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City of Santa Clarita Planning Dept.
23920 Valencia Blvd., Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355-2196

SUBJECT: HENRY MAYO NEWHALL HOSPITAL NOTICE OF PREPARATION
(NOP), MASTER CASE #04-325

Dear Mr. Follstad:

Smart Growth SCV (SGSCV) is an unincorporated association of residents and
business owners in the Santa Clarita Valley. Among its goals is the protection of
quality of life, property values and a favorable business climate within the Santa
Clarita Valley; one of the most rapidly expanding communities in the state of
California. In accordance with its goals, SGSCV has reviewed the City’s NOP for the
expansion of Henry Mayo Newhall Memorial Hospital (HMNMH) and submits the
following comments for consideration.

The following table outlines SGSCV’s primary concerns. The analysis conducted in
the previous DEIR was sub-par on many of these items and SGSCV requests that
they be analyzed and addressed in the new DEIR as specifically requested below:

Height Given that this project as proposed will severely compromise the

: viewshed of many properties, elevation drawings need to be presented
with perspectives relevant to the hillside views from all directly affected
homeowners' backyards. In the 2005 Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for this project, hillside and building elevation drawings
were shown with a perspective from the McBean/Orchard Village
intersection. The result was building heights compared against the
highest elevations of Summit lots, not what would actually be viewed
from lots with lower elevations.

Noise Noise studies should be conducted from both homeowner and hospital
lot levels and include the following:

1. Use of actual helicopters expected to land at the facility am_i a
realistic expectation of take-off/landing landing frequency given the
expanded size and services being proposed for the site.

2. Helicopter noise studies should address both “canyon effect” noise
reductions and echo/reverberation noise increases created by the

additional proposed buildings. (contd)
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Noise
(cont'd)

3. Siren noise studies that address increased frequency of trips

generated by the expanded size and specialized services
proposed by the applicant

4. Thorough parking structure noise analysis for each proposed

parking structure location, including horn and car alarm noise
generated on upper levels of structures. Increase in frequency of
alarm noises due to helicopter operations should be included.

Construction noise should be analyzed and mitigations imposed to
prohibit such noise during evenings and weekends.

Anticipated noise that will be produced by the Central Plant must
be analyzed and its effects mitigated.

Traffic

Former DEIR traffic analysis projected increases of roughly 236% on

‘McBean Pkwy with all proposed roadways built out. The new site plan

retains the same square footage as before and turn lane additions will
not mitigate this problem. Additional study should include:

1.

Not only average daily trips (ADTs) but also a plain English
analysis of what is expected during normal business hours of the
MOBs. The sheer volume of MOB square footage and the fact
that MOB's generate roughly twice the amount of traffic as the
hospital requires analysis of daytime and peak traffic hours.

Traffic increases would surely hasten the General Plan’s call for
eminent domain of some homes as mitigation. While the
developer's plan does not directly call for this, traffic analysis
should include thorough investigation of the issue and project
when it would occur, especially since the city and the homeowners
—not the developer- will eventually incur these costs.

As traffic has already increased in and around the development
site, Arroyo Park has become a thoroughfare for traffic seeking to
avoid the congestion. What are the projected increases on this
local roadway when traffic is doubled? The DEIR should analyze
methods of mitigating this impact?

Proposed roadways were included in previous studies but
proposed projects should be as well. The DEIR must address the
cumulative impacts of traffic from projects planned at College of
the Canyons, Cal-Arts and the UCLA Film Library as well as
Newhall Ranch and other nearby developments. The entire
community will be burdened with construction and traffic problems.
How will this impact roadway congestion on main streets and local
roadways? What haul routes will be used and when?
Construction activities should not burden rush hour traffic.
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Land Use
and
Planning

Lack of an eastside hospital campus was a repeated complaint from
eastside SCV residents during several City Council election debates in
April 2006. Emergency response is poor in the east valley. How will this
massive construction help these residents? Specifically, beyond general
growth projections for SCV, the applicant should project growth in the
east valley, Castaic, and 126 corridor at the completed 25 year build out.
These numbers would provide clarity in determining if approval of this
project is really in the best interest of the entire community as the
applicant suggests.

Density

The Revised Initial Study discusses square footage and building heights
but ignores FAR, which was one of the complaints from homeowners
suffering the equivalent of an industrial complex in their RL zoned
neighborhood. Proposed FAR and alternatives with reduced FAR are
expected to be included in the new DEIR.

Parking

The initial study states that the project will have insufficient parking but
that this insufficiency will have less than a significant impact. The
project should not be built with insufficient parking period. The users of
the facility and the adjacent community should not be burdened by
inadequate planning in this regard. The DEIR should discuss how any
impact can be avoided by defining any needed mitigation into the
proposed project.

Alternatives
Analysis

Every EIR is required to discuss a reasonable range of alternatives.
Phase one of the project proposes that several buildings be constructed
to five stories and/or 85 feet in height. In light of the impacts to adjacent
residents it is respectfully suggested that this plan be included as one of
the alternatives and that the proposed project instead be defined as a
four story buildings with heights no greater than 65 feet. Additional
necessary square footage should be added to the basement.

Similarly it is suggested that the project define no parking structure with
more than four above-ground leveis.

Recreation

The initial study states that the project will have a “less than significant
impact” on “the quality or quantity of existing recreation opportunities.”
The project should have no impact in this regard and any such impact
should be mitigated even though it is less than significant. The DEIR
should discuss how this will be accomplished.

Heliports

Throughout the previous DEIR review for this project, homeowners
repeatedly corrected the Applicant which stated that the heliport was
“approved under separate action.” The heliport has never been formally
approved as proposed. This language needs to be removed from DEIR
and future public hearings. The heliport proposals, both of which are
new in the revised plan, are subject to full CEQA review and a variety of
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other approvals from federal and state aviation authorities. Those
agencies need to be notified within the scope of the NOP and approval .
should not be insinuated until it is actually received (See Revised Initial
Study, page 2 under "Master Plan Buildout"). Moreover, a joint
EIR/Environmental Impact Study (EIS) should be conducted with the
Federal Aviation Administration in order to save time and resources as
recommended by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Additional Remarks Regarding Heliports.

The Revised Initial Study reports that the “Master Plan proposes a relocated heliport
(approved under separate action).” This is NOT the case. Resolution No. P04-35,
adopted Dec. 7, 2004, granted Minor Use Permit 04-039 specifically for temporary
relocation of the helipad to a specific site above the emergency room in the existing
hospital building and at a specific height of 32 feet. That permit was found exempt
from CEQA review solely because It was defined as “a minor alteration to the existing
hospital facilities.” Findings of Fact included that the hospital would address a
permanent location as a separate issue. Final state and federal approval has not
been granted and hospital officials have since abandoned that project. The permit
expires Dec. 7, 2006. The BridgeNet Helicopter Noise Analysis, prepared in 2004,
dealt only with the temporary relocation, and did not analyze other sites or hospital
expansion issues.

The proposed Master Plan offers two new sites for helicopter landing pads, both of
which are subject to full review under CEQA guidelines. This full study should iriciude
a thorough report on the historical, current and projected number of flights, noise
measurements over adjacent residential neighborhoods during extended 24-hour
periods, a review of aircraft noise complaints and explanations of recommended and
actual flight patterns. Noise studies should include aircraft not previously used, but
likely in future operations, such as the Blackhawk. Reliable statistics should be
gathered from all sources, including the L.A. County Fire Dept., L.A. County Sheriffs
and all other users such as Mercy Flights. Accurate predictions of increased flights
should be developed from statistical data, such as the number of flights that could be
generated by the inciusion of such specialties as organ transplants, as well as
increases due to additions to emergency facilities and in-patient beds. These studies
should include air traffic volume at other hospitals similar in size to that proposed by
Henry Mayo. Mediation measures should include monitoring actual flights and
complaints by non-hospital personnel. Safety issues associated with flights also need
to be addressed.

The California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, is a lead
agency in permitting hospital heliports, and should be included as a responsible
agency pursuant to the requirements of CEQA in the NOP.

Finally, by all accounts, this is a massive project that will completely transform the
Residential Low zoning in which the buildings reside. In fact, the NOP indicates that
the project may “potentially significantly impact” 49 out of the 96 categories listed —
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more than half. SGSCV respectfully requests that the DEIR public review period be
opened for 90-120 days to allow adequate time to research and analyze the
proposal. SGSCV feels that the sheer quantity and magnitude of these impacts
warrants this extended period.

Thank you for your consideration of the above comments as you direct the
completion of the DEIR for this project.

David J. Gaug
Smart Growth SCV

(661) 2556-8771




August 16, 2006

Fred L. Follstad, Senior Planner
City of Santa Clarita Planning Dept.
23920 Valencia Blvd., Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355-2196

SUBJECT: HENRY MAYO HOSPITAL MASTER PLAN NOP
Dear Mr. Follstad:

The Revised Initial Study reports that the “Master Plan proposes a relocated heliport
(approved under separate action).” This is NOT the case. Proposed heliports need to be
fully addressed within the revised DEIR and the NOP extended to appropriate agencies.

The “separate action” refers to Resolution No. P04-35, adopted Dec. 7, 2004. It granted
Minor Use Permit 04-039 specifically for temporary relocation of the helipad to a specific
site above the emergency room in the existing hospital building and at a specific height of 32
feet. The Planning Commission deemed the permit exempt from CEQA review solely
because it was defined as “a minor alteration to the existing hospital facilities.” Findings of
Fact included that the hospital would propose an alternative location within the Master Plan
approval process. Further, final state and federal approval has not been granted and hospital
officials have since abandoned that project. The permit expires Dec. 7, 2006. The BridgeNet
Helicopter Noise Analysis, prepared in 2004, dealt only with temporary relocation of the
helipad and did not analyze other sites or hospital expansion issues, as required under
CEQA.

The proposed Master Plan offers two new sites for helicopter landing pads. State law
mandates that hospital heliports, including the exact location, elevation and design, be
licensed by DOT. License requirements include “documentation of compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act.” (California Code of Regulations, Section 3534 of
Title 21, Airports and Heliports)

This full environmental study should include the following:

* A thorough report on the actual historical, estimated current and projected number
of flights based on reliable statistics gathered from all sources, including the L.A.
County Fire Dept., L.A. County Sheriffs and all other users such as Mercy Flights.

® Accurate predictions of increased flights, based on statistical data, that could be
generated by additions to emergency facilities and in-hospital beds, as well as
potential inclusion of such specialties as organ transplants. These studies should
include air traffic volume at other hospitals similar in size to that proposed by Henry
Mayo.

® Measurement of noise over adjacent residential neighborhoods during extended 24-
hour periods. Tests should include aircraft not previously used, but likely in future
operations, such as the Blackhawk.

* A review of past aircraft noise complaints. Mediation measures should include

P.O. BOX 55734
VALENCIA, CA 91385-0734
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monitoring actual flights and complaints by non-hospital personnel. Follow-up noise
studies should be included in conditions of approval.

* Explanations of recommended and actual flight patterns. Discussion should point
out that even though flight paths are designated over McBean Parkway, for instance,
dominant FAA rules grant pilots the ultimate decision.

* Safety issues associated with flights need to be addressed. These studies should take
into consideration implications of low-altitude flights over residential
neighborhoods.

The California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, is a lead agency in
permitting hospital heliports, and should be included in the NOP. Other governing agencies
and guidelines include the Public Utilities Code, California Code of Regulations, Federal
Aviation Administration and Federal Aviation Regulations.

Sincerely,

7 eithe A Yt

Martha L. Willman

Homeowner, Valencia Summit

Cc: Santa Clarita Planning Commissioners
Paul B. Brotzman, Director of Community Development
Lisa M. Hardy, AICP, Planning Manager
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August 10, 2006

Fred Follstad, AICP, Senior Planner

Planning and Economic Development Department OITY OF Sanma ~r o
City of Santa Clarita ‘ .
23920 Valencia Blvd., Suite 300

Santa Clarita, CA 91355

COMMENTS ON THE REVISED NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND INITIAL STUDY FOR HENRY
MAYO NEWHALL MEMORIAL HOSPITAL

Dear Mr. Follstad:

We have reviewed the Revised Notice of Preparation and Initial Study for the 32-acre Henry
Mayo Newhall Memorial Hospital facility located at 23845 McBean Parkway in the City of
Santa Clarita.

The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LA Water Board) staff may have
commented previously on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)- circulated in
November 2005. The LA Water Board staff is providing comments on the Storm Water
Management (environmental impact checklist item V) portion, as follows:

1. Checklist No. V.a. may be checked under ‘Potentially Significant Impact Unless
Mitigation Incorporated’ because each specific areas, e.g., central electrical power plant,
loading dock area, vehicle area, etc. require site-specific mitigation structural plans;

2. Checklist No. V.b. may be checked under 1. because there will be an increase in runoff
volume and flow due to the master plan build-out as this changes percent of impervious
land cover of the 32-acre development; and

3. Checklist No. V.d. may be checked under 1. because small tributary streams that
connect to the main stream are affected and will be modified by the development.

The Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit (L.A. County MS4 Permit), under
which the City of Santa Clarita is a Permittee, includes a program element called the
Development Planning Program (Part 4.§D). This section includes provisions, which are
fundamental to the principles of storm water quality management. Namely that as the
percent of impervious land cover increases, the water balance shift towards increase runoff
with adverse impacts on stream habitat and water quality. The consequences of more
runoff occurring more frequently are an increase in pollutant wash-off (among other effects)
from the development to the receiving waters.

California Environmental Protection Agency

o
Redycled Paper .
Our mission is to preserve and enhance the quality of California’s waizr resources for the benefit of present and future generations.
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Accordingly, the LA Water Board recommends more in-depth analyses and discussion in
the EIR specifically on the runoff volume control in combination with proposed treatment
train of BMPs (Best Management Practices) preferably on separate reports: (1)
comprehensive evaluation of impact, (2) mitigation design and/or approaches of specific
area in the 32-acre development, and (3) implementation and maintenance of mitigation
plans.

The significant environmental impact of the increase in flow rate and volume was
inadequately addressed in an EIR despite drawing attention to it in the Notice of
Preparation.

Nevertheless, please note that Part 4 Section D.3 of the L.A. County MS4 Permit requires
the implementation of post-construction treatment control BMP using numerical mitigation
design criteria, for instance, the volume of runoff produced from the first the 85" percentile
rainfall event or the volume of annual runoff to achieve 80 percent of volume treatment,
among others. Enclosed is a copy of these pages of L.A. County MS4 Permit.

You may view the entire permit at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/htmi/programs/stormwater/sw municipal.html

If you have any questions, please call Carlos D. Santos at (213) 620-2093.

Sincerely,

hief, Storm Water Permitting

Enclosures

cc: Bruce Fujimoto, Division of Water Quality, SWRCB
Robert Newman, Director, DPW, City of Santa Clarita
Jim Hartl, L.A. County Regional Planning
Angelique Carreon, L.A. County Regional Planning

California Environmental Protection Agency

s
Qaﬁycled Paper
Cur mission is to preserve and enhance the quality of California’s water resources for the benefit of present and future generations.
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inspection of the facility to confirm the complaint to
determine if the facility is effectively complying with the
SQMP and municipal storm water/urban runoff ordinances,
and to oversee corrective action.

Support of Regional Board Enforcement Actions: As
directed by the Regional Board Executive Officer,
Permittees shall support Regional Board enforcement
actions by: assisting in identification of current owners,
operators, and lessees of facilities; providing staff, when
available, for joint inspections with Regional Board

inspectors; appearing as witnesses in Regional Board

enforcement hearings; and providing copies of inspection
reports and other progressive enforcement documentation.

Participation in a Task Force: The Permittees, Regional
Board, and other stakeholders may form a Storm Water
Task Force, the purpose of which is to communicate
concerns regarding special cases of storm water violations
by industrial and commercial facilities and to develop a
coordinated approach to enforcement action.

D. Development Planning Program

The Permittees shail implement a develbpment—planning program that will
require all Planning Priority development and Redevelopment projects to:

e Minimize impacts from storm water and urban runoff on the biological
integrity of Natural Drainage Systems and water bodies in accordance with
requirements under CEQA (Cal. Pub. Resources Code § 21100), CWC§
13369, CWA § 319, CWA § 402(p), CWA § 404, CZARA § 6217(g), ESA § 7,
and local government ordinances ;

« Maximize the percentage of pervious surfaces to allow percolation of storm
water into the ground;

e Minimize the quantity of storm water directed to impervious surfaces and the

MS4;

o Minimize pollution emanating from parking lots through the use of
appropriate Treatment Control BMPs and good housekeeping practices;

e Properly design and maintain Treatment Control BMPs in a manner that does
not promote the breeding of vectors; and

« Provide for appropriate permanent measures to reduce storm water poliutant
loads in storm water from the development site.

December 13, 2001

Peak Flow Control

The Permittees shall control post-development peak storm water runoff
discharge rates, velocities, and duration (peak flow control) in Natural
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which may endanger public safety (i.e., create an explosive
environment) are considered not appropriate;

f) Restaurants (SIC 5812) [5,000 square feet or more of surface
areaj;

9) Parking lots 5,000 square feet or more of surface area or with 25
or more parking spaces;

h) Projects located in, adjacent to or discharging directly to an ESA
that meet threshold conditions identified above in 2.e; and

i) Redevelopment projects in subject categories that meet
Redevelopment thresholds.

Not later than March 10, 2003, each Permittee shall require the
implementation of SUSMP and post-construction control requirements for
the industrial/commercial development category to projects that disturb
one acre or more of surface area.

Site Specific Mitigation

Each Permittee shall, no later than September 2, 2002, require the
implementation of a site-specific plan to mitigate post-development storm
water for new development and redevelopment not requiring a SUSMP
but which may potentially have adverse impacts on post-development
storm water quality, where one or more of the following project
characteristics exist:

a) Vehicle or equipment fueling areas;

b) Vehicle or equipment maintenance areas, including washing
and repair;

c) Commercial or industrial waste handling or storage;

d) Outdoor handling or storage of hazardous materials;

e) Outdoor manufacturing areas;

f) Outdoor food handling or processing;

a) Outdoor animal care, confinement, or slaughter; or

h) Qutdoor horticulture activities.

Redevelopment Projects

The Permittees shall apply the SUSMP, or site specific requirements
including post-construction storm water mitigation to all Planning Priority
Projects that undergo significant Redevelopment in their respective
categories.

a) Significant Redevelopment means land-disturbing activity that
results in the creation or addition or replacement of 5,000 square
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feet or more of impervious surface area on an already developed
site.

Where Redevelopment results in an alteration to more than fifty
percent of impervious surfaces of a previously existing
development, and the existing development was not subject to
post development storm water quality control requirements, the
entire project must be mitigated. Where Redevelopment results
in an alteration to less than fifty percent of impervious surfaces of
a previously existing development, and the existing development
was not subject to post development storm water quality control
requirements, only the alteration must be mitigated, and not the
entire development.

b) Redevelopment does not include routine maintenance activities
that are conducted to maintain original line and grade, hydraulic
capacity, original purpose of facility or emergency redevelopment
activity required to protect public health and safety.

c) Existing single family structures are exempt from the
Redevelopment requirements.

8. Maintenance Agreement and Transfer

Each Permittee shall require that all developments subject to SUSMP and
site specific plan requirements provide verification of maintenance
provisions for Structural and Treatment Control BMPs, including but not
limited to legal agreements, covenants, CEQA mitigation requirements, and
or conditional use permits. Verification at a minimum shall include:

a) The developer's signed statement accepting responsibility for
~maintenance until the responsibility is legally transferred; and
either

b) A signed statement from the public entity assuming responsibility
for Structural or Treatment Control BMP maintenance and that it
meets all local agency design standards; or

c) Written conditions in the sales or lease agreement, which requires
the recipient to assume responsibility for maintenance and
conduct a maintenance inspection at least once a year; or

d) Written text in project conditions, covenants and restrictions
(CCRs) for residential properties assigning maintenance
responsibilities to the Home Owners Association for maintenance
of the Structural and Treatment Control BMPs; or

e) Any other legally enforceable agreement that assigns
responsibility for the maintenance of post-construction Structural
or Treatment Control BMPs.

December 13, 2001
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Regional Storm Water Mitigation Program

A Permittee or Permittee group may apply to the Regional Board for
approval of a regional or sub-regional storm water mitigation program to
substitute in part or wholly SUSMP requirements. Upon review and a
determination by the Regional Board Executive Officer that the proposal
is technically valid and appropriate, the Regional Board may consider for
approval such a program if its implementation will:

a) Result in equivalent or improved storm water quality;

b) Protect stream habitat;

) Promote cooperative problem solving by diverse interests;
d) Be fiscally sustainable and has secure funding; and
e) Be completed in five years including the construction and start-up

of treatment facilities.

Nothing in this provision shall be construed as to delay the
implementation of SUSMP requirements, as approved in this Order.

Mitigation Funding

The Permittees may propose a management framework, for endorsement
by the Regional Board Executive Officer, to support regional or sub-
regional solutions to storm water pollution, where any of the following
situations occur:

a) A waiver for impracticability is granted;

b) Legislative funds become available;

C) Off-site mitigation is required because of loss of environmental
habitat; or

d) An approved watershed management plan or a regional storm

water mitigation plan exists that incorporates an equivalent or
improved strategy for storm water mitigation.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Document Update

Each Permittee shall incorporate into its CEQA process, with immediate
effect, procedures for considering potential storm water quality impacts and
providing for appropriate mitigation when preparing and reviewing CEQA
documents. The procedures shall require consideration of the following:

a) Potential impact of project construction on storm water runoff;

b) Potential impact of project post-construction activity on storm
water runoff; :

C) Potential for discharge of storm water from areas from material
storage, vehicle or equipment fueling, vehicle or equipment
maintenance (including washing), waste handling, hazardous
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materials handling or storage, delivery areas or loading docks, or
other outdoor work areas;

Potential for discharge of storm water to impair the beneficial uses
of the receiving waters or areas that provide water quality benefit;

Potential for the discharge of storm water to cause significant
harm on the biological integrity of the waterways and water
bodies;

Potential for significant changes in the flow velocity or volume of
storm water runoff that can cause environmental harm; and

Potential for significant increases in erosion of the project site or
surrounding areas. *

General Plan Update

a)

b)

Each Permittee shall amend, revise or update its General Plan to
include watershed and storm water quality and quantity
management considerations and policies when any of the
following General Plan elements are updated or amended: (i)
Land Use, (ii) Housing, (iii) Conservation, and (iv) Open Space.

Each Permittee shall provide the Regional Board with the draft
amendment or revision when a listed General Plan element or the
General Plan is noticed for comment in accordance with Cal.
Govt. Code § 65350 ef seq.

Targeted Employee Training

Each Permittee shall train its employees in targeted positions (whose jobs
or activities are engaged in development planning) regarding the
development planning requirements on an annual basis beginning no later
than August 1, 2002, and more frequently if necessary. For Permittees with
a population of 250,000 or more (2000 U.S. Census), training shall be
completed no later than February 3, 2003.

Developer Technical Guidance and Information

a)

Each Permittee shall develop and make available to the developer
community SUSMP (development planning) guidelines
immediately.

The Principal Permittee in partnership with Permittees shall issue
no later than February 2, 2004, a technical manual for the siting
and design of BMPs for the development community in Los
Angeles County. The technical manual may be adapted from the
revised California Storm Water Quality Task Force Best
Management Practices Handbooks scheduled for publication in
September 2002. The technical manual shall at a minimum
include: :




State of California—Business, Transportation and Housing Agency ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL

28648 The Old Road

Valencia, CA 91355

(661)294-5540

(800) 735-2929 (TT/TDD)

(800) 735-2922 (Voice) GECEIVED
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July 14, 2006

File No.: 540.9107.13086
LITY OF SANTA CLARITA

Mr. Fred Follstad

City of Santa Clarita

23920 Valencia Bl., Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Dear Mr. Follstad:

This is in response to the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report, dated
July 12, 2006, for the Henry Mayo Hospital Master Plan Project, SCH #2004111149.

The proposed project will be located within the City of Santa Clarita and within the jurisdiction
of the Los Angeles Sheriffs Department. Therefore, traffic enforcement and accident
investigation will be the responsibility of their agency.

In reviewing this project, State Clearinghouse Number 2004111149, our concern was what effect
this projects will have on traffic. It appears traffic will be minimal and should not have a

significant impact.

Sergeant R. Miler will be our Department’s contact person for the project. If you have any
questions or concerns, he may be reached at the above address or telephone number.

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to comment on this proj ect.

S;Zre},
/LT

S. V. BERNARD; Captain
Commander

Newhall Area

Cc:  Southern Division
Special Projects Section

=~ )
1882004



STATE OF CALIFORNIA ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

320 WEST 4™ STREET, SUITE 500
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

August 8, 2006

Fred Follstad, AICP, Senior Planner
City of Santa Clarita

23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Dear Mr. Follstad:
Re: SCH# 2004111149; Henry Mayo Newhall Memorial Hospital Master Plan EIR

As the state agency responsible for rail safety within California, we recommend that any
development projects planned adjacent to or near Metrolink’s Antelope Valley Line right-of-way
be planned with the safety of the rail corridor in mind. New developments may increase traffic
volumes not only on streets and at intersections, but also at at-grade highway-rail crossings. This
includes considering pedestrian circulation patterns/destinations with respect to railroad right-of-

way.

Safety factors to consider include, but are not limited o, the planning for grade separations for
major thoroughfares, improvements tc existing at-grade highway-rail crossings due to increase in
- traffic volumes and appropriate fencing to limit the access of trespassers onto the railroad right-of-

way.

The above-mentioned safety improvements should be considered when approval is sought for the
- new development. Working with Commission staff early in the conceptual design phase will help
improve the safety to motorists and pedestrians in the City.

Please advise us on the status of the project. If you have any questions in this matter, please contact
me at (213) 576-7078 or at rxm(@cpuc.ca.gov.

.‘/"M
// :
/ Slncere(l R

!

Rosa Mu ﬁsz, PE_. .

Utilities Engineer o SUE G, pdU
Rail Crossings Engineering Section - .. .. ... . = . e enea iR s T g
Consumer Protection & Safety Division . - L e shouog

C: Ron Mathieu, Metrolink
Freddy Cheung, UP




STATE OF CALIFORNIA ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

320 WEST 4™ STREET, SUITE 500
LOS ANGELES, CA 80013

August 8, 2006

Fred Follstad, AICP, Senior Planner
City of Santa Clarita

23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Dear Mr. Follstad:
Re: SCH# 2006071050; Santa Clarita Enterprise Zone Application

As the state agency responsible for rail safety within California, we recommend that any
development projects planned adjacent to or near Metrolink’s Antelope Valley Line right-of-way
be planned with the safety of the rail corridor in mind. New developments may increase traffic
volumes not only on streets and at intersections, but also at at-grade highway-rail crossings. This
includes considering pedestrian circulation patterns/destinations with respect to railroad right-of-

way.

Safety factors to consider include, but are not limited to, the planning for grade separations for
major thoroughfares, improvements to existing at-grade highway-rail crossings due to increase in
traffic volumes and appropriate fencing to limit the access of trespassers onto the railroad right-oi-
way.

The above-mentioned safety improvements should be considered when approval is sought for the
new development. Working with Commission staff early in the conceptual design phase will help
improve the safety to motorists and pedestrians in the City.

Please advise us on the status of the project. If you have any questions in this matter, please contact
me at (213) 576-7078 or at rxm(@cpuc.ca.gov.
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Metropolitan Transportation Authority Orne Gateway Plaza 213.922.2000 Tel

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 metro.net
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July 18, 2006 JUL 2 0 2006

Fred Follstad CITY OF SANTA CLARITA
Senior Planner

Community Development Department
City of Santa Clarita

23920 Valencia Blvd., Suite 302

Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Dear Mr. Follstad:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for
the Revised Henry Mayo Newhall Memorial Hospital Master Plan project. This letter
conveys recommendations from the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority (Metro) concerning issues that are germane to our agency’s statutory
responsibilities in relation to the proposed project.

A Traffic Impact Analysis (TTA), with both highway and freeway, and transit
components, is required under the State of California Congestion Management
Program (CMP) statute. The CMP TIA Guidelines are published in the “2004
Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County”, Appendix B. The
geographic area examined in the TIA must include the following, at a minimum:

1. All CMP arterial monitoring intersections, including monitored freeway
on/off-ramp intersections, where the proposed project will add 50 or more
trips during either the a.m. or p.m. weekday peak hour (of adjacent street
traffic); and

2. Mainline freeway-monitoring locations where the project will add 150 or
more trips, in either direction, during either the a.m. or p.m. weekday
peak hour.

Among the required steps for the analysis of development-related impacts to transit
are:

1. Evidence that in addition to Metro, all affected municipal transit operators
received the NOP for the Draft EIR;

2. A summary of all the existing transit services in the area;

3. Estimated project trip generation and mode assignment for both morning
and evening peak periods;

4. Documentation on the assumptions/analyses used to determine the
number of percentage of trips assigned to transit;




5. Information on facilities and/or programs that will be incorporated into
the development plan that will encourage public transit usage and
transportation demand management (TDM) policies and programs; and

6. An analysis of the expected project impacts on current and future transit
services along with proposed project mitigation.

Metro looks forward to reviewing the Draft EIR. If you have any questions regarding
this response, contact me at 213-922-6908 or by email at chapmans @metro.net.
Please send the Draft EIR to the following address:

Metro CEQA Review Coordination
One Gateway Plaza MS 99-23-2
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

Attn: Susan Chapman

Sincerely,

Susan F. Chapman
Program Manager, Long Range Planning




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES

Public Health

THOMAS L. GARTHWAITE, M.D.
Director of Health Services and Chief Medical Officer

JONATHAN E. FIELDING, M.D., M.P.H.
Director of Public Health and Health Officer

Environmental Health
ARTURO AGUIRRE, R.E.H.S., M.A.
Director of Environmental Health

Bureau of Environmental Protection
Wit.& Rural/Water, Sewage Subdivision Frogram
5050 Commerce Drive

Baldwin Park, CA 91706-1423

TEL (626) 430-5380 » FAX (626) 813-3016
www.lapublichealth.ora/eh/oroas/envirp

July 27, 2006

City of Santa Clarita

23920 Valencia Blvd., Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355
Attention: Fred Follstad

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Gloria Molina
First District

Yvonne Brathwaite Burke
Second District

Zev Yaroslavsky
Third District

Don Knabe
Fourlh District

Michael D. Antonovich
Fifth District

Subject: Revised Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact Report State

Clearinghouse #2004111149 ( Henry Mayo Memorial Hospital )

This is in response to your Revised Notice of Consultation request for comments on this

proposal.

The proposed facility will be connected to the County sewer system and the water wil