~ f~t of~ H~g pro~. ~ ~sdo ~t ~ ~ ~ ~is d~i~ ~ ~e ~ Pl~ ~r ~ ~e ~ ~ alo~ M~" Mile. H~g Ho~ ~ not a

1025.025 E ~d ~ly ~ foll~;

~~~ ~ ~o differ ~

~ ~pH~ ~s ~d ~ ~ for Noise ~ I, w~ch is 50 ~A ~ ~t ~ 55 dBA ~ ~ ~y. ~or noi~ ~ ~ ~ ~e Ho~ Ho~i~ ~e f~l~ to m~ no~ at ~e ~y lines ~ ~ ~ ~g ~ w~ ~

14. ~. 3.4-14) It ~ not ~le to ~s~e ~ ~ no~e ~t ~ ~ ~ ~

~ ~ ~ ~ ~i~ p~. ~s m~ ~e ~i~ ~ for ~ble

15. (p. 3A-14) How did ~he expansion of the eogeneratton facility become "completely

31
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p~-~itted" absent e~v~onmantal review?, How many other pro~ts with potentially slgn~fic~ut cumulative hnpacts haw ~ ~ cz a pie~raeal basis wi~ littic or no public review ofpoteutial impo~s ?

nconforming7

ion plant may constitute a nuisance and create an adverse impacl on the public park without speeiflcally violating the noise ordinmu:e. This impe~t must be

nd development trader the proposed amendment? If tho forrn~, then the latter should be presented in the EIR. This must be eladfied~

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

20. (p. 3.423) 'b~hat ~ther project~ were considered in projecting f~tore noise levels?

21. (p. 3.4-23) The ~sion of comtflative traffic noise impacut appears to be based on a comparison of buildout under the exi~ing Master Plan to bulldout under proposed plan. Is this tree? Wouldn't either project €ontribute to cumulative imp~ts?

evel of noise would disturb normal conversation s~l quiet enjoyment of one's property in the neafoy homes.

d prior to issuance of any additional building permits for projects on the Upper Campus, though it prefers that noise in exces~ of set limitations he corrected immediately,

24. (p. 3.4-25) The suggested noise study addre~ing new kitchen f~ms should be

32
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co~ as a part of this ~nviromne~ml pro~ss, not addressed o~ a piecemeal basis 1~.

re than acceptable ]ovels of noise, Le. 50 dB at the t~sid~ntial uses.

26. (p. 3.4-26) Inasmnch as mitigation of air handle~ noise is deemed feasible, mitl~ion must b~ ~uired.

27. (p. 3.4-27) Have noise levels €,lmngcd at all since 1991? How much? Wha~ ~lmn~ would be consid~xi "substanfial~

28, (p. 3.4-27) How is it that d~ at Hoag w~utd in~ by ov©r fifty ~ in the fatu~, btn actkdty and nois~ at th~ loading dock would rc~ain tb€ seine?

olve alteration ~o ~sidcnti~l properties or provision of sound baniors a~ ~e property line would b~ accopmbl~ and

30. (p~ 3A-27) Am loading docks ¢x~mlx f~m noise timlt~ions anywhm'e elm in ~h~ City.'? Am loading ~ at W~l~liff Plaza or Eastbluff Con~r ~ What about AI~ in Corona de, l Mar7

31. (p. 3,4-27) Ol~m~ion of a fom'th ~ooling tower should b¢ ~xamincd in ~his EIR, In what way is it "pc~mi~cd"? Have building p~rmim boca issued? What oth~

32. (p. 3Ao27) What ofl~t equipment would b~ added ~o th¢ ¢ogcncxa~ion plant? With wha~ impact?

33. (p. 3.4-2g) Wh~ ~ will be taken to mduc~ noiso in outdoor areas where visitors congregate m wait for thclr cars to be ~ by valet l~xking?

€onlraty to General Plan Policy N I.I.

35. (p. 3.4-30) The DmR SEIR fails lo acknowledge that the proposed projoc~ would result in faihae to ensure that sensitive noise ~ am no~ exposed to excessive noise levels from stalionary noise sources ~on~ny to Ocncml Plan Policy N 4.1.

159 cont.
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36. (p. 3.4-30) The Draft SEIR fails to acknowledge that the pmposad projact ",v~uld fail to enforce the noise ordinance, but would create new, lxoj~t-specific exemptions contrary to General Plan Policy N ~..6.

idered.

 38. Mitigation measures should h~lude a re~etinn on the hours of operation of noisegenerating a~tivities on the Lower Campus adjacent to the ~ and residences, including the childcare center and cogenerafion plant.

G.     ~

as not complied with exi~ng mitigation measures required to sc~ecn the view of its facilities, and there is no reason to believe thet it will comply with the mitigation measures proposed for the pending Project_

n shadow up tmti] 9 am for most oftbe year. This is not the "early morning" for most people. Solar enersy acce~ is not televaat to the discussion of aesthetics, but should be discussed as part of energ3, considerations.

2. (Exhib~ following p. 3.5-2) Views across the site fi'om dry parkland west of Supedor must also be pre~anted.

neral Plan Figure NR 3) immediately north of the site, and from the recantty acquired pa.,k land v~_st of Superior.

(p. 3.5-7) The EIR must eddmss how increased demand for heating, cooling, imcl other power denmnds would increase activity at the cngoueradon plant leading to int~as~d impaitmem of views.

ailing ddorly.

(p. 3.5-9) The Dra~ SEIR fails to address how public views would be affected by the c~generafion plant nor offers any means to p~ect or even reduce view impairment due to the cogeuexafion plant, contrary t~ Policy ~ 20.3.
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should require visual screening of the building and rooftop through the use of landscaping or other architoetural device.

(p. 3.5-12) Contrary to MM 46, the cngenenaion plant does not give the appearance of a "clean rooftop", nor of anything clean at all. Visual screening of the facility must be provided.

teve Paliska, consullant to Villa Balbve, for retrofitting plant facilities.

10.

esidences. The SEIR should document this commitment in the form ore mitis,~ion measu~.

 Coast Highway, and nearby residences.

12. The SEIR should include mitig~*_3on measures requiring Hoag to keep its trees l~raned consistent with the heist limita~ons set forth m the Planned Commumty Development Document.

Campus zone, there is to be no building above the height of the existing slow (PCD Text, 1992, p, 14, ¶ 4.)

esidences. (FinM E1RNo. 14~ Vol. 7, p. At7,¶ 44.)

I4.    Project A~tc~aatives.

       The Draft SEIR ~sid~ only one al~e, w~ch ~d ~1~ ~ ~l~n of ~e le~r ~o~t of ~ ~, ~ wo~d ~1t i~lu~ ~s ~ ~ ~lo~le n~s¢

3~
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nity ~egulations, whichever is quints. The FIR must consider an altema~ve which would relocate major noise genesato~ elsewhere on the site, aw~y ~om residential uses.

L        Growthladeeemeat.

     1. The ELK must examine housing demand that would be csea~ed by additional developmem at Hoa8 Hospital, ~king into consideration the cost of available housing and anticipated income profile of futore employees.

     2~ Additionally, the FIR must ex~aino how adoption of the prolmsed exemptions to the noise ordlnan~e will set a precedant for other, addi~mal exemptions and increased noise elsewhere in the ~ity.

X.       ~.rmet Areas Imeroeeriv OnfiUed from Examination in the Draft SEIR.
         A.    Hvdrolo~v,AVater Oualitv.

development trader the ~oposed e~endme~t would affect the ability to meet adopted TMDLs.

impacts of urban runoff.

.k$ or ~eaanent wetlands for

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

l Plan Update:

36
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 11,000 years, probably co-seismically with movement on the main Newpon-lngie~x~l fault.

rlying stng.tures. Consequently, although the hazard flora primary surface mpttac on these small faults is possibly low, building setbacks fi'om

investigating the matter. Information about the cracks and deterioradon of the concrete bike path must he disclnsed, evaluat~l and mitigated in the EIR to avoid significant geotachnical impacts to the park and residences adjourning the

c.

w any increase in demand for cogeneration operations wo~d affect views and noise levels for bicyclists and visitors to both

The SEIR must address how the reallocation of allowable development may specific infi'~ elements such as water and sewer lines and address available capacity
37
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tekingin~°aenanntg~°wththathascccurtedintbefitteenyem'ssinceEIRNo'142~fied" I 199
Additionally, the SEIR must provide sufficien! information about total Proje~ water demands to
determine whether a water supply assessment is requhed as pe~t of the SEIR puvzuant to Water        cont.
Code section 10910, et seq., which took effect in :lanuary 2002.

       As c~re~ly proposed, the Project violat~ the tenm oftbe Development Agreement
reoorded against the Hoag site for the benefit of the Villa Balboa property, amon8 others. Even
if the City and Hoag ~3tdd move forward with lhe Project over the community's objection 200
(which they cannot), the Draft EIR is inadequate to meet the requi~'ements and fulfill the
purposes of CEQA. The Draft FAR mu~t be t,e-clmulated in order that the publlc and decis~n
makers may be fully informed of~he impacts of the proposed project.

e involvement in monitoring and enforcing the ren~ictions and mitigation measures imposed on the Hoag Hospital operations, a negotiated solution cannot eceur.

       Thank you for this opportunity m comment on the propo~d Project and the Draft SEI1L We request to be notified of all farther proceedings and Ol~ty for public involvement in ¢onncotion with the Project.

Re~lfuily s~
JACKSON DEMARCO TIDUS PETERSEN &
PECKENPAUGH

Michele A. Staples
Attorae~ for Villa Balboa Community Association

Beach City Council Membe~ (w/encls.)
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Report on Possible Avenues of Mitigation for
Cooling Tower Condensed Water Plumes and Engine Exhaust Plumes Hung Co-Generation Facility

Angus* ! 3~ 2007

Thermal Meehanism era Cooling Tower

The purpose of a ~o1~ to~ ~ ~ m~ ~ ~ ~. t~ t~ng ~e I~t
of ~zmi~ of pm ~ ~e w~ ~ ~e air wi~ wMch it is ~i~g. ~ in mi~ ~ I D~ B'~ l~t h~t of v~or~ion, one ~ of w~er ¢vapo~d in ~

tO degrees, m~ing the ~m~mt~ ol't~ lcavir~ ~ter w[]~ he a~ut IO d~s ~]ow the wc~ bt~ib tempe~ture ol" ~he incoming air (for a dls~ussion of ~' ~nc~s definitions rclm~ m fl~is re~. #~ ~e t~ ~p#e~ml ~ction at th~ ~d

~tialiy, ~e ~fer ofh~ ~m ~e i~ ~ ~' ~ ~ ~on of

~ ~s ~d in v~ ~e ~1~8 to~, s~h ~ ~o~ ~ ~ nu~ plus fl~ ~ n~ si~ n~ a I~ge ~ & n~l c~li~ ~t~. In sm~lor towc~, ~s~ installed ~maximizeM~, Howev~,the addition of~f~is~r~lym~ce

intc~haagc.

E~itMg the top of the ~Ung ~w~ ~ a mix~ of wa~ ~r ~ air mt~a~

nde~ ~ coll~t ~til th~ m visible ~ fog ~icles. ~is ¢reat~ t~ ¢~ ~e visibte ~o ~ho~ in ~i~ m the tow~, Oi~n

t~o~ogics has b~n~ dev¢lo~ ~d deployed wh~ c~l~g tow~ are t~ msidet~dal or oit~ ~eni~ly ~ns~tive tuitions. For the H~ c~lin~ towns. nell c~ on~ ~ir flow. which ~ O~ ~1. moisL ~ i~n ~th mlt,
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SUITE 2,€5 NEWPORT BEACH, CALIFORN~ 926£~1769 955-585O 0 FAX # (~,g) ~6~t4~o

I
I



i
i
l
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

amptiffes the plume formation as €ompas~d to what might (~wur at a hotter, drier inland london.

The in~mliatlon configuration of the Hoe$ oooiing towe~s just ~tow

~ ~j~t d~Hin~ ~ ~v Vi~ P~ ~ ~o~ng ~v visu~ im~ on

~e plume dis~ to ~ 20 ~ ~ ~ ~ve ~€. ~ ~ditlon, somewhaz mo~ cne~ ~n could ~ i~led which ~uld thaw higher a~ve th~ ~ident~ Unfo~una~ly th~ config~alion
[~ btufl'oa which ~he d~v¢l]Jn~ and p~k a~ l~med. ~clu~

Cooling Tower Conden~te Plume - Mitigation Melhods

The g~l of the mitigation measures diwus~l he~in i~ ~ vl~te ~ viable

con~fions ~ the most e~nt ~ ~ble. A ~ mifiga~ eff~ is ~ikely m ~1~ the ~i~ ~ ~ ~ t~ pl~ ~d ~ll likely ~ ~ i~ to ~onfinue ~m~g in ~

Absent top!acing the current cooling towe~ with a design ~ific~ly engi~ for pkm~¢ aba~e~m, ~mfi~ing t~ tow~ aod n~i~ing o~ion~
~t option, Several m~h~ ff~r a~r~ ~¢ p~€ hera ~ ~po~ by v~o~ ~i~, ~ ~ dlscu~ briny ~to~. Pt~ no~ ~ ~v~ t~t the plant's I~tion z[osz ~ ~ ~ w~h i~ h~7 ~d~i~ ~o pl~e o~1 ~o~ aff~g ~e ~oling to~ a co~si~ solmion, ~l~g
~ morn ~fi~on t~q~s ~II likely ~
Det~inlng ~ i~l ~binmion of t~q~ ~11 ~m ~o~ s~y of

The Ii~ uf mitigation ~..hnlques discussed below is imbed me[h~ologi~ ~read~ pro~ by ~ fi~ ~d by Hoag for ~s incl~es u pro~sal oflbr~ ~ Marl~" Cooli~ To~, the m~uf~u~ oldie us~ by ['1o~ Addhion~ m~ho~ may be ~L~[b[e. a~ ~uld ~tti~ ad~don~ ~a~ch to ~velop.

 ~ll as the condenser water temperatures in re'dot to d*termine the he~[ excb~qngar ¢oi~'s r~qui*x~d thermal csp~zlty. Appm-eody this approach to ptttrne abatemcn~ is ot~fer~ by M~rl~" Cooling Tower ~ a catalog ,rthmmem~n( to u~t~ type of



vantages, Also, this method could cosily be ¢ombin_M with load shifting to optimize abak~mant whol atmospheric ~onditioas ~re mosl coadnciv¢ to #ms formation.

trol This method could be combined with one or more of the other methods diseu.ssad herein.

Si~e the piume phe~mna a ~ d~i~ ~o& ~1, mo~t a~ ~a~fions, i~ may ~~ble to ~i~ p~ of

f~ ~ t~ ~ flow ~¢). ~s ~ xmuld b~t ~ ut~imd th ~mbimfion with o~ or mo~ ~ ~ ot~ ~d~on m~ disem~ ~in maximize pl~ a~t~em un~ ~ ~itior~s d~ng whi~ ~* p]~ is ~
{i.o. ~Sen t~ atmosptm~ is c~[ m or ~v the ~w ~mt and ~€ ~Mfiv¢ h~idity

Some of the proposed s~r, ados include adding the tower en~¢ring ~d or I~g wat~ tom~r~u~s. S~me ~€ ~und of wat~ ~mins ~oxima~ly l~O B~J [a~t h~ and one ~und (ff liquid water ~nmi~ ~ one B1~ ~r
~pon t~wcr plume o~ration by r~'ising ~a~r p~ess flow g~t~ is uncle.
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Cogeneratlea Engine Exhaust Stacks - Mittgattoa Methods

Ey.~u~t smck~ from the presently insm}led coge~xeration plant e~s di~e e~ plumes ~u a~ ~i~fly, ~nd ~ich are ~l~[y vls~ble f~ ~ View P~ ~d

~. ah~h t~m th~ ap~nce af ~€ d~s~ha~e, the ~ ap~ g~ate~ ~ive ~ ~.

Two altm'nativ¢~ m'~ pr¢~. One is to cool ~ ¢xhaast in an iatir~ hoar exchanger

d[]~on may ~ ~ui~. Eith~ ~ ~lmi~ ~ould a~ow ~or mifi~ of t~ exhaust plum~ ~ mini~l o~io~ eff~ ~d at ~n~le ~.

An alternate solutkm that miLzht be implemented in i~detion, or in combination whh the methcx~s proposect above, wotfld b~ to redir~l the curtain cshaust stocks so the cffiu~m is no~ visible to ~hos¢ on the binffabove,

Additional Scientific Background on Cooling Tower Plumes - Partial History of
Heat

Heat ha~ always been with us, however uirtil ~e 15m Cetrmry, the m~m of~ h~ ~ M~ in anfi~i~,. At ~t~ ~ ~ ~ ~ M~ ~me of Fa~it fillM a ~ gl~
~. He ~hen p~ ~e bulb in ice and ~ ~ the sc~e m~ur~ 32, Sub, rig the bulb to ~fiii~ wat~ g~v¢ a ~ading of 2t2 on ~ s~le. This me,remit of t~peraturo ~ well
C~tigm~ syst~x
1~ ~ Celsius sys*~
51~~ F m~ 32,

a quantity of heat.

ent ~t of ~pofi~tion is a~m 10~ BTU/LB tbr ~,at~. wM~h ~ fo~a~ b~ame nmy i~J~ ~e~es ~€fit ~ ~e fu~ tha~ st~ ~.~t is ~ ~m effi¢~ ~ ~po~ing h~ ~ is hot ~.



One cleraem is ~luired to transfer h~tt from ~ enti~ ~o another eatirj. Th~ mas~ be a diffcren¢~ ia temp~m~ar~ b¢t,ae¢~ th~ h~atcr and the acceptor ofth~ heat. a~uaily known as a delta T or ~ "appso~5" (them is no such thing a* cold -

y times |here ¢xis*ed a device known as a sling psychrom¢ter, which w~s composed of

 how much more wate~ ~¢ air flm'~ absorb tmfot~ it becom~ saturated (100%
Humidity) and is kaown as a wet bulb t~nperaa.n'e.

ation..

Stephen Paliska P. E.
M-12751 Expires 09,t30/09
NgwlXm ~cerlng
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27, 2007

M~. Dick Runyoa~ Ca-ChMr
Vill~ Balbo~-Hoag Ho~i~l Li~i~a Cammitta~
200 P~s L~ ff208

~ ~ fl~ r~o~e of ~ hav~ ~r ~ a project, so there isr, o gu~aty of t00~ ~a.

.As Mways, plea.~ ~dl me if you have any q~'fiom or

I
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HXV Closed Circuit Hybrid Cooling Towers
Single Cell Capacity:
160 - 305 Nominal Tons
480 - 915 gpm at 95"F/85T/78qF

suitability for high t~'np~at~re
Standard design feetums satisfy today's ecwironmental €onoems, minimize ~sta~a~on co~ts, maximize year-round operating reliability, and =lml~ify maln~ance requirements.

HXV Closed Circuit Cooling Towers
• Pl~ sbatsl~t
• Maximum w~ter sa~n~s
• m~ temperature ¢o~J~

• F~nr we~ on ~han~ ~nt

I
I

Baltimore Aircoil Company
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Benefits

Plunae Abateme~t
The HXV offers a comb~ of sens~e, ad~eba~¢, and e~e
~du~ any plume ~ ~y ~ ~ ~ven~ ~m~
~ ttm~ ~ ~ ~r, when ~ ~1 ~ ~e d~ is
100% dw, ~pl~ ~ng pl~.

Maximum Water Savings
Water savings am achieved throughout the year with eac~ of three diffeRmt operating modes of the HXV. In some areas, the water cost sav~ngs alOne can pay for the ~quipment in as I|ttio as two years!

    • At peak condit/ons in the "d~//wat" operating mode, a significant amount of heat is removed by sensible heat trsnsfer, providing redcoed water consumption versus conventional evaporate cooling

    • When the heat ~ad end/or ambient temperatures drop, water consumptk:)n is further reduced in the "adiabatic" operating mode

    • water cor~Jmption is totally eliminatecl In the "dr/' operating mode

Sea page E7t for details on operating modes.

High Temperature Cooling
The fltlne¢~ dry o:dl tempers the Incoming fluicl, ~owing higher inlet w~" temt~'a'~urea than traditional c~eaed circuit coaling towers~

Low Energy Consumption
The HXV ~rovidea heat rejection at the lowest ~i~ ~e~y ~put and ~tenan~ ~ulmm~ v~:

m~lmi~g t~ ~ f~ ~ and ~ling

    • ~ml~ ~w # air and ~my wa~r, ~ ~mfn~as ~m~ ~ ~o~

    • Vad~e F~ue~y ~v~

    • ENERGY-MISE~ F~ System ~i~

Baltimore Alrcoll Company



Low Installed Cost

,= Support,-.~AII models mount directly on p~regst I-beams and ship complete ~ motom and ddvea factow-instelled ~ aligned.

Modular Design -- Units ship in three pieces to minimize the size and weight of the heaviest lilt, allowing for the use of smaller, less costly creese.

Easy Maintenance

• ACCeSs -- Hinged access doors on each end wall ar~ a standard internal walkway provide easy access to the unit interior.

Spacious Interior -- Provides easy access fo the ¢old water basin, drift ellminator~, fan drive system and th.e prime surface coil.

Access door

Drift eliminators can be removed ft~r access to the pdrne surface coil

Reliable Year-Round Operation

c~nd

• SeparateAIr Inlet Louver= -- Reduce t~e ~)o~tlal for scats build-up and demag~g ice formations st ~e atr/w~a~ inteffsce by providing e line of s~ght from the outside of t~e unit into the fill.

Long Service Life

Materials of Constructfon -- Various rnate~als are available to meet the comosk~ resistance, unit operating life, and budgetary requirements of any project (see page E63 for constructloe options).

,..because temperature matters
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Construction Details

Baltimore Aircoll Company
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E62

~'~ IIeavy-Duty Construction . G~235 (ZT00 metric) hot-d~p

O BALTIDRIVE* Power Train {Not Shown)
 • Premium quality, solid-backed, multi-groove belt

 • Corrosion m~istant cast aluminum sheaves

 • Heavy.duty bearings (280.000 hour average ~e)

 • Cooling tower duty fan motor    "%~"
 • Fh~.year motor and drive wa~ar~

,oLow HP Axial Fan(s) (Not Shown)
* Quiet operation

* Con~alon resistant aluminum

0 Water Distribution
                            System
- OvedaDptng ~my p~ernu ensure proper

• Large orifice, non-dog nozzles

~ Prime Surface Coil ~ Not Shown} • Continuous ser:entine, steel tubing

• Hot.dip galvanized after fabdcet~on (HDGAF) ", Pneumatically tested at 375 ~

• Sloped tubes fi~r free drainage of fluid

• ASME B31,5 corn#lent

• When required, orders shipping into Canada are supplle~ with a CRN

~ Dry Finned Coil
• Copper ruling with high density alur~inum fins

• Pneumatically tested at 320 ~

• $~ ~ ~ free drayage of fluid

Integral Drift Eliminators
(Not Shown}
• Polyv~ chloride (PVC)                     ,

- Impervious to rot, decay and biok>glcel attack

• Flame spread rating of 5 per ASTM E84-77a

0 FRP Air Inlet Louvers
• Corrosion resistant

* UV resistant finish
• Maintenance fm

Cold Water Basin

• Sloped cold water basin for easy cleaning

• Suction strainer with antt,~:~tsx hood

° Adjustable water make-up essemtdy

* Integral Internal walkway

0 Recirculatin8 Spray Pump (Not Shown)
 • Close coupled, bronze fitted
centrffugm~ pump

 • Totally an(~ fan ~ooled
(TEFC) motor

 * Bleed Iine with metedng valve tnstal~d from pump discharge to overllow

O Hinged Access Doors.
• inward swinging door on each end

...because temperature matters
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Custom Features and Options

Construction Options

• Standard Construc, o~:
Steel panels and structurel elements are ¢onskucted of heavy-gauge G-235 hot-dip galvanized steel. Inlet !ouvers are conslructed of UV resistant. I~be~gMss n~nforc, ed pelyest~r (FRP),

• Optional B&L¥1BONDP Corro~ion Protestiml ~tltam:
The BALTI~DND• Corrosion Protection System, e hybrid polymer coating used to extend equipment IE'e, is applied to all hot-dip galvanized steel components of the €~ossd circuit hyb~cl cooling tower IexOuding heat transfer celis)~

• Optional 8tatnle~ ~teel Co~d Water Basin:
AType 304 stainless steel cold water" basin is available. Seams battvaen panels inside the cold water basin are welded, The basin ts leak tested at the factory ertd welded seams are provided with e five year leak-proof warranty.

• Optional $1alnles,s ~ Construction:
Steel panels end stnJcturst e~nents ore constructed ot Type 304 stemless steat. Seams between panels Inside the cod w~4er basra are welded. The best~ is leak tested at the factory and wek~d seems are ;)rovk~e~ w~ a f~e-year ~eak-proof warranty.
Se~ p~ge J4 for mo~ detait~ on the materials described above.

Prime Surface Coil Configurations
* ~lnderd Serpemlne Coil:

eurnedcally t~tad at 375 psig (2586 kPa) and isASME B31.5 complisnt.

• ~Italn|esi Steel Coil:
Coils ere eye,laDle In Type 304 stainless stest for spacMliz~d applications. The coil is designed for low pressure drop with siooing tubes fo¢ f~e drainage of fluid. Eac~ coil is pneumetlc~ tested at 375 psig (2586 KPa] and ~s ASME B3'I.5 semolianL

Baltimore Aircoil Company
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• Optlon==l ASME "U" Stamp Coil:
This coil is manufactured end tested In accordance with the ASME Botfar and Preseore Vesssl Code, Sac~ton VIII, DIvis~on L and bears the ASME "LP sternp.ASME coils am hot-d~p galvanized
(outage surface) ar0er fabrication (HDGAF)~ The coil is designed for low gressum drop with sloping tubes for free drelnege of fluid, Each carl is pneumatically tested at 375 pslg (2586 kPa).

Gthar coil co~figumtions am available for specific apples, Contact your local BAG Representative for details.

Dry Finned Coil Cor~igurations           f
The standard finned coil on the HXV unit has 6 rows and
is available in 1-1/2 serpantine and triple sorpanl~;;a
arrangements. The serpentine arrangement indicates the
way In w~tct~ the~e rows are circuited internally, and
i~uances the process fluid velocity (the smsll~" the
serpentine, the higher the flow velocity) and the total fluid
pressure through the unit (the smailer the serpentine, the
higher the finned coil pressure drop). Hence, tha trait flow
and pressure drop allowance must be taken into
account when the finned call serpentine is selected to obtain the most suitable HXV selection. Consult your Iocel BAC Representative for selection assistance.

Note: The d~ finned co///s aveilab/e in alternate mateaats of constn~/on to meet specific application mqufremects.

Fan Drive System

 BAC's comprehensive five-year motor and fan drive wartan|y.

..,because temperature matters
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Custom Features and Options

ENERGY-MISER~ Fan System

y, Controls and wiring are the same as timse required for • two-,speed, twowinding motor. Significant ene~g~t savings are achie'a~ when operating at low speed during pededs of reduced load and/of low wet-bulb temperatures.

Independent Fan Operation

o allow independent operation, providing an eddit=ona{ step of fan cycling and cepactty control,

Low Sound Operation

ake and 01scharge.

"

~Baltimore Air¢oil ¢ompaay



Accessories

External Service Platforms

For external service, louver face and access d~or platforms can be added to the unit when purchased or as an ~termarket item. ~faty ~agas and safety gates are also ava~lable~ All components are designed to meet OSH~ n~luimments.

Internal Ladder

For access to the motor and drive assemblies, an Int~rnal kidder is avalINole.

lntenaal Service Platforms

For access to the motor and drive assemb~tee, an internal ladder end upper service ~affonn w~ hend~ Is a~. SaM~ ga~ ~ a~ite~ ~r a~ ~nd~l o~. A~ ~ponen~ are ~ ~ m~t OSHA r~u[mme~.

Vibration Cutout Switch

 a NEMA 4 enclcaore to ensure mliabte protection. A~d~t~onsi contacts can be ~mvided to activate an a=arm,

°C] water temgerstum, asB a simple and inexpensive way of pmvlding such protec~on.

Heater S~ng Data

...because temperature matters
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E67

Accessories

Electric Water Level Control Package

e m~ke..up wate~ line, The valve is slow closing to ~nim|ze wmer I~ammer,

F~ectric ~,tter Level Control Package
Flow Control Package

below f~r single prim surface and double prime sin/ace co~ connections,.

Coil

~_~_l(imore Aircoll Company

I
I



I
I

1=88

Extended Lubrication Lines

Exter~ded lubrlcat~on tines are av~i~bla for lubrlc~Jon of the fan shaft bearings. Gre~a fiffings are ~ocat~€l Inside the plenum area next to the access door,

Grease fittings at the access door & bearishly.-.' ~i~h the ex~ended ]nbrica~k~n line

High Temperature wet Deck

Op41onal high tempe~a~re w~t deck material is available for high ~tedng fluid temperatures.

Air Inlet Screens

IArwe mesh screens can be fack~ry-instatied ova" ~e louvers to pmvem d~bds ~m

Basin Sg~eeper Piping

Basin sweeper p[~,~g p~vIde~s an effective ma~od ~ pmve~ing d~ ~m €~l~ng ~ t~ c~d wat~ ~n ~ ~ t~, A ~m~e~ ~ s~, i.nduding no~l~, is p~ In ~e t~ barn ~r ~n~ ~ s~de s~am fi~n ~ui~ent (by

...because temperature matters
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Design and Performance of Optimized Air-Cooled Condenser
Cogeneration Plant

Bill Powers, P.E., Powers Engineering Pat Morris, Crockett Cogeneration

Ralph Wyndrum, P.E., Ma.rley Cooling Technolog,es, Inc.



Plume Abatement Function

Courtesy of Marley Cooling

Two cells to right are operating in standard wet tower mode. Next two cells have damper 100% open (max. plume abate). Next three cells have dampers open 25%.
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Noise Reduction Measures

Courtesy of Marley Cooling Technologies, Inc.

Ultra-low noise fans

Gear motor enclosures

12
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Letter 5

Jackson DeMarco Tidus Petersen Peckenpaugh November 5, 2007

Response I

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

Response 2

ord straight and clarify the law, the following information is provided by the City will address this comment.

e city or county additional community benefits over and above what could normally be required by the city or county.

costs of development." (See Cal. Govt. Code §65864(b).)

iscretionary actions shall not prevent development of the land for
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 by Hoag in exchange for the vesting of their development rights.

 services provided by Hoag, benefit the general public (i.e., the public benefits).

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.

aries under the Development Agreement. Why the "adjoining property owners" are limited to Villa Balboa residents is not made clear in the comment letter.

idents" as establishing third-party beneficiary status for Villa Balboa.

egal or equitable interest in real property for the development of the property (see Cal. Govt. Code

I
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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.

pp. 4th 337 (1999)). None of the factors above are present in this instance; therefore, Villa Balboa is not entitled to third-party beneficiary status to the Development Agreement.

Response 3

Development Agreement included as an exhibit was an early version of the Development Agreement as it appeared prior to final negotiations with the City.

Development Agreement.

I
I
I
I
I
I

Response 4

floor area of 1,343,238 sf and building heights within three designated building zones. Neither the gross floor area, building heights, nor building envelopes are proposed to be changed.

Responses to Environmental Comments
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use it contains restrictions on development at Hoag.

Response 5

mpus.

 Agreement to fix the amount and location of development on the project for a 25-year time pedod in order to address the residents concerns. The City is not aware of any facts in the record supporting this position.

reement is incorrect; the provision does not affect development at Hoag.

Response 6

 be clearly intended and be clearly manifested in the language of the agreement.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
i
I
I
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a third-party beneficiary of the Development Agreement. Please also refer to the response to Comment 2.

Response 7

l 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

 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.

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 Draft EIR.)

I

3-146
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Response 9

162(a)(3)). The commenter has not offered any information demonstrating that any of these circumstances exist.

Response lO

inal 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.

plemental EIR; (3) an Addendum; (4) a Negative Declaration; or (5) no further documentation (see CEQA Guidelines §§15162, 15163, and 15164).

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I

term "subsequent environmental documentation" and this must mean that a Subsequent EIR is required). There is no support for such a position.

I
I

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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 the previous EIR.

uses on the conditions described in Section 15162."

ous EIR adequate. The City feels there is substantial evidence in the record to support this decision.

Response 11

ndards 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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ances 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:

Mechanical Equipment at West Tower & Ancillary Building

55 Leqa

Proposed Umit (dSA)

70Leq (Dayy58 Leq (Night)

Loading Deck (delivery vehicles                60 Leq
and the loading/unloading ops.) 80 Lma~                         Exempt
Loading Dock (non-delivery 60 Leq                          70 Leq (Day)/58 Leq
operations) 80 Lma~                         (Night)
Grease Trap Exempt                          Exempt
Cogeneration Plant (nearest 60 Leq (Day)/50 Leq~            60 Leq (Day)/50 Leq
residence) (Night)                         (Night)

Existing Development Agrsemer~
Based on Mixed Use Residential standard contained in Noise Ordinance

nse 3 also identifies a new Project Design Feature proposed to address noise from the loading dock area.

ed as Mitigation Measure 41 and reprinted in the Draft EIR, page 3.4-32).

I
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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.

I
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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.

Response12

be identified as resulting in significant and unavoidable adverse impacts." Please also refer to Topical Response 3.

Response 13

aced with Mitigation Measures 3.4-2 and 3.4-3.

l District v. City of Los Angeles, 58 Cal. App. 4th 1019 (1997), stated the following: "[A]n EIR need not analyze every imaginable alternative or mitigation measure; its concern is with feasible means of reducing environmental effects.

1100; see also, Napa Citizens for Honest Gov't v. Napa County Bd. of Supervisors, 91 Cal. App. 4t~ 342, 365 (2001) (holding that an EIR need not propose adoption of mitigation measures that would not effectively address a significant impact).

erefore, 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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emoval of mature landscaping. Thus, a soundwall of the necessary height not only would be infeasible to implement but have significant effects.

I
I

 Ordinance criteria are applied with the windows in the open position, and no benefit would occur with the windows open.

ing is recommended by the City to be incorporated into the Final EIR as a Project Design Feature:

30 days of the Applicant's receipts of a final receipt or bill from the Association evidencing that the window/slider replacement work was completed pursuant to the approved estimate.

3-151
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se park areas are not subject to any City Noise Ordinance limits (see Draft EIR, page 3.4-14).

Response14

red a different type of environmental assessment document than the Draft EIR is fully addressed in the response to Comment 10.

Response15

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

volves 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.

e amended Master Plan will use this existing and operational sewer line; therefore impacts would not be different than assessed in Final EIR No. 142.

lan Update Project will have a less than significant impact on wastewater facilities.
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are a subsequent EIR as obligations to meet TMDLs do not apply directly to the Master Plan Update Project.

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 24hour 85h percentile storm event);

- Generally describes the long-term operation and maintenance requirements for the Treatment Control BMPs;

I
I
I
I
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I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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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.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

•   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.

d in the Initial Studies (included as Appendix A of the Draft EIR).

y 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.

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:

R:~Pr~ectskNs~por t~J008kWFC'~qTC-O122.08.~c                             3-154                            Responses to Enyironmental Comments
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ace 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:

r faults affecting Newport Beach...

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

ampus is located.

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

bparallel to the Newport-lnglewood fault zone but considered a distinctly separate seismic source.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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I
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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 fault is not exposed at the surface and does not present a potential surface fault rupture hazard. However, the San Joaquin Hills Thrust is an

I
I
I
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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.

6 Magnitude 5.30ceanside Earthquake has been attributed to the Oceanside Thrust.

ntial of the San Joaquin Hills, Southern Los Angeles Basin, California" Geology, Vol. 27, p. 1031-1034.)

wide planning efforts, inclusive of the Hoag site. Please also refer to the response to Comment 10 and Topical Response 2.

Response17

ity 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:

ons 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

3-156
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n 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.

xceed SCAQMD's construction thresholds. Short-term construction air quality impacts would be significant even with mitigation incorporated resulting in a significant unavoidable adverse impact.

scussion for the likelihood of an impact.

ivity. The SCAQMD performed dispersion modeling using typical weather patterns to correlate emissions with concentrations and establish the emission thresholds.

holds.

l phase thresholds. The proposed mitigation measures would reduce these impacts, but not to a level considered less than significant.

I
I

I
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I
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Response18

he proposed Master Plan Update's with respect to the General Plan 2006 Update and the City's Local Coastal Plan.

eady permitted by the adopted Hoag Master Plan.

Response 19

 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

est Coast Highway. The parcels were purchased by the State of California many years ago for the Coastal Freeway, which was

3-158
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es not represent a new significant impact that must be addressed in the Draft EIR for the Master Plan Update Project.

Response 21

nditions, the NBTM "constrained" network was used. The constrained network does not assume the 19t~ Street bridge connection, as stated in Section 5.1.2 of the Draft EIR traffic study.

Response 22

Hoag. This would also be true for existing parking conditions at Hoag.

I
I
I
I
I
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Response23

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.

 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:

 or could riisturb, 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

n 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.

y, City approved

3-160
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Ancillary 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.

I

y building.

I
I
I

l 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 Impacta of the Proposed Master Plan Update Project

Construction Activities

MM 3.4-1

n of vibration-sensitive equipment in portions of buildings that could be affected.

affect patient care or research activities can be avoided.

On-Site Activities: Mechanical Equipment

I
i
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

 they will achieve 58 dBA (Leq) at the property line adjacent to the loading dock area. These plans need to be

I
I
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a.

MM 3.4-3

at demonstrates compliance with applicable noise level limits.

On-Site Activities: Loadinq Dock

MM 3.4-4

MM 3.4-5

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.

ics or a panel with an equivalent or better sound rating shall be used.

MM 3.4-6

sed 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,' signs shall be posted in the loading dock area and any area where the trucks might queue.

On-Site Activities: Grease Trao

The grease trap operation is exempt from noise regulations. However, the following measure is recommended:

I
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MM 3.5-8 Grease trap cleaning operations shall be limited to Saturday between thehours of 11:00 AM and 3:00 PM.

On-Site Activities: Coqeneration 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

rth cooling tower.

On-Site Land Uses

d. The final building plans shall incorporate tt~e noise barriers (wall, berm, or combination wall/herin) required by the analysis and Hoag shall install these barriers prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.

r office uses). The measures described in the report shall be incorporated into the architectural plans for the buildings and implemented with building construction.

R~po~e25

us 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.

I I I i I I I I I I ! ! I i I I
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on 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).

rmal annual reviews, the public record contains the various project status reports as well as City-prepared documents verifying compliance with applicable mitigation measures.

omment 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.

918 cy have been removed

3-164
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to date. In addition, all landscape plans related to this same project were submitted and approved by the Coastal Commission.

Response 28

Please refer to the responses to Comments 26 and 27.

Response 29

 City of Newport Beach in the vicinity of Hoag) has ever been designated as a State Scenic Highway.

an is unclear.

Response 30

ast Highway. No additional analysis in the Draft EIR is necessan].

Response 31

 the cogeneration facility are not relevant to the Draft EIR.

Response32

posed 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.

I
I
I
I
I
I
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Response 33

hin 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.

Response35

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.

s 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

regarding future uses were developed in coordination

3-166

Responses to Env#onmental Comments



Hoag Memorial Hospital Presbyterian Master Plan
                Responses to Commen~J

 such a transfer facilitate decisions regarding future development on this project site.

Response 37

 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

!
I

I
I
I
!
I
I

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.

Response 39

not only appropriate but also encouraged under CEQA in an effort to look at the whole of an action as

!
!
I
!
I
I
I
I
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I
I
I
!
I
I
I
I
i
I
I
I
I

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

 and requested deletions are in strike through):

Entitlement, Gross Floor Area: Any area of a building, or portion thereof, including the surrounding exterior walls, but excluding:

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

Area of a building and/or buildinas which mcccurc~ !ccc ,+h..-~n $ fcct from ........................ ~ ...... are not for general or routine occupancy, such as interstitial or mechanical occupancies;

aArea of a building used specifically for base isolation and structural system upgrades directly related to requirements of governmental agencies and is not for general or routine occupancy; and

eEnclosed rooftop mechanical levels not for general or routine occupancy.

g areas of Hoag that are currently affected by this proposed modification with the exception of the recently completed Women's Pavilion.

Response 40

ew technology as well as critical care patient rooms and the wide range of suppor~ 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 will use the word "shall" rather than "should."

Response42

ned comparison of the pdor 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:

ded on each building depending on the use and access to a particular building. Restrictions pertain to size and illumination.

es 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.

er of signs.

•   One donor recognition signage would be permitted at the exterior of each building, not to
    exceed 175 sf in size.

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.

s 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

I
!
I
I
I
I
I
I
!
!
I
I
I
i
I
I
I
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i
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I
I
!
I
I
I
i
I
I
t
I
I
i

ion. Appendix B of this responses to comments document includes the existing and proposed PC Text in redline/strikeout format.

ent phase of construction pursuant to Mitigation Measure 27. The City reviews each parking study for use of appropriate methodology and accuracy.

Response44

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

le agency in the Draft EIR.

igation measures from Final EIR No. 142, please refer to the response to Comment 8.

Response46

law supports this conclusion.

scussing the possible environmental effects of the project based on actual [current physical] traffic counts would have been misleading and illusory..." Id. (emphasis added).

us with the air emission and traffic

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
!
I
t
1
I
I
I
I
i
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impact analysis for the entire Hoag Master Plan as previously assessed in the Final EIR No. 142.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
i
i

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.

Response48

ect. Consistent with the conclusions of Final EIR No. 142, the Project's 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).

Response49

tive 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.

ag (see General Plan 2006 Update for surrounding land uses) that would contribute to a change in the urban character of the area.

 previously available.

ning Ranch. Therefore, the proposed Master Plan Update Project would not contribute to a cumulative aesthetic impact.

policies contained therein

i
i
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I
I
i

pacts 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

asonably foreseeable projects" (see page 5-7).

I
I
I
!
I
I
I
I

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.

ResponseS0

 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

 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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ly enforceable. The commenter fails to identify any new mitigation measures that fall short of the fully enforceable standard.

. App. 4t~ 777 (2005) (finding that mitigation measures that relied upon future studies were sufficient given the inclusion of performance criteria).

Response52

e City will make that determination based on the facts before it at the time.

Response 53

nt of project objectives as is required under CEQA. One of the primary objectives of the proposed modification to the Hoag Master Plan is to allow the possible transfer of up to 225,000 sq. ft. of development from

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
!
I
I
I
i
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I
I
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 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

on 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.

ue 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

the past few years to come up with feasible mitigation that could reduce noise in this
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 adjacent to a hospital and fully aware of the daily noise generated.

acts, and as such, is not appropriate mitigation for the proposed Master Plan Update Project.

e.

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

Response 57

f the project should not supply extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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I
I

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.

Response58

I
I
I
I
i

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

West

• Villa Balboa and Versailles at the Bluff 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

I
I

t
I
i
i
I
I
I

ver, 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.

 equipment or supplies on the roof of the trailers.

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

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.

g CCC approval.
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ogeneration 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.

all 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.

o 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.

 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.

led for December 2009, pending City AIC and CCC approval.

 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;

I
I
I
t
I
I
t
I
I
I
i
I
i
i
I
I
I
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i
I

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 Building 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

e prior and proposed Development 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:

• Requirements related to 15 gallon trees have been changed to 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 cultivation as necessary to maintain the landscaping and to note that there will be a scheduled annual maintenance program.

Response63

.

Response64

General Plan and zoning land use maps have been provided and are included as Appendix C to the responses to comments document.
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Response65

ate.

Response66

I
I
I
I
I
I

th-Inducing Impacts of the Proposed Project, which addresses population, housing, and employment.

Response 67

 and facilities such as park-and-dale facilities, and look for opportunities to support the upgrade and enhancement of existing services."

Benefit Report 2006, filed with the State of California, states with respect to senior transportation:

h Community Senior Center; Oasis Senior Center; and South County Senior Center. (See page 26 of report.)

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
i
I
I
I
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Appendix C of the report estimates the number of senior transportation passenger trips at 144,326 for fiscal year 2006 at a cost of $477,743.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
!
I
I
I

Response 68

nsistent with General Plan Policy CE 7.11 as addressed on page 3.2-26 of the Draft EIR.

Response69

broken or missing sprinkler head. Pop-up sprinklers include factory installed check valves to prevent low head drainage after shut down.

Response70

 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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and the commenter's implications to the contrary are in error.

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

in accordance with City regulations. Model WQMP page 7.11-1 (included as an appendix to the City's LIP).

 any WQMPs prepared for specific building projects at Hoag. Model WQMP at 7.11-2 (included as an appendix to the City's LIP).

I
I
I
I
I
I

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).

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 is a site design control that must be considered in development of future WQMPs for Hoag. Model WQMP page 7.11-15-16 (included as an appendix to the City's LIP).

I
I
I
I
I

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

equires biological surveys to be conducted on the Banning Ranch site as a part of the evaluation of potential future development on that site.

I
I
!
I
i
i
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Response 72

 of construction of facilities consistent with the Hoag Hospital Master Plan and Final EIR No. 142, on-site resources have been removed.

and habitats or any other environmentally sensitive habitat areas.

Response 73

to the response to Comment 72.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Response74

ther local roads).

Response 75

ted or lit facing the adjacent Villa Balboa residential neighborhood.
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Response76

 standards. Mitigation is required to minimize noise from stationary noise sources.

ster Plan Update Project.

Response77

I
I
I
I
I
I
I

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 quality 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:

ty'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 7.11-1 (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).

i
I

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.

I
I
I
I

R:~ProfectskNeWl)Ort~JO08~RTC~RTC*012208.doc                                              ~'185                                   Resports~ to E//vi~et~t~J ComtT~E~,~t,3



I                                                                                                                    Hoag Memorial Hospita~ Presby~rian Master Plan
                                                                                                                     Responses to Comments

I
I
I
I
I

an as per Mitigation Measure 14 (Draft EIR, page 6-24).

Response 78

ansfer 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.

I
I
I
I
I

ns, 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.

g CCC approval.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I

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.

all 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.

o 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.

 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.

led for December 2009, pending City AIC and CCC approval.

 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.

• Landscaping of the new Child Care Center has been completed.

• The Lower Campus retaining wall has been completed and landscaped.

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

es 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 located in a one-story structure immediately west of the West Building, Uses within the Ancillary Building include radiology, imaging, and the emergency room.

Response80

The former Child Care Center has been vacated. The City understands that Hoag is considering plans to convert that existing space in to an outpatient imaging facility to support the needs of cancer and neuroscience patients.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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Response 81

Please refer to Appendix B of this responses to comments document.

Response 82

 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.

Response83

e same or similar noise limitations as Hoag is not relevant to the Draft EIR as it has no beadng on any potential environmental affects of the proposed project.

Response 84

ts of the proposed Master Plan Update Project.

Response85

ound 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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Response86

or approved project. Please also refer to the response to Comment 46.

Response87

Therefore, while the Project would cause a significant unavoidable land use impact, it would not constitute a new impact. No other significant land use impacts have been identified.

e 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.

y the City to implement this land use policy. Additionally, as new buildings are proposed and reviewed by the

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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I
I

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.

Response88

water quality management, please refer to the responses to Comments 15, 70, and 77.

Response 89

pment (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

 an underestimation of project-generated trips at the key intersections analyzed in the study.

increased space to accommodate advancing technology in the delivery of health care, and to ensure the proper utilization of related supplies and equipment.

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).

Response91

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.

n Tables 3.2-6 and 3.2-7 of the Draft EIR.

I
I
I
I
I
I

icient.

Response 92

 evaluated in Final EIR No. 142 and subsequent TPO studies) on those traffic conditions.

eallocation (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.

ting Master Plan, and the incremental effect of those existing Master Plan trips on future traffic conditions (i.e, LOS differences), were evaluated in the Phase II TPO and

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
l
I
I
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Phase III TPO studies completed in 2001 and 2005, respectively, since the Final EIR No. 142 was certified in 1992.

fic impact criteria, the reallocation project is not expected to cause any significant traffic impacts under Year 2015 and Year 2025 conditions.

scope of the authorized traffic limits authorized for the project.

n the scope of the authorized traffic limits authorized for the project.

Response93

 address traffic/parking impacts associated with future site-specific projects that may be proposed.

Response94

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

o address traffic/parking impacts associated with future site-specific projects that may be proposed.

Response 96

the response to Comment 19.

Response 97

t assume the 19t" Street bridge connection, as stated in Section 5.1.2 of the Draft EIR traffic study.

Response98

ucation 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.

ions and project impact evaluation.

I
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
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Response99

 peak conditions/summer season (when there could be more beach-related traffic along West Coast Highway).

Response 100

y of Costa Mesa, geometry, and level of service calculations.

Response 101

modate the relocated trailers. The construction trailers are considered temporary structures; please refer to the response to Comment 60.

Response102

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

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

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

Response103

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

ngineering Division and Planning Department for review and Planning Commission approval. Requirements outlined in the Ordinance include:

A minimum of five percent of the provided parking at new facilities shall 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 employees shall be provided. Additional lockers shall be provided at such time as demand warrants.
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c. 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.

I
I

f. The design of all parking facilities shall incorporate provisions for access and parking of vanpoot vehicles.

Bus stop improvements shall be coordinated with the Orange County Transportation Authority, consistent with the requirements of Mitigation Measure~,~,~n ..... ;....~ ,^..~ .... , ..... *~ ...,...+.~,~ ..~ .... -~=~,~ ,.~ ...... ~.;~

e content of the Ordinance at the time that a permit application is deemed complete by the Planning Department.

 of the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) and the City,

cy and appropriate methodology.

I
i
I
I
I
I
I
I

Response 104

ysicians, 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.

enter. As with the golf cart, the shuttle uses internal roadways while at Hoag.

I
I
I
I
I
I
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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 107

Please refer to the response to Comment 90. Response 108

Please refer to the response to Comment 90.

Response 109

d using the City's adopted General Plan model (NBTM).

Response 110

ng the City's adopted General Plan model (NBTM).

Response 111

Please refer to the response to Comment 92.

Response 112

Please refer to the response to Comment 92.

Response 113

Please refer to the response to Comment 92.

Response 114

Please refer to the response to Comment 92.

Response 115

Please refer to the response to Comment 92.

Response 116

Please 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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 conditions in urban areas. Furthermore, Hoag satisfies federal, State, and local requirements related to emergency~evacuation plans.

Response 117

 It is not necessary for the Project to mitigate the effects of existing traffic volumes.

Response 118

side 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

same amount on the Lower Campus only needed for overflow employee and contractor parking.

Response120

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

n a significant unavoidable impact.

I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I

I
I
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I
1
I

 AAQS in the region.

The changes to the project do not change this conclusion.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Response122

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.

ses to comments document and incorporated into the Final EIR.

Response123

ange 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.

I
I
I
I

Response124

The full quote from the SCAQMD website is:

page. Proposed chapters and appendices currently under consideration will be posted when drafts are available."
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qa/oldhdbk.html, however, there is no discussion that the trip lengths provided in the handbook are obsolete. There is no reason that the trip lengths from the 1993 CEQA Handbook are invalid.

Response125

r 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.

 addresses construction emissions in general and why the emissions from construction activities associated with the project would be likely to exceed the thresholds.

Response126

operations at the loading dock or at the cogeneretion plant and localized air quality impacts from these operations were not examined.

Response 127

sult 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

rage trip length gives an accurate estimate of the total emissions from all of these trips.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
i
I
I
I
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I
I
I
I
I
I

Response 129

Mitigation Measure 36, as proposed for revision (Stdkeeut-ta~ is used to show deleted wording) states:

36.

l equipment to be installed in the phase ff *=- ........ ~'-'-~ ...... ='"", "~'~"'= tc                 ~^v~"*;""v. o

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

 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

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

Response131

conditions are enforceable by the City's Building or Public Works inspectors and Code Enforcement Officers.

Response132

hese 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

ips (http://aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbooklonroad/onroad.html). The regional emission calculations assume 95 percent passenger/light-duty vehicles and 5 percent delivery trucks.

Response 134

icant environmental impacts.

Response 135

onse to Comment 13.

impacts, and as such, is not appropdata mitigation for the proposed Master Plan Update Project.

sewer lines.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

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.

 the lowest noise levels achievable based upon application of and to reach the lowest noise levels achievable with feasible mitigation.

Response136

eature; please refer to Topical Response 3. However, a redesign of the site plan so that noise generating equipment is not along the residential area is not considered feasible.

Response137

This fact was understood for the analysis. The following 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:

e zones, the lower noise level standard applicable to the noise zone shall apply (Section 10.2.025 E).
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Response138

The City would be the responsible party for compliance 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.

I
I

Response 139

t is unlikely that the traffic volume on West Hoag Drive would generate noise levels approaching 65 dB CNEL at adjacent uses.

Response140

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.

Response141

The last paragraph on page 3.4-11 has been modified and is included 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.

I
I
I
I

Response 142

her locations in the City are not applicable to the proposed project.

Response 143

Please refer to the response to Comment 142.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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I
I
I
I

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

hat the grease trap is not operated on a daily basis.

Response 146

table even when it was visually observed that some of this equipment was operating.

I
I
I

Response 147

h December 31, 2003, the period January 1, 2004 through June 30, 2006, and the period July 1, 2006 through April 30, 2007.

I
I
I

Response 148

.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

i
I
I
I

dinance limits (see Draft EIR, page 3.4-14).

Response150

vironmental impacts of the buildout of the Hoag Master Plan, and as such, all prior projects at Hoag, having been



Hosg Memorial Hospital Presbyterian Master Plan
                Responses to Comments

developed consistent with the Master Plan did not proceed in a 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

I
I

 Management District.

Response152

 already required to meet City Noise Ordinance limitations is required (Draft EIR, page 3.4-36 (Mitigation Measure 3.5-9).

Response 153

were calculated using traffic volume data provided by the traffic engineer and reflect the assumptions used to generate the traffic volumes.

Response154

ot exist.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Response155

probable future projects in the region. Therefore, the noise analysis has accounted for cumulative projects.

i
I
I
I
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I
I
I
I
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I
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I
I

Response 156

n of conditions with the approved Master Plan and therefore this does not change the finding of no significant cumulative traffic noise impacts.

Response 157

ficiently high to be annoying to the residents while it is in operation.

t 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.

cause 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.

3-206

Responses to ~nvironmental Comments



Hoag Memorial Hospital Presbyterian Master Plan

Response158

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

Response159

 working with Hoag to replace and/or modify mechanical equipment.

Response160

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 noise limits.

Response161

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.

Response162

the noise levels measured for this assessment.

Response163

 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.

Response164

o refer to the response to Comment 136 and Topical Response 3.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
i
I
I
!
I
I
I
I
I
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I
I

Response165

Pleaserefertotherespenseto Comment84.

Response166

I
I
I

t environmental review was conducted for the cogeneration facility is beyond the EIR scope.

Response167

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.

I
I
I
!
I
I
I
!
I
!
!

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.

Response169

 Update Project.

Response170

e noise limitations for the proposed project, the commenter is directed to the response to Comment 168.

Response171

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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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.

Response172

!
I
I
I
I
!

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

Response 173

; noise mitigation is not required.

I
I

Response174

ignificant impacts from that project. Further, the cogeneretion plant is an existing facility; see Topical Response 1.

Response 175

M.

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

!
I
I

I

i
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I
I
I
I
l
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

 conditions and future conditions. Future conditions would be applicable for both the existing and proposed Master Plans.

roject would have a significant shade/shadow impact.

TABLE 4.9.B - STRUCTURAL COVERAGE/SHADOW DURATION

Building A

Building B

8 a.m.                30%             35%             40%             70%             15%             85%
9 a.m.                5%              8%              15%             20%             5%              35%
10 a.m.               0%              0%              0%              0%              0%              0o/o

8 a.m.                0%           45-50%             0%             25%              1%        3%

9 a.m.                0%              15%              0%              10%              0%              0%
10 a.m.               0%              0%               0%              0%               0%

Solar energy access was addressed in the Final 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:

al 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

g area at Coast Highway/Superior Avenue, and the Lower Campus including portions of the cogeneration facility to the west.
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Response 177

Please refer to Topical Response 1.

Response 178

!
i

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.

Response180

i
I
I

Please refer to Topical Response 1.

Response181

Please refer to Topical Response 1.

Response182

 aesthetics of the facility. The installation of the additional landscaping will occur following Coastal Commission approval.

I
I
I
I
I

Response 183

Please refer to Topical Response 1.

Response 184

ate Project will be less than significant (see Draft EIR, page 3.5-7).

ed these buildings from

I
I
I
I
I
I
!
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I
I

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,

e any impacts on ocean views.

Response185

Please refer to the response to Comment 60.

Response.186

cent residents to the north of the Lower Campus to remove view obstructions from these residences.

Response 187

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

Response 188

will be installed.

Response 189

noise generators

3-212

Res/~nses to Environmental Comments



Hoag Memodal Hospital Presbyledan Master Plan
               Responses to Comments

 noise would have been generated from that loading dock at the time persons moved into the residences.

Response i90

amined this issue in detail and there is nothing in the proposed Master Plan Update Project that would change that analysis.

Response191

ls, etc. It is unclear how adoption of the proposed modifications to the Noise Ordinance at the loading dock would induce future growth in the area.

R~sponse 192

e 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.

Response193

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

I
I
I
I
I
!
I
I
I
i
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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I
I

Response 194

t projects are designed.

Response195

Please refer to the response to Comment 16.

I
I
I
!

Response 196

Please refer to the response to Comment 16.

Response 197

lity to monitor, no correlation was found between the cracks and Hoag's project.

Response 198

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Please refer to Topical Response 1.

Response 199

al Response 1.

(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;
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(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.

209). Given that the Project would reallocate square footage, no additional analysis is required for water supply issues in the Draft EIR.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Response 200

t 10, the form of the environmental documentation prepared---supplemental EIR~s appropriate and need not be modified or recirculated to comply with CEQA.

Response201

i
I
!
I

orts to address those concerns.

Provide a Comprehensive Site Plan for Lower Campus

At the commencement of the discussions in 2006, Villa Balboa expressed a ooncem that Hoag had not provided them with a comprehensive site plan for Lower Campus which

I
I
I
I
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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.

IHoag Employee Smoking- Sunset View Park

ease since the installation of the sign.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

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.

g CCC approval.

ogeneration 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.

all 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.

o 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.

t
I
I

 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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led for December 2009, pending City AIC and CCC approval.

 tentatively scheduled for December 2009 pending City AIC and CCC approval.

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

residents to the north of the Lower Campus to remove view obstructions from these residences.

Parking Lot Lighting

ing. Once City permitting is obtained for these new fixtures, they will be installed.

Completion of the Childcare Facility

-offs. The lights go back on at dusk and turn 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.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
i
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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