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5.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

This section addresses potential cumulative impacts to the environment that could be 
associated with implementation of the Proposed Project in concert with one or more other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. 

This section also includes a list of approved and planned projects, their environmental 
consequences, a brief discussion of their cumulative impacts on the environment and a 
description of the combined cumulative impact of the projects and the Proposed Project. 

5.1 CEQA DEFINITION OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The CEQA Guidelines (§15130) require that a project's cumulative impacts be discussed 
when " ... the incremental effect is cumulatively considerable ..... According to CEQA 
Guideline §15065(c), the term cumulatively considerable means " ... that the incremental 
eJfocts of an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects 
of past projects. the eJfocts of other current projects, and the eJfocts of probable future 
projects ... " Specifically, CEQA Guideline §15355 defines cumulative impacts as: 

" ... two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or 
which compound or increase other environmental impacts. 

a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of 
separate projects. 

b) The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which 
results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely 
related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. 
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant 
projects taking place over a period of time. " 

5.1.1 Methodology 

When addressing cumulative impacts, Section 15130(b) of the CEQA Guidelines notes that 
the elements necessary to provide an adequate discussion of significant cumulative impacts 
encompass either: 

"a) A list of past, present, and probable future projects prodUCing related or cumulative 
impacts, including, ifnecessary, those projects outside the control of the agency, or 

b) A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning 
document, or in a prior environmental document which has been adopted or 
certified, which described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions 
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contributing to the cumulative impact. Any such planning document shall be 
reforenced and made available to the public at a location specified by the lead 
agency;" 

Existing Setting/Existing Conditions 

The Environmental Setting/Existing Conditions for this section is the Orange County 
Preferred-l 996 Modified (OCP-96M) growth forecasts. As discussed in Section 4.17, these 
forecasts include the CRP and growth in nearby unplanned/unentitled areas analyzed in EIR 
563. 

Related Projects Included in OCP-96M 

Section 5.3 identifies individual projects identified by cities/agencies within the vicinity of 
the Proposed Project. The County reviewed these projects and determined that all of the 
projects were consistent with the year 2020 projections contained OCP-96M adopted by 
Orange County Council of Governments and the County except the City of Irvine General 
Plan post-2020 unspecified projects. 

A vailability of OCP-96M 

The OCP-96M forecasts are contained in and form the basis of the adopted County Land 
Use Element (pg. II-5 through II-12), which is available at the County Planning and 
Development Services Department, 300 North Flower St., Santa Ana, CA. In addition to the 
County Land Use Element, OCP-96M was approved by the Orange County Council of 
Governments in 1997 and transmitted to the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) as the County input to the regional planning program. SCAG 
considers the forecasts in regional plans, including the Regional Transportation Plan. The 
Board of Supervisors adopted OCP-96M on July 22, 1997. Table 5.1-1 summarizes the 
OCP-96M forecasts for Orange County and the SCAG Baseline Projections for the year 
2000 and 2020. 

Post-2020 Traffic Analysis 

In response to NOP comments (e.g., page 805, No.6), Section 4.5.3 includes an analysis of 
development intensification in the traffic study area and build out of the MP AH. This 
scenario is titled "post-2020" to distinguish it from the year 2020 OCP-96M forecasts. 
Table 5.1-2 compares the year 2020 OCP-96M forecasts and the post-2020 forecasts 
analyzed herein for the seven Community Analysis Statistical Areas (Figure 4.17-1) where 
post-2020 impacts are anticipated by commentors to occur. 
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Table 5.1-1 
Regional Growth Projections 2000 to 2020 

2000 2 .. 20 
Geographic HOllsmg Housing 

Area Population Units Employment Population Units Employment 

Orange 2,865,830 990,311 1,381,695 3,244,600 1,154,528 2,116,600 
County' 

Los Angeles 9,818,235 3,13l,606 4,557,889 12,249,088 3,984,1l9 5,817,641 
County 

Riverside 1,687,764 547,361 515,712 2,815,987 917,960 960,777 
County 

San 1,772,539 564,962 617,055 2,830,050 904,942 1,103,362 
Bernardino 
County 

SCAG 16,999,453 5,434,377 7,441,154 22,352,394 7,320,286 10,573,759 
Region2 

SCAG region includes Orange, Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura., and Imperial 
counties. SCAG projections for Orange County and OCP-96M differ slightly so totals for region do 
not add. 

NOTES: [1] Orange County Pre/e"ed-1996 Modified Prepared by California State University 
at Fullerton. July 1997. 

[2] SCAG Projections. Adopted April, 1998. 
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Table 5.1-2 
Comparison of Year 2020 OCP-96M and Post-2020 Cumulative Development Forecasts 

Population 

Location CAA 2020 P-2020 Difr. 2020 
North Newport 47 45,356 46,870 +1,514 19,762 
Beach (JWA 
Area) 
John Wayne 48 5,671 6,996 +1,325 2,540 
Airport 
Irvine 49 11,625 11,650 +25 4,172 
Industrial 
Complex 
South Irvine 50 36,760 47,627 +10,867 15,109 
Central Irvine 51 83,487 93,026 +9,539 28,625 
North Irvine 52 94,983 108,821 +13,838 35,377 
East Irvine 53 0 0 0 0 
Industrial 
Total 277,882 314,990 +37,108 105,585 

Notes: CAA: Community Analysis Area 
CAA boundaries are shown on Figure 4.17-\. 
Year 2020 forecasts are based on OCP-96M. 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 
5-4 

Housing Employment 

P-2020 Difr. 2020 P-2020 Difr. 
20,398 +636 22,040 22,175 +135 

4,578 +2,038 59,983 70,904 +10,921 

4,247 +75 100,566 118,144 +17,578 

19,571 +4,462 19,279 36,701 +17,422 
34,048 +5,423 38,387 63,841 +25,454 
41,320 +5,943 70,069 80,388 +10,319 

0 0 40,526 68,353 +27,827 

124,162 +18,577 350,850 460,506 109,656 
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Cumulative Analyses in Section 4.0 

Certain impact analysis are best understood and/or are required by policy/regulation (e.g., 
Measure MlCMP) to include a cumulative impact component. These analyses include issues 
such as traffic and traffic related noise, regional air quality and other impact categories. 
Wherever this is the case, Section 4.0 includes a cumulative analysis (e.g., Transportation) 
and the discussion for these impacts will refer the reader to the appropriate subsection in 
Section 4.0. 

5.1.2 Geographic Area 

The geographic area addressed in this cumulative impact analysis can vary according to the 
nature and characteristics of each environmental resource. For example, certain project
related impacts tend to be site-specific with limited potential for cumulative impacts beyond 
the general vicinity of the project site. In contrast, other project-related impacts may exhibit 
a greater potential for affecting a larger geographic area, perhaps on a regional scale. 
Consequently two geographic areas have been defined for the purposes of this cumulative 
impact analysis. 

The first area is the general vicinity of the Proposed Project, encompassing the communities 
of Costa Mesa, Irvine, Lake Forest, Laguna Woods, Mission Viejo, Newport Beach, Santa 
Ana, and Tustin. This geographic area generally coincides with that addressed in the impact 
evaluation section for Transportation and Circulation (Section 4.3). Environmental 
resources evaluated for cumulative impact potential within this area include: 

i} Land Use 
ii) General Plan Consistency 
iii) Transportation and Circulation 
iv) Noise 
v) Local Air Quality 

vi) Topography 
vii) Soils, Geology, and Seismicity 

viii) Hydrology and Water Quality 
ix) Biological Resources 
x) Public Services and Utilities 

xi) Aesthetics, Light and Glare 
xii) Cultural Resources 

xiii) Recreation 
xiv) Public Health and Safety 
xv) Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste 

xvi) Area Socioeconomics 
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The second geographic area encompasses the County and a substantial portion of the 
Southern California region, generally the territory within the jurisdiction of the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), comprising the Counties of Los Angeles, 
Orange, San Bernardino (non-desert portion), and Riverside. Environmental resources 
evaluated for cumulative impact potential within this area include: 

i) Regional Air Quality 
ii) Natural Resources and Energy 

iii) County-wide Socioeconomics 

For these categories, the cumulative impact analysis focuses primarily on the potential 
impacts of reasonably anticipated future projects. Impacts of past and present projects are 
reflected in the baseline environmental conditions in the Proposed Project area, and are 
discussed, as appropriate, in Section 4.0. 

5.1.3 Criteria for Selection 

The following criteria were considered in identifying those past, present, and reasonably 
anticipated projects that could potentially result in cumulative impacts: 

i) Projects that have an application for construction and/or operation pending before an 
agency with permit/approval authority, and/or; 

ii) Proposed projects that have the potential to generate environmental impacts that, when 
addressed collectively with the Proposed Project, could result in cumulative impacts to 
the environment, and/or; 

iii) Proposed projects that are of a similar character, could affect similar environmental 
resources, or are located in geographic proximity to the Proposed Project. 

5.2 SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS IN FINAL EIR 
NO. 563 

The following paragraphs summarize the conclusions derived from the cumulative impact 
analyses of the MCAS EI Toro Community Reuse Plan, (CRP) Final Environmental Impact 
Report No. 563 CRP (Final EIR No. 563), as well as the Final Supplemental Analysis to 
EIR No. 563. Also summarized are CEQA findings, facts in support of findings and 
overriding considerations, relative to cumulative impact issues (Final EIR No. 563 (Vol. 
6A), Attachment A). In addition, specific mitigation measures pertaining to cumulative 
impacts from the Mitigation Monitoring Plan contained within Final EIR No. 563 as 
supplemented by the FSA are noted, where appropriate and applicable. 

CEQA Guidelines Sections 15130(d) and (e) and 15183 permit reliance on a prior EIR to 
streamline cumulative impacts analysis. The cumulative impacts analysis in EIR No. 563 
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was not challenged in court. To the extent pennissible under CEQA and except as otherwise 
stated herein, this EIR incorporates by reference and relies upon the EIR No. 563 
Cumulative Impacts discussions. 

5.2.1 Land Use 

Final EIR No. 563 found that the CRP 65 dBA CNEL noise contour encompassed a smaller 
area than the existing MCAS EI Toro Policy Implementation Line (PIL) due to a projected 
quieter commercial aircraft fleet mix. Therefore, restricted land uses in this area could be 
removed, modified or otherwise converted to different, less restrictive uses at subsequent 
levels of planning. According to Final EIR No. 563, these potential changes could increase 
the overall land use intensity surrounding the site. It was further noted that implementation 
of the CRP would add to the overall urbanization of Orange County and the area 
surrounding MCAS EI Toro. 

Final EIR No. 563 judged these potential changes/effects to constitute a significant 
cumulative impact related to land use, which could not feasibly be mitigated to below a level 
of significance. Remaining unavoidable effects were judged to be acceptable when balanced 
against specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological, and other considerations. 

5.2.2 Transportation and Circulation 

In Final EIR No. 563, traffic impacts associated with the CRP were found to be significant. 
It was anticipated that the CRP would result in significant cumulative adverse impacts 
related to transportation and circulation when combined with other planned or approved 
projects. Although changes and alterations were incorporated into the design of the CRP to 
substantially avoid or mitigate significant environmental effects, the identified cumulative 
effects remained significant and unmitigable. No feasible measures were identified to 
mitigate this impact to below a level of significance. However, the County of Orange Board 
of Supervisors detennined that this significant effect was acceptable because of specific 
overriding economic, legal, social, technological, and other considerations described in the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

5.2.3 Noise 

Final EIR No. 563 concluded that the CRP could potentially contribute to background traffic 
noise exposure along the roadway segments of Trabuco Road. This was considered to be a 
significant adverse cumulative impact, which feasibly could not be mitigated to below a 
level of significance. The Board detennined that the remaining unavoidable effects were 
acceptable when balanced against the specific overriding economic, legal social 
technological and other considerations described in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. 
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5.2.4 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Final EIR No. 563 found that some cumulative water quality impacts would occur due to the 
intensification of urban uses on the MCAS EI Toro site, including roads, parking areas and 
structures, which could result in increased urban pollutants in rain and irrigation runoff from 
the site. When coupled with other projects in the San Diego Creek watershed, it was 
determined that the proposed CRP would contribute to a cumulatively significant adverse 
impact related to water quality in the area. 

Although changes and alterations were incorporated into the design of the CRP to 
substantially avoid or mitigate significant environmental effects, the identified cumulative 
effects remained significant and unmitigable. No feasible measures were identified to 
mitigate this impact to below a level of significance. However, the Board determined that 
this significant effect was acceptable because of specific overriding economic, legal, social, 
technological, and other considerations described in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. 

5.2.5 Public Service and Utilities 

Final EIR No. 563 found that the CRP was not anticipated to result in significant adverse 
impacts on public services and utilities after mitigation. However, it also noted that, in those 
areas which are no longer subject to aviation-related noise due to potential future changes in 
the PIL, more intensive development might be permitted. Final EIR No. 563 indicated that 
such development could create a higher demand on public services and utilities than 
previous uses. In addition, Final EIR No. 563 noted several related projects in the vicinity 
of MCAS EI Toro that would require public services and utilities. In conjunction with these 
projects, the CRP was found to result in significant cumulative adverse impacts related to 
public services and utilities described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

Although changes and alterations were incorporated into the design of the CRP to 
substantially avoid or mitigate significant environmental effects, the identified cumulative 
effects remained significant and unmitigable. No feasible measures were identified to 
mitigate this impact to below a level of significance. However, the Board determined that 
this significant effect was acceptable because of specific overriding economic, legal, social, 
technological, and other considerations. 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Cumulative Impacts 



5.2.6 Natural Resources and Energy 

Final EIR No. 563 found that the loss of agricultural land on MCAS EI Toro was a 
significant unavoidable adverse impact, and that the loss of agricultural land is also a 
significant adverse impact of many related projects. Although changes and alterations were 
incorporated into the design of the CRP to substantially avoid or mitigate significant 
environmental effects, the identified cumulative effects remained significant and 
unmitigable. No feasible measures were identified to mitigate this impact to below a level 
of significance. However, the Board determined that this significant effect was acceptable 
because of specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological, and other 
considerations described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

5.2.7 Cultural Resources 

Final EIR No. 563 found that implementation of the CRP had the potential to significantly 
and adversely affect certain Cold War era historic resources on the MCAS EI Toro site. 
Although changes and alterations were incorporated into the design of the CRP to 
substantially avoid or mitigate significant environmental effects, the identified cumulative 
effects remained significant and unmitigable. No feasible measures were identified to 
mitigate this impact to below a level of significance. However, the Board determined that 
this significant effect was acceptable because of specific overriding economic, legal, social, 
technological, and other considerations. 

5.2.8 Socioeconomics 

Final EIR No. 563 found that implementation of the CRP was expected to result in several 
socioeconomic impacts of potential significance when considered cumulatively with related 
projects. These impacts would be related to jobs/housing balance and low/moderate income 
housing needs. Although changes and alterations were incorporated into the design of the 
CRP to substantially avoid or mitigate significant environmental effects, the identified 
cumulative effects remained significant and unmitigable. No feasible measures were 
identified to mitigate this impact to below a level of significance. However, the Board 
determined that this significant effect was acceptable because of specific overriding 
economic, legal, social, technological, and other considerations described in the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations. 

A Supplemental Analysis (SA) for Final EIR No. 563 was prepared in response to a January 
6, 1998 ruling and writ of mandate, issued by the San Diego Superior Court, which found 
that certain portions of EIR No. 563 were inadequate or incomplete under CEQA. The SA 
was not required to address CRP cumulative impacts. 
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5.3 REASONABLY FORESEEABLE PROBABLE FUTURE 
PROJECTS 

This section addresses those projects that met the criteria outlined under Subsection 5.1.1, 
Methodology. Varying levels and completeness of information, depending on the current 
development status of the particular project, is provided for each of the projects addressed 
below. This information may range from a simple project description to a comprehensive 
envirorunental review. Some of the cumulative projects were previously included in Final 
EIR No. 563, as provided below. In such cases, the local jurisdictions responsible for these 
projects were contacted, and the information on these projects was updated. 

County Projects 

• Foothill Ranch Planned Community 

• Portola Planned Community 
• Saddleback Meadows 

City Projects 

• Sakioka Property 
• Lower Peters Canyon Specific Plan 

• Westpark Project 
• Moulton Parkway Commercial Development 

• Foothill-Aliso Commercial Center 
• Saddleback Valley Church 

• First American Title 
• MacArthur Place 
• Nexus Twin Towers 
• One Hutton Center 

Transportation Related Projects 

• Alton Parkway Extension 
• Foothill Transportation Corridor 

Other Related Land Use Projects 

• Natural Community Conservation Plan 

• MCAS Tustin Reuse Plan 
• James A. Musick Facility 
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Other projects were identified by surveying other land use authorities within the planning 
area of the Proposed Project. These surveys consisted of fonnal and infonnal inquiries 
designed to acquire existing available envirorunental documentation and project 
descriptions. These projects included the following: 

Ci!y Jurisdiction Land Use Project 

• Segerstrom Homes Ranch 
• General Plan Amendment/Zone Changes for 440 acres south ofMCAS EI Toro 

• Oak Creek Project 
• Westpark Project 
• Revised City of Irvine Planning Areas 51, 35, and 30, Annexation, General Plan 

Amendment, Pre-Zoning, and Zone Change Project 
• GP AlZC to allow housing in the Spectrum area ofIrvine 
• North Irvine Middle School 
• Northwood High School 
• Alicia Skate Park 
• Allen Oldsmobile/Cadillac 
• Enterprise Car Sale 

• La Paz Park 
• Mission Imports Remote Parking Lot 
• Moulton Elementary Field Improvements 
• ShapelV Aliso Creek 
• Shea Business Properties - Ocean Ranch II 

• S1. Anne's School 
• Tutor TimelTentative Parcel Map No. 98-171 

• Town Centre 
• Home Depot Center 
• Baker Ranch Planned Community 
• AJ. West Ranch 
• Los Angeles Athletic Company Project 
• Marrunoth Equities Project 

• Painted Trails 
• Stone Ridge 
• County Suites Hotel 
• Shea Properties Apartments 
• Acero Street Office Project 
• Heritage Villas Senior Housing 
• Camino Capistrano Mini-Storage 
• Legacy Partners Office Building 
• Mission Viejo Mall Expansion 
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• Lexus Auto Dealership 
• Rockwell Site Expansion 
• Koll Center Expansion 
• Hertz Extended Stay Hotel and Office Project 
• Amendment 891 in Newport Beach 
• Conerant Expansion Project (GPA 96-39(1) 

• OCT A Centerline Project 

Transportation Land Use Projects 

• I-405/SR-55 HOV Access Improvement Project 
• LAX Expansion Project 
• Proposed High Speed Rail Project 

The following subsections provide a discussion of probable future projects that, when 
considered in combination with the Proposed Project have the potential to result in related or 
cumulative impacts. These projects are presented as follows: 

i) County of Orange Jurisdiction Land Use Projects 
ii) City Jurisdictions Land Use Projects 

iii) Transportation Land Use Projects 
iv) Other Land Use Projects 
v) Non-Planned Areas Land Use Projects 

The jurisdiction of the County of Orange encompasses the unincorporated territory of 
Orange County. The city jurisdictions include the Cities of Costa Mesa, Irvine, Laguna 
Woods, Mission Viejo, Lake Forest, Newport Beach, and Santa Ana. Laguna Niguel is 
located outside, but adjacent to, the area of cumulative project effects, so future projects in 
Laguna Niguel are not discussed in detail in this section of the EIR. The potential for 
cumulative impacts associated with other projects in the vicinity of JWA and MCAS EI Toro 
also is discussed. 

One important consideration in the present cumulative impact discussion focuses on the 
removal or reduction of the existing PIL, which restricts the development of noise sensitive 
land uses in areas included within the PIL. Removal of this noise constraint in the 
remaining undeveloped areas could encourage or might allow different land use mixes than 
previously indicated on local jurisdiction's General Plans in the PIL area, since certain noise 
sensitive uses could be deemed compatible with reduction or removal of the PIL. The 
principal area where residential or noise sensitive uses could be expanded is the undeveloped 
or underdeveloped areas of east Irvine, which are now subject to the military 65 dB CNEL 
line and the military accident potential zones. 
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5.3.1 County of Orange Jurisdiction Land Use Projects 

There are no proposed land use projects under County jurisdiction within the vicinity of 
JW A. JW A is surrounded by the incorporated cities of Costa Mesa, Irvine and Newport 
Beach. 

The County of Orange has identified a number of approved and planned projects in the 
vicinity of MCAS EI Toro that potentially contribute to cumulatively significant adverse 
impacts. A summary of the projects that fall under the County of Orange jurisdiction is 
provided in Table 5.3·1. As noted in Subsection 5.1.1, the County determined that these 
projects are consistent and included in OCP-96M. Each is discussed separately, below. 

For the present cumulative impact analysis, the OCP-96M was used to assess population, 
housing and employment projections for the MCAS EI Toro and JWA site vicinities, as well 
as surrounding areas of the County. This information was then used to evaluate the potential 
for cumulative impacts to occur as a result of implementing the Proposed Project. OCP-
96M Projections were approved by the Orange County Council of Governments in 1997 and 
were transmitted to the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) as the 
County input to the regional planning program. SCAG incorporated OCP-96M into its 
program, including the Regional Transportation Plan. 

5.3.1.1 Foothill Ranch Planned Community 

The Foothill Ranch Planned Community comprises four primary land uses: residential, 
commercial, industrial, and open space. In general, residential developments would be limited 
to 3,900 dwelling units to be located between Whiting Ranch Wilderness Park and an Urban 
Activity Center between Portola Parkway and the Foothill Transportation Corridor (FTC). 
Commercial development within this Planned Community would be limited to 750,000 sq. ft., 
including a 500,000 sq. ft. regional commercial center. Industrial uses include a business park 
along the FTC in the Urban Activity Center. In addition, office, research and development 
uses would be developed. In total, these uses would not exceed 6,925,000 sq. ft. on 
approximately 415 acres. At present, approximately 95 percent of Foothill Ranch is built-out 
(Orange County, 199ge). 

5.3.1.2 Portola Hills Planned Community 

The Portola Hills Planned Community covers approximately 1,006 acres in foothills of the 
Santa Ana Mountains. The site lies west of EI T oro Road and south of Santiago Canyon Road 
in unincorporated areas of Orange County. This project area is adjacent to the Foothill Ranch 
Planned Community to the west and south, and partially lies within the existing MCAS 
EI Toro PIL. 
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Table 5.3-1 
Reasonable Foreseeable Probable Future Projects County of Orange Jurisdiction Land Use Projects 

.. .. 
Brief Project Description ... I 

\C 

Project Jurisdiction ! i ;; .e And 

I I f t ~ Comments 

j ·s g, 

! 
iii .. .. .. Building Inventory i!5. 

~ " .. .s ~ .... I! II ... 0 .!l -
Foothill Ranch Planned County of Orange Development of approximately 6,925,000 sq.ft. located between 95% built out 
Community Whiting Ranch Wilderness Park and an Urban Activity Center 

between Ponola Parkway and the Foothill Transponation Corridor 
(fTC) 
Residential: 3,900 dwelling units 

X X X X Commercial: 150,000 sq.ft., induding 500,000 sq.ft regional X 
commercial center. 
Industrial: 6,925,000 sq. ft. business park on 
415 acres 

Ponola Hills Planned County of Orange Development ofapproximatcly 1,006 acres located west ofEI Toro 95% built out 
Community Road and South of Santiago Canyon Road 

Residential: approximately 2,200 residential units on 
493 acres 

Commercial: approximately 200 acres developed into 
business 

X X X 
park and commercial areas X 

Open Space: approximately 400 acres of dedicated open 
space 
and open space easements 

Saddleback Meadows County of Orange Development of a 229.iacresfie located approximately 0.25 mile In litigation, no development 
south of the intersection ofEI Toro and Live Oak Canyon Roads onsite 

X X Residential: 235 single family detached residential units, associated X 
infrastructure, a wildlife movement corridor, hiking/riding trail, and 
biological resource enhancement on a 229.2-acre site. 
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The Portola Hills Planned Community comprises approximately 2,200 residential units on 493 
acres, a business park and commercial area totaling approximately 200 acres, and dedicated 
open space and open space easements totaling approximately 400 acres. As of July 1999, 
Portola Hills is 95 percent built out (Orange County, 199ge). 

5.3.1.3 Saddleback Meadows 

The Saddleback Meadows project proposes development of 235 single-family detached 
residential units, associated infrastructure, a wildlife movement corridor, hiking/riding trail, 
and biological resource enhancement on a 229.2-acre site. The site is approximately 0.25 
mile south of the intersection ofEI Toro and Live Oak Canyon Roads, immediately north of 
the Hidden Ridge community and east ofEI Toro Road in the Foothill Trabuco Specific Plan 
area of unincorporated Orange County. As of November 1999, the Saddleback Meadows 
project was being litigated, and no development had occurred on the project site (Orange 
County, 1999c). 

5.3.2 City Jurisdictions Land Use Projects 

The regional city jurisdictions include the Cities of Costa Mesa, Irvine, Laguna Niguel, 
Laguna Woods, Mission Viejo, Lake Forest, Newport Beach, and Santa Ana. The related 
projects that fall under city jurisdictions are outlined in Table 5.3-2. 

5.3.2.1 City of Costa Mesa Jurisdiction Land Use Projects 

Sakioka Property 

This project consists of the planned expansion of existing structures on a 47-acre site located 
at 555 and 575 Anton Boulevard. The project includes the construction of four office 
buildings, two restaurants, a retail outlet, a 2oo-room hotel, one clubhouse and three parking 
structures. The project would add approximately 546,600 sq. ft. of commercial use. The 
City of Costa Mesa City Council approved the project in April 1999. The first phase of the 
project, is underway. The entire project should be built out between the year 2000 to 2005. 
The City is currently processing a General Plan Amendment to allow an additional 100 
rooms to be constructed in the project Hotel. The City Planning Commission may consider 
this amendment in November 1999 (letter from City dated Sept. 30, 1999) 
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i Project Jurisdiction i 
rIl 5 

! 
... 
'f 
III. 

Sakioka Propeny ~~CliyofCosta Mesa 

Segerstrom Home Ranch City 01 Costa Mesa 

General Plan City of Irvine 
Amendment/Zone Change 
for 440 Acres South of 
MCASEI Toro 
(Alternative to the Proposed 
Project) 

Cumulative Impacts 

Table 5.3-2 
Reasonably Foreseeable Probable Future Projects 

City Jurisdictions Land Use Projects 

" .. 
Brief Project Description ]j 'l" 

t "li t! And 
~ "S 8. 

!'l .. .. Building Inventory E " .. ... I! ... .. 0 U .! ... 
X 47 acres located at 555 and 575 Anton Boulevard 

Commercial: 4 office buildings, 2 restaurants, 
Retail outlet, hotel, parking structures 

X This project is located on 93 acres between Harbor Boulevard and 
Fairview Road. The project includes: 
• 300,000 square feet IKEA Home Furnishings Store 
• 1.994,17 square feet of office spaces 

342 acres located within the MCAS EI Toro boundary 
Development of multi-use entenainment center, including: 
• Spons stadium, arena 

X X X • Hotel/convention center 
• Cultural uses 
• Multi-modal transit corridor, including motor vehicles, shuttles, 

trans, and/or light rail, and pedestrianlbicycle trail system 

5-18 

i I i ·r 
~ Comments ..Ii 

1 "" 
~ t Q" 

.! 
}I This project was approved 

in April 1999 by the City 
Council. The City is 
processing a General Plan 
Amendment (GPA) to 
allow the development of 
up to 300 rooms in the 
Project Hotel. The City 
Planning Commission may 
consider the EPA in Nov. 
1999. The project would be 
completed within the year 
2000-2005. 

X The City is currently 
processing a General Plan 
Amendment to allow for 
the development of this 
project. A Draft EIR is also 
being prepared on this 
project. If approved, the 
IKEA Store would be 
developed within the year 
2000 to 2005. The office 
development would be 
constructed in equal 
increments through the year 
2020. 
Final EIR pending and 
completion expected in 
early 2000. Project is 

X currently in litigation with 
County of Orange. May be 
superseded by Annexation 
GPA 
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.. 
! .. 8 Brief Project Description 

1 Project Jurisdiction i ~ i I And 

I " t !I Comments 

~ 
... I .. "- Building Inventory e i 
'u ~ 

II .. 
8: ~ ... ~ 

... 
QII a Q ..: A. .! 

Lower Peters Canyon City ofirvine ApproxImately 1,400 acres proposed for up to 10,568 residential Construction complete in 
Specific Plan dwelling units. some areas. 

X X X X Open Space: a special use park, a community park, and six 

" X neighborhood parks 
Residential: 10,568 residential dwelling units 

~~~~ Commercial: retail center, libraries and schools 
Oak Creek Project City ofirvine 1,250 acres in PlilnningAreal 2 Approximately 700.4 

Residential: 4,050 units complete. Construction of 
Commercial: 1,105,000 sq. ft commercial; residential units continuing. 

X X X X 470,000 sq.ft non-residential uses, " X 
535,400 sq.ft new institutional uses. 

Industrial: 2,871.080 sq.ft. 
Open Space: 339 acres 

~ 

West Park Project City of Irvine 350 acres Tn Planning Area 38 to provIde 3,850 units. Approximately 95% X " X complete. 
Revised City ofIrvine City of Irvine AnnexatIon ofipproximately 4,298 acres within the MCAS EI X NOP issued August 1999; 
Planning Areas #51, #35, Toro site, plus 113 acres in adjacent unincorporated area of Orange Draft EIR issued 11-24-99; 
and #30, Annexation, County to include: considered by the City to be 
General Plan Amendment, • James A. Musick Jail Phase II of Millennium 
Pre-Zoning, and Zone • Irvine Ranch Water District Parcels Plan (ETRPA Nonaviation 
Change Project X X X X Plan). 
(An alternative to the Additional aspects of project include: 
Proposed Project) • Amendment to Master Plan of Arterial Highways 

• General Plan Amendments to City Elements 

~GPNZC to~allow housing in City of Irvine The City of Irvine has initiated a General Plan Amendment, zone An EIR will be prepared on 
the in the Spectrum area. change and possibly an amendment to the Irvine Center 

X the proposed GP AlZC, with 
Development Agreement to allow housing in the spectrum area of the EIR tentatively to be 
the City. distributed for public 

review in February 2000. 
X X Consideration of this 

project has also been 
tentatively scheduled for 
consideration by the City's 
PC in April 2000 and by the 
City Council in May 2000. 

North Irvine Middle School Irvine Unified School 20 acre site located south of Hicks Canyon Wash and east of Hicks Neg. Dec. February 1992 
District X Canyon Road. This project will provide facilities to accommodate ]'I X Completion for 2003. 

750 students. 
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Northwood High School Irvine Unified School 4311<:re site located at future intersection of Portola Parkway and Yale Approved 1995. 

District 
X 

Avenue. This project will provide facilities to accommodate 2,400 

" X Construction completed in 
students. Fall 1999; portion of school 

nowopen .. 
Alicia Skate Park City of Laguna 

X 4 acre public skate board park 
X 

Preliminary Planning 
Niguel Stages. 

Allen Oldsmobile/Cadillac City of Laguna 
X 

Expansion of existing automobile dealership located at Camino 

" X 
Under Construction. 

Parcel Map 97-126 Niguel Capistrano and Paseo de Colinas. 
-.~~~~~~ 

City of Laguna 2 acresTocated at 28112 Camino Capistrano to provide Approved May 1999. Enterprise Car Sales 
X }I X Niguel construction for a used car sales and rental facility 

La Paz Park City of Laguna 
X 6.3 acre public park with lighted active sports fields 

X 
DEIIfreieased for Public 

Niguel Review in July 1999. 
'MTssion Imports Remote City of Laguna 

X 
2.4 acre site located at I Star Drive consists of surplus parking area X X 

Approved December 1998. 
Parking Lot Niguel with night lighting 

i-..~~~~~ 

City of Laguna 4 acre site located at 29851 Highlands Avenue consists of Moulton Elementary Field Approved by City. 
Improvements Niguel X expansion to active recreational facilities and parking areas at the X 

Moulton Elementary School. 
Shapell/Aliso Creek City of Laguna 

X 
9 acre site in Tentative Tract 15670 X X Under Construction. 

Niguel Residential: 46 detached single-family dwelling units 
Shea Business Propertics- City of Laguna Site located at 32451 Golden Lantern to provide 45,OOO-sq.ft. Approved July 1999. 
Ocean Ranch II Niguel X office building and health club on a vacant pad adjacent to an " 

~·Sl. Anne's School CIty of Laguna 
existing commercial center. 
Site of existing private schools located at 32451 Bear Brand Road. Construction completed 

Niguel 
X 

This project will provide: 

" X 
July 1999. 

• 29,235 sq.ft. classroom building 
• 33,065 sq.ft. classroom/administration building 

Tutor TimelTentative Parcel City of Laguna 
X 

Located at Aliso Creek Road, east of La Paz Road. 
X X 

Approved January 1999. 
Map No. 98-171 Niguel This project will provide a new 12,000-sq.ft. day care facility. 
Moulton Parkway City of Laguna 

X 30,OOO-sq. ft. office project. This project includes 26,178 square 
X L.A. Timessortingf 

Commercial Development Woods feet of space for the Los Angeles Times. distribution building. 
Town Centre City of Laguna This project includes 7 building which include 253,270 square fcet In Building Plan Check 

Woods of space in the Town Centre commercial project which is located Process. Project to begin 
on 14 acres on EI Toro Road. The project includes: 140 room construction in early 2000. 

X (80,000 square feet) Hotel; 40,000 square feet Medical Offices; " X 
7,000 square feet Restaurant; 45,570 square feet garden office; 
68,000 square feet of offices; 5,900 square feet of services retail; 
and 6,800 square feet of retail use. 

Home Depot Center t;lty of Laguna This 215,773 square foot commercial center consists of a Home This project liils already 
Woods 

X Depot, Office Max, Rite Aide, Stater Brothers and in-line retail 
X been constructed. 

stores. This project also includes a bank and pad for a future 
restaurant. -
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Brief Project Description 

I ~ 
'40 

i Project Jurisdiction ~ i t And 

I 1 ·r .. Comments Il I tl .. ,., 
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II 
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Building Inventory 
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Foothill-Aliso Commercial City of Lake Forest Approximately 16-acre site, previously zoned open space, located To date, 40,000 square feet 
Center Influence on Portola Parkway. This property consists of several elements, of office space has been 

County of Orange including: developed. The City of 
• 10,000 sq. It. on approximately 8-acre parcel Lake Forest Planning 
• 40,000 sq. ft. office building Commission will consider 
• 7,000 sq. It. office and food facility on approximately 3-acre the development of 110,000 

X parcel X X square feet of commercial 

• 3-acre right-or-way for Portola Parkway development on this project 
site in November 1999. It 
is anticipated that this 
project will be completed 
between the year 2000 and 
2005. 

Baker Ranch Planned City of Lake Forest 
X X 4.3 million square feet of business park development on 370 gross 

X The property owner is 
Community acres located south of the Foothill toll road with the City of Lake currently processing a new 

Forest City boundary to the west and Bake Parkway to the east. tentative tract map for this 
project. 

A.I West Ranch City of Lake Forest 
X X 933,000 square feet of business park development on 77 acres of This project will be 

land located south of the foothill toll road and east of Baker JI X developed bctween the year 
Parkway. 2000 2005. 

Saddleback Valley Church City of Lake Forest This project is located on the northwest comer of EI Toro Road and It is anticipated thai this 
Portola Parkway and includes 800,000 square feet of Church project will be built out by 
related development. Some commercial development may also be 2005. 

X X included in this project. The County of Orange approved 310,000 
X :I X square feet of development as part of a master plan for the Church. 

Some Church buildings have been constructed to date. Precise 
development plans for the remaining 489,000 square feet have not 
been submitted to the City of Lake Forest 

Los Angeles Athletic City of Mission Viejo 3 acre site located north of EI Toro Road and east of Marguerite Approved June 1999. 
Company (LAACO) Project X Parkway to provide 77,095 sq. fl. self-storage facility. X X Construction to begin on or 

before September 1999 .. 
Mammoth Equities Project City of Mission Viejo 3 lot (-16.5 acre) site located at the souiheast corner of HI Toro Approved June 1999. 

X X Road and Marguerite Parkway. 
X 

Construction to begin Fall 
Commercial: 49,000 sq.ft. office building on - 2.5 acres 1999. 
Open Space: remainder of property 

Painted Trails City of Missi{)nVlejo Site located north of the Foothill toll road, east of EI Toro Road, Approved 1990. 
X X and west of Upper Oso Reservoir. The project will accommodate X X 

578 single-family dwelling units and several private parks. 
--------------
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Stone Ridge City of Mission Viejo 340 acre site located east of Olympiad Road between Alicia Approved 1991. , 

Parkway and Fieldcrest Street. 
X X The project will accommodate: X X 

• 468 single-family dwelling units 
• open space and local parks 

Country Suites Hotel City of Mission Viejo East of Marguerite Parkway and west of Foothill toll road ramps at Approved December 1998; 

X 
Los Alisos; 

X X 
under construction; 

2894 I Los Alisos Boulevard January 2000 occupancy. 
118 room hotel 

Shea Properties Apartments City of Mission Viejo East of Marguerite Parkway and west of the Country Suites Hotel; Approved August 1998; 
X 28401 Los Alisos Boulevard X X Under construction; 

230 apartment units May 2000 occupancy. 
~~~ 

Acero Street Office Project C!iyofMisSion Viejo 225,OOO~Square feet office buildings located on Acero Street Proposed development; 

X X 
preliminary discussions, 
projected January 2001 
occupancy. 

Heritage Villas Sr. Housing City o~fMission Viejo Southeast corner of 050 parkway and Country Club Drive; Approved October 1998; 
X 26836 050 Parkway; X X under construction; 

143 senior housing units April 2000 occupancy. 
Camino Capistrano Mini- City of Mission Viejo Camino Capistrano, northerly of Crown Valley Parkway; Development application 
Storage 

X 
107108 square feet of mini-storage, with a caretaker 

X 
scheduled for City action in 

residence on 4.79 acres October 1999; projected 

Legacy Partners office Bldg. City of Mission Viejo 
February 200 I completion. 

27101 Puerta Real Approved June 1999; 

X 2720 I Puerta Real X Preliminary site work 
232,000 square feet of office in two buildings begun; October 2000 

completion. 
Mission Viejo Mall City of Mission Viejo Shopsai'Mission Viejo expansion; Approved May 1997; 
Expansion (Shops at Mission 

X 
500,000 square feet of commercial 

X buildout by June 2000, with 
Viejo) 250,000 sq. ft. open in 1999 

(NordstromlSaks). 
Lexus Auto Dealership Ciiy of Mission Viejo North of Avery and East of Marguerite; Approved June 1998; 

X 28242 Marguerite Parkway; X September 2000 
38,614 square feet of auto dealership completion. 

Rockwell Site Expansion City of Newport Expansion of 442,000 sq.ft. existing office structure General Plan Under'environmental 
Beach X and Planned Community Amendments to allow additional X review. 

566,000sq ft office building expansion. 
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~ Project Jurisdiction I ~ ~ t And 

1 I 
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i Comments 'fj 

! ! 
II I .. .. Building Inventory 1 S 

.. .. 
"" ~ i I! ... 

0 .. ... .. "" ... 
Koll Center Expansion City of Newport 250,000 sq.ft., to-story existing office structure located at Under environmental 

Beach intersection of MacArthur Boulevard and Jamboree Road, review. It's anticipated that 
Commercial: Demolition and reconstruction of parking structure, a Draft EIR would be 

office building expansion, distributed for review in 
Also includcs a OPA, amendment ot Planned Community January 2000. Project to be 

X Development Plan and Traffic Study pursuant to the Newport 
X considered by the City's 

Beach TPO and an EIR Planning Commission in 
March or April 2000. The 
City Councittentatively 
scheduled to consider the 
project in April 2000, 

Holtze Extended Stay Hotel City of Newport Former automobile dealership located at 1300 Quail Drive and Mitigated Negative 
and Office Project Beach Dove Avenue, Declaration approved by 

X 100,000 sq.ft. office building, 350 bed hotel located at 1300 Quail 

" 
City Council. 

Drive. Plan check stage -
unknown date to commence 
construction. 

Amendment 891 City of New port This project is located on 412 acres ofland at 5400 West Pacific The County of Orange is 
Beach Coast Highway. The proposed planned community would include acting as the lead agency on 

the following uses: this EIR currently being 
• 1,750 dwelling units prepared on this project. 
• 75 hotel/motel units 

X X X X • 70,000 sq. ft, of commercial uses X 
• 10-acre elementary school site 
• 216 acres for parks, open space and habitat restoration 

The project includes OPA pre-zoning, pre-annexation zoning, 
Local Coastal Permit and a development agreement. 

Conerant Expansion I>roject City of Newport This commercial project is located at 4311 Jamboree Road. The A Draft EIR has been 
OPA 96-3(1) Beach project includes a GP A and PC amendments to allow for the prepared on this project and 

development of an additional 566,000 sq, ft. of space for a total of is out for public review. 
1,008,775 sq. ft, of allowable building area on the project site. Review of the project by 

X X the City's Planning 
Commission and City 
Council has been 
tentatively scheduled for 

-------- February 2000. 
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First American Title City of Santa Ana 211,769 sq.ft. development located near the intersection of Project is part of the 

MacArthur Boulevard and Main Street and includes construction of MacArthur Place project. 
3 additional office buildings at 1,2 and 3 First American Way, as 

X follows: :li X 
• 87,500 sq. ft., 3-story 
• 64,059 sq.ft, 2-story 

• 60,210 sq. ft., 2-story 
MacArthur Place CityofSllnta Ana Mixed-use project located at tho intersection of MacArthur Environmental review is 
(Brea Properties) Boulevard and Main Street. complete. 

X 
Residential: 29,4 19 sq. ft complex to residential housing, 

X including 280 apartments and condominiums 
Commercial: 8 building complex to provide office and retail 

space 
Nexus Twin Towers (Nexus) City of Santa Ana Deve\opmentof456,414iiq.ft. for an office building atop an One twin'tower is in plan 

X 
existing parking garage, located at I East Majestic Drive 

:II X check phase. 
Commercial:. office building will be 456,414 sq. ft., parking garage Construction of other twin 
will be 220,366 sq.tt. tower is complete. 

One Hulton Center City of Santa Ana 13 story office building projecl located near the northeast comer of Approved July 1992 I 

MacArthur Boulevard and Main Slreello provide: 

X • 240 room holel 
X • 5,000 sq.ft. restaurant 

• 4,740 sq.ft. conference hall 
7 story parking structure (875 parking spaces) --OCT A Centerline Project OCTA X Draft EIR 'v'v~vU 

X September 1999for public 

- "----
review. 
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Segerstrom Home Ranch 

The project is located on a 93 acre site between Harbor Boulevard and Fairview Road. The 
project includes a 300,000 square feet for an IKEA Home Furnishing Store and 1,994,177 
square feet of office space. The City is processing a General Plan Amendment to allow for 
this use. A Draft EIR is currently being prepared on this project. It is anticipated that this 
project would be considered by City decision makers sometimes in the year 2000. It is also 
anticipated that the IKEA Store will be developed within the year 2000 to 2005. The office 
development would be constructed in equal increments through the year 2020 (letter from 
City dated Sept. 30, 1999). 

5.3.2.2 City of Irvine Jurisdiction Land Use Projects 

General Plan AmendmentlZone Change for 400 Acres South of 
MCAS EI Taro 

Approximately 340 acres of the MCAS EI Toro site are within the City of Irvine corporate 
boundary. The City has proposed OPA 21633-0A and a Zone Change, which would allow 
the 340 acres to be developed as a multi-use entertainment center. The center would provide 
areas for a sports stadium, an arena, a hoteVconvention center, and other cultural uses. A 
multi-modal transit corridor has been proposed to traverse the site. This corridor is intended 
to accommodate a number of transit options, including motor vehicles, shuttles, trams, or 
light rail. It also features a pedestrianlbicycle trail system. An EIR was approved for this 
project in 1996. It is the subject of litigation by the County. That EIR may be superseded 
by the City's 1999 EIRs for the Millennium Plan or Millennium Plan II. The Final EIR for 
the Millennium Plan was not approved in June 1999, and a revised Draft EIR was issued in 
November 1999. The Final EIR is expected to be reviewed again in early 2000 (City of 
Irvine, 1999c). 

Although this portion of the MCAS El Toro site lies within the City of Irvine corporate 
boundary, the federal, state or County government likely will be the ultimate property 
owner, in which case the property would not be subject to City ofirvine planning and zoning 
laws and regulations. Because this is a project alternative, it would not cause cumulative 
impacts in conjunction with the Proposed Project. For an analysis of nonaviation land uses 
at fonner MCAS EI Toro, refer to Chapter 8.0, Alternatives. 

Lower Peters Canyon Specific Plan 

The Lower Peters Canyon Specific Plan encompasses approximately 1,400 acres on a site 
bounded by the west leg of the Eastern toll road (ETR) and the planned alignment of Portola 
Parkway to the north, Culver Drive to the east, I-5 to the south, and Jamboree Road to the 
west. The Lower Peters Canyon Specific Plan contains land use regulations and 
development standards for all uses proposed for this site, including an allowance for up to 
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10,568 residential dwelling units. Currently, development is underway for up to 8,000 
residential dwelling units, retail commercial land uses, a special use park, a community park, 
six neighborhood parks, a library and schools on 1,400 acres. The site recently was 
incorporated within the City of Irvine, between the East Tustin Planned Community in the 
City of Tustin and the Northwood community in the City ofIrvine. Elements of the Lower 
Peters Canyon Specific Plan currently are being implemented in phases. Mixed uses have 
been constructed, as of July 1999 (City ofIrvine, 1999b). 

Oak Creek Project 

The Oak Creek project lies within City of Irvine Planning Area 12 on a 1,250-acre site, 
located north of 1-5, east of Sand Canyon A venue, south of 1-405, and west of Jeffrey Road. 
This mixed use project includes the planned development of 4,050 new residential units, 
1,105,000 sq. ft. of new commercial uses, 2,871,080 sq. ft. of new industrial uses, 470,000 
sq. ft. of new non-residential uses, 535,400 sq. ft. of new institutional uses, and 339 acres of 
conservation/open space use. The residential component of the Oak Creek project, entailing 
development of single-family dwelling units on a 350-acre site, will be constructed in 
various phases. This project was approved by the City of Irvine, and construction began on 
a portion of the project in July 1999 (City ofIrvine, 1999b). 

West Park Project 

This project is located in City of Irvine Planning Area 38 on a 350-acre site. It is bounded 
on the north by Irvine Center Drive, on the south by Barranca Parkway, on the east by 
Culver Drive and on the west by Harvard Drive. Ninety-five percent of the proposed 3,850 
units had been constructed, as of July 1999. Development of the remainder of the West Park 
Project was still under City ofIrvine review, as of July 1999 (City ofIrvine, 1999b). 

Revisions to City ofIrvine Planning Areas 51, 35, 30, annexation of certain areas into the 
City, General Plan Amendment, Pre-Zoning, and zone change. 

The City of Irvine has proposed to amend Planning Areas 51, 35, and 30, and to adopt the 
necessary pre-zoning and a zone change for these areas to allow for land uses outlined in the 
ETRP A Nonaviation Plan referred to by the City as Phase II of the Millennium Plan. (See 
Chapter 8.0, Alternatives, for a discussion of the Millennium Plan.) 

This project would also provide for the annexation of approximately 4,298 acres of the 
MCAS El Toro site into the City ofIrvine. Also to be annexed into the City would be the 
James A. Musick Jail and Irvine Ranch Water District parcels in the vicinity of the MCAS 
EI Toro, with these land uses comprising an additional 113 acres. 

This project also calls for an amendment to the Master Plan of Arterial Highways for on-site 
roadway classified as Major, Primary and Secondary Arterial in the above areas. 
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This project will also include, at a minimum, amendments to the following City of Irvine 
General Plan Elements: Land Use; Circulation, Parks and Recreation, Open Space and 
Conservation, Noise and Safety. 

In its NOP dated August 13, 1999, the City ofIrvine stated that a Program Final EIR will be 
prepared for the project that includes a detailed project description and an analysis of the 
potential environmental effects of the project, identification of mitigation measures 
necessary to reduce significant environmental impacts and alternatives that cou1d avoid or 
substantially reduce significant effects of the project. The Draft EIR was released for public 
review the day before Thanksgiving, November 24, 1999. 

This project would not co-exist with the Proposed Project and thus does not contribute to 
cumulative impacts in conjunction with the Proposed Project. 

Unspecified Future Projects 

The City of Irvine has indicated that it anticipates that a number of new residential, 
commercial, office, warehouse and institutional type projects will be developed within the 
various planning areas in the City in the years to come. No specific information was 
received on the exact location of these projects. These projects are based on projections 
being made by the City on development that could occur throughout the City. Proposed 
development includes the land uses proposed by the revised Millennium Plan which is an 
alternative project to the proposed project. These projects are summarized in Table 5.3-3. 

General Plan Amendment and Zone Change to Allow Housing in the 
Spectrum Area 

The City of Irvine has initiated a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change to allow 
housing in the Spectrum area of the City. An amendment to the Irvine Center Development 
Agreement may also be required for this to occur. The City is in the process of retaining a 
consultant to prepare an EIR on this project. The EIR is tentatively scheduled to be 
distributed for public review in February 2000. Consideration of this project has also been 
tentatively scheduled for review by the City's Planning Commission in April 2000 and by 
the City Council in May 2000. 

5.3.2.3 Irvine Unified School District (lUSD) 

There are two school projects currently under consideration by the Irvine Unified School 
District (IUSD), Northwood High School (which has been partially built) and North Irvine 
Middle School. According to the IUSD, the City of Irvine Planning Area 27 also proposes a 
possible elementary school development during the year 2003 as part of the City's Final EIR 
(IUSD, 1999b). However, according to the IUSD no planning, other than general 
discussion, has been initiated for this potential school. 
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Table 5.3-3 
Unspecified Projects in the City ofIrvine 

Land Us. 

ESlate IIJ 
Single Family Detached II J 

Condominium III 

Apartment II J 

Commerciall!J 

Officel2J 

Warehouse 12J 

R&D 121 

Instilufionall2J 

II J Number in dwelling units 
12J Number in squ .... feet 

ii~ 
ul~ :i 0 . ~ '; .:1 ; 

PI .. ", ... A .... 1 

~ ~ :!l l. ..I; !!l :;I 

If~ .. .. .. .. 
II ~ ~ ~ .. 

222 
4,310 

23.169 

P) 8S,OOO seiltS for the stadium shown~ however, no square footage is included in Planning Area total. 
(41 Portion ofPA 30 within the area covered by the Millennium Plan. 

Cumulative Impacts 

I .. 
~ 

I'l.nninlA .... l PlanoinIA ...... 

~ :!l i 'I i g .,. 
;; :;I .. fi- .. ... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

~ ~ ~ . ! 0 ~ II ~ ~ ; .. 
2S 

2,496 629 301 1,664 

1.216 531 

139 2.913 

406.300 406,300 339,299 329,401 

300.226 300,226 150,000 899,114 

5-28 

Plano .... Area 6-

i ,II i g ... l. 
" §I .. ... .. :;I .. 1'0 .. .. .. .. 

~ ~ I I I .. c!; .. .. .. 
263 

100 

36S 

70 
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Table 5.3-3 
Unspecified Projects in the City of Irvine 

LaDdU .. 

ESlate [I) 

Single Family Detached [I) 

Condominium [I] 
Apartment [I) 

Commercial [2) 

Hotel [2) 

Vehicle Related Comm. [2) 

Office (2) 

Warehouse (2) 

R&D [2) 

Institutional [2] 

11) Number in dwelling units 
[2] Number in square feet 

1; ..... 
.,11 .; 
.S! 'l; 
'" II 

573 

552 

1,039 

51,684 

347,962 

73,580 

95,360 

P1lnni", Area 11 

~ 8 '" 
a; in ;; ~ ... ... 

~ ~ ~ ~ a a a a ;"!i ;>- ;>- ;>- ;>-

259 400 175 

525 712 568 

359 

150,000 

61,512 

1,197,980 1,487,652 

250,505 77,550 497,638 

250,000 1,452,358 120,881 485,531 208,164 

195,854 

[3] 85,000 seats for the stadium shown, however, no square footage is included in Planning Area 10lal. 
[4] Por1ion ofPA 30 within the area covered by the Millennium Plan. 
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, 

~ '" ~ ;; ... ... ... 
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2,161,622 1,073,476 
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Table 5.3-3 
Unspecified Projects in the City of Irvine 

LandU .. 

Estale III 
Single Family Detached [I J 
Condominium III 

Apartmenl III 
Commerei.1 (2) 

HOlel121 
Vehicle Relaled Camm, 121 
Offiee [21 

Warehou'e [21 
R&D [21 
[nstilulion.[ [21 

[I) Number in dwelling unils 
[2J Number in 'quare reel 

..II I li- ~ -! • ~ '" II 

Planning AnA 17 

i on it l~ 
iii s 

,j i ~ N .. ~ .. 
~ ! a 'il • ;.- '" ; 

1,680 

3~O 

300,000 

200,000 710,000 

(3} 85,000 seats for the stadium shown, however, no square footage is inc:luded in Planning Area lotal. 
14) Portion ofPA 30 wi,hin the area covered by the Millennium Plan. 

I 
~ 

~ 

Pllnni •• A ..... 18 

i ~ j 
~ ~ ~ 

~ ~ ~ 

200 

550 
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Table 5.3-3 
Unspecified Projects in the City of Irvine 

L.odU .. 

Estote [I) 

Single Family Detached (I) 

Condominium [I) 

Apartmenl [I) 

Commercial (2) 

Commercial/Office [2) 

Commercial Sled;um (seal.) (3) 

Commercial/Reefearion [2) 

Hotel [2) 

Vehicle Relaled Comm. [21 
Office (2) 

Warehouse [2] 

R&D 

Institutional 

[I) Number in dwelling unifs 
[2) Number in square feet 

rll Ii,; 
'" II 

Plannm, Aru 22 

I i ~ ! 
Q S .. .. .. .. .. .. 

~ ~ ~ ~ 
100 100 200 

[3] 85,000 seats fur the stadium shown, however, no square foolage is included in Planning Area total. 
[4) Portion ofPA 30 within the area covered by the Millennium Plan, 
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I 41 I i !!l ! 
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I 

2,906,013 

261,360 

(85,000) 

328,006 

78,400 
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Table 5.3-3 
Unspecified Projects in the City oflrvine 

Lood ll •• P'a.nio, Aru ] I PIa •• lnl Ar .. 3Z 
I 

{II I ~ 
", .!. 

d~ I ~ i i ~ ~ .p k ~ k k k k k k 

a II II a a m ! a 
'" II ;.. ;.. ;.. ;.. '" . ;.. ;.. ;.. 

E"ate [I) 
Single Family D.taehed [I] 

Condominium [I] 

Apartment [I) 
Commercial [2) 47.710 35.908 292.421 939,844 

Commercial/Office 12) 
Cooimerdal Stadium (sealS) [3] 

Commercial/Recreation [21 
Hotel [2[ 76.359 

Vehicle Related Comm. [2[ 

Office [2] 240,309 223,52Q 2,596,912 

Warehouse (21 311,186 1,610,405 

RkD 446.000 626,380 1,906,156 870,090 314,492 

Institutiona1 

(I] Number in 
ll] Number in square 
[3] 85,000 scals for the stedium shown, is included in Planning Area total. 
(4] Portion ofPA 30 within the area covered by 
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Table 5.3-3 
Unspecified Projects in the City of Irvine 

~ 

Lam\U .. 

E5Iate 11] 
Single Family Delached II] 
Condominium [I] 

Apartment (I) 

Military Housing r I 
Commercial 12] 
AUla Dealer (2] 

AUla Repair 12] 

Commercial/Office 12) 
Commercial Stadium (seats) 
CommercialfReereation (2) 
Health Club 

HOlel12] 

Veh;de Related Comm.12) 
Office 
Warehouse 
R&D 
lnsdtul iooal 

II] Number in dwelling unils 
[2] Number in square feet 

.. II 
H 
.11 ! .. .:1 :I 

499.541 

142,357 

2,323.185 

PIa"""" A .... 33 

I i '" .£ 
ii Iii 

~ .. ... ... 
8 ~ ~ 8 ... ;0-

157,673 643,195 92,560 

407,335 

646,365 1,000,000 3,997,703 

[3] 85,000 seals fOf the stadium shown, however, no squm foolage is included in Planning Area tolal. 
[4] Portion ofPA 30 within the area covered by the Millennium Plan, 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 

PIn.h'l A,.... 34 

1; I i :!l 

Ji* .. 1il 
~ ~ .. 

.11 ! 0 ~ ~ 8 .:1 :I ;0-

149,220 213,767 400,000 
84,882 
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~ ..I; I g .... .£ 
iii .. .. 
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Table 5.3-3 
Unspecified Projects in the City orIrvine 

Land Use 

Estate [I) 

Single Family Detached [I] 

Condominium [11 

Apartment [I [ 

Milital)' Housing [ ) 

Commercial [2] 
Auto Dealer [2) 

Auto Repair [2) 

Commercial/Office [2] 
Commercial Stadium (seats) 

Commercial/Recreation [2] 

Health Club 

Hotel [2) 

Vehicle Related Comm. [2) 

Office 

Warehouse 

R&D 

Institutional 

[I] Number in dwelling units 
[2) Number in square feel 

ii~ B§ ..... 
. .; .2 .El! '; " ~ .. w 

Planning Area 38 

~ g on ~ - S ... ... ... ... - - - -II U II II 
;.- ;.- ;.- ;.-

871 25 

608 396 

1,264 686 

552 701 

[3] 85,000 seals for the stadium shown, however, no square footage is included in Planning Area lolal. 
[4] Portion of PA 30 within the area covered by the Millennium Plan. 
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Table 5.3-3 
Unspecified Projects in the City of Irvine 

Land Use 

Estale III 

Single Family Detached [I] 

Condominium [11 

Apartmenl [I] 

Military Housing [ ] 

Commercial [2] 

Aulo Dealer [2J 

Commercial/Office [2] 

Commercial Stadium (seats) (3) 

Commercial/Recreation [21 

Health Club [2J 

Holel [2J 

Vehicle Relaled Comm. [2J 

Office [21 

Warehouse [2J 

R&D[2J 

Institutional [2] 

[11 Number in dwelling units 
[2) Number in square feet 

J~ ~ .g .; .... N 
~ 

.!!/ ~ 0 I M ~ .. . ... 

Planninl Area Sl 

~ 

8 '" ~ .. 1 - .a => 
N N N 

U ~ ~ ~ 

II ~ II ... ... 

772 

176 

113 2,200 

506,000 4,134,000 

519,000 

1,576,000 6,603,000 

513,000 

[3) 85,000 seats for the stadium shown, however, no square footage is included in Planning Area total. 
[4) Portion of PA 30 within the area covered by the Millennium Plan. 
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IUSD - North Irvine Middle School 

The proposed middle school is located south of Hicks Canyon Wash and east of Hicks 
Canyon Road in the City of Irvine. The school will be located on 20 acres and will 
accommodate 750 students. The school is in its pre-planning and pre-design phase. It is 
anticipated to open in Fall 2003 (IUSD, 1999). 

IUSD - Northwood High School 

This high school is located at the northwest comer of the future intersection of Portola 
Parkway and Yale Avenue in the City ofIrvine. The project is located on approximately 43 
acres and ultimately will accommodate 2,400 students (The Planning Center, 1995). The 
Northwood High School project was approved in 1995 and was opened in September 1999 
(IUSD, 1999). 

5.3.2.4 City of Laguna Niguel Jurisdiction Land Use Projects 

The City of Laguna Niguel requested that several projects within its jurisdiction be 
considered within the cumulative impact analysis of the Proposed Project (City of Laguna 
Niguel, 1999). These projects are shown in Table 5.3-2 and include: 

i) Alicia Skate Park, which is a new proposed park for skate boarding activities 
ii) Allen Oldsmobile/Cadillac Tentative Parcel Map 97-126, which is the expansion of 

an existing automobile dealership located at Camino Capistrano and Paseo De 
Colinas. 

iii) Enterprise Car Sales, which is a new used car sales lot and rental facility on 2 acres 
located at 28112 Camino Capistrano in Laguna Niguel. 

iv) La Paz Park, which is a new 6.3 acre public park with lighted sports fields. 
v) Mission Imports Remote Parking Lot, which is a new 2.4 acre parking lot located at 

1 Star Drive which would provide a surplus parking area with night lighting. 
vi) Moulton Elementary Field Improvements, which would provide for the expansion of 

active recreational facilities and parking area at this elementary school. 
vii) S1. Anne's School, which would provide for the expansion of an existing private 

school with the project to include 29,235 square feet of classroom building and 
33,065 square feet of classroom/administration building at 32451 Bear Brand Road. 

viii) Shapell/ Aliso CreeklTentative Tract No. 15670, which is a 9 acre tract of single
family dwelling units. Forty-six homes will be built in this new tract of homes. 

ix) Shea Business Properties-Ocean Ranch II, which will provide 45,000 square feet of 
office dwelling and health club, located at 32451 Golden Lantern Street in the city. 

x) Tutor Time/Tentative Parcel Map No. 98-171, which is located at Aliso Creek Road, 
east of La Paz Road and will provide 12,000 square feet day-care facility. 
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However, these projects fall outside of the planning area associated with the Proposed 
Project. As a result, the potential for these projects to contribute to significant cumulative 
impacts in combination with the Proposed Project is considered to be minimal and unlikely. 
Consequently, they have not been included within this cumulative impact analysis. 

5.3.2.5 City of Laguna Woods (formerly Leisure World) 
Jurisdiction Land Use Projects 

The unincorporated community of Leisure World incorporated to form the City of Laguna 
Woods in March 1999. The City is currently considering the fol1owing projects. 

Moulton Parkway Commercial Development 

This 20,178 square foot commercial project will provide sorting and distribution space for 
the Los Angeles Times. The project presently is slated to commence construction in Fall 
1999 (letter from City of Laguna Woods dated 9/29/99). 

Town Centre 

This project includes 7 buildings that contain 253,270 square feet of space in the Town 
Centre commercial project. This project is located on 14 acres on EI Toro Road. The 
project includes: 

a) 140 room (80,000 square feet) hotel 
b) 40,000 square feet of medical offices 
c) 7,000 square feet restaurant 
d) 45,570 square feet of garden office 
e) 68,000 square feet of offices 
1) 5,900 square feet of service retail 
g) 6,800 square feet of retail uses 

The project is in building plan check, with construction anticipated to begin in early 2000. 

Home Depot Center 

This project contains 215,773 square feet of commercial use. This project includes the 
following stores: 

a) Home Depot 
b) Office Max 
c) Rite Aide 
d) Stater Brothers 
e) In-line retail 
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f) Bank 
g) Pad for future restaurant use 

Most of the structures in this project have already been constructed and are in use. 

5.3.2.6 City of Lake Forest 

Commercial Use on Portola Parkway 

A conceptual site plan has been proposed for commercial uses of up to 110,000 sq. ft. on an 
approximately 9-acre parcel. The site is located on Portola Parkway, between EI T oro Road 
and Saddleback Parkway, in unincorporated Orange County within the sphere of influence 
of the City of Lake Forest. The City of Lake Forest is processing this project which would 
be located on approximately 6 acres of land. The project includes a Site PlanlUse Permit 
(PA 95-0097) for the construction of a 40,000 sq. ft. office building and 7,000 sq. ft. 
office/food facility. The remaining 3 acres provide right-of-way for Portola Parkway. The 
project consists of several elements, including: 

i) General Plan Land Use Amendment on a 16-acre site of which 9 acres will be used 
for the project; 

ii) Zone Change - from Planned Community Open Space to Community Commercial 
Sign Restriction; and 

iii) Community Profile Amendment from Open Space/Conservation to Community 
Commercial. 

As of July 1999, the city was still reviewing a planning application for the site, but no 
development has been approved. (City of Lake Forest, 1999) 

Baker Ranch Planned Community Project 

The County of Orange originally approved a Planned Community and Development 
Agreement for this commercial and industrial project in 1988. The project is located on 370 
gross acres of land and is located south of the Foothill transportation corridor and west of 
the City of Lake Forest city boundary and east of Baker Parkway. The 1988 tentative tract 
map has expired and the property owner is currently processing a new tentative tract map 
and revised area plan for 4.3 million square feet of business park development on the project 
site with the City of Lake Forest. It is estimated that the project will be completed between 
2000 - 2010. (Letter from City dated 9-27-99) 

A.J. West Ranch 

This project is located south of the Foothill transportation corridor and east of Baker 
Parkway. The project includes the development of 933,000 square feet of business park 
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development. This project would be developed between the year 2000 and 2005. (Letter 
from City dated 9-27-99) 

Saddleback Valley Church 

This project is located on the northwest corner of El Toro Road and Portola Parkway and 
includes the development of 800,000 square feet of church related development. Some 
commercial development may also be included in this project. The County of Orange 
originally approved 310,000 square feet of development as part of a master plan for this 
Church. Some Church buildings have already been constructed on the project site. Precise 
development plans for the remaining 489,000 square feet have not been submitted to the 
City of Lake Forest. It is anticipated that this project will be built out by the year 2005. 
(Letter from City dated 9-29-99) 

5.3.2.7 City of Newport Beach Jurisdiction Land Use Projects 

Holtze Extended Stay Hotel and Office Project 

The Holtze Hotel and Office Project, located at 1300 Quail Drive and Dove Avenue in 
Newport Beach, is the location of a former automobile dealership. The Newport Beach City 
Council approved a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the 100,000 sq. ft. office 
building and the 350-bed extended stay hotel. The project was in the plan check stage, as of 
July 1999. The planned construction date is unknown. (City of Newport Beach, 1999) 

Koll Center Expansion 

The Koll Center Expansion project would entail expansion of parking space and facilities 
associated with an existing 250,000 sq. ft., 10-story office tower in Koll Center Newport, 
located at the intersection of MacArthur Boulevard and Jamboree Road. The project 
includes demolition and reconstruction of an existing parking structure, as well as the 
addition of a new parking structure. The project involves a General Plan Amendment, an 
amendment to the Planned Community Development Plan (Zoning Document), and a Traffic 
Study pursuant to the Newport Beach Traffic Phasing Ordinance. The project is undergoing 
environmental review by the City, with an EIR to be distributed in January 2000. The 
project is tentatively scheduled to be reviewed by the City'S Planning Commission in March 
2000. The City Council is tentatively scheduled to consider the project in April 2000.(Letter 
from City of Newport Beach, Dated October 27, 1999) 
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Rockwell Site Expansion 

The project involves a General Plan Amendment and a Planned Community Amendment to 
allow for the development of an additional 566,000 sq. ft. (for a total of 1,008,000 sq. ft.) of 
allowable building area on the project site. The project was undergoing environmental 
review by the City, as of July 1999. (City of Newport Beach, 1999) 

Amendment 891 

This project is located on 412 acres of land at 5400 West Pacific Coast Highway. The 
proposed planned community would include the following uses: 

• 1,750 dwelling units 
• 75 hoteVmotel units 
• 70,000 sq. ft. of commercial uses 
• 10-acre elementary school site 
• 216 acres for parks, open space and habitat restoration 

The project includes general plan amendment pre-zoning, pre-annexation zoning, a Local 
Coastal Permit, and a development agreement. The County of Orange is acting as the Lead 
Agency on the EIR currently being prepared on this project. 

Conerant Expansion Project, GPA 96-3(f) 

This commercial project is located at 4311 Jamboree Road. The project includes an 
amendment to the City's General Plan and an amendment to the planned community 
covering the project site to allow for the development of an additional 566,000 sq. ft. of 
commercial space for a total of 1,008,775 sq. ft. of allowable building area on the project 
site. 

A Draft EIR has been prepared on the project and is out for public review. Review of the 
project by the City's Planning Commission and City council has been tentatively scheduled 
for February 2000. 

5.3.2.8 City of Santa Ana Jurisdiction Land Use Projects 

First American Title 

This project is part ofthe MacArthur Place project in the City of Santa Ana, and involves the 
construction of the new headquarters for First American Title. The project has recently been 
completed and included the construction of three separate office buildings at 1, 2 and 3 First 
American Way, near the intersection of MacArthur Boulevard and Main Street in the City of 
Santa Ana. The floor areas of the three buildings are 87,500 sq. ft. (3-story), 64,059 sq. ft. 
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(2-story) and 60,210 sq. ft. (2-story), respectively. The environmental review process for 
this project has been completed (City of Santa Ana, 1999b). 

MacArthur Place (Brea Properties) 

MacArthur Place is a mixed-use development project that will involve the construction of 
retail space, condominiums, apartments and other uses. Located at the intersection of 
MacArthur Boulevard and Main Street in the City of Santa Ana, a portion of the 8-building 
development is in the plan-check stage of the development process. This portion includes 
280 apartments, which would provide 29,419 sq. ft. of residential space. The environmental 
review process has been completed (City of Santa Ana, 1999a). 

Nexus Twin Towers (Nexus) 

This project is also part of the MacArthur Place project. The Nexus Twin Towers project 
involves the development of an office building atop an existing parking garage, located at 1 
East Majestic Drive near the intersection of MacArthur Boulevard and Main Street in the 
City of Santa Ana. The area of the office building, now in the plan check stage of the 
planning process, will be 456,414 sq. ft. The office and parking garage combined will be 
676,780 sq. ft. The environmental review process is complete (City of Santa Ana, 1999b). 

One Hutton Center 

This project involves the construction of a proposed office building, consisting of 12 stories 
and a 13th level penthouse for mechanical equipment, a 240-room hotel, a 5,000 sq. ft. 
restaurant, a 4,740 sq. ft. conference hall, and a 7-story parking structure to accommodate 
875 parking spaces. The project is located near the northeast comer of MacArthur 
Boulevard and Main Street. The environmental review was completed in July 1992. No 
construction has been scheduled, as of July 1999, and the Conditional Use Pennit has been 
extended (City of Santa Ana, 1999b). 

5.3.2.9 City of Mission Viejo Land Use Projects 

Los Angeles Athletic Company (LAACO) Project 

The LAACO project is located north of EI Toro Road and east of Marguerite Parkway. This 
project includes the development of 77,095 sq. ft. self-storage facility on a 3-acre site. The 
project was approved in June 1999. It is in the early stage of development. Construction is 
expected to commence on or before September 1999. (LAACO, 1999) 

Mammoth Equities Project 

The Mammoth Equities project is located at the southeast comer of EI Toro Road and 
Marguerite Parkway. The project includes the development of 49,000 sq. ft. of commercial 
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office space on an approximately acre site. However, only 2.5 acres is to be developed due 
to zoning restrictions. The project was approved in June 1999. As of July 1999, the project 
was in the plan check stage. (Mammoth Equities, 1999) 

Painted Trails 

This project is located north of the Foothill Transportation Corridor, east of El Toro Road 
and west of Upper Oso Reservoir. The project will accommodate 578 single-family 
dwelling units and several private parks. The project is covered by Final Program EIR for 
the Mission Viejo General Plan, which was certified by the Mission Viejo City Council in 
1990. Portions of the project have been constructed, as of July 1999. (City of Mission Viejo, 
1999) 

Stone Ridge 

This project is located east of Olympiad Road between Alicia Parkway and Fieldcrest Street. 
The project will accommodate 468 single-family dwelling units, open space, and local parks 
on approximately 340 acres. The project is covered by previously certified Final Program 
Final EIR MV89-2 and the City of Mission Viejo General Plan Final Program EIR and 
Initial Study/Addendum IS GP91-1, which serve as the Program EIRs for the Stone Ridge 
project. Portions of the project have been constructed, as of July 1999. (City of Mission 
Viejo, 1999) 

Country Suites Hotel 

This project is located east of Marguerite Parkway and west of the Foothill Transportation 
Corridor ramp at Los Alisos Boulevard. The project consists of a 118 room hotel. The 
project was approved by the City in December 1998 and is currently under construction. 
Occupancy of the hotel is expected in January 2000. (Letter from City of Mission Viejo 
dated 10-12-99) 

Shea Properties 

This proposed project is located east of Marguerite Parkway and west of the Country Suites 
Hotel at 28401 Los Aliso Boulevard. The project includes 230 apartment units. The project 
was approved by the City in August 1998 and is currently under construction. The project 
should be ready for occupancy by May 2000. (Letter from City dated 10-12-99) 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Cumulative Impacts 



Acero Street Office Project 

This project is located on Acero Street in Mission Viejo. The project includes 225,000 
square feet of office space. The project developer is currently discussing this project with 
the City. Should the project be approved by the City, project occupancy is anticipated to 
occur in January 2001. (Letter from City dated 10-12-99) 

Heritage ViI/as Senior Housing 

This project is located on the southeast corner of Oso Parkway and Country Club Drive at 
26836 Oso Parkway. The project includes 143 senior housing units. The project was 
approved by the City in October 1998 and is under construction. The project should be 
ready for occupancy in April 2000. (Letter from City dated 10-12-99) 

Camino Capistrano Mini-Storage 

This project is located on 4.79 acres of land on Camino Capistrano, northerly of Crown 
Valley Parkway. The project includes 107,108 square feet of mini-storage space with a 
caretaker residence. The project is currently being considered by the City, with City action 
scheduled in October 1999. The project is scheduled for completion in February 2001. 
(Letter from City dated 10-12-99) 

Legacy Partners Office Building 

This project is located at 27101 and 27201 Puerta Real Street in Mission Viejo. The project 
consists of 232,000 square feet of office space in two separate buildings. The project was 
approved by the City in June 1999. Preliminary site work has begun on this project. The 
project is scheduled for completion in October 2000. (Letter from City dated 10-12-99) 

Mission Viejo Mall Expansion 

The Mission Viejo Mall has been expanded to include an additional 500,000 square feet of 
commercial space. The project was approved by the City in 1997, with build out expected in 
June 2000. The Mall has already been expanded by 250,000 square feet, with new 
Nordstrom and Saks 5'h Avenue stores opened in Summer 1999. (Letter from City dated 10-
12-99) 

Lexus Auto Dealership 

This project is located north of A very Parkway and east of Marguerite Parkway at 28242 
Marguerite Parkway. The project consists of a 38,164 square foot auto dealership. The 
project was approved in June 1998, with the project scheduled for completion in September 
2000. (Letter from City dated 10-12-99) 
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5.3.3 Transportation Land Use Projects 

The projects related to transportation land use includes infrastructure improvement, airport 
expansion, a proposed high speed rail system, and a regional transit system being proposed 
by the Orange County Transit Authority. An overview of these projects, inCluding 
identification of jurisdiction, are included in Table 5.3-4. 

5.3.3.1 1-405/SR-55 HOV Access Improvements Project 

Significant traffic congestion occurs along portions of Interstate 405 (1-405), State Route 55 
(SR-55), and Bristol Street in the vicinity of the City of Costa Mesa, which impacts both 
regional mobility and local access. To reduce congestion and encourage the use of buses 
and high occupancy vehicles (HOV), the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) 
has developed the 1-405/SR-55 Transitway Project. Elements of the Transitway Project 
include: 

i) Direct HOV connector ramps between 1-405 and SR-55 
ii) Access improvements along 1-405 
iii) HOV drop-ramps at Bear Street 
iv) HOV drop-ramps at Von Karman Avenue 

The focus of the project is construction of access improvements along 1-405 in the City of 
Costa Mesa between Bristol Street and SR-55. A project to construct direct HOV connector 
ramps between 1-405 and SR-55 was initiated in 1993 by OCT A under the "Measure M" 
freeway program, following approval of a Project Report (OCTA, 1993) and supported by 
the California Department of Transportation. The project is scheduled to begin construction 
in November 1999. (Caltrans, 1999) 

5.3.3.2 Alton Parkway Extension 

Alton Parkway is proposed as a major arterial highway with a 120-foot wide cross section, 
providing 6 travel lanes and a 14-foot median. The proposed 2.17 -mile extension of Alton 
Parkway, from Irvine Boulevard to the Foothill toll road (FTR), is within the North El Toro 
Regional Circulation Area (County of Orange) and is part of the Foothill Circulation 
Phasing Program (FCPP). A portion of this proposed extension passes along the eastern 
boundary of the MCAS EI Toro site. Although construction of the extension is not part of 
the Proposed Project, conveyance of right-of-way for this future FCPP improvement is 
planned as part of the Proposed Project. The proposed extension of Alton Parkway, along 
the eastern boundary of the MCAS EI Toro site and through a portion of Lake Forest are the 
only unfinished segments of this master planned arterial. These proposed extensions are an 
important component of the FCPP. The FCPP is designed to phase and coordinate road 
development with building permits in southeast Orange County. 
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Table 5.3-4 
Reasonably Foreseeable Probable Future Projects Related Transportation Land Use Projects 

.. 
:: ;; ! Brief Project Description 

~ ~ i! .. Project Jurisdiction !. ·e ;; And 

I I f li Comments 
'" 

.. .. ·s 8. e .. ~ s .. .. .. Building Inventory i5. 
~ 

:I .. .. s ~ : • .... II. ... .. 0 ... .. '" 0 u .. ... -< u ... ... 
1-405/SR-55 HOY Access Caltrans X Construction of access improvements within the City of Costa Mesa Construction to begin 
Improvements Project to include: November 1999. 

• Direct HOY connector ramps between 1-405 and SR-55 
X X X • Access improvements along 1-405 

• HOY drop-ramps at Bear Street 
HOY drop-ramps at Yon Karman A venue 

Alton Parkway Extension County of Orange X Modification to Alton Parkway to include I 20-foot wide cross 
X X 

Status Pending 
section to provide 6 travel lanes and 14-foot median 

Foothill Transportation County of Orange X Approximately 30 mile connection between ETR Orange County North segment completed 
Corridor (FTC) North and inland foothills to 1-5 near San Diego County. 

X X 
April 1995. 

South North Segment: in the vicinity ofMCAS EI Toro (-7.5 miles) 
South Segment: connects Oso Parkway to San Diego County line. 

LAX Expansion Project City of Los Angeles X Expansion project for the LAX to provide medium- and long-range No environmental 
air transportation services through the following: documentation prepared to 
• new term i nal date. 
• 4 new concourses 
• automated people mover system 

I • new cargo facilities 
• redevelopment of the Century Cargo Complex. X 

Alternative I: • new additional north runway 

• relocation of 3 existing runways 

• reconfiguration of north central terminal area 
Alternative 2: • 2 new runways 

• a new concourse 
Proposed High Speed Rail Southern California X $6.2 billion project funded through Project California's private 

I Project Association of consortium (no public operating subsidy) to improve linkages to 
Governments (SCAG) and between airports. 

• Core System to connect Riverside, Orange, and Los Angeles 
counties along 1-5 from MCAS EI Toro site to Anaheim, X 
Union Station, and Palmdale through ETC to SR-91 and 
Riverside. 

• Statewide System to connect in Palmdale and at Union 
Station in Los Angeles 
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5.3.3.3 Foothill Transportation Corridor (FTC) North and South 

The FTC connects with the eastern leg of the ETC in Orange County's inland foothills and is 
ultimately planned to connect with 1-5 near the San Diego County border. The total length of 
the FTC is approximately 30 miles, divided into the North and South Segments. The North 
Segment is in the vicinity of the MCAS EI T oro site. Construction began on the North 
Segment in November 1990. The first section from Portola Parkway North to Portola Parkway 
South opened on October 16, 1993. The second section, which extended the FTC south to 
Antonio Parkway, opened on April 7, 1995. The completed section of the FTC is 
approximately 10.2 miles long. Construction of the section north of Portola Parkway North 
began in 1995 and is complete. The South Segment of the FTC from Oso Parkway to the San 
Diego County line is undergoing environmental review (TCA, 1999). 

5.3.3.4 Los Angeles International Airport Expansion Project 

The City of Los Angeles proposes to expand the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX). 
New features would include a new terminal and four new concourses, an automated people 
mover system, new cargo facilities, and redevelopment of the Century Cargo Complex. 
Two alternatives are also being proposed. Alternative 1 would include a new runaway to the 
north, relocation of three existing runways, and reconfiguration of the north central terminal 
area. The second alternative would include the construction of two new runways and a new 
concourse. Environmental review is pending. 

5.3.3.5 Proposed High Speed Rail Project 

A high-speed rail system is proposed by the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) on several freeway rights-of-way with limited stations to improve 
linkages to and between the region's airports. The core system would connect Riverside, 
Orange, and Los Angeles counties along 1-5 from the MCAS El Toro site to Anaheim, 
Union Station, and Palmdale, as well as from the MCAS El Toro site through the Eastern 
Transportation Corridor to SR 91 and Riverside. This rail system also would connect with 
the statewide high-speed rail system in Palmdale and at Union Station in downtown Los 
Angeles. It would be constructed and operated through Project California, a private 
consortium, at a cost of $6.2 billion, on public right-of-way, with no public operating 
subsidy. 

5.3.3.6 Orange County Transit Authority Transit Project 

A transit project between the Fullerton Transportation Center and the Irvine Transportation 
Center is currently being studied by the OCT A. The project could use a combination of at 
grade as well as elevated transit ways. An EIR was released in September, 1999, for public 
review and comments. The OCT A has decided to pursue further environmental analysis on 
the 28 mile Fullerton to Irvine Centerline, and to complete a supplemental environmental 
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analysis on the full 28 miles. In addition, environmental analysis will be prepared for the 
first phase minimum operating segment from Irvine to Costa Mesa. The OCT A Board will 
address the issue of preparing preliminary engineering and final environmental analysis in 
Summer of2000. 

5.3.4 Other Land Use Projects 

Several projects fall outside the categories referred to previously, but are significant for 
evaluation under cumulative impact analysis. These projects are outlined in Table 5.3-5. 

5.3.4.1 Natural Community Conservation Plan 

The Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) provides the planning framework to 
preserve natural biotic communities in Orange County. Since the Orange County Board of 
Supervisors has approved the reserve design, it helps establish a geographic context of 
preserved open space, which assists in determining the cumulative impacts of individual 
project actions. 

In early 1991, the California State Resources Agency developed a concept for a multiple 
species habitat conservation plan. This pilot plan, which focuses on coastal sage scrub habitat, 
was developed in collaboration with a number of landowners. A primary element of the plan 
was establishment of a Scientific Review Panel (SRP), composed of five conservation 
biologists, which was to develop and oversee data collection procedures and to formulate 
regional and subregional goals and criteria for future reserves. Local jurisdictions are 
responsible for developing local area NCCPs to be approved by the United States Department 
of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). A number of Orange County landowners 
and the County of Orange assembled data collected in 1992 on coastal sage scrub species, 
according to guidelines released by the SRP in December 1991, and developed the Orange 
County NCCP. A total of approximately 78,600 acres are enrolled countywide by public 
and private landowners, compared to a total area of 393,655 acres in southern California 
south of metropolitan Los Angeles. 

The Reserve Design, which is the essential premise of the NCCP and identifies lands to be set 
aside, was prepared on April 22, 1994 which included special provisions for the Central 
Coastal Subarea in Orange County. The NCCP was adopted by the County of Orange in 
April 1996 upon certification of its EIR for the project, which was not challenged in court. 
The federal and state governments, various municipalities and landowners entered into an 
implementation agreement for the NCCP shortly thereafter. In general, the Central subarea 
Reserve Design incorporated committed open space along with areas contemplated as open 
space in conjunction with the approval of certain development projects in other areas. This 
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Table 5.3-5 
Reasonable Foreseeable Probable Future Projects Other Related Land Use Project 

.. = Brief Project Description t ~ '" ~ Project Jurisdiction ! ! ;; l! And I 1 f il Comments 
5 .. ·c 8. ~ e ~ D. .. .... .. .. .. Building Inventory e " .. .. e ~ ! .... • ... e "" = .. .. 0 .. = <:) u - I- "" < "" - U 

Central/Coastal Natural County of Orange Approximately 78,600 acres enrolled by public and private Approved in 1991 
Community Conservation X X landowners ofthe 393,655 total acreage located south of X On-going 
Plan metropolitan Los Angeles. 

MCAS Tustin Reuse Plan City of Tustin Conceptual land use plan containing a variety of uses including EIRIEIS to be considered 
X X X residential, commercial, office and industrial uses X for approval in early 2000 

James A. Musick Facility County of Orange Expansion of existing County Jail facility located on Irvine Approved by the County in 
Boulevard to provide: October 1998 - currently 

• additional 20,000-sq. ft. sheriff's station under litigation 
X • relocation of interim care facility X 

• increase inmate capacity from 1,256 to 7,584 inmates 

• extension of Alton parkway to site entrance. 
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open space system has been augmented by adding reserve areas known to contain substantial 
populations of the California gnatcatcher and cactus wren, and to provide linkages of natural 
habitat. The Reserve Design incorporates over 21,000 acres of coastal sage scrub and its 
matrix of other associated habitats, including lands necessary for connectivity (Le. contiguous 
open space to promote genetic exchange). Existing, planned and/or proposed regional open 
space lands in the Central Subarea include a total of 8,379 acres of coastal sage scrub in Weir 
Wilderness Park, Santiago Oaks Regional Park, Irvine Regional Park, Open Space Area 31 in 
Gypsum Canyon, Peters Canyon Regional Park, the Lorna Ridge open Space system, 
miscellaneous open space associated with the East Orange Planned Community and 
Limestone-Whiting Wilderness Park. These areas are generally northwest, north and northeast 
of the MCAS EI Toro site. A 998-acre habitat reserve has been identified on the MCAS EI 
Toro site in the Reserve Design. This 998-acre habitat reserve would partially implement the 
adopted NCCP in Orange County as it is a portion of the total reserve design for the subarea. 
Also, see the discussion in Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) for more information on the 
NCCP. 

The County is currently in the process of preparing a Southern Region NCCP which will cover 
additional lands in South County. The area covered by this plan will be added to the 
previously approved Central Coastal HCCP and provide additional land for the preservation of 
natural biotic communities in Orange County. 

5.3.4.2 MCAS Tustin Reuse Plan 

The City of Tustin has conducted comprehensive planning for future reuse of the MCAS 
Tustin facility, which has been identified for closure by the Federal government. A Reuse 
Study has been completed which identifies a long-range land use and transportation plan for 
redevelopment of the Base. A task force of elected officials and representatives from 
various area jurisdictions assisted in the planning process and adopted a conceptual land use 
plan. This plan shows a variety of uses including residential, commercial, office and 
industrial uses. The City identified a Preferred Alternative, the Local Reuse Alternative 
(LRA) for the reuse of the Base that addresses issues, opportunities and constraints 
associated with the site and that attempts to be practical in economic terms and to respond to 
future opportunities (City of Tustin, 1999a). 

A joint Environmental Impact ReportlEnvironmental Impact Statement (Final EIRlEIS) for the 
reuse of MCAS Tustin is scheduled to be completed in February 2000. The federal 
government is currently scheduled to consider formal approval of the MCAS Tustin Reuse 
Plan in early 2000. The City Council of the City of Tustin will consider approval of a specific 
Plan for the site at that time (City of Tustin, 1999b). 
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5.3.4.3 James A. Musick Facility 

The James A. Musick Facility is a County-operated detention facility located southeast of 
the future extension of Alton Parkway and northwest of existing Bake Parkway, in 
unincorporated Orange County. The facility is in the sphere of influence of the City of 
Irvine, and is immediately adjacent to the City of Lake Forest. The municipal boundary of 
the City ofIrvine borders the property on the south/southwest. 

The James A. Musick facility is being considered for expansion to 7,584 inmates, with a full 
range of classifications, from minimum to maximum-security. Inmate bookings and releases 
are proposed to be handled at the facility for a full classification of inmates to assist in handling 
a shortfall in capacity for incarceration facilities in Orange County. This project is proposed to 
include a 20,000 sq. ft. Sheriff's Station on the site, and could include an Interim Care Facility 
(ICF) in an area adjacent to the substation. The Sheriff's Station would provide improved law 
enforcement services to the area. The ICF is a residence facility operated by the County 
Mental Health Board for young people unable to function in a foster or group home or Juvenile 
Hall due to emotional or psychiatric instability. The youths are confined in the home and are 
not free to come and go. 

Alton Parkway will be extended northeast from Irvine Boulevardffrabuco Road to the site 
entrance. Although the Musick Drive entrance may still be used for inmate buses and 
deliveries, the primary traffic impact of the facility, staff and visitor access will be absorbed on 
the Alton Parkway extension. Bake Parkway will be used to access the Sheriff's Station. The 
County originally approved the project in November 1996 and re-approved in October 1998. 
However, the project is in litigation at this time (Orange County, 1999a). 

5.3.5 Non-Planned Land Use Projects 

A general assessment was made as part of FEIR No. 563 of areas currently designated for 
agricultural and open space uses, which are adjacent to the MCAS EI Toro site and within the 
PIL. These areas are referred to as non-planned areas. It is conceivable that these areas could 
convert to other uses regardless of the disposition ofMCAS EI Toro. Land uses anticipated to 
be developed between the year 2005 and year 2020 were included as future prospects in the 
OCP-96M. Land uses anticipated to be developed beyond the year 2020 were previously 
estimated by the Irvine Company. According to the Irvine Company, potential land uses for 
these areas may include residential, industrial and institutional uses. However, at the time 
specific project proposals are submitted for consideration, environmental documentation must 
be prepared for these projects. 
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5.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS BY RESOURCE AREA 

This section ana1yzes potentia1 cumulative impacts to the environment that could be 
associated with implementation of the Proposed Project in concert with cumulative 
development and growth, including the above-listed past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects. For the cumulative impact analysis, OCP-96M was used to 
assess population, housing and employment projections for the MCAS EI Toro and JWA site 
vicinities, as well as surrounding areas of the County. The County reviewed and determined 
that the cumulative projects were included in OCP-96M. These data then were used to 
evaluate the potential for cumulative impacts as a result of implementing the Proposed 
Project. See Table 5.4-1 for a summary of cumulative impacts by resource areas. 

The threshold of significance used to determine whether the cumulative projects considered 
would create a significant impact on the environment was taken from the CEQA 
Environmental Checklist, and is as follows: 

(i) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited but cumulatively 
considerable? Cumulatively considerable means that the incremental effects of an 
applicable project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the efficts of probable future 
projects 

The threshold of significance for each impact category is provided separately below. 

5.4.1 Potential Cumulative Impacts Related to Land Use 

The threshold of significance used to determine cumulative land use impacts is as follows: 

(i) Does the project have land use impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? 

5.4.1.1 Cumulative Impacts 

FEIR No. 563 found that the CRP project would have significant unavoidable adverse 
cumulative land use impacts because it would add to the overall urbanization of Orange 
County and the area around MCAS EI Toro. However, under the Proposed Project, the non
aviation land uses have been reduced substantially in intensity, as compared to the CRP, 
consisting now primarily of parks, open space, and golf courses, and approximately 87 acres 
of business park development (Table 3-7). Under existing conditions, approximately 2,130 
acres of land are devoted to open space land uses, including agriculture, golf course, 
recreation, restricted open space, and the open space surrounding the ordnance storage and 
disposal site. Under the Proposed Project condition, approximately 2,056 acres of land 
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Table 5.4-1 
Cumulative Impacts With Cumulative and Proposed Projects 

Project 

4OSfSR-S5 HOV Access 
Improvements 
Amendment 891 
AJ. West Ranch 
Alton Parkway Extension 
Baker Ranch Park 
Camino Capistrano Mini
Storage 
Country Suites Hotel 
Conerant Expansion Project 
Foothill Aliso Commercial 
Center 
Foothill Ranch Planned 
Community 
Foothill Transportation Corridor 
GPNZone Change for 440 
Acres South of MCAS El ToTO 
Heritage Villas Sr. Housing 
High Speed Rail (SCAG) 
Holtze Extended Stay Hotel and 
Office Project 
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Development 
Natural Community 
Conservation Plan 
Nexus Twin Towers YES YES 
North Irvine Middle School YES YES 
Northwood High School YES YES 
Oak Creek Project YES YES YES 
OCT A Centerline YES 
One Hutton Center YES YES 
Painted Trails YES 
Portola Hills Planned 

YES YES Community 
Revised PAS 51, 35 & 30, 
Annexation, OPA, Pre-Zone, YES' YES' YES' YES' YES' YES 
Zone Change 
Rockwell Site Expansion YES YES 
Saddleback Meadows YES 
Saddleback Valley Church YES YES 
Sakioka Property YES YES YES 
Segerstrom Home Ranch YES YES YES 
Spectrum Housing OPAl2C U U U U U U U U 
These projects arc not compatible with and would not be constructed with the Proposed Project, and thus the Proposed Project causes no cumulative impacts with these competing alternative projects. 

Legend 
- No significant impact after mitigation 

YES - Unavoidable potentially significant adverse impact 
U - Unknown 
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would be allocated to open space uses including agriculture, golf course, recreation, 
restricted open space, and habitat areas, which represent a one percent reduction in open 
space. However, the project would have a significantly beneficial cumulative impact 
because: (a) recreational uses would be increased and open to the public (i.e., golf courses, 
regional park); and (b) open space areas would be developed and maintained for habitat 
values, not for military uses. Under existing conditions, recreational uses were generally 
limited to military personnel with the exception of limited public access to the stables and 
golf course. Wildlife habitat areas were not managed for wildlife purposes and were not 
enrolled in programs such as the NCCP. In summary, the project would not add 
significantly to the urbanization, and the project recreation and open space components 
would mitigate, to a degree, the urbanization of cumulative development. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would not have a significant adverse cumulative impact related to 
increased urbanization. 

Similar to the FEIR No. 563 CRP project, under the Proposed Project, the land uses 
restricted by the military 65 CNEL dB PIL are anticipated to be converted to different, less 
restrictive uses for those portions where the PIL and the project 65 dB CNEL contour no 
longer overlap. Since the announced closure of MCAS El Toro, two proposals for 
conversion of land classified business park/town center commercial to residential uses have 
been considered by the Board of Supervisors. The Board denied a proposal for residential 
uses in the Portola Hills Planned Community, and approved a proposal to reallocate a 
maximum of 1,800 dwelling units to Planning Areas 40, 52, and 53 in the Aliso Viejo 
Planned Community. Note, however, that this was a reallocation of dwelling units from 
other planning areas, so there was no net increase in dwelling units. In addition, the City of 
Mission Viejo approved a reallocation of a maximum of 825 dwelling units to replace 
planned light industrial uses in Planning Area II in the Mission Viejo Planned Community. 
No other conversions of nonresidential uses to noise sensitive uses within the MCAS El 
Toro 65 dB CNEL contour have been approved. 

There appear to be no additional sites where conversion of existing planned uses are 
contemplated south or east of the EI Toro site. However, proposals for residential 
development are anticipated to the west and southwest of the El Toro site in the City of 
Irvine's Planning Area 33 (approximately 1,200 dwelling units), Planning Area 6 
(approximately 5,780 dwelling units), and Planning Area 9 (approximately 8,900 dwelling 
units) as a result of the conversion of MCAS EI Toro to civilian uses and the proposed 
changes in the 65 dB CNEL contour PIL. These conversions are also a result of the 
proposed reduction in the land affected by the military runway protection zones (i.e., APZ I 
and APZ II) compared to the proposed project safety zones. The reduction in the runway 
protection zone area permits residential uses where the land is also outside the OCX 65 dB 
CNEL contour, or an intensification of commercial and industrial occupancies (e.g., Baker 
Ranch Planned Community) where the land would be within the OCX 65 dB CNEL contour. 
Intensification is anticipated in Planning Areas 13, 32 to 35, and 39 in Irvine and Baker 
Ranch in the City of Lake Forest. However, no change in the land use is anticipated. The 
net increase in residential development in Planning Areas 6, 9, and 33 is, however, unknown 
at this time because of the preliminary information available. That is, it is unknown if these 
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dwelling units represent increases in the City ofIrvine's General Plan, the County's General 
Plan, or the OCP·96M residential allocations, or if these dwelling units are reallocations of 
dwelling units from other planning areas or community analysis areas. According to 
preliminary information, the residential units would be (a) reallocated within the OCP-96M 
forecasts and (b) located outside the OCX 65 dB CNEL contour and runway protection 
zones. The residential units would require General Plan and zoning amendments and related 
CEQA documents. The County and City General Plans include Growth Management 
Elements, public services and facilities phasing policies, ordinances, and land use standards 
which, when applied to development proposals, are anticipated to reduce land use impacts to 
a level of insignificance. 

The Irvine General Plan includes post-2020 development (Table 5.3-3) not included in the 
year 2020 OCP-96M. However, this development is not allocated to specified projects; 
therefore, the land use impacts, if any, are speculative for purposes of this section. 

5.4.1.2 Conclusions 

Portions of the existing agricultural uses will be retained on the MCAS EI Toro site as part 
of the Proposed Project. Agricultural uses are compatible with the proposed aviation and 
non-aviation uses. Therefore, there will be no significant cumulative impacts of the 
Proposed Project from agriCUltural operations. Section 5.4.11 addresses potential 
cumulative impacts related to loss of farmlands. 

In the JW A area, the Proposed Project would have no land use compatibility impacts since 
the service level at the airport would be reduced from the current level, and the surrounding 
area is almost fully developed. No reduction in the PIL is proposed. Therefore, the project 
would not result in cumulative impacts on land use. 

In conclusion, (a) the project would result in fewer cumulative land use impacts than 
existing forecasts which are based on the CRP; (b) changes in the project since EIR No. 563 
have reduced the cumulative impacts of the project on increased urbanization to a level of 
insignificance; and (c) the project would reduce off-site aircraft restrictions that would 
permit up to 15,880 dwelling units to be reallocated to Irvine Planning Areas 6, 9, and 33. 
These impacts are anticipated to extend adjacent land uses and, therefore, would not divide 
existing communities, result in land use incompatibilities, or impair emergency response 
plans. 

5.4.2 Potential Cumulative Impacts Related to General 
Plan Consistency 

The threshold of significance used to determine cumulative General Plan consistency 
impacts is as follows: 
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(i) Does the project have General Plan consistency impacts that are individually limited, 
but cumulatively considerable? 

5.4.2.1 Cumulative Impacts 

Any effects of General Plan inconsistencies are either 1) direct effects, limited to the affected 
jurisdiction requiring a General Plan Amendment; or 2) indirect effects, which are generally 
secondary land use effects addressed in Section 4.1, Land Use, of this EIR. Implementation 
of the Proposed Project will require an amendment to several Orange County General Plan 
Elements at the time of project approval. These amendments will occur prior to project 
implementation or prior to development applications for off-site lands; therefore, there are 
no project related effects relating to General Plan consistency. 

As analyzed in Section 5.4.1, the project would reduce the land area within the aircraft 65 
dB CNEL contour and the runway protection zones (e.g., the Military Accident Potential 
Zones I and II) compared to the existing military AICUZ Study policies. This reduction 
would permit noise sensitive land uses to be proposed inside the military 65 dB CNEL 
contour PIL (but outside the OCX 65 dB CNEL contour) and would permit higher intensity 
occupancies (e.g., employees) at nonresidential uses within the military APZ I and APZ II 
zones (but outside the OCX safety zones). As noted in the previous section, the City of 
Mission Viejo and the County have approved residential reallocations in (respectively) 
Mission Viejo Planned Community Planning Area 11 and Aliso Viejo Planned Community 
Planning Areas 40, 52, and 53 within the military 65 dB CNEL contour PIL, but outside the 
OCX 65 dB CNEL contour PIL. 

These approvals (and the denial of the Portola Hills Planned Community proposal) appear to 
represent the extent of conversions of land uses to the south and east of the EI Toro site. 
However, the City of Irvine has initiated a proposal to permit approximately 1,200 dwelling 
units in Planning Area 33, and applications are anticipated for up to 5,780 dwelling units in 
Planning Area 6 and approximately 8,900 dwelling units in Planning Area 9 of the Irvine 
General Plan, which are located within the military 65 dB CNEL contour PIL. In addition, 
development applications are anticipated in Irvine Planning Areas 13,32 to 35, and 39, and 
for Baker Ranch in Lake Forest to intensitY occupancies within the former military APZ I 
and APZ II. These proposals would require amendment of the AELUP and the City and/or 
County General Plans to replace the military PIL and APZ I and APZ II policies with the 
OCX 65 dB CNEL contour and OCX runway protection zones. 
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5.4.2.2 Conclusions 

The City and County General Plans include Growth Management Elements, policies, and 
development standards that will ensure that development proposals are compatible with the 
respective General Plans. In addition, each project will be required to comply with CEQA. 
Based on these facts, no significant cumulative impact is anticipated regarding General Plan 
consistency. 

5.4.3 Transportation and Circulation 

The threshold of significance used to determine cumulative transportation and circulation 
impacts is as follows: 

i) Does the project have transportation and circulation impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? 

5.4.3.1 Cumulative Analysis Methodology and Results 

Section 4.3 includes a cumulative analysis of the traffic impacts of the project and OCP-96M 
development forecasts for the County. Refer to Section 4.3 for the year 2020 cumulative 
effects. 

Comments on the NOP (e.g., pg. 805, No.6) request that this EIR analyze the traffic impacts 
of development which exceeds OCP-96M. In response, the following analysis was 
completed of an intensified land use scenario for the vicinity of the El Toro site and JW A. 
To avoid conflict with the adopted OCP-96M forecasts, the scenario is designated "post-
2020." The post-2020 cumulative setting also analyzes full development of the Proposed 
Project and its associated site access plan, as well as implementation of the circulation 
system improvements which are necessary to mitigate the year 2020 traffic impacts. The 
traffic conditions are analyzed herein based on the Table 5.1-2 in the traffic analysis study 
area (Figure 4.3-1). 

The analysis involved preparing vehicle traffic forecasts and levels of service which were 
utilized to identifY circulation deficiencies. A traffic shares analysis was then performed for 
each location where non-committed improvements are required (for example, according to 
the MP AH) or where deficiencies are forecast in order to identifY those locations that would 
carry a significant amount of project traffic under cumulative post-2020 conditions (refer to 
Section 15.0 in the 1999 Traffic Analysis Technical Report for detailed summaries of the 
traffic volumes, levels of service and traffic shares for intersections and arterial roadways 
within the traffic analysis study area and Section 15.0 in the 2001 Traffic Analysis Technical 
Report Addendum for detailed summaries of the traffic volumes, levels of service and traffic 
shares for freeway/transportation corridor mainline segments and ramps within the traffic 
analysis study area). 
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Table 5.4-2 summarizes the non-committed but planned Master Plan of Arterial Highways 
improvements for the locations that are forecast to carry a significant amount of project 
traffic. Table 5.4-3 summarizes unplanned improvements which, if implemented, would 
improve the levels of service at the locations which are forecast to operate deficiently and to 
carry a significant amount of project traffic. 

Mitigation measures are presented below identifying the project's responsibility to 
participate in the long-range implementation of these non-committed circulation 
improvements which are either currently planned or which are needed to address 
deficiencies at locations where the project is forecast to contribute significant levels of 
traffic. 

In conclusion, all the post-2020 impacts can be accommodated by the existing Master Plan 
of Arterial Highways except 1) Moulton Parkway from Ridge Route to Glenwood and 2) 
Laguna Canyon Road from Bake Parkway to Santa Maria. The project impact on these 
highway segments is 3% and 4%, respectively, and the improvements would be required 
without the project. 

With the exceptions of Moulton Parkway (Ridge Route to Glenwood) and Laguna Canyon 
Road (Bake Parkway to Santa Maria), the planned and unplanned improvements shown in 
Tables 5.4-2 and 5.4-3 will be implemented as development projects are entitled by the 
County and Cities per their General Plans. The County and City Growth Management 
Plans, and Measure WCMP require that conditions be applied to projects, fee programs be 
established, and/or public works programs be amended as growth and development proceed 
to meet Measure WCMP and General Plan level of service policies. Therefore, no new or 
additional ordinances, regulations or conditions of approval would be required to implement 
the improvements with the two exceptions noted. Mitigation measures are proposed to 
ensure that the post-2020 impacts are addressed. 

5.4.3.2 Mitigation Measures For Post 2020 Impacts 

T -12 Prior to issuance of the first building permits for each phase of the Airport System 
Master Plan development, the County will determine if the phase's traffic plus 
cumulative development traffic requires any improvement listed in Tables 5.4-2 and 
5.4-3. If any improvement is required, the County will enter into a cooperative 
agreement with the lead local jurisdictions responsible for the cumulative 
development impacts to participate on a fair share basis in the implementation of the 
planned and unplanned long-range circulation improvements listed in Table 5.4-2 
and 5.4-3. The agreements will commit the County to participate in the 
implementation process (i.e., the establishment of funding mechanisms, the 
preparation of design plans, the performance of feasibility assessments, etc.) based 
on the project fair share percentages identified in Tables 5.4-2 and 5.4-3. Where the 
County is the lead, the County will prepare cooperative agreements and use its best 
efforts to obtain fair share participation by non-lead local jurisdictions. 
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Table 5.4-2 
Post-2020 Non-Committed, Planned (MP AH) Improvements 

Project 
Location Jurisdiction Improvement Share 

FREEWAYITRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENTS 
Eastern Toll Road (ETR) East Leg (SR- Convert to a toll-free facility and improve to 6% 
91 to ETR West Leg) Caltrans and provide two high occupancy vehicle (HOV) 

TCA, Planned lanes 
(MPAH) 

ETR East Leg (ETR West Leg to 1-5) Convert to a toll-free facility and improve to 13% 
Caltrans and provide two HOV lanes and interchanges at 

TCA, Planned Culver Dr. and Jeffrey Rd. 
(MPAH) 

1405 at Von Kannan Construct HOV ramps 5% 
Caltrans 

ARTERIAL IMPROVEMENTS 
Aliso Creek (Laguna Canyon to EI Toro) County Construct as four-lane secondary arterial 2% 
Culver (ETR to Santiago Canyon) County Construct as six-lane major arterial 2% l1li";::' A"", Rd '" AHo.) 

County Improve to six-lanes 32% 
County Construct as four-lane primary arterial 3% 

. ne to Portola) County ~ to six-lanes 6% 
(Portola to ETR) County ct as four-lane primary arterial 3% 

Portola (FTR to Alton) County Construct as four-lane primary arterial 3% 
Santa Maria (west of Moulton to Laguna County/ Construct as four-lane secondary arterial 2% 
Canyon) Laguna Hills 
Trabuco (Jeffrey to Sand Canyon) County Improve to four-lanes 10% 
Irvine (Yale to Jeffrey) County/Irvine Improve to six-lanes 7% 
Portola (Culver to Jeffrey) ~ to six-lanes 7% 
Portola (ETR to Culver) C e to six-lanes 4% 
Sand Canyon (Irvine to 1-5) CountylIrvine Improve to six-lanes \4% C=-= .......... 

County/ Improve to six-lanes 2% EI Toro (Aliso Creek to SJHTC) 
Caltrans 
Laguna 
Beach 

Portola (FTR to EI Toro) County/ Improve to eight-lanes 2% 
Lake Forest 

Chapman (Jamboree to Santiago County! Improve to six-lanes 3% 
Canyon) Orange 
Bake (Lake Forest to Laguna Canyon) Irvine Construct as six-lane major arterial 3% 
(Old) Laguna Canyon (Alton to Lake Irvine Improve to four-lanes and realign to Lake 1% 
Forest) Forest Dr 
Laguna Canyon (1405 to Lake Forest) Irvine Improve to six-lanes 4% 
Lake Forest (Bake to Laguna Canyon) Irvine Construct as four-lane primary arterial 2% 
Michelson (Sand Canyon to Laguna Irvine Construct as four-lane secondary arterial 1% 
Canyon) 
Sand Canyon (1-5 to Oak Canyon) Irvine Improve to six-lanes 15% 
Sand Canyon (1405 to Michelson) Irvine Construct as six-lane major arterial 1% 
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Project 
Location Jurisdiction Improvement Shan: 

ARTERIAL IMPROVEMENTS (coot) 
University (Michelson to 1405) Irvine Improve to six-lanes 5% 
Yale (1405 overcrossing) Irvine Construct tw<>-Iane overcrossing ~ Ridge Route (west of Moulton to Bake) Irvine! Construct as four-lane secondary arterial 

Laguna Hills 
Ridge Route (1-5 overcrossing) Laguna HillsI Construct four-lane overcrossing 6% 

Laguna Woods! 
Lake Forest 

Ridge Route (Moulton to Avd. Carlota) Laguna HillsI Improve to four-lanes 1% 
Laguna Woods 

Los Alisos (Muirlands to A vd. Carlota) Laguna HillsI I Improve to six-lanes 4% 
Lake Forest! 

Mission Vit:jo 
EI Toro (north of Trabuco) Lake Forest Improve to six-lanes 4% 
EI Toro (Trabuco to 1-5) Lake Forest Improve to eight-lanes ~ Chapman (west of Newport) Orange Improve to six-lanes 
Jamboree (Tustin Ranch to Chapman) Orangel Improve to six-lanes 2% 

Tustin 
Irvine (Prospect to Newport) Tustin ~ .. -""" 2% 
Red Hill (north of Bryan to EI Camino T Improve to six-lanes 2% 
Real) 
INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS 
Culver & Michelson Irvine Add second NB left-tum lane 1% 
Jamboree & Michelson Irvine Add third WB and EB through lanes and free 3% 

NB right-tum lane 
Bake & IrvinelTrabuco Irvine/ Add third NB through lane 17% 

Lake Forest 
Prospect & Irvine Tustin Add second SB left-tum lane 1% 
Abbreviations: NB northbound EB eastbound 

SB - southbound WB - westbound 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Cumulative Impacts 
5-58 



Table 5.4-3 
Post-2020 Unplanned Mitigation Improvements 

Project 
Location JurBlictioD Improvement Sbare 

DEFICIENT INTERSECTIONS 
Aliso Creek & Laguna Hills County Convert WB shared second left-turn/third 2% 

through lane to second left-tum lane, add third 
WB through lane and eliminate east-west split 
phasing 

Laguna Canyon & Santa Maria Caltransl Laguna Add third NB through lane 4% 
Woods 

Moulton & Glenwood County Add fourth NB through lane 3% 
Moulton & Laguna Hills County Add fourth NB through lane 3% 
Culver & Michelson Irvine Add second EB through lane 1% 
Ip'iA8 CeAter iL Saki ~ A ad f9'1RIll>JS tllrQwsl1laRI 4!:4 
Jeffrey & Alton Irvine Add third EB and WB through lanes 4% 
Jeffrey & Irvine Center Irvine Add free WB right-tum lane 4% 
Jeffrey & Walnut/I-5 SB Irvine Convert WB through lane to shared 3% 

through/second right-tum lane 
lsa8uAa CanyQR 6r Uake Cal'raRi qp 'iAI c\ ad 'Aird ~R tluollSb laRe .l!I4. 
Sand Canyon & 1-5 NB Ramps Irvine Convert EB left-tum lane to shared second 

left-turn/second right-tum lane [I] 
Sand Canyon & Irvine Center Irvine Add fourth WB through lane 11% 
Sand Canyon & Oak Canyon Irvine Reconstruct WB approach to provide a left- 14% 

tum lane, a right-tum lane and a shared 
through/second right-tum lane 

Technology & Barranca Irvine Add SB right-tum lane and convert second SB 2% 
through lane to shared second through/ 
second right-tum lane 

Von Karman & Michelson Irvine Add third SB through lane and second SB left- 3% 
tum lane 

Yale & Irvine Irvine Add second SB and EB left-tum lanes 4% 
Yale & Walnut Irvine Add second EB left-tum lane 3% 
Bake & Jeronimo Irvine/ Add second NB left-tum lane 9% 

Lake Forest 
Irvine Center & Lake Forest Irvine/ Add fourth NB through lane 3% 

Laguna Hills 
Lake Forest & Avd. Carlota Irvine/ Convert second WB right-tum lane to shared 3% 

Laguna Hills second left-turn/second right-tum lane and add 
second EB right-tum lane and NB right-tum 
lane 

EI Toro & Avd. Carlota Laguna Hills Convert NB right-tum lane to shared fourth 4% 
through/right-tum lane and convert WB 
through lane to shared through/second right-
tum lane 

Moulton & Alicia Laguna Hills Add fourth NB through lane 3% 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Cumulative Impacts 

5-&1 



Project 
Location Jurisdidion Improvement Share 

DEFICIENT INTERSECTIONS (cont) 
Laguna Hills & Paseo Valencia Laguna Hills/ Add EB right-tum lane and convert third EB 4% 

Laguna Woods through lane to shared third through/second 
right-tum lane 

Moulton & Ridge Route Laguna Hills! Add fourth NB and SB through lanes 3% 
Laguna Woods 

Moulton & Santa Maria Laguna Hills! Add fourth NB and SB through lanes 3% 
Laguna Woods 

EI Toro & Jeronimo Lake Forest Add EB right-tum lane 6% 
Los Alisos & Muirlands Lake Forest! Add second EB left-tum lane 4% 

Mission Viejo 
Alicia & Muirlands Mission Viejo Add second SB left-tum lane and SB, EB and 4% 

WB right-turn lanes 
La paz & Muirlandsll-5 NB Mission Viejo Add second NB left-tum lane 4% 
Jamboree & Chapman Orange Add fourth NB through lane 2% 

DEFICIENT ARTERIAL ROADWAYS 
Laguna Canyon (Bake to Santa Maria) CaItrans! Improve to six-lanes 4% 

CountylIrvine 
Moulton (EI Toro to Glenwood) Improve to eight-lanes 3% 

Laguna Woods 
Moulton (Ridge Route to Santa Maria) Laguna Hills! Improve to eight-lanes 3% 

Laguna Woods 
Moulton (Santa Maria to EI Toro) Laguna Woods Improve to eight-lanes 3% 
DEFICIENT FREEWAY SEGMENTS 
1-5 (Lake Forest to south of La paz) Caltrans I Imp'_oo 0":.1 •• ,,, T_ """'"~ 4%-5% 

. (TOPS) 
1-405 (Jamboree to Jeffrey) Caltrans tion ofCaltrans TOPS II% 
1-405 (Sand Canyon to SR-133) CaItrans Implementation ofCaItrans TOPS 10% 
SR-55 (north ofirvineIFourth) Caltrans Implementation of Caltrans TOPS 4% 
DEFICIENT FREEWAYITRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR RAMPS 
1-5 at Alton (NB Direct On-Ramp) CaltranslIrvine Add a third mixed-flow lane at the ramp meter 13% 
1-5 at Sand Canyon (NB On-Ramp) Caltransllrvine CRAl"" NO" pMfiN:oIMiaJ laRi tli a 26% 

Add second metered mixed-flow lane 
1-5 at Sand Canyon (SB Off-Ramp) Caltransllrvine Add second drop lane from freeway mainline 16% 

to off-ramp 
1-405 at Sand Canyon (NB Direct On- CaItransllrvine Improve to a two-lane on-ramp with two 4% 
Ramp) mixed-flow lanes at the ramp meter 
1-405 at Sand Canyon (SB Off-Ramp) Caltrans!lrvine Add second drop lane from freeway mainline 2% 

to off-ramp 
1-5 at EI Toro (NB Loop On-Ramp) Caltrans! eQA"'" WOlf pRtat:eAtiallaAt '9 a 4% 

Lake Forest Add second metered mixed-flow lane 
1-5 at Lake Forest (NB Off-Ramp) Caltrans! Add second drop lane from freeway mainline 2% 

Lake Forest to off-ramp 
ETR East Leg (SR-241 ) at Santiago CaltranslTCA/ Provide three mixed-flow lanes at the on-ramp 2% 
Canyon (SB On-Ramp) County meter 
ETR East Leg (SR-241 ) at Santiago CaltransITCAI Add second drop lane from ETR mainline to 7% 
Canyon (NB Off-Ramp) County off-ramp 
Abbreviations: NB - northbound EB eastbound 

SB - southbound WB - westbound 

[II Only requIred WIth the Trabuco RoadlETR IDterchange option. 
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T -13 Prior to issuance of the first building permits for the Airport System Master Plan 
Development, the County will use its best efforts to obtain a coopemtive agreement 
with the applicable lead jurisdictions to process amendments to the Orange County 
Master Plan of Arterial Highways (MPAH) as appropriate through the Orange 
County Tmnsportation Authority (OCTA) for the unplanned long-range circulation 
improvements listed in Table 5.4-3 [i.e., Moulton Parkway and Laguna Canyon 
Road] with the County's participation in the MPAH process being based on the 
project fair share percentages identified in Table 5.4-3. 

Implementation of the proposed TAtst mitigation measures are, in whole or in part, within 
the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency or entity. Should these other 
entities not implement the mitigation measures, the relevant project impacts may remain 
significant after mitigation. 

Note: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 (a)(2), portions of these measures are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency, and not the County of 
Orange. 

5.4.3.3 Conclusions 

The potential cumulative traffic impacts of the Airport System Master Plan Proposed Project 
would be reduced to below a level of significance based on the implementation of mitigation 
measures included in Section 4.3. For the post 2020 conditions, the impacts of cumulative 
development would be reduced to a level of insignificance with Mitigation Measures T -12 
and T-13. In the event that Traffic Operations Strategies (TOPS) improvements are not 
implemented, or if such improvements fail to mitigate the identified impacts to below a level 
of significance, the freeway/tollway mainline cumulative impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable. Regarding off-site highway improvements that are not under the sole control 
of the County and are subject to the implementation procedures described in Mitigation 
Measure T-12, in the event such off-site improvements are not implemented by the 
jurisdiction in which the improvements are located, the cumulative impacts at those 
unimproved locations will remain significant and unavoidable. 

5.4.4 Potential Cumulative Impacts Related to Noise 

5.4.4.1 Aviation Noise Impacts 

The project noise analysis (Section 4.4) indicated that the Proposed Project would not result 
in significant impacts on existing and cumulative OCP-96M noise sensitive land uses by 
reference to traditional and generally accepted 65 dB CNEL contour significance criterion. 
However, the development of a civilian airport at MCAS EI Toro would result in a 
significantly greater number of airplanes approaching/departing OCX and operations during 
nighttime hours compared to when the MCAS El Toro was used as a military airport. Noise 
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from nighttime use of the Proposed Project will cause some sleep disturbance even after 
mitigation. 

Section 4.4 also analyzes the aviation noise impacts of JWA on existing and cumulative 
OCP-96M noise sensitive land uses. 

Within Orange County, JWA and OCX would be the sources of commercial aircraft noise 
impacts, although Fullerton Airport would generate cumulative GA aircraft noise impacts 
and Los Alamitos AFRC would generate cumulative military aircraft noise impacts in 
Orange County. In addition to airports in the County, GA and military aircraft overfly the 
County on approaches and departures to regional airports. While individually these flights 
generate less than significant noise impacts (see Section 4.4 for significance discussion) in 
the vicinity of JW A and the El Toro site, they have generated noise complaints in Southern 
Orange County since military aircraft ceased regular operations at MCAS EI Toro. Since 
Section 4.4 concludes that OCX would have significant aircraft noise impacts after 
mitigation, the project is anticipated to result, together with other aircraft noise, in a 
significant aviation noise impact. 

Currently, regional commercial airports including LAX, Long Beach, Ontario, Burbank, San 
Diego, and March AFB include existing and/or planned noise sensitive land uses within the 
aircraft 65 dB CNEL contour. The cumulative impact of the project would be to reduce or 
avoid increases in aviation operations and, therefore, reduce cumulative regional aircraft 
noise impacts on noise sensitive uses, including sleep disturbance. Because regional airports 
already include large numbers of noise sensitive uses (Table 8.2-1) within the 65 dB CNEL 
contour, unlike OCX and JW A, the net cumulative impact of the project is anticipated to be 
beneficial. That is, the project impacts in the vicinity of OCX and JW A after mitigation are 
anticipated to be less than No Project Alternative effects at regional airports. 

5.4.4.2 Conclusions 

In sununary, the project is anticipated to have a locally significantly adverse aviation noise 
impact, but a regionally beneficial cumulative aviation noise impact. As discussed in 
Section 4.4, mitigation measures would reduce local aviation noise impacts, but local 
impacts would remain significant after mitigation. 

5.4.4.3 Highway Noise Impacts 

Section 4.4 includes a cumulative analysis of the project highway noise impacts together 
with traffic generated by OCP-96M growth forecasts. Please refer to Section 4.4 for impacts 
and conclusions. 

Section 5.4.3.1 includes an analysis of post-2020 cumulative traffic impacts including 
highway improvements that would reduce post-2020 impacts to a level of insignificance. 
All but two improvements are included in the MP AH, which is the basis of the County and 
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City Noise Elements for highway noise policy and regulation of development impacts. The 
two highway improvements not included on the MPAH are Laguna Canyon Road between 
Bake Parkway and Santa Maria Avenue, to which the project would contribute four percent 
of the cumulative growth, and Moulton Parkway between Ridge Route and Glenwood, to 
which the project would contribute three percent of the cumulative growth in traffic and 
traffic noise. 

The County and City General Plans include Growth Management ElementsIPlans and Noise 
Element policies, programs, and standards, and development regulations that ensure that 
highway noise impacts would be analyzed and mitigated during the review of the General 
Plan and zoning amendments required for the currently unplanned post·2020 cumulative 
development. In addition, these amendments would be subject to CEQA. 

5.4.4.4 Conclusions 

Based on County and City General Plan Growth Management ElementsIPlans and 
Regulations, post·2020 highway noise impacts are anticipated to be reduced to a level of 
insignificance. 

However, as noted above, local aviation noise impacts would remain significant after 
mitigation. Therefore, the combination of highway and aviation noise in the vicinity of the 
El Toro site is anticipated to be cumulatively significant after mitigation. 

5.4.5 Potential Cumulative Impacts 

5.4.5.1 CEOA Threshold 

The CEQA threshold of significance used to determine cumulative air quality impacts is as 
follows: Does the project have air quality impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? 

5.4.5.2 Construction Impacts 

The Proposed Project is expected to be constructed in four phases, lasting approximately 20 
years. Ozone precursors ROC and NOx from construction equipment exhaust and fugitive 
dust from soil disturbance generated during construction of each of the related projects 
identified in Section 5.0 of Draft EIR No. 573, as well as from the Proposed Project, will 
cumulatively affect the region's air quality. 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has included the 
construction emissions within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) in its preparation of the 
emissions inventory in the regional Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) and, therefore, 
in its projection of the attainment of these air pollutants. Each related project, similar to the 
Proposed Project, would be required to implement all feasible mitigation measures to reduce 
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the air pollutant emissions. Because the South Coast Air Basin is nonattainment in ozone 
and PMIO, cumulative construction emissions are anticipated to remain significant and 
unavoidable for cumulative effects under OCP-96M forecasts. 

5.4.5.3 Operational Air Quality Impacts 

Although the Basin is in nonattainment for federal CO standards, concentrations of carbon 
monoxide (CO) monitored in Orange County stations have been below the State and federal 
standards for the past five years. Cumulative traffic volumes based on the project for the 
JWA and El Toro sites and on OCP-96M forecasts for offsite development were used to 
assess the CO concentrations at most affected intersections in the project vicinity in Section 
4.5 of Draft EIR No. 573. No exceedance of the State or federal CO standards was 
identified m..for any future years including Phase 1 (2005), Phase 2 (2010), Phase 3 (2015), 
and Phase 4 (2020). No exceedance of the State or federal CO standards was found related 
to aircraft emissions from the Proposed Project in all future phasing years. Therefore, 
cumulative local CO hot spot impacts would be less than significant in all future phasing 
years. For the post-Phase 4 traffic conditions, all intersection impacts would be mitigated to 
acceptable levels of service with the recommended mitigation measures. Based on this, no 
CO hot spots are anticipated. 

Due to the low background concentrations for S02X in Orange County, no exceedance of the 
State and federal S02X standards was found related to the aircraft exhaust in all future 
phasing years. The-Basin is in attainment with State and federal S02X standards. 
Cumulative emissions of S02X are not anticipated to result in local concentrations of S02X in 
Orange County to exceed theState or fedeml standards. -

A possible exceedance of the State's I-hour N02 ambient air quality standard (0.25 ppm) was 
identified for OCX at Alton Parkway Business ParK (0.373 ppm in Phase 2 and 0.493 ppm in Phase 
4), the Irvine Transportation Center (0.580 ppm in Phase 2 and 0.670 ppm in Phase 4), and Old 
Towne Irvine (0.487 ppm in Phase 2 and 0.557 ppm in Phase 4). Based on the levels projected in 
Phase 2 and Phase 4, it is anticipated that the State's I-hour N02 standard would also be exceeded at 
these three locations around OCX. Therefore, it is anticipated tliat the projected N02concentrations 
would exceed the State's I-hour standard at three sites in the vicinity ofOCX for allrour phases. 

Similarly, a possible exceedance of the State's I-hour N02 standard was identified for JWA at 
Executive Park (0.277 ppm) in Phase 4. Based on a linear interpolation calculation between the 
Phase 2 N02 level (0.219 ppm) and Phase 4 (0.277 ppm) at Executive Park, it is anticipated that the 
projected N02 level (0.248 ppm) at Executive Park in Phase 3 would be below the State's 0.25 ppm 
standard. Therefore, N02 concentration is projected to exceed the State's I-hour NOz standard at 
one site in the vicinity ofJW A after Phase 3. 

There are no projected future N02 concentrations that would exceed the federal annual arithmetic 
mean (AAM) standard (0.0534 ppm) at both OCX and JWA in all future phasing years. There are 
no exceedances of the N02 standard modeled in any of the community areas surrounding either 
OCX or JW A. ThIilRil wQWg \l1iI AQ IiIKIilIilIil"anlillil Qf talil £tat;IiI' I; I aQw l>JO.. StaR"_ at; aU 
~8Q~Qr Jgc;atigR8 at=9liAQ ggtl:l aiFp9Fts, Hgl1"'~t:, tbttOFi u'9uld b~ QA. ~g88daAQi gf tAe 
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WQ~ral aJ)Aual arit1ml.~i~ lA~aA (A A ~ 4) ~taAQarQ (0 O)~ 4 PPIA) f9r ~~ ~QA~~AtratiQA at 
Ip'iA~ +raa~PQrtatiQA C~At~r arQ'IAQ OCX f9r ~~ }!fQPQ~~Q }!rQj~~t iA }!Aa~~~ 2, ~, aAQ 4 
Cumulative development identified in Section 5.0 of Draft EIR No. 573 would result in the 
emission of N02• It is not anticipated that N02 emissions from the related projects and the 
OCP-96M1post-2020 forecasts would increase the N02 concentrations around the project 
sites by a significant amount. Nevertheless, the N02 exceedances are anticipated to be 
significant after mitigation. 

The projected PMIO concentrations would exceed the State's 24-hour standard (50 ug/m3) at 
all receptor locations around JW A and OCX in all future phasing years, but would be below 
the federal 24-hour standard (150 ug/m3). The are no projected future PMIO concentrations 
that would exceed the federal annual arithmetic mean (AAM) standard (50 ug/m3) at both 
JW A and OCX at all receptors in all phasing years. 

The SCAQMD has included the operational emissions from existing and future development 
within the South Coast Air Basin in its preparation of the emissions inventory in the regional 
Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) and, therefore, in its projection of the attainment of 
these air pollutants. Future off site development is based on SCAG and OCP-96M forecasts. 
Each cumulative or related project, similar to the Proposed Project, would be required to 
implement all feasible mitigation measures to reduce the air pollutant emissions. 

5.4.5.4 Conclusions 

The Proposed Project would result in additional air pollutant emissions in the project 
vicinity. Therefore, because the South Coast Air Basin is nonattainment in State and federal 
standards for ozoneL aAd-PM IO, and AQAattaiAIA~At ill ~tat~ !ltaAQarQ~ f9r CO, cumulative 
construction and operational emissions would remain significant and unavoidable in all four 
project phases (Phase 1, Phase 2, Phase 3, and Phase 4) under both the OCP-96M and the 
post-Phase 4 cumulative development scenarios. 

5.4.6 Topography 

The threshold of significance used to determine cumulative topography impacts IS as 
follows: 

(i) Does the project have topography impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? 

5.4.6.1 Cumulative Impacts 

Existing topography varies substantially among the various related project development 
areas. Locally, these topographic features may be altered, depending on construction! 
development specifics of the individual projects. However, the County and City General 
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Plans, hillside grading policies, and grading ordinances are anticipated to mitigate 
topographic impacts in the project area. 

5.4.6.2 Conclusions 

The project will not have a significant adverse impact on topography, and is not anticipated 
to contribute to a significant cumulative impact. 

5.4.7 Soils, Geology, and Seismicity 

The threshold of significance used to determine cumulative soils, geology, and seismicity 
impacts is as follows: 

(i) Does the project have soils, geology, and seismicity impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? 

5.4.7.1 Cumulative Impacts 

The geologic impacts vary substantially among projects within the cumulative study area, 
including the Lower Peters Canyon Specific Plan, Foothill Ranch, Portola Hills, Tustin MCAS 
Reuse Plan and the Eastern Transportation Corridor areas. Cumulative development covers a 
wide geographic area and includes numerous geologic features. 

However, none of the projects in the cumulative study area are anticipated to result in 
significant adverse impacts related to geology, seismicity and soils after mitigation. 
Engineering and design features required by County and City General Plans and development 
regulations are anticipated to adequately address any potentially significant adverse impacts 
related to soils, geophysical, and reasonably foreseeable seismic impacts. 

5.4.7.2 Conclusions 

The project is not anticipated to result in significant adverse impacts due to soils, geology, or 
seismicity. Therefore, cumulatively significant adverse impacts related to soils, geology and 
seismicity in the area are not anticipated. 

5.4.8 Potential Cumulative Impacts Related to 
Hydrology and Water Quality 

The threshold of significance used to determine cumulative hydrology and water quality 
impacts is as follows: 

(i) Does the project have hydrology and water quality impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
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5.4.8.1 Cumulative Impacts 

The potential impacts of cumulative development will be mitigated to acceptable levels for 
hydrology as a result of flood control improvements required by County and City General 
Plans and development regulations and Master Plans of Drainage for project approval. 
These flood control features, such as construction of retarding basins, the lining of flood 
control channels, and ultimate implementation of area flood control master plans, will 
contribute to reducing flood control hazards associated with these projects. Regional 
hydrology will be improved as a result of these projects and their associated flood control 
requirements. 

For water quality, the increase in urban runoff from cumulative development will continue 
to provide a source of heavy metals and fertilizers to the downstream watersheds, 
particularly San Diego Creek, Upper Newport Bay, and ultimately the Pacific Ocean. 

Pursuant to the State and federal Clean Water Act, applicable regulatory agencies 
established total maximum density load (TMDL) pollutants inland to improve the water 
quality of receiving waters. Any cumulative impacts from surface water runoff quantities 
from cumulative development will be mitigated to below a level of significance by 
mitigation measures included in these projects in conformance with federal, State, County, 
and local regulations and policies. The implementation of Best Management Practices 
included in required National Pollution Prevention Plan Permits and Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plans is anticipated to reduce pollutants in runoff water to acceptable levels. 

5.4.8.2 Conclusions 

Based on the foregoing, cumulative impacts are anticipated to be reduced to acceptable 
levels after mitigation. 

5.4.9 Potential Cumulative Impact Related to Biological 
Resources 

The threshold of significance used to determine cumulative biological resource impacts is as 
follows: 

(i) Does the project have biological resource impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? 

5.4.9.1 General Impacts 

The regional context for the consideration of potential cumulative adverse impacts on 
biological resources is the Central and Coastal NCCP Subregions. The NCCP Central 
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subregion area includes most of the frontal slopes of the foothills west of the Santa Ana 
Mountains from State Route 91 to the natural areas near Aliso Creek. The NCCP Coastal 
Subregion of the NCCP focuses on the San Joaquin Hills south of the MCAS EI Toro site. 
However, because the biological resources on the MCAS EI Toro site and on the sites of 
most of the related projects are generally in the Central Subarea, this discussion focuses 
primarily on potentially significant cumulative adverse impacts on biological resources in 
that area. 

Although the project is not expected to have significant impacts, cumulative development in 
this area could result in significant adverse impacts on biological resources as described in 
the environmental documents for each project and/or could contribute to cumulatively 
significant adverse impacts on biological resources in the Central Subarea. These projects 
include the Lower Peters Canyon Specific Plan, the Foothill Ranch Planned Community, the 
Portola Hills Planned Community, Saddleback Meadows, Northwood High School in Irvine, 
the Alton Parkway Extension, the improvements to Rockfield Road and the north segment of 
the Foothill Transportation Corridor. 

The Proposed Project would also contribute to the need for off-site highway improvements 
which will impact biological resources. Specifically, the project would contribute 3% of the 
cumulative total traffic growth at off-site highway improvements on Laguna Canyon Road, 
south ofEI Toro Road that will have impacts on off-site coastal sage scrub habitat, as shown 
in Table 5.4-4. These highway improvements, and the off-site coastal sage scrub habitat 
impacts, would result with or without the project. 

Table 5.4-4 
Summary of Off-Site Cumulative Coastal Sage Scrub Impacts (Acres by Pbase) 

Impact 
Type 2005 2010 2015 2020 Total 

Direct 0 0 0 0 0 
Indirect 2.62 0 0 0 2.62 
Total 2.62 0 0 0 2.62 

The primary potential significant cumulative adverse impact on biological resources is the 
continued fragmentation of ecosystems resulting from the incremental loss of native habitat 
and the separation of areas of native habitat from other areas of native habitat by intervening 
urban and suburban development. Habitat fragmentation has been linked to the reduction of 
sustainable population levels for many species, particularly free ranging mammals such as 
the mountain lion, bobcat and mule deer, that require large expanses of land. However, a 
coordinated open space plan that enhances and preserves remaining areas supporting native 
habitats would reduce such impacts on biological resources. The central/coastal NCCP, 
other open space preservation activities, and the Habitat Reserve and Wildlife Habitat Area 
included in the Proposed Project will provide connectivity among a number of large, 
protected open spaces in this part of the County. Therefore, the Proposed Project will not 
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contribute to a cumulatively significant adverse impact on biological resources, but will 
contribute beneficially to long-term preservation and protection of biological resources in 
the NCCP Central Subregion. 

5.4.9.2 Conclusions 

The project is not anticipated to result in significant adverse impacts, but would have 
beneficial impacts by preservation of habitat areas and construction of new habitat areas. 
Therefore, the project would not add to cumulative adverse impacts of related projects or 
OCP-96M. 

5.4.9.3 Alton Parkway Impacts 

The extension of Alton Parkway was committed and funded to serve off-site development 
prior to the Department of Defense decision to close MCAS EI Toro. The Proposed Project, 
consistent with the CRP and EIR No. 563, contemplates requesting conveyance of the right
of-way for the extension to the County. Construction of Alton Parkway is and has been 
since the late 1980s, an independent project. The Alton Parkway extension is required 
without the Proposed Project, and was funded separately from the planning of the reuse 
project. Therefore, any impacts of the construction and operation of Alton Parkway are 
analyzed as potential cumulative impacts. 

As currently aligned, construction of the extension would impact biological resources. The 
biological resources potentially impacted include coastal sage scrub, southern willow scrub, 
coast live oak woodland, ephemeral drainages and washes, and primarily annual, non-native 
grassland. Site preparation activities are estimated to impact an estimated five acres of 
coastal sage scrub. In addition, based upon the 1992 NCCP baseline target species data, one 
pair of California gnatcatchers is present within the impact area of the roadway. Although 
specific delineations have not been completed, there appears to be less than one acre of 
Waters of the U.S. (Army Corps of Engineers jurisdiction) and up to four acres of riparian 
scrub, which would be impacted if the Alton Parkway is constructed as presently proposed. 
The four acres of riparian scrub would include one acre of Waters of the U.S. These 
acreages occur within the impact area ofthe roadway. Riparian scrub would include willow 
and mulefat communities along Borrego Wash and a tributary. A specific jurisdictional 
wetland delineation has not been conducted for Borrego Wash, but it is likely to be a subset 
ofthe acreage defined for Waters of the U.S. 

5.4.9.4 Conclusions 

These impacts prior to mitigation (see Section 5.4.9.7) would be considered a significant 
cumulative impact for biological resources. 
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5.4.9.5 Marshburn Channel Impacts 

Marshburn Channel improvements are required as a part of regional off-site development 
and are required even without the Proposed Project. Marshburn Channel, between Irvine 
Boulevard and Trabuco Road, is a gunite-lined open trapezoid channel that is planned to be 
improved to a concrete-lined open channel. In addition, and along Irvine Boulevard, the 
existing open channel is planned to be improved to a reinforced concrete box. The 
Marshburn Channel does convey Waters of the U.S. An estimated 1.9 acres of Waters of the 
U.S. would be impacted as part of this regional project. The 1.9 acre impact is considered a 
cumulative impact. There are no substantive biological resources contained within the cross 
section of this drainage. 

5.4.9.6 Conclusions 

No cumulative significant adverse biological resource impacts are anticipated to occur as a 
result of the Marshburn Channel improvements. 

5.4.9.7 Mitigation Measures 

Section 4.9 includes mitigation measures for construction activities that would reduce the 
impacts of the Alton Parkway extension on biological resources. In addition to these 
impacts, the following mitigation measure is incorporated: 

B-17 The County is the lead agency for a redesign of Alton Parkway. It will redesign the 
extension to minimize biological impacts to one acre or less of Waters of the U.S. 
and jurisdictional wetlands. 

5.4.9.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation 

The cumulative impacts associated with the Alton Parkway extension on biological 
resources have been determined to be significant prior to mitigation. While the application 
of project mitigation measures (Section 4.9) to the Alton Parkway extension would reduce 
non-wetlands impacts, these impacts would remain significant after mitigation. With the 
incorporation of Mitigation Measure B-17, the total Waters of the U.S. impact for the Alton 
Parkway extension can be reduced to approximately 0.7 acre, which includes 0.45 acre along 
Borrego Wash and 0.25 acre along the local tributary. In addition, the total linear distance of 
the crossing of these drainages will also be reduced, as well as the amount of acreage of 
riparian scrub. Therefore, due to the small streambed acreage directly impacted and 
Mitigation Measure B-17, the cumulative riparian resource impacts are less than significant 
after mitigation. 
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5.4.10 Potential Cumulative Impacts Related to Public 
Services and Utilities 

The threshold of significance to determine cumulative public services impacts is as follows: 

(i) Does the project have public service impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? 

5.4.10.1 Potential Impacts Related to Public Services 

Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative off site development is anticipated to increase the demand for public services, 
including police, fire and emergency medical, schools, libraries, transit, and solid waste. In 
combination with cumulative development projects, the Proposed Project at the MCAS EI 
Toro site will also contribute to the demand for public services. Although the Proposed 
Projects' incremental contribution is not anticipated to be significant based on 
implementation of mitigation measures and the standard conditions of approval listed in 
Section 4.1 O. 

Cumulative developments will be required under County and City General Plan Growth 
Management Elements, public service and facilities policies, and development regulations to 
provide for mitigation that will reduce significant public services impacts. Cumulative 
impacts on the provision of schools, police, and fire and emergency services will be 
analyzed in the CEQA and fiscal impact documents required by County and City General 
Plans for all future cumulative projects, and these impacts are anticipated to be reduced to 
below a level of significance with the addition of staff, facilities, or the payment of 
applicable fees. The OCT A will be able to determine the need for transit service, and plan 
accordingly, as reasonably foreseeable future projects develop. With adherence to the 
IWMD recommendations, and State, local, and federal regulations that address the disposal 
of waste, the cumulative projects are not expected to have a significant cumulative impact on 
solid waste services. 

5.4.10.2 Conclusions 

In conclusion, no significant cumulative effects are anticipated. 

5.4.10.3 Potential Impacts Related to Utilities 

The threshold of significance to determine cumulative utility impacts is as follows: 

(i) Does the project have utility impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? 
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Cumulative development is anticipated to increase the demand for the following utilities. 

Cable Television Services 

As stated in Section 4.10, the project with Mitigation Measures U-I, U-2, U-3 will not result 
in significant short or long-term impacts related to cable television. 

Cumulative development will result in an increase in the demand for cable television 
services. The cable television providers in the region have or would provide cable 
television, telecommunications, data systems and Internet services to these projects. Short
term construction related impacts to cable television facilities will be mitigated to below a 
level of significance by mitigation measures included in these projects as required by County 
and City development policies. Therefore, the Proposed Project, when considered with other 
projects in the region, will not contribute to a cumulatively significant adverse impact 
related to cable television services. 

Communication Facilities and Services 

As stated in Section 4.10.1, the project with Mitigation Measure U-3 would result in no 
significant adverse impacts on Communication Facilities and Services. 

Cumulative development will result in increases in the demand for communication facilities 
and services. It is anticipated that the communication providers in the region have or would 
also provide telecommunications, data systems and Internet services to these projects. 
Short-term construction related impacts on communication facilities will be mitigated to 
below a level of significance by mitigation measures included in these projects as required 
by County and City development policies. Cable television providers master plan their 
facilities, infrastructure, services and programming based on planned and anticipated land uses 
and market based demand in their service areas. Communications providers master plan their 
facilities, infrastructure and services based on planned and anticipated land uses and market 
based demand in their service areas. Therefore, the Proposed Project, when considered with 
other projects in the region, will not contribute to a cumulatively significant adverse impact 
related to communication facilities and services. 

Electrical Facilities and Services 

As stated in Section 4.10.1, the project with Mitigation Measures U-I, U-2, and U-3 would 
be reduced to a level of insignificance. 

Cumulative development will result in an increase in the demand for electric facilities and 
services. County and City development policies require will-serve commitments from 
Southern California Edison (SCE) or San Diego Gas and Electric ensuring that infrastructure 
and supplies are adequate to serve these projects. Short-term construction related impacts to 
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electrical facilities will be mitigated to below a level of significance by mitigation measures 
required by County and City development policies. Therefore, the Proposed Project, when 
considered with other projects in the region, is not anticipated to contribute to a 
cumulatively significant adverse impact related to electric facilities and services. 

Fuel Facilities 

As stated in Section 4.10.7, the fuel facility demand at JWA would be reduced in the project 
case, and the impacts of the project at the El Toro site would not be significant. 

Cumulative development will result in an increase in the demand for fuel. County and City 
development policies require will-serve commitments from service providers prior to 
development. Therefore, the Proposed Project, when considered with other aviation related 
projects in the region, is not expected to contribute a cumulatively significant adverse impact 
related to fuel and fuel facilities. 

Natural Gas 

As stated in Section 4.10.7, the project impacts with Mitigation measures U-I, U-2, and U-3 
would be reduced to a level of insignificance for natural gas. 

Cumulative development will result in an increase in the demand for natural gas facilities 
and services. County and City development policies require will-serve commitments prior 
to project development from the Southern California Gas Company (SCGC). It is 
anticipated that short-term construction related impacts created by the construction of new 
natural gas facilities will be mitigated to below a level of significance by County and City 
development policies. Therefore, the Proposed Project, when considered with other projects 
in the region, is not anticipated to contribute to a cumulatively significant adverse impact 
related to natural gas services and facilities. 

Domestic Water 

As stated in Section 4.10.7, the project with Mitigation Measures U-I, U-2, and U-4 would 
not result in significant adverse short or long-term domestic water impacts. 

Cumulative development will result in an increase in the demand for domestic water. 
County and City development policies require will-serve commitments prior to project 
development from water districts. It is anticipated that short-term construction related 
impacts created by the construction of new domestic water facilities will be mitigated to 
below a level of significance by County and City development policies. Other projects in 
the region are also anticipated to increase the demand for domestic water in the region. The 
water districts master plan their facilities, infrastructure, and services based on planned and 
anticipated land uses, adopted forecasts including OCP-96M, and market based demand in 
their service area. Each project is reviewed independently by the applicable water district to 
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ensure that sufficient facilities are in place and available domestic water supplies are 
adequate to properly service each project. Therefore, the Proposed Project, when considered 
with other projects in the region, is not anticipated to contribute to a cumulatively significant 
adverse impact related to domestic water resources. 

Recycled Water 

As stated in Section 4.10.7, the project with Mitigation Measures U-I and U-2 would not 
result in a significant adverse impact on recycled water facilities. 

Cumulative development will result in an increase in the demand for recycled water. 
Short-term construction impacts will be created by the development of new recycled water 
facilities, including disruption of recycled water service or accidental damage to existing 
recycled water facilities. Other projects in the region are also anticipated to increase the 
demand for recycled water. The water districts master plan their facilities, infrastructure and 
services, including recycled water, based on planned and anticipated land uses, adopted growth 
forecasts including OCP-96M, and market based demand in its service area. Each project is 
also reviewed independently by the water district to ensure that sufficient facilities are in 
place and available recycled water supplies are adequate to properly service each project. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project, when considered with other projects in the region, is not 
anticipated to contribute to a cumulatively significant adverse impact related to recycled 
water. 

Sanitary Sewers 

As stated in Section 4.10.7, the project with Mitigation measures U-I and U-2 would not 
result in a significant adverse impact on sanitary sewers. 

Cumulative development will increase the generation of wastewater. County and City 
development policies require will-serve commitments prior to project development from the 
applicable water district. Other projects in the region would also increase the generation of 
wastewater in the region. As noted earlier, the water districts master plan their facilities, 
infrastructure and services, including sanitary sewers, based on planned and anticipated land 
uses and market based demand in its service area. Each project is also reviewed 
independently by the water district to ensure that sufficient facilities are in place to properly 
serve the wastewater collection and treatment needs of each project. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project, when considered with other projects in the region, is not anticipated to 
contribute to a cumulatively significant adverse impact related to wastewater. 

5.4.11 Natural Resources and Energy 

The threshold of significance to determine cumulative natural resource and energy is as 
follows: 
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(i) Does the project have natural resources and energy impacts that are individually 
limited but cumulatively considerable? 

5.4.11.1 Mineral Resources 

As stated in Section 4.11.8, there are no mineral resources on the JWA site and any 
resources on the El T oro site will not be used for commercial purposes. Mineral resources 
available in the region are anticipated to be adequate for the project. In conclusion, the 
Proposed Project's effects on mineral resources would not be significant. 

Cumulative development will require the use of building materials including such mineral 
resources as sand, gravel and other similar construction materials. County and City 
Resource Element policies and the Surface Mining Recovery Act will ensure that these 
materials are available in sufficient supply to provide for the development of these future 
projects since these materials are readily available in the County and region. Also, the 
affected area does not include active mineral mining sites and the cumulative projects will 
not affect extraction operations or its resources. Finally, sand, gravel, and construction 
materials are proposed to be recycled on the project site, reducing project demand. 

5.4.11.2 Conclusions 

Therefore, the Proposed Project, when considered with other projects in the region, is not 
anticipated to contribute to a cumulatively significant impact related to mineral resources. 

5.4.11.3 Agricultural Resources 

As stated in Section 4.11.8, there are no agricultural resources on the JW A site and the 
project would result in the loss of 902 acres (87%) of the agricultural resources at the 
El Toro site. This impact is significant, and would remain significant after mitigation. This 
conclusion is the same as EIR 563. 

The depletion of agriCUltural and farmland throughout the region is a significant adverse 
impact that can, in most cases, not be mitigated. Although the California State Legislature 
provides incentives to retain farmlands for agricultural purposes under the Williamson Act, 
the policy does not guarantee the long-term preservation of agriculture lands. The Proposed 
Project will result in the loss of substantial agricultural farmland on the project site due 
principally to be construction of nonaviation uses including golf courses, a business park, 
and public facilities (see Section 4.11.7.1). In addition, the project would result in off-site 
direct (due to project improvements) and indirect (due to cumulative traffic improvement 
requirements) impacts, as shown in Table 5.4-5. 
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Table 5.4-5 
Summary of Off-Site Agricultural Soils Impacts (Acres by Phase) 

Impact 
Type 2005 2010 20t5 2020 Total 

Direct 9.76 0.66 0 3.43 13.85 
Indirect 0 34.00* 0 0 34.00 
Total 9.76 34.66 0 3.43 47.87 

* Trabuco RoadlETC Interchange 

5.4.11.4 Conclusions 

Some of the other related projects will also result in the incremental loss of agricultural and 
farmland in the Orange County area. Therefore, these projects will contribute to the 
cumulatively significant loss of agriculture resources (see Section 4.11). This was the same 
conclusion made in Section 7.3.10.1 (Potential Cumulative Impacts Related to Natural 
Resources and Energy Under the CRP) of Final EIR No. 563. 

5.4.11.5 Water 

As stated in Section 4.11.8, there are no surface water resources at the EI Toro or JWA sites, 
and no groundwater modification is planned. Therefore, the Proposed Project would result 
in no significant adverse impacts to water resources. 

Cumulative development will also result in the use of additional amounts of water which 
will result in a significant adverse cumulative impact on water. County and City 
development policies require will-serve commitments prior to development from water 
purveyors. The regional water districts master plan their capacity based on planned 
development and adopted growth forecasts such as OCP-96M. Water reclamation and 
recycling, groundwater recharge and other supply strategies are required by County and City 
policies, as well as water district policies and programs, in order to meet the demand of 
continued growth and development. County and City Growth Management Elements and 
public services and facilities policies ensure development is phased in coordination with 
water capacity. 

Cumulative projects are also required to comply with CEQA, including water impact 
mitigation programs. However, since water is a finite resource, cumulative development and 
the project will contribute individually small but cumulatively significant demands for a 
limited resource. 

5.4. 11 .6 Conclusions 

Cumulative development impacts on water demand are significant adverse impacts. 
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5.4.11.7 Energy 

As stated in Section 4.11.8.2, electricity demand at JWA would decrease with the project, 
and increase at the El Toro site. The increase at the EI Toro site would contribute 
substantially less than 1 % of the peak SCE service in year 2020. Regarding natural gas, the 
demand at JWA would also decline under the project, but increase at the EI Toro site. 
Again, the increase at El T oro would be substantially less than 1 % of statewide and ASA 
growth. Section 4.11.8.2 analyzes the project impacts on highway, construction and aviation 
fuels for JWA and the EI Toro site. For each of these impacts, Section 4.11.8.2 determines 
that the project would result in substantially less than 1 % increase in demand, but the 
project's encouragement of the use of jet fuel is an impact that cannot be mitigated to a level 
below the level of significance. 

Cumulative development projects vary in contribution to cumulative adverse impacts on 
energy resources. Some of the proposed projects and projects under construction will create 
increased need for energy as well as services and facilities required for the supply of these 
resources. On the other hand, projects described under Section 5.3.3 (Transportation 
Projects) of the Project Draft EIR may contribute to beneficial impacts on such energy 
resources as fossil fuels by reducing trip length and vehicular fuel consumption in the 
region. However, considered cumulatively, cumulative development will have an adverse 
impact on energy resources in the region because nonrenewable energy resources are finite. 

5.4.11.8 Conclusions 

Therefore, the Proposed Project, considered with other projects in the region, will contribute 
to a cumulatively significant adverse impact related to energy. 

5.4.12 Potential Cumulative Impacts Related to 
Aesthetics, Light and Glare 

The threshold of significance to determine cumulative aesthetic, light and glare impacts is as 
follows: 

(i) Does the project have aesthetic, light and glare impacts that are individually limited 
but cumulatively considerable? 

5.4.12.1 Cumulative Impacts 

The Proposed Project would change the views of the site from the existing closed military 
base to an airfield with new airport terminal, aviation support use buildings and nonaviation 
revenue support uses, which is considered a beneficial impact. Cumulative projects have or 
will result in a change in the aesthetics of the area in which they are constructed. However, 
each project has or will be required to comply with CEQA and County or City development 
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policies or regulations, which are anticipated to mitigate their aesthetic impacts to an 
acceptable level. Therefore, the Proposed Project, when considered with other related 
projects in the region, will not contribute to a cumulatively significant adverse impact 
related to aesthetics. 

5.4.12.2 Conclusions 

The Proposed Project would not create light and glare substantially greater than that 
generated by 1998 military base operations because of the similar type of use proposed. 
Cumulative development will incrementally add sources of light and glare to the area where 
they are constructed However, each project has or will be required by County or City 
development policies to mitigate light and glare impacts to below a level of significance. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project, considered with other projects in the region, will not 
contribute to a cumulatively significant adverse impact related to light and glare. 

5.4.13 Potential Cumulative Impacts Related to Cultural 
Resources 

The threshold of significance to determine cumulative cultural resource impacts is as 
follows: 

(i) Does the project have cultural resource impacts that are individually limited but 
cumulatively considerable? 

5.4.13.1 Cumulative Impacts 

The Proposed Project, considered by itself, will not generate any significant adverse impacts 
to cultural resources since the studies required by the mitigation measures in FEIR No. 563 
concluded that 1) the post-war era buildings at MCAS EI Toro were not eligible for listing 
on the National Register of Historic Places, and 2) the archaeological site CA-ORA-1462 is 
not considered a unique resource or eligible for the National Register. Significant 
paleontological sites are not known to be present; however, the on-site soil formations have 
the potential for these resources. Standard construction monitoring procedures will be 
required for the project to ensure that no significant impacts occur if such paleontological 
resources are discovered during grading activity. Application of those procedures will 
reduce any potentially significant impact to paleontological resources to less than 
significant. 

The Proposed Project, considered in conjunction with cumulative development projects in 
the study area, would not contribute to cumulative impacts on cultural resources, since all 
deVelopment projects are subject to County and City development policies or requirements. 
These mitigation requirements will ensure that adequate procedures, such as research, site 
testing, construction monitoring, and data recovery, take place as necessary. Therefore, 
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impacts caused by other cumulative projects approved in the study area have been or will 
have been mitigated to appropriate levels. 

At JW A, there are no cultural resources on the site that would be disturbed by the Proposed 
Project improvements. 

5.4.13.2 Conclusions 

The Proposed Project, when considered with other projects in the region, will not contribute 
to a significant cumulative impact to cultural resources. 

5.4.14 Potential Cumulative Impacts Related to 
Recreation 

The threshold of significance to determine cumulative recreation impacts is as follows: 

(i) Does the project have recreational impacts that are individually limited but 
cumulatively considerable? 

5.4.14.1 Cumulative Impacts 

The Proposed Project considered by itself will not create any significant impacts to 
recreational facilities that cannot be mitigated to a level below significance. One potentially 
significant impact would occur by the project due to inconsistency with the Open Space 
Conservation Map in the County General Plan Resources Element. This condition would be 
corrected upon implementation of Mitigation Measure LU-I, which would amend the 
County General Plan elements to be consistent with the Proposed Project. In the long term, 
the Proposed Project does not physically disrupt any existing parks, off-road trails, or other 
recreational facilities. The project provides for open space and recreational uses that would 
be compatible with the proposed commercial airport and aviation related uses. In that the 
project provides recreational uses that would be available for public use, it adds recreational 
components to the MCAS EI Toro area that were previously not available for public use. 

Considered in combination with the reasonably foreseeable future projects in the cumulative 
study area, the Proposed Project does not cause increased use of existing recreational 
facilities, nor does it cause a need for more recreational facilities to be built. 

5.4.14.2 Conclusions 

In conclusion, the recreational effects of the Proposed Project would not be cumulative!! 
significant. 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Cumulative Impacts 
HI 



5.4.15 Potential Cumulative Impacts Related to Public 
Health and Safety 

The threshold of significance to determine cumulative public health and safety impacts is as 
follows: 

(i) Does the project have public health and safety impacts that are individually limited 
but cumulatively considerable? 

5.4.15.1 Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative development will create incremental public health and safety impacts to the 
degree that projects require the use of hazardous materials for construction and operation. 
However, transportation, storage use, and disposal of these materials are strictly regulated by 
existing federal, State, County, and in some areas, city regulations. In addition, each 
cumulative project must comply with CEQA. Therefore, these projects are not anticipated to 
create significant public health and safety impacts. 

Cumulative aircraft safety impacts related to the Proposed Project would result from 
increases in aviation activity at other airports in the Air Service Area. Within the Air Service 
Area, the number of passengers is projected to increase from 91.8 MAP in 1996 to 178.6 in 
2020, a 95 percent increase. Air cargo handled in the region is projected to increase from 
2.5 million tons in 1996 to 8.9 million tons in 2020, a 256 percent increase. While these 
increases are not expected to affect air safety in the immediate vicinity of JW A and OCX 
beyond that estimated for the Proposed Project, they will tend to increase the risk of mid-air 
collisions in the Air Service Area. 

Because general aviation aircraft were involved in the two significant commercial aircraft 
mid-air collisions in the Air Service Area (Cerritos and San Diego), general aviation flying 
is seen as a significant factor in the risk of mid-air collisions. The number of general 
aviation aircraft based in the region (and presumably the number of general aviation 
operations) is projected to remain essentially the same in 2020 as in 1997. The stabilizing of 
general aviation activity in the region is expected to moderate potential increases in mid-air 
collision risk. 

Growth in urbanization around JW A and OCX would tend to increase the potential for 
personal injury to people on the ground or property damage in the event that an off-site 
accident occurred. However, property around JW A is essentially fully built out, and the 
proposed safety zones at OCX will mitigate this potential impact to a level of insignificance 
(Section 4.15). 

Although cumulative growth has the potential to increase the risks associated with aircraft 
accidents, the cumulative impacts are not estimated to be significant relative to Existing 
Conditions or the Proposed Project due to the extremely small likelihood of occurrences. 
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5.4.15.2 Conclusions 

The Proposed Project, considered with other projects in the region, will not contribute to a 
cumulative significant adverse aviation impact related to public health and safety. 

5.4.16 Potential Cumulative Impacts Related to 
Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste 

5.4.16.1 Asbestos and Lead-Based Paint 

The threshold of significance to determine cumulative hazardous materials and hazardous 
waste impacts is as follows: 

(i) Does the project have hazardous materials and hazardous waste impacts that are 
individually limited but cumulatively considerable? 

As discussed in 5.4.15 above, cumulative development has the potential to use hazardous 
materials for construction and operation. However, the transport, storage, use, and disposal 
of these materials are strictly regulated by existing federal, State, County, and, in some 
areas, city regulations. In addition, each cumulative project must comply with CEQA. 
Therefore, these projects are not anticipated to create significant hazardous conditions. 

Under the Proposed Project, a number of buildings that contain asbestos and lead-based 
paint will remain on the site at the time of Marine Corps conveyance of the site to the 
County. However, according to DoD policy, the Marine Corps is required to maintain all 
asbestos-containing materials (ACM) and lead-based paint (LBP) in a manner protective of 
human health and the environment and in compliance with all applicable federal, state and 
local laws pertaining to these materials. 

5.4.16.2 Conclusions 

Therefore, it is anticipated that all structures containing ACM and LBP will be received by 
the County in a condition that will not contribute to a cumulatively significant impact related 
to ACM and LBP. 

5.4.16.3 Hazardous Materials Use and Hazardous Waste 
Generation 

Land uses under the Proposed Project and potentially foreseeable future projects potentially 
include hazardous materials and generate hazardous wastes such as petroleum wastes, spent 
solvents, used oils and oily wastes, and other miscellaneous hazardous wastes. These 
substances will be managed and controlled based on existing federal, state and local 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Cumulative Impacts 
5-12 



regulations governing the storage, handling, transportation, and disposal of hazardous 
materials and wastes. Therefore, since these materials will be managed and controlled, they 
are not anticipated to contribute to a cumulative significant impact related to the use and 
disposal of hazardous materials. 

As analyzed in Section 4.16, the right-of-way for northeasterly extension of Alton parkway 
is located in the immediate vicinity oflandfill Site 2 (within 1000 feet) and therefore may be 
adversely affected by the imposition of institutional controls for Landfill Site 2. DON 
recognizes the future construction of the Alton Parkway extension and states in the Final 
ROD for Site 2 that " ... In developing the proposed remedy for Site 2, DON intends that all 
relevant parties (including the DON, FFA signatories, and the County of Orange) will 
cooperate with one another to ensure that all proposed projects (the remedy for Site 2, the 
construction of Alton Parkway, and improvements to Borrego Canyon Wash) are designed, 
constructed and maintained in a prompt and reasonable manner." Therefore, implementation 
of DON' s selected remedy is anticipated to reduce impacts related to the presence of Site 2 
on Alton Parkway to below a level of insignificance. 

5.4.16.4 Conclusions 

The Proposed Project, considered with other projects in the region, will not contribute to a 
cumulative significant adverse impact related to hazardous materials and hazardous waste. 

5.4.17 Potential Cumulative impacts Related to 
Socioeconomics 

The threshold of significance to determine cumulative socioeconomic impacts is as follows: 

(i) Does the project have socioeconomic impacts that are individually limited but 
cumulatively considerable? 

5.4.17.1 Cumulative Impacts 

When considered together with related projects, the Proposed Project is anticipated to result 
in significant adverse cumulative socioeconomic impacts. Section 4.17 includes a 
cumulative analysis of the project compared to OCP-96M (refer to Section 4.17 for the 
analysis, mitigation measures, and conclusions.) The Proposed Project would redesignate 
substantial portions of the MCAS EI Toro site for aviation, recreational, institutional, and 
commerciaVindustrial uses. As discussed earlier in Section 4.17 (Socioeconomics), 
redevelopment of the site with these uses could result in significant impacts relative to: 
(a) inducing substantial growth and concentration of non-resident employee popUlation; 
(b) increasing demand for all types and prices of housing, while not directly supplying any 
new housing to meet this demand; and (c) reducing the supply of available housing in the 
County. 
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The project is not, however, anticipated to result in cumulative demand off site for additional 
support development. The project includes sufficient land and development (Section 3.0) to 
accommodate all ancillary uses such as car rentals, hotel rooms, flight catering, etc. In 
addition. the project includes 99 acres of aviation industrial uses and 87 acres of business 
park uses, which will meet the support needs of aviation and nonaviation uses proposed. 
Finally, approximately 200 acres of land adjacent to Planning Area I is classified for 
employment development in the County Land Use Element. According to the County 
General Plan, this area would accommodate 2.5 to 5.0 million square feet of light and 
service industries and professional-administrative office uses, and up to 26,000 employees. 
This development is included in OCP-96M and the traffic and other impact categories 
related to OCP-96M in Section 4.3. Based on these directly provided support uses and 
already planned adjacent uses, no further support uses would be required for the project. 

Several of the related projects could produce similar impacts, cumulatively increasing the 
magnitude of these impacts. Specifically: 

i) The owners of unplanned and undeveloped areas surrounding the MCAS EI Toro site 
could propose land uses not currently accounted for in the adopted regional growth 
forecasts. These proposals will be subject to review including CEQA analysis by the 
affected cities. The County and City of Irvine General Plans include Growth 
Management Elements which include policies and standards for these types of 
proposals which could mitigate impacts to a level of insignificance. However, 
potential land uses developed at these sites could impact the distribution of regional 
growth and thus cumulatively increase the magnitude of inconsistency with adopted 
regional growth forecasts if the affected cities chose to override the growth forecasts. 

ii) The related projects listed above could result in substantial growth and concentration 
of both resident and non-resident population, cumulatively increasing the impact of 
the Proposed Project. 

iii) The commercial and industrial projects that do not include a residential component 
(i.e., Sakioka Property, Koll Center Expansion, Rockwell Site Expansion, Hotel and 
Office Development on Former Car Dealership, Nexus Twin Towers, First American 
Title Project, Foothill Aliso Commercial Center, Shea Business Properties, 
Enterprise Car Sales, commercial development along EI Toro Road, office 
development along Moulton Parkway, LAX Master Plan and other such cumulative 
projects) could cumulatively induce substantial non-residential development without 
providing any housing to accommodate potential new employees at these sites. These 
projects, in concert with the Proposed Project, could cumulatively increase demand 
for all types and prices of housing, while not directly supplying any new housing to 
meet this demand. 

Each related project would be required to comply with CEQA and mitigation measures will 
be or have been considered together with findings. Mitigation Measure SE-I in Section 4.17 
would reduce the cumulative impacts noted above in relation to adopted forecasts. 
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However, cumulative socioeconomic impacts are anticipated to be significant after 
mitigation as analyzed in Section 4.17. 

5.4.17.2 Conclusions 

The project would incrementally add to the cumulative adverse impacts noted in Section 
4.17 and impacts will remain significant after mitigation. 

5.4.18 Potential Cumulative Impacts Related To The Risk 
of Upset 

The threshold of significance to determine risk of upset impacts is as follows: 

(i) Does the project have risk of upset impacts that are individually limited but 
cumulatively considerable? 

5.4.18.1 Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative impacts pertaining to risk of upset refers to the likelihood or potential of the 
related projects and the Proposed Project to contribute to community hazards associated with 
explosions, fires, or release of hazardous substances in combination with other sources of 
such hazards. The risk of upset conditions associated with the other related projects include 
the spill of fuel and other hazardous materials during construction of these projects and the 
loading of fuel from aboveground or belowground storage tanks. The primary risk of upset 
associated with the Proposed Project relates to the potential exposure of nearby residents 
and/or persons using nearby roadways resulting from the planned on-site storage and use of 
aviation fuel, as well as its highway transport to the MCAS EI Toro and JWA sites. Section 
4.18 includes a mitigation measure that would reduce highway transport impacts due to 
OCX to a level of insignificance. No new or additional impacts are proposed at JW A. 

5.4.18.2 Conclusions 

Fires or explosions involving the bulk storage of flammable or combustible liquids, while 
potentially serious or catastrophic, are isolated local events, typically restricted to industrial 
or similar areas. Because no facilities storing similar large volumes of such materials are 
known to exist or to be included in the related impacts near the related project areas or near 
the bulk fuel storage installations at OCX or JW A, the potential for these projects to 
contribute to significant cumulative community risk of upset is remote. 

Therefore, the Proposed Project, considered with the other projects in the region, will not 
contribute to a cumulative significant adverse impact related to risk of upset conditions. 
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6.0 LONG· TERM IMPLICATIONS OF THE 
PROPOSED PRO ... IECT 

6. 1 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL 
CHANGES THAT WOULD BE CAUSED BY THE 
PROPOSED PROJECT SHOULD IT BE IMPLEMENTED 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2 describes the issues for this section as follows: 

"Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project 
may be irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse 
thereafter unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as a 
highway improvement which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally 
commit future generations to similar uses. Also irreversible damage can result from 
environmental accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable commitments of 
resources should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption is justified." 

The construction of the land uses under the Proposed Project would require the commitment of a 
substantial amount of building materials such as concrete, asphalt, aggregate, steel, and other 
materials used in the construction of buildings, parking areas, streets, and infrastructure. 
However, the commitment of building materials under the Proposed Project would not be a 
significant adverse impact because the demand for these materials would be phased consistent 
with the phasing of the construction of the land uses, and these resources are generally 
considered to be readily available and in sufficient quantity in this region. 

The Proposed Project would alter part of the site from the existing agriCUltural uses to urban 
uses. This would cause the irreplaceable loss of use of the agricultural soils on the Marine Corps 
Air Station (MCAS) EI Toro site. This impact is significant and cannot be mitigated to a level 
below the level of significance (see Section 4.11, Natural Resources and Energy). 

The implementation and operation of the land uses under the Proposed Project would require a 
long-term, irretrievable commitment of natural resources, including water, jet fuel, gasoline, 
diesel fuel, natural gas, and electricity. As described earlier in Section 4.10 (Public Services and 
Utilities) and Section 4.11 (Natural Resources and Energy), it is expected that the demand for 
these types of resources is within the capacity and capability of the applicable service providers 
to satisfy. Therefore, the commitment of these types of resources to the long-term operation of 
the land uses under the Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse impact, except 
for consumption of jet fuel as compared to the existing condition. However, to the extent these 
resources are non-renewable and have finite limits, the project will have an impact on the long
term supply in generations to come absent technology changes to decrease or eliminate reliance 
on them. 

The long-term operation of the airport and public streets under the Proposed Project would 
require a commitment on the part of the applicable parties to maintain and operate these 
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facilities. This is not expected to be a significant adverse impact of the Proposed Project, 
although it will require a commitment of financial, personnel, and facility resources by the 
applicable operators and agencies. 

The protection of the wildlife habitat area and open space on the MCAS EI TOTO site is a 
beneficial effect of the Proposed Project related to natural resources. 

In summary, the Proposed Project will not result in a significant adverse impact related to the 
commitment of resources for construction and operation of the proposed land uses on the MCAS 
EI TOTO site with the exception of encouragement of large amounts of jet fuel consumption when 
compared to the existing condition, as acknowledged in Section 4.11 and Chapter 5.0. However, 
the commitment of agricultural land for urban uses is a significant adverse impact of the 
Proposed Project related to natural resources that cannot be mitigated to below a level of 
significance. This impact was acknowledged in EIR No. 563 and the Supplemental Analysis and 
does not represent a new impact. The Proposed Project preserves additional acres of agriculture 
that were not preserved in the CRP project. 

6.2 GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED 
PROJECT 

The text that follows is taken from EIR No. 563 because the growth inducing impacts of the 
Proposed Project have not changed substantially since EIR No. 563. The analysis provided in 
EIR No. 563 was not challenged in court. The text and analysis have been updated to reflect 
both changed conditions and the current Proposed Project. 

No additional text has been inserted from the ErR No. 563 Supplemental Analysis because this 
topic was not required to be addressed in the Supplemental Analysis. 

Text that is no longer applicable is shown in strikeout. New text is shown in underline. 

Note: The double underline and jt,,/i~i;;iol stcikluJJlI in Chapter 6 reflects changes made to 
ErR No. 563 text for mclusIOn in EIR No. 573. Underline text indicates additions and stR~Qwt 
indicate deleted text to reflect changes made to the Final EIR. 

6.3 CEQA DEFINITION OF GROWTH INDUCING 
IMPACTS 

Section~ '5]26(ff}, 15126(d) and 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an 
environmental impact report dISCUSS the ways III which a proposed project could foster economic or 
population growth, or the construction of additional housing, whether directly or indirectly. 

Direct growth inducing impacts are generally associated with the provision of urban services and 
the extension of infrastructure to an undeveloped area. The provision of services and facilities to 
a site can reduce development constraints for other nearby areas and can serve to induce further 
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development in the vicinity of a project. Indirect, or secondary, growth inducing impacts consist 
of growth induced in the region by the additional demand for housing, employment, and goods 
and services associated with population increases caused by, or attracted to, new development. 

Section Z () fJj tlai& 1i!2 5.0 in this EIR No. 573 (Cumulative Impacts) discusses the potential 
cumulative impacts of the reuse alternatIves and other existing, approved and planned projects in the 
vicinity of the ~rklcjl'll1 C9,:ps 4ir S/Q/J91'1 (MCAs,t EI Toro site and JW A. To avoid extensive and 
unnecessary repetition, the information in Section .;z...Q..5.0 is not repeated in this section, although 
some of the identified cumulative impacts may be considered as potentially growth inducing as well 
as cumulative impacts. Section 4.17 (Socioeconomics) describes the source for the employment 
projections assumed under the reuse alternatives. It is important to remember that, in effect, a 
number of the defined objectives of the project (see Section J..O-2.0 in this EIR No. 573) seek to 
foster economic growth and job creation. 

6.4 POTENTIAL GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS S¥
AL 1JiRA'A ]:11.1. 

6.4.1 Potential Growth Inducing Impacts Of The Proposed 
Project fR9t;S9 ,4I+fNRSfA'Ill ,4J 

The Proposed Project would result in a net increase over existing conditions of 23,500 jobs at 
MCAS EI Toro (an increase of 400 percent) and 1,258 jobs at JW A (a 60 percent increase) in 2020, 
based on the total number of new jobs minus the existing military jobs at MCAS EI Toro and 
existing jobs at JW A. 

With regard to direct growth inducing impacts, the i~jl1l'1gl1 fJ:f'la" proposed project wlaigla would 
generate approximately U., ~()() 26,200 ,lUOIoII-jobs on the MCAS EI Toro site and 3,300 jobs at JWA 
for a total of 29,500 jobs. The growth inducing impact of this increase in jobs would be greatest on 
nearby areas designated for urban development, or which are likely to become urban development 
P"lJP"r.$J' in the foreseeable future, but which are currently undeveloped. These include parcels of 
vacant land north, south and west of the MCAS El Toro site, some of which are currently in 
agricultural production. In the immediate vicinity of the MCAS EI Toro site, in the area south of 
Lorna Ridge, west of Limestone-Whiting Wilderness Park, north of the proposed alignment of 
Portola Parkway and west of the east leg of the Eastern Transportation Corridor (ETC), there are 
three distinct areas shown on the County of Orange Community ProfIle Map designated for low (1.2 
dwelling units per acre (dulac» and medium (6.5 J.4-dulac) density residential uses. These 
combined areas cover well over 1,000 acres. There are no specific development plans for these 
areas at the present time. The buildout of the land uses under the proposed project ,:R1111S11 

4U"rI'IQU1'11 4) and the associated infrastructure improvements on the MCAS EI Toro site would 
make it easier to develop these areas since utilities and services would be increased and improved in 
the area near /;J"91'glat g~l1r /Q them. 
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It is important to recognize that most ~f the land use designations in these areas, particularly 
the low density residential designations, are subject to "ia"rqgtl "K the Natural Community 
Conservation Planning (NCCP) process. (oIl'''/''1i'S The Reserve Design under the NCCP includes 
large parts of these areas as natural reserves, particularly Upper Rattlesnake Canyon and Hicks 
Canyon. Although the majority of the NCCP Reserve is committed to public ownership, the 
Reserve will set aside an additional 3,000 acres of land previously planned for residential use 
(/.1#illiold liR4d along the frontal slopes of Lorna Ridge through separate dedication agreements so that 
it will not now be developed. However, development of new residential uses north, northwest, west 
and south of the MCAS EI Toro site is more likely to occur in response to local and regional 
economic conditions and forces than in response to the development of other projects in the vicinity 
of the MCAS EI Toro site. The Central/Coastal Orange County Subregion NCCP has now been 
adopted. This does not change the conclusions of this section. 

With regard to indirect growth impacts, the estimated 24,758 2}), taO new jobs which could locate 
on the MCAS EI Toro and JW A site under the proposed project would generate increased demand 
for goods and services. This increased demand for goods and services would create additional jobs 
in the surrounding region. In addition, it is expected that a portion of the visitors to Orange County 
that would use EI Toro in the year 2020 would spend less time and money in Orange County R9i 

lrUit lia(/. r(olgl"'" if commercial air service were not available at EI Toro and they had to enter the 
region through another airport outside of Orange County (Technical Report No. 16, Economic 
Benefits Study, November 5, 1999). 1'l4is is till(oI ~ iXp(/.lPt(uJ ""l'IGt"*l;"'rs i", fia(ol "(oIgl"lII"/ "";"';"'" 
&)'SigW iJG QxJsti7tJg Ql;dplliWlJiCld tl;rp9ct6 r(lQfWtJ c"PtilC"it;, /ktSrld 9l1li til ",/fiJI 9j(t'ijg (lr¥lplfJ)'W(lJQ/ Q7'ld 

(oI"Q"'''»Ii" iwp"lPts (?;f ria" r(/'II~(oI ,,"",:Jq"'il'(oIS ", AfC4.£ iii wrQ (liP;;' (111:)' 1.Q,Q~lj ,iais "Qditi"",,,l 
(oI/I1lpCP),»I"",t "Ql'id "WQU",t ~ Q'" ioIStiWQtfld 1 ,]., BOO i"bs i", ()rQ~(oI CQII"'t:l; bril'lfSilllg ,Ia" tQtliIJ 
flS.#1RQ(gd NI'-.bgr fJj dirClC( ttl,:," i14Q.irgct jQ/N g~Jagr(iJt(/'" JI~dgr lids UJ'SQ .. 1/iFwfilQU'119 kJ '4B; 601) 
r;9wPQr.(/d III ", SOOj"IM l,tlliklr ''''~~JlgJ wil.illlp)' 1,." 

Multiplier impacts will include increases in employment created by successive rounds of spending 
and re-spending of income generated by direct economic activities associated with development on 
the project site under the Proposed Project. Indirect and multiplier effects of the direct on-site jobs 
will create another 16,200 indirect and multiplier effect jobs by 2020, for a total of 45,700 jobs in 
Orange County being supported by economic activities occurring on EI T oro and JW A. The average 
personal income of these direct, indirect and multiplier jobs is projected to be $37,400, higher than 
the average personal income per job countywide (Technical Report No. 16, Economic Benefits 
Study, November 5, 1999). 

In addition, visitors that use OCX and JW A will spend a portion of their trip duration in Orange 
County. During their stay, these visitors spend money on lodging, food and beverage, retail goods 
and services, recreation, and ground transportation. These expenditures sUpPOrt additional job 
growth in the vital tourism and business travel services sector of the Orange County economy. 
Airport activity will also generate additional expenditures by persons bOOking airline tickets using 
Orange County travel agents and by airline crews on layover in the County. By 2020, these 
expenditures in Orange County are expected to support 76,900 jobs (Tecllriical Report No. 16, 
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Economic Benefits Stud , November 5 1 
su rt another 23,500 'obs, for a total of 'obs su 
As is typical with the visitor service sector e==m==p~lo=ym===e=n~t!:;i=n=O~ran~~g=e=3C~o=un=ty===an~d~e'i'lse===w'i'h=er=e=, =::thi==e 

average personal income due to these jobs is lower than the Countywide average, at $22,600 per job 
(Technical Report No. 16, Economic Benefits Study, November 5,1999). 

In total, economic activity to be generated by aviation and nonaviation activities at OCX and JW A, 
as well as by tourism-related jobs generated by visitors to Orange County using OCX and JW A, are 
anticipated to support a total of 146,100 jobs County-wide by 2020 (Technical Report No. 16, 
Economic Benefits Study, November 5, 1999). 

While the direct employment generated by the Proposed Project activity will be onsite at the OCX 
and JW A sites, the multiplier effect employment, as well as the visitor-related employment, will 
l~ely occur off the project site. Some of this indirect and multiplier effect employment will be 
located in areas adjacent to OCX and JWA, as well as at locations throughout the County. As noted 
in Section 4.17, the impacts of the Proposed Project related to inducing substantial growth or 
concentration of non-resident employee population cannot be mitigated to below a level of 
significance. 

£gJNi a/tlUs i,,:,dirfU:t QRlplfljMeJtllt!Q,fI,d /,Q~ iR Qr(l"6 Qdj"fU/iQt tfl, Qr i" tlilil l 'ic;,,;,,' glick, atC4S' 
Ji/ 'Wr~ siw It is anticipated that increased demand will be placed on the recreational, restaurant 
and other business and personal services available at the Irvine Spectrum area south and west of 
MCAS EI Toro site and other areas to be developed in the future surrounding the MCAS EI Toro 
site. This is a significant growth inducing impact of the proposed project. ~21111fll 4Iu~'41 4). 

Employees of the aviation, commercial, industrial, institutional and recreational uses on the MCAS 
EI Toro site under the proposed project ~1I11ti1i 4lf41:14f.JIi1'~ 4,' are expected to be drawn from the 
existing and projected labor pool in the southern California region. Some employees may choose to 
relocate to housing closer to the MCAS EI Toro site. This would occur over time, as the land uses 
under the proposed project (.IlIiI/fli 41.t1l"RWil'll 4) are developed. 1Ji1l 1C~!11iRg il4c"IIQSIlIiI Q.IURQI4Q. 

Jfor IaQl'SiNg Ql'er ii., 14'QuUI RQ s~d P3' fNCisIJ~g I:JQI'Bj;qS risg"r,," wrui Jail" TiSidfl¥lliw IJ~jt,f 

d,," w~1I11ii bll dIIl'lI.1i1 iJ:/ d'il IIC4,s]t,;' wr~ ""II" As noted in Section 4.17, impacts of the 
Proposed Project related to increased resident population growth and the related demand for all 
types and prices of housing in the surrounding area cannot be mitigated to below a level of 
significance. Based on the amount of planned and undeveloped residential land in the surrounding 
area, a substantial portion of this induced housing growth would be absorbed in residential projects 
currently under development 4cIi'p","l4g t~ JU:~Q""ic QJ:/IiI P/QJ:/J:/i/qg ,£'J,&ums, '.,qli' ~p~ qll,' 1 PP6,l, 
There are approximately 51,000 55, aaa additional housing units available or yet to be built in 
residential planned communities. Impacts of the Proposed Project related to reducing the supply of 
available housing in the County, however, cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance. 
Regardless of the housing in the planned communities, the proposed project ~2I1JIti(l 4'tllrJ:/Qlil'41 4) 
will generate a need to develop, and would result in growth inducing impacts related to, housing. 
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The direct impacts of the Proposed Project will slightly reduce the forecasted jobslhousing ratio in a 
jobs-rich area relative to the adopted region growth forecasts; the Proposed Project will not result in 
significant adverse impacts related to the projected jobslhousing ratio. 

The conclusion is different than the conclusion reached in Final EIR No. 563, which found that the 
CRP would have a significant adverse impact related to projected jobslhousing ratio. However, that 
rmding was based on a comparison with the jobslhousing ratio expected under the previously 
adopted Orange County Projections 1992 Modified regional growth forecasts. Those forecasts have 
been superseded by Orange County Projections 1996 Modified (OCP-96 Modified), which was 
used in this analysis, and result in a revised finding of no significant adverse impact. 

Another growth inducing effect associated with the proposed project ~Il.~ll!'~ 4/t~"/IIQtiv~ 4) is the 
conversion of agricultural uses on the north and south side of the MCAS El Toro site to urban uses. 
Under the proposed project ~~us~ 4/t~1:/IIQtiw 4), a regional park and airport parking Q/Ild tlJ~ 
~/QcslJbur/ll ll.~tQcdi/llg Bgsi/ll would replace the existing agricultural uses on the north part of the 
MCAS El Toro site. Business park uses would replace agricultural uses at the southern end of the 
site adjacent to the 1-5 Freeway. 1l.~~"",,1J ,,/lid ~w/QP/'N~/III, liglJt i/lldustriQ/ Q/Ild iJIIStitlltif//ilQ//Q/ild 
II!'~S l1'f/llld rf/p/Qc~ tlJ~ ~~iGtilllg QgI=ic:lI ltllrQ/ lIS~S Qt tlJ~ ~/Ild flJ 1l.II/11l1'''J'E]4Js Q/Ild UIl. f//II tlJ~ 

Sf/lItlJ~r/ll pgrt ~tlJ~ bQS~ There will still be a loss of agricultural land, but 138.93 acres will be 
preserved for agriculture compared to no acres of agriculture in the CRP project. Conversion of 
these areas would reduce the total amount of agricultural land in unincorporated Orange County and 
could also negatively impact continued farming in the remaining agricultural areas in the vicinity of 
the MCAS El Toro site. Therefore, the conversion of this agricultural land will result in significant 
growth inducing impacts adversely affecting agricultural resources in this part of Orange County. 

Under the proposed project ~1l.~JlS~ 4zt~r/IIQtiw 4), the total area within the 65 dB CNEL noise 
contour would prf/bQb/)' be reduced compared to the Policy Implementation Line (PIL) identified 
for MCAS El Toro in the current Noise Element of the Orange County General Plan. See the 
discussion regarding the 65 dB CNEL contour WI, and related issues in Section 4.4 (Noise). The 
project includes a if, IlIti/'NQt~~'; tlJ~ Noise Element amendment is "/'N~/II~d to define a reduced 
65 dB CNEL PIL; therefore, the it is pf/ssibl~ tlJQt land uses outside the redefined PIL could be 
converted to different uses or could be developed essentially as they are designated in the existing 
GeneraiPlans. The areas most likely to be converted include Planning Areas 6, 9, and 33 of the 
City of Irvine's General Plan located northwest, west, and southwest of the MCAS El Toro site. 
These areas are currently restricted by the Airport Environs Land Use Plan due to military aircraft 
noise and accident potential zones, which will be reduced or eliminated under the Proposed Project. 

For analysis purposes, Planning Area 9 is estimated to accommodate about 8,900 dwelling units 
(which would generate approximately 83,700 daily trips), Planning Area 6 is estimated to include 
5,800 dwelling units (which would generate approximately 54,300 daily trips), and Planning Area 
33 would accommodate about 1,200 dwelling units (which would generate approximately 8,600 
daily trips). The total projected increase would be about 15,900 dwelling units and approximately 
146,600 daily trips. This scenario represents one potential conversion approach of this area to 
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provide evidence of probable impacts. However, development plans have not been proposed at this 
time and, therefore, this scenario represents a preliminary estimate. Note that OCP-96 Modified, 
which was adopted by the Orange County Council of Governments and the Board of Supervisors in 
1997, includes employment in Planning Areas 6 and 9 that was forecast to result from development 
of the CRP. 4ppr9Xi~Q/(/9' gjl) ""FlU' 9/ f4QWlU'iduNli"1 "1f4d I'S" Qr"QS "Quid PQ~"f4ti"19! bll 
dtJl'"f.e.Pid ir4&itJ"" (ilg r"jdg~ bar 9tllir "'I}iSi Si1+Sitil t g 11Sf1.S, gltl4gug,la this Jll/R4P9r cf?Jlld Pfl jQrggr 

pr SW(Jll4lr dfJp(lRdiRg 'lpQq ~'lfl c.r:illJl:jQ lI$i" tQ 6,111-.1 Q r(/diflr4~d P'1 nis pfJl(lqtiQ/ u,if:ld 11S1l 

.g~!(U:Sj"14 CQ1.ld QJSfJ bi rfljltJ~rJ;J1 dl(1fi,rUrfl ~'(lCQgg thi9! II=QjjJc ~4DT) ~(I~(lr(J~d ;14 t~"" "rg'*f 

dll" ~ " di/for". Ulf4d USIi ~Rc JJGtll til" flPl;""Q'/U~fltIl ""r". i~"d "bQ~lfl, til" 4J;)T iJa III" g,r,," 
~",' d/l"r4QS" b;' ~4j],gjji:9P: III" 4J;)'Cs 14'11;,,11 WQ,dd r"ultfoQ~ IlKisliJag Q"JaIlrW PlQf4 pllr~jt~"d 
lQ13d'lSIlS, bQSlld Q1I /f;'Pi"w IFip gIlf4l1rf1ti91l fo,,~rs QSsi~"d ~ tkQSIl ~ I/S"S This trip generation 
difference, when applied to the average trip length, in tum, has implications for vehicle miles 
travelled (VMn and regional air pollutant emissions. These potential impacts are analyzed and 
discussed in Section:uJ 5.0 (Cumulative Impacts). 

An analysis of the post-2020 traffic impacts .4 dir""rii/ilJa of non-planned areas adjacent to the 
MCAS El Toro site, but within the existing PIL is IIQS b"l11<1 included in Section:uJ 5.0 (Cumulative 
Impacts). These non-planned areas are currently designated for agricultural and open space uses, 
but may be proposed for other uses in the future. JklSlld lrpQf4 til" .p""J<kIU~!1l f4QfJlr" fl/ Sl'(':/; 
,,1I"1IgiU'; Jag sj~if.ir;Qf4t oull~rs" !iJl'9wtll if4dlJr;if4g il1lp"r;ts ""11 bll id/l1ltifi"d willi ""rtfiliRt:;' wIlliG 
~ 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Long-Tenn Implications of the Proposed Project 
B-J 





7.0 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE 
ADVERSE IMPACTS 

7.1 OVERVIEW 

This section of this Environmental Impact Report (EIR) summarizes the potential significant 
unavoidable adverse impacts that could result from the implementation of the Proposed Project. 
1hese impacts are adverse impacts that cannot be avoided and that cannot be mitigated to below a 
level of significance based on implementation of the mitigation measures provided earlier in 
Chapter 4.0 (Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures) of this EIR. The summary 
of significant unavoidable adverse impacts provided in this section is based on the detailed 
environmental analysis provided earlier in Chapter 4.0. 

The impacts of the Proposed Project found not to be significant or that can be mitigated to below a 
level of significance based on implementation of the mitigation measures described earlier in 
Chapter 4.0 of this EIR are discussed in the detailed environmental analysis provided earlier in 
Chapter 4.0. 

7.2 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 
UNDER THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

As described in detail earlier in Chapter 4.0, the Proposed Project is anticipated to result in the 
following significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance 
after implementation of relevant existing regulations and the identified mitigation measures: 

• Noise impacts due to increased aircraft operations and nighttime aircraft operations in the 
vicinity of the El Toro site. 

• Noise impacts on the use of 1) the proposed on-site recreational fucilities; 2) existing local 
parks and open space areas in the northern part of the City of Lake Forest; 3) future off-site 
trails, including portions of the future Borrego Canyon Bikeway, the future Jeffrey Road 
Bikeway, and the future Hicks Canyon Trail; and 4) portions of Class II on-road bikeways on 
Alton Parkway, Portola Parkway, Bake Parkway, and Lake Forest Drive. 

• Loss of agricultural soils. 

• Encouragement of use of large amounts of jet fuel when compared to the existing conditions. 

• Short-term air quality impacts during construction. 

• Public acute health impacts due to potential toxic air contaminant emissions during operation. 

• Demand for all types and prices of housing, including low and moderate income housing, and 
impacts of inducing substantial growth or concentration of non-resident employee 
population, and reducing the supply of available housing in the County. 
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• Air Quality: short-term impacts during construction and long-term regional air quality 
impacts and local air quality impacts due to aircraft and associated operations at JW A and 
OCX. 

• Public cancer risk and noncancer acute health hazard impacts due to potential toxic air 
contaminant (T AC) emissions during operation. 

• Public health and safety risk of upset conditions if the County, despite every reasonable effort 
to lease or otherwise obtain the use of the Norwalk Pipeline and the Santa Fe Pipeline for the 
purpose of conveying jet fuel to the MCAS EI Toro site, is unable to do so to the extent 
necessary to reduce the potential risk of upset impacts associated with highway truck 
transport of jet fuel to a level below significant. 

The Proposed Project will also contribute to potentially significant cumulative adverse impacts 
related to: noise; air quality; toxic air contaminants; water quality; water; fossil fuels; and 
socioeconomic impacts related to low and moderate income housing; and impacts of inducing 
substantial growth Or concentration of non-resident employee population, and reducing the 
supply of available housing in the County to low and moderate income housing. The Proposed 
Project's contribution to cumulative impacts in the areas of traffic, biological resources, and 
hydrology/water quality are reduced to below a level of significance with the proposed 
mitigation measures. 

7.3 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS IF 
MITIGATION BY OTHER ENTITIES IS NOT 
IMPLEMENTED 

The following environmental impacts would remain significant after mitigation in the event that 
other public agencies and/or entities partially or wholly responsible for the mitigation measures 
provided in Section 6.4 do not implement those measures: 

• Project related land use incompatibility with General Plans of adjacent jurisdictions and/or 
planned land uses of adjacent landowners (ref. Mitigation Measure LU-2). 

• Land use impacts of the Proposed Project to surrounding cities (ref. Mitigation Measure LU-
3). 

• Undesirable land uses or developments (ref. Mitigation Measure LU-6). 

• Inconsistency with SCAG Core RTP Objective - Meet Air Plan Emissions Budgets (ref. 
Mitigation Measure GPC-4). 

• Lack of Airport Land Use Commission approval of the ASMP (ref. Mitigation Measure 
GPC-I). 

• Potential zoning inconsistencies with future development proposals within the Proposed 
Project's 65 CNEL contour (ref. Mitigation Measure GPC-2). 

• Inconsistency of the Proposed Project with the City of Irvine's General Plan designations for 
the portion of the former MCAS EI Toro site within the City's jurisdiction (ref. Mitigation 
Measure GCP-3). 
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• Intersection and arterial circulation impacts in non-County jurisdictions for which the County 
would be responsible for partial contribution to the improvements (ref. Mitigation Measure 
T-4). 

• Circulation impacts to highways not under the sole control of the County (Mitigation 
Measure T -9). 

• Circulation impacts related to project facilities that connect to right-of-way or property under 
the jurisdiction of non-County entities (ref. Mitigation Measure T -10). 

• Noise impacts upon existing sensitive land uses (Mitigation Measure N-I). 

• Traffic noise impacts at portions of Trabuco Road between Yale and Jeffiey Road and along 
Jeffiey Road south of Irvine Boulevard (ref. Mitigation Measure N-6). 

• Public cancer risk and noncancer acute health hazard impacts due to potential toxic air 
contaminant (TAC) emissions during operation. 

• Noise impacts from project construction in incorporated off-site areas (ref. Mitigation 
Measure N-7). 

• Impacts to existing wells and pipelines owned by The Irvine Company (ref. Mitigation 
Measure U-4). 

• Impacts to transit services (connection to the Irvine Transportation Center) (ref. Mitigation 
Measure PS-4). 

• Loss of prime agricultural land that would otherwise be preserved as agricultural by County 
Sheriff-Coroner's Department (ref. Mitigation Measure NRE AG-I). 

• Potential unavailability of agricultural lands for lease (ref. Mitigation Measure NRE AG-2). 

• Inconsistency with the Southern California Association of Governments Regional Plan 
Population, Housing and Employment Growth Forecasts (ref. Mitigation Measure SE-l). 

• Potential risk of upset due to highway truck transport of jet fuel (Mitigation Measure RU-I). 

• Project related cumulative traffic and circulation impacts (ref. Mitigation Measure T -12). 

• Inconsistency with the County's Master Pian of Arterial Highways relative to cumulative 
long-range circulation improvements (ref. Mitigation Measure T-13). 
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8.0 ALTERNATIVES 

8.1 INTRODUCTION 

8.1.1 Final EIR No. 563 Alternatives 

Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) No. 563 for the Community Reuse Plan (CRP) for 
the Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Toro considered a number of possible reuse 
alternatives including: 

i) Reuse Alternative A, which proposed a commercial passenger and cargo airport at El 
Toro, surrounded by nonaviation uses including a Habitat Reserve,l educational and 
institutional uses, residential uses, recreation and open space uses, research and 
development/light industrial uses, a meeting center, mixed retaiVoffice/commercial 
uses, office and conference center uses, and multimodal surface transportation center. 
Reuse Alternative A assumed commercial operations at JW A would cease. The 
County of Orange Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA) adopted Reuse Alternative 
A as the CRP. 

ii) Reuse Alternative B, which proposed a commercial airport limited to cargo and 
general aviation operations at the MCAS El Toro site, surrounded by nonaviation 
uses including a Habitat Reserve, educational and institutional uses, residential uses, 
recreation and open space uses, research and development/light industrial uses, office 
and conference center uses, and a multimodal surface transportation center. Reuse 
Alternative B assumed all commercial passenger operations would be provided by 
JWA 

iii) Reuse Alternative C, which proposed a wide range of nonaviation uses at El Toro, 
including a Habitat Reserve, visitor oriented attractions, residential uses, recreation 
and open space uses, research and development/light industrial uses, educational and 
institutional uses, mixed retail/office/commercial uses and a multimodal surface 
transportation center. Reuse Alternative C assumed all commercial, cargo and 
general aviation passenger operations would be provided by JW A 

iv) No Project Alternative D, which assumed the military would retain ownership and 
operation of the MCAS El Toro site and that operations would continue at 1994 
levels. 

v) No Development Alternative E, which assumed the military would leave the site and 
the site would be vacant and unplanned. 

The 970 acre Habitat Reserve in Planning Area 6 is subject to a federal agency to federal agency 
transfer, and is not part of the Proposed Project. 
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Final EIR No. 563 also considered secondary alternatives to Alternatives A and B, which 
essentially considered different airport configurations or operating conditions compared to 
Alternatives A and B. Final EIR No. 563 also considered alternative sites for the proposed 
airport use, as described in detail later in Section 8.12.5.1 (Alternative Sites Evaluated in Final 
EIR No. 563). Section 15126.6(t)(2Xc} of the CEQA Guidelines permits reliance in this 
document on the analysis provided in EIR No. 563: 

"Limited new analysis required Where a previous document has 
sufficiently analyzed a range of reasonable alternative locations and 
environmental impacts for projects with the same basic purpose, the 
lead agency should review the previous document. The EIR may rely on 
the previous document to help it assess the feasibility of potential project 
alternatives to the extent the circumstances remain substantially the 
same as they relate to the alternative. " 

8.1.2 ASMP Alternatives 

With the starting point of the CRP and the Board's direction to develop a two airport system, 
the Airport System Master Plan (ASMP) analyzed a broad range of airport development 
options for MCAS El Toro and lW A. Preliminary screening of these options described 
"families" of potential airport system solutions, and consisted of two components for each 
airport: 

i) an airport role (type of service provided) and 
ii} airport facility improvements. 

Technical Report 6, Alternatives Definition Report, developed in April, 1998, was prepared 
to analyze preliminary screening scenarios that cover a broad range of possible airport 
system options for Orange County. Other documents used to conduct the alternatives 
analysis include: Working Paper 2, List of Preliminary Project Planning Issues; Technical 
Report 1, Airport System Feasibility; Technical Report 2, Planning and Performance 
Parameters; Technical Report 3, Existing Facilities; and Technical Report 4, Aviation 
Demand Forecasts. The selection of alternatives analyzed by the ASMP (and also the 
present EIR) focused on alternatives to the Proposed Project which meet the planning goals 
and criteria established by the following: 

i) Orange County Board of Supervisors December 11, 1996, Resolution No. LRA R96-
02, which adopted the Community Reuse Plan (CRP) for MCAS EI Toro and 
initiated the ASMP. 

ii) Policies established in the Orange County General Plan by Measure A, approved in 
1994. 

iii) The need, as part of the Master Development Program (MOP) planning process, to 
address issues of unique importance to the planning of an airport system in Orange 
County. 
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iv) The need to address issues of special importance to the public and the Board of 
Supervisors. 

v) California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) criteria for the definition of 
alternatives. 

Please see the ASMP (Technical Report 17) for a complete description of the ASMP 
alternatives evaluation. 

8.1.3 Introduction to EIR Alternatives 

Section 15126.6( a) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates the scope of alternatives to a Proposed 
Project that must be evaluated: 

"An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to 
the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
Significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the 
alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a 
project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 
alternatives that will foster informed decisionmaking and public participation. 
An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. The lead 
agency is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for 
examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those 
alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the 
alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason. " 

As described in detail earlier in Chapter 4.0, the Proposed Project is anticipated to result in 
significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance after 
implementation of relevant standard conditions of approval, regulations, and mitigation 
measures. In summary, these unavoidable impacts are as follows: 

• Significant adverse noise impacts due to increased aircraft operations and nighttime 
aircraft operations. 

• Significant unavoidable adverse noise impacts to the use of 1) the proposed on-site 
recreational facilities; 2) existing local parks and open space areas in the northern part of 
the City of Lake Forest; 3) future off-site trails, including portions of the future Borrego 
Canyon Bikeway, the future Jeffrey Road Bikeway, and the future Hicks Canyon Trail; 
and 4) portions of Class II on-road bikeways on Alton Parkway, Portola Parkway, Bake 
Parkway, and Lake Forest Drive. 

• Significant loss of agricultural resources. 

• Short-term air quality impacts during construction. 
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• Significant adverse impact to public health due to potential toxic air contaminant 
emissions during operation. 

• Significant adverse impacts related to the demand for all types and prices of housing, 
including low and moderate income housing, and impacts of inducing substantial growth 
or concentration of non-resident employee population, and reducing the supply of 
available housing in the County. 

The Proposed Project will contribute to potentially significant cumulative adverse impacts 
related to: land use related to the change in the area covered by the 65 dBA CNEL contour; 
noise; air quality; water quality; energy resources; water; and socioeconomic impacts related 
to low and moderate income housing; and impacts of inducing substantial growth or 
concentration of non-resident employee population, and reducing the supply of available 
housing in the County to low and moderate income housing. 

In this light, this chapter presents a reasonable range of alternatives to the Proposed Project. 
These alternatives include the following: 

i) No ProjectINo Activity 
ii) ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative 
iii) Alternative A: JW A - Status Quo Aviation Roles (Reduction to 6 Million Annual 

Passengers or MAP); OCX - Full Domestic Service Airport (19 MAP) 
iv) Alternative C: JW A Short-Haul Domestic (to.1 MAP); OCX - Full International 

Service Airport, excluding Short-Haul Domestic (23.4 MAP) 
v) Alternative F: JW A - Short, Medium and Limited Long Haul Passenger and Cargo 

Service with No Operational Limitations and No General Aviation Use (14 MAP); 
OCX - No Aviation Reuse 

vi) Alternative G: JW A - General Aviation and CargolPassenger Service from Short Haul 
to Limited International (25 MAP); OCX - No Aviation Reuse 

vii) Alternative H: JWA - Status Quo (10.8 MAP); OCX - Limited Use (to MAP) 
Domestic Service Airport 

viii) Alternative I: JW A - Status Quo Aviation Roles (7 MAP); OCX Limited Use (15 
MAP) Domestic Service Airport 

ix) Alternative J: JWA - Reduced Service (5.4 MAP); OCX - Full International Service 
Airport at OCX at (28.8 MAP) with Widely Separated North/South (N/S) Runways 

x) Alternative OCX Airport Runway Layout (Wildlands Ranch Plan Alternative) 
xi) Land Use Alternatives at OCX - Nonaviation Land Use Component 
xii) Alternative K: Off-Site Alternatives (JW A 8.4 MAP) 
xiii) Alternatives Considered, But Rejected 
xiv) For comparison purposes, the data regarding the CRP, as adopted in December, 1996, 

are carried forward. 
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As indicated above, this section also presents a number of alternatives to the Proposed 
Project not carried forward for further analysis and the rationale for their exclusion. Table 
8.1-1 provides a summary comparison of the aviation characteristics, trip generation, vehicle 
miles traveled, aircraft noise impacts, and air quality emissions for existing conditions and 
each alternative analyzed herein. In addition, the last part of this section presents a matrix 
comparison of the environmental impacts of the alternatives considered in detail. 

A summary of the aviation activity under the Proposed Project and the aviation alternatives 
to be carried forward is provided in Table 8.1-2. 
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Table 8.1-1 
Summary of Aviation Activity at Orange County Airports Under Alternative Airport System Development Seenarios 

Air Cargo (millions U.S. tons) 
Domestic 1.19 0.02 1.21 1.21 0.02 1.23 1.18 
International 0.82 0.82 0.04 0.04 0.84 
Total 2.01 0.02 2.03 1.25 0.02 1.28 2.02 

Based Aircraft 14 570 584 20 567 587 9 503 5121 582 582 

Aircraft Operations 
Passenger 251,100 67,500 318,600 196,000 75,100 271,100 I 150,200 147,000 297,200 I 95,100 95,100 
All-Cargo 26,600 26,600 22,600 22,600 
General Aviation 22,000 359,000 381,000 33,000 357,000 390,000 
Militaty 
Total 

I Alternative J has the same activity levels as the Proposed Project. 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Alternatives 



Table 8.1-2 
Summary of Aviation Activity at Orange County Airports Under Alternative Airport System Development Scenarios 

14.0 14.0 24.7 24.7 9.9 10.8 20.7 14.8 
International 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.2 
Total 14.0 14.0 25.0 25.0 10.0 10.8 20.8 15.0 

Air Cargo (millions U.S. tons) 
Domestic 0.18 0.18 I 1.23 1.23 I 1.06 0.05 
International 
Total 

Based Aircraft --I 20 20, 294 293 587

1 
12 567 579 

Aircraft Operations 
Passenger 161,700 161,700 I 273,900 273,900 I 106,300 135,100 241,400 I 159,40 90,700 250,100 

AII-Cargo 3,700 3,700 28,300 28,300 
General Aviation 6,600 6,600 45,300 45,300 
Military 100 100 100 100 
Total 172.100 172.100 347,600 347,600 I 31 
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8.2 NO PROJECT/NO ACTIVITY ALTERNATIVE 
CAL TERNATIVE E): JWA - STATUS QUO 
AVIATION ROLES; NO AVIATION REUSE AT 
FORMER MCAS EL TORO 

This section presents the potential impacts of the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative as 
measured against the existing setting, as well as a comparison of the alternative's impacts to 
those of the Proposed Project at build out. In those instances in which the comparison of the 
alternative to the Proposed Project is materially affected by the phasing of the project, i.e., in 
those instances in which the impacts of the Proposed Project during the phasing years are 
materially different from those impacts at year 2020, a comparison of the alternative's 
impacts to those of the Proposed Project for the applicable phasing year is also provided. 

8.2.1 Aviation Uses 

Under the No ProjectlNo Activity Alternative, JW A would continue to operate as it does 
presently, providing general aviation service, short- and medium-haul domestic passenger 
service (with limited long-haul service), and very limited all-cargo service. JWA would be 
constrained to 8.4 MAP in the year 2020 under this alternative. There would be no aviation 
reuse of MCAS EI Toro, and the site would remain vacant and undeveloped. Therefore, 
aviation demand projected to use Orange County airports under the Proposed Project would 
need to use other airports in the region. This is discussed further in Section 8.2.4.1 below. 

8.2.2 Nonaviation Revenue Support Uses 

Under the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative, the MCAS EI Toro would remain vacant and 
undeveloped, with no nonaviation uses. 

8.2.3 Attainment of Project Objectives 

This alternative would not meet any of the general project objectives identified in 
Chapter 2, Section 2.3 ~regarding base redevelopment. This alternative would not meet 
the aviation objectives relating to passenger and cargo demand, service opportunities, 
industry competition, economic growth, business activities, existing land use restrictions, or 
General Plan implementation. The No ProjectlNo Activity Alternative would meet or 
partially meet the aviation objective relating to general aviation by maintaining GA uses at 
JWA. 
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8.2.4 

8.2.4.1 

Environmental Impacts of the No Project/No 
Activity Alternative 

Land Use 

A vacant and undeveloped site at MCAS EI Toro would be incompatible with adjacent or 
nearby land uses. No activity at the EI Toro site would be inconsistent with the Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) objectives to transfer closed bases and mitigate economic 
loses in the community. No activity would eliminate revenue to the United States 
Department of Defense (DOD) to offset maintenance. No activity would lead to decay and 
vandalism. This alternative is comparable to the Proposed Project at JW A in that no 
significant adverse impacts to land use would occur. This alternative would not avoid or 
lessen impacts compared to the project. 

As discussed at the outset of this section, under the No ProjectiNo Activity alternative, 
aviation demand projected to use Orange County airports under the Proposed Project would 
need to use other airports in the region. To evaluate the ability of the regional aviation 
system to accommodate this additional demand, the allocation model used to project 
commercial aviation demand at each airport in the region for the Proposed Project in 2020 
was used to forecast and analyze the redistribution of regional demand under the No 
ProjectlNo Activity Alternative. The model and assumptions used to project demand under 
the Proposed Project is documented in Appendix B, Technical Report 6, Alternatives 
Definition Report, April 17, 1998, revised October 15,1999. 

Additional research was undertaken in late 1998 to identify potential constraints at 
commercial service airports in the region that might affect their ability to accommodate 
future commercial aviation demand. This research found that capacity at three other airports 
in the region could be limited due to existing airfield or other constraints, as follows: 

(i) LAX: limited to 96 MAP based on alternatives under consideration in the LAX 
Master Plan. 

(ii) Ontario International Airport: limited to 20 MAP based on potential existing airfield 
capacity. 

(iii) Burbank Airport: limited to 15 MAP based on potential runway capacity and other 
infonnation provided by airport staff. 

No other airports in the region were determined to be capacity limited when compared to 
potential levels of demand. These assumptions were incorporated into the No Project 
forecast and the model was rerun. The No Project forecast shows that demand at other 
airports would increase to absorb demand not accommodated at OCX. 

The increase in passenger demand at other airports in the region over the level anticipated 
under the Proposed Project will increase the number of commercial aircraft operations at 
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these airports, causing associated increases in the noise from these aircraft operations (see 
Table 8.2-1 below). The increased travel distances and times required for some passengers 
to reach these alternative airports would also affect regional transportation and circulation, 
as well as air quality. These issues are discussed below. 

Table 8.24 
Residential and Scbool Land Uses Within 65 CNEL 

Sources: JW A: Noise Abatement Quarterly Report, June 30, 1998. 

LAX: Quarterly Report, Second Quarter 1998 

4 
(mid-l 989 
forecast for 

I Total schools estimated from land use map, 1 not insulated, 35 are sound insulated. 

8.2.4.2 General Plan Consistency 

This alternative would be incompatible with Policies 13.1 through 13.7 of the County Land 
Use Element and Policy 5 of the County Public Services and Facilities Element regarding 
MCAS EI Toro as regulated by Measure A. Amendments to the AELUP, Noise Element, 
Safety Element, and possibly the Land Use Element would be necessary to reflect that the 
aviation noise contours and associated land use restrictions would no longer be applicable 
around the EI Toro site. Therefore, this alternative would have greater adverse impacts 
related to General Plan consistency than the Proposed Project. This alternative would not 
avoid or lessen impacts compared to the project. 

8.2.4.3 Transportation and Circulation 

The transportation and circulation impacts for the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative were 
analyzed based on existing roadway conditions plus committed improvements and OCP-96 
development growth for 2020. The AM and PM peak hour and ADT traffic generated by 
JW A and the former MCAS El Toro site under 2020 No ProjectINo Activity conditions is 
summarized in Table 8.2-2. Refer to Section 14.0 in the Traffic Analysis Technical Report 
(Appendix D) for detailed information on the methodology applied to produce trip 
generation estimates for the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative, and for detailed summaries 
of the No ProjectlNo Activity Alternative traffic volumes and associated LOS for the 
circulation system in the traffic analysis study area. 
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Table 8.2-2 
Trip Generation Summary - No Project/No Activity Alternative 

In conclusion, tbe No ProjectINo Activity Alternative would result in no new or additional 
local impacts related to transportation and circulation. In comparison, as discussed in detail 
in Section 4.3.6.6 oftbis Draft EIR No. 573, as supplemented, under tbe Proposed Project 
phasing years, four intersection locations, two arterial roadway segments, one continuous 
freeway mainline segment, and one freeway ramp would be significantly impacted under 
Phase I conditions (2005); five intersection locations, two arterial roadway segments, one 
continuous freeway mainline segment, and one freeway ramp would be significantly 
impacted under Phase 2 conditions (20 I 0); and nine intersection locations, two arterial 
roadway segments, one continuous freeway mainline segment, and two freeway ramps 
would be significantly impacted under Phase 3 conditions (20 IS). At Phase 4 build out, tbe 
Proposed Project would result in significant impacts not previously identified at four 
freeway/tollway mainline segments and four freeway tollway ramps. See Supplemental 
Analysis, Section 4.3.6.5. In each case, however, tbe identified impacts will be mitigated to 
a level below significant during tbe applicable phasing year (see Section 4.3.7.2, 
Table 4.3-20). 

This alternative would avoid tbe transportation and circulation impacts of tbe Proposed 
Project at tbe EI Toro and JW A sites. However, regional vehicle miles traveled would be 
greater than tbe Proposed Project under this alternative. Since tbe impacts of tbe Proposed 
Project would be mitigated to a level of insignificance, this alternative would not avoid a 
significant impact; however, this alternative would reduce less than significant highway 
impacts near tbe EI Toro site. In conclusion, tbe increase in VMT due to this alternative 
would result in a worse impact tban tbe Proposed Project, and this impact would not be 
mitigatable except tbrough expansion of airport facilities in tbe County. 

8.2.4.4 Noise 

Aircraft Noise 

This alternative will not result in an increase in aircraft generated CNEL or SENEL contours 
at tbe MCAS EI Toro site since no airport would be developed on tbe MCAS El Toro site. 
No airport expansion would occur at JW A, and tbe CNEL contours would be expected to 
increase over 1998 conditions in proportion to tbe anticipated growth in activity to JW A's 
currently autborized service level. This alternative would, however, lead to an increase in 
tbe 65 dB CNEL contour at regional airports (see Section 8.2.4.1), which would increase tbe 
existing adverse impacts of tbese airports on noise sensitive land uses (Table 8.2-1). 
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Therefore, compared to the Proposed Project, this alternative would avoid aviation noise at 
the El Toro site, but would increase aviation noise impacts on a regional basis. 

Ground Transportation 

The Proposed Project Noise Study analyzed the potential increase in noise on the road 
network surrounding the EI Toro site and JWA for this alternative. The Federal Highway 
Administration standard (an increase of I.S dB) for a significant noise increase was used in 
this study. This alternative would not increase noise levels for any roadway link. In 
comparison, under the Proposed Project, while roadway noise impacts at two roadway links 
will be significant, these impacts will be reduced to a level below significance with project 
mitigation. 

8.2.4.5 Air Quality 

The air quality impacts of the No Project/No Activity Alternatives were identified by 
analyzing the short-term impacts (construction), regional air quality impacts (total air 
pollutants emissions), local air quality impacts due to traffic carbon monoxide (CO), and 
local impacts due to aircraft and associated operations under each development scenario 
(Le., Phase 1, Phase 2, Phase 3, and Phase 4). 

As summarized below, the No Project/No Activity Alternative would result in greater 
regional air quality impacts caused by motor vehicle, aircraft, and aviation related activity 
emissions when compared to the Proposed Project. These impacts would be greater in all 
phasing years than under the Proposed Project's development scenarios. The reason for 
these increased air quality impacts results primarily because aviation related activity would 
reach or exceed the operating capability of many regional airports producing significant 
delay. Under the Proposed Project condition, air traffic would be efficiently accommodated 
at JW A and OCX. The No ProjectlNo Activity Alternative, however, would avoid the 
significant and unavoidable construction impacts of the Proposed Project, the significant and 
unavoidable local air quality impacts due to aircraft operations at OCX and JW A, and the 
significant and unavoidable toxic air contaminant impacts of the Proposed Project. 

Short-Term Air Quality Impacts (Construction) 

Under this alternative, no runway improvements at JW A would be necessary, and there 
would be no aviation reuse of MCAS EI Toro. Additionally, no nonaviation land uses are 
planned for the EI Toro and JWA sites under this alternative. Therefore, short-term 
construction emissions under this alternative would be less than those of the Proposed 
Project during any development phase and would not be significant. Similarly, peak daily 
local emissions, including both equipment exhaust and fugitive dust, would be less than 
those of the Proposed Project under all development phases and would not be significant. 
Therefore, compared to all phases of the Proposed Project, this alternative would avoid 
significant and unavoidable local construction emission impacts of the Proposed Project. 
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Operational Air Quality Impacts 

Emissions Inventories 

Emissions projected to occur under the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative in Phase 2 and 
Phase 4 of project development in comparison to the Proposed Project are shown in Tables 
8.2-3A and 8.2-3B, respectively. As can be seen from the tables provided, the No 
ProjectINo Activity Alternative would result in operational emissions impacts that exceed 
the Proposed Project. Although there is sufficient existing capacity at airports in the region 
to absorb the projected unconstrained demand without expansion of runway capacity in 
Orange County, the failure to provide sufficient airport capacity in Orange County to meet 
the locally generated demand will result in greater average highway trip lengths and, 
therefore, increased vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by air passengers and shippers. In 
addition, accommodating future demand without the project at other Basin airports would 
increase average delay time at those airports. This would result in increased aircraft 
emissions due to longer taxi times and LTO cycle times. Longer aircraft taxi times generate 
major increases in the amount of aircraft emissions. Therefore, for the No ProjectINo 
Activity Alternative, emissions at other regional airports would be higher per operation than 
at OCx. All of these factors would result in significant regional air quality emissions for the 
No ProjectINo Activity Alternative that exceed the Proposed Project in all phasing years. 

Dispersion Analysis 

An airport emissions dispersion analysis was conducted for JW A for the No ProjectINo 
Activity Alternative. Tables 8.2-4 and 8.2-5 show that no local criteria pollutant hot spots 
from airport operations were found under this project alternative in Phase 2. In Phase 4, 
however, there would be one exceedance of the State I-hour N02 standard of Executive 
Park. Therefore, the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative would result in a significant local 
air quality impacts in Phase 4. In comparison, under the Proposed Project, there will several 
exceedances of the I-hour State standard for N02 projected at OCX and JW A and continued 
exceedances of the State 24-hour standard for PM)o projected at OCX and JW A. Therefore, 
the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative would avoid a number of significant and unavoidable 
local air quality impacts due to aircraft operations at OCX and JW A. 

For the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative, at intersections in the vicinity of JW A, the 
CAL3QHC model was used to assess the CO concentration. 

Tables 8.2-6 and 8.2-7 show that the I-hour and 8-hour CO concentrations would be below 
the State and federal CO standards. Therefore, no CO hot spots would occur from vehicular 
traffic trips under this alternative. Similarly, under the Proposed Project, no CO hot spots 
would occur from vehicular traffic trips. 
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Table 8.2-3A 
Regionwide Emissions Inventory Phase 2 Proposed ProjectINo Project (PoundslDay Unless Noted) 

No Project (Phase 2) Proposed Project (Phase Z) 

CO NOx ROC SOx PM" CO NOx ROC SOx PM,. 

Aircraft EI Toro - - .. -- -- Aircraft EI Toro 5,175.48 7,877.30 790.56 548.57 96.08 
JWA 7,237.35 3,117.14 415.07 246.83 45.72 JWA 5,749.19 1,267.48 279.81 107.33 22.53 

Other Airports 64,338.22 70,647.13 9,401.21 5,385,93 768.34 Other Airports 57,217.05 62,802.79 8,350.06 4,785.16 683,42 
Total Regional 11,575.57 73,164.27 9,816.28 5,632.16 814.06 Total Regional 68,141.72 71,947.57 9,420.43 5,439.61 802.03 

GSE EI Toro - -- - - -- GSE EI Toro 12,598.35 1,115.99 366.61 55.33 44.04 
JWA 5,914.10 634.43 181.56 16.21 28,08 JWA 3,055.02 422.61 104.15 11.35 18.62 

Other Airports 90,189.58 9,056.56 2,668.50 586.59 332.10 Other Airports 80,258.25 8,059.30 2,374.68 522,02 295.52 
Total Regional 96,104.28 9,690,99 2,850.06 602.80 360.18 Total Regional 95,911.62 9,597.90 2,845.44 588.70 358.18 

Energy EI Toro - - - - - Energy EI Toro 10,90 407.70 3.80 41.80 14.00 
JWA 20.30 117.10 1.10 12,00 4.00 JWA 14.70 84.60 0.80 8.70 2.90 

Others 492.00 2,832,00 26.00 290.00 97.00 Others 438.00 2,522.00 24,00 257,10 86.00 
Total Regional 512.30 2,949,10 27.10 302.00 101.00 Total Regional 523,60 3,014.30 28.60 307,60 102,9O! 

FueT---- EIToro -- -- -- -- - fuel EIToro .. 48.94 -- -
JWA -- - 10.23 .- - JWA - - 4.76 -- --

Other Airports -- -- 472.61 -- - Other Airports - - 420.51 -- --
Total Regional - -- 482.84 - - Total Regional - - 414.27 -- -- - - --------

Airport Roadways EI Toro -- -- - - - Airport Roadways EI Toro 415.88 87,12 29,98 4.16 4,87 
JWA 141.64 18,01 8.41 0.55 LIS JWA 70.22 8.96 4.04 0.30 0.56 

Other Airports 3,86454 803,26 271.90 37.98 51.60 Other Airports 4,811.43 811.30 311.48 38.49 47.16 
Total Regional 4,012,18 821.33 280.31 38.53 52,75 Total Regional 5,35153 961,38 345.50 42.95 52,59 

Airport Parking EI Toro -- - -- -- -- Airport Parking EI Toro 335.87 30.36 9.89 2.98 2,77 
JWA 120.73 9.92 16.28 3,01 0.28 JWA 56.58 4.66 7.63 1.41 0,13 

Other Airports 2,492.05 226,97 43,40 51.64 20.38 Other Airports 2,217.64 201.98 38.63 45,95 18.14 
Total Regional 2,612.18 236,89 59,68 54,65 20.66 Total Regional 2,610,09 231,00 56.15 50.34 21.04 

Roads EI Toro -- -- -- - .. Roads EITol'lJ' 17,062,00 5,280.00 1,548.00 305,00 2,233.00 
U,lall 00 4,(iO;l.OO ~ ~ ~ 

JWA 6,937.00 2,238.00 600.00 112.00 952.00 JWA 3,244.00 1,041,00 280,00 53,00 445,00 
Other Airportsl 2,965,980.00 559,103,00 111,572.00 45,643,00 8,228.00 Other Airpo~ 2,947,548.00 554,910,00 110,200,00 45,328,00 6,481.00 

1,1160,001 go SS8,4!l!l OQ 1108.400 45.75$ 00 ~ l,O:ri;SSI 00 SS I ,411; 00 IQ;t.!lJe; go 4S,9i;i go ~ 
Total Regionail 2,972,917,00 561,941.00 112,112,00 45,755.00 9,180.00 Total Regioua}! 2,967,854,00 561,231.00 112,028.00 45,682.00 9,165,00 

1,!l99,lIlll 00 S60,7ngo 111,4.400 45;16300 ~ :1,94+,14700 U7,14600 IOIl,9i11 go 4i.O:JlOO ~ 
TOTAL (pounds/day) 3,147,734.11 649,403.58 115,688.27 52,385.74 10,528.65 TOTAL (pGundlllday) 3.140,398.5(; 647,001.15 125,198.39 51,lIU6 10,501.74 

~,141';5(j II 641,Ula'l '::4'10 ~:r 1;Z~4~:U IIl,i4UI ~,IIII,'111 " 64l,ll11l11 ~;::.J,IO+ ;)$J 1::,4'. ~, 111,:14: :4 
I Revised calculation of averae.e triE len1lth, This revision does not iml!8ct anl of the sie.nificance Change from No Project p,335.55) (2,402.43) (489,88) (274.48) (26,91) 

delenninations made in connection with the Erojecl. (pounds/day) lJ,U64 ~S ~S,~&(j 4~1 ~~,I~~ aal ~ ~ 
2 TlpG~hical correction. Change from No Project (tons/year) (1,338.74) (43444) (8940) (50,09) (4,91) 

(4,~6 7a! ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Source: CH2M HILL, r&D Consultants, and LSA Associates, Inc, 2001 SCAQMD Tbreshold Cor 550 55 55 150 150 
Operation (pounds/day) 

County of Orange Final EIR No, 573 Alternatives 
1-15 



Table 8.2-3B 
Regionwide Emissions Inventory Phase 4 Proposed Project/No Project (PoundslDay Unless Noted) 

No Projeet (PhllJl(\ 4) Proposed Projeet (Phue 4) 
CO NOx ROC SOx PM •• CO No,. ROC SOx PM •• 

Aircraft EI Toro -- -- -- -- -- Aircraft EI Toro 7,358.95 13,629.82 1,029.16 859.23 130.05 
JWA 7,061.00 3,025.85 402.78 239.64 44.48 JWA 6,014.95 1,800.92 302.24 146.18 29.64 

Other Airports 76,353.47 83,463.81 11,136.94 6,362.99 908.97 Other Airports 64,573.57 70,811.49 9,423.64 5,400.40 711.29 
TOlal Regional 83,414.47 86,489.66 11,539.72 6,602.63 953.45 Tolal Regional 71,941.47 86,308.23 10,155.04 6,405.81 930.98 

nSf 
... 

EJ Toro -- GSE EJ Toro 17,053.53 1,513.31 506.85 75.93 63.69 -- -- -- --
JWA 5,610.84 597.89 171.83 14.93 26.54 JWA 4,001.17 481.47 128.31 12.64 21.23 

Other Airports 106,529.38 10,691.31 3,151.94 692.84 391.71 Other Airports 90,572. 75 9,095.58 2,679.98 589.11 333.50 
Total Regional 112,140.22 11,295.20 3,323.77 707.77 418.28 Total Regional 111,627.45 11,150.36 3,315.14 617.68 418.42 

Energy EIToro -- -- -- -- -. Energy EI Toro 108.60 624.60 5.80 64.10 21.40 
JWA 31.60 182.20 1.70 18.70 6.20 JWA 20.30 117.10 1.10 12.00 4.00 

Others 641.00 3,691.00 34.00 376.70 126.00 Others 544.00 3,132.00 29.00 319.90 107.00 
Total Regional 672.60 3,873.20 35.70 395.40 132.20 Total Regional 672.90 3,873.70 35.90 396.00 132.40 

Fuel EIToro -- -- .. .. -. Fuel EI Toro -- -- 89.31 .. .. 
JWA -- -- 9.14 .. -- JWA .. .. 5.87 .. .. 

Other Airports .. -- 558.24 .. -. Other Airports -- -- 474.65 .. .. 
Total Regional .. .. 567.38 .. .. Total Regional .. .. 569.83 .. .. 

Airport Roadways EI Toro .- .. .. .- Airport Roadways EI Toro 587.85 119.27 27.04 7.16 9.76 
JWA 117.92 13.70 3.99 0.56 1.17 JWA 75.34 9.02 2.59 0.38 0.76 

Other Airports 3,673.64 745.48 169.04 44.86 60.95 Other Airports 4,370.07 772.62 185.01 43.44 53.23 
Tolal Regional 3,791.56 759.18 113.03 45.42 62.12 Tolal Regional 5,033.26 900.91 214.64 50.98 63.75 

Airport Parl<ing EI Toro -. .. .. .. Airport Parl<ing EI Toro 367.45 31.64 5.07 9.16 3.85 
lWA 96.38 7.40 9.98 3.05 0.28 JWA 61.04 4.69 632 1.93 0.18 

Other Airports 2,29637 197.72 31.70 60.99 24.07 Other Airports 1,952.50 168.12 26.95 51.86 20.47 
Total Regional 2,392.75 205.12 41.68 64.04 24.35 Total Regional 2,380.99 204.45 38.34 63.55 24.50 

Roads EI Toro .. .. .. .. •• Roads EITotO' 14,631.00 5,781.00 1,193.00 396.00 2,947.00 
U,I" 00 ~ .I,OIJ.I.,QO Jjl(),OQ ~ 

JWA 4,569.00 1,848.00 359.00 112.00 946.00 JWA 2,889.00 1,168.00 227.00 71.00 598.00 
Other Airports! 2,772,382.00 495,123.00 71,538.00 48,963.00 8,883.00 Other Airports! 2,754,719.00 489,484.00 70,413.00 48,535.00 6,269.00 

2.764.0J600 4Q.,S~g 00 lQ,)Sg OQ 40,07.00 i,.iIWlO 2,'::12,. II 00 4&:;,06& 00 66,9\l:l 00 4K,QQ600 ~ 
Total Regionall 2,776,951.00 496,971.00 71,897.00 49,075.00 9,829.00 Total Regional! 2,772,239.00 496,433.00 71,833.00 48,996.00 9,814.00 

2,'6K,6Q' 00 4g.,.7700 ;lO,P4K 00 41l,IK'00 ~ 2,7.8,." 00 400,2.~ 00 '&,010 QI) 40,457 QO ~ 
TOTAL (pounds/day) 2,979,362,60 599,593.36 87,578.28 56,890,26 11,419.40 TOTAL (pounds/day) 2,969,901.07 598,1170.65 86,761.89 56,590.02 11,384.115 

2 ,1171 ,U Ui 60 511~,_i' 116,"'28 :IS S7,OU226 &1,42140 2,1l;l:6,2211 Q:1 5112,,118 65 12,11jl III 57,1l1i102 1I,211i115 
1 Revised calculation of avera!!e Ifi!! lenSlh. This revision does not iml!act an~ of the sil!nificance Change from No Project (9,461.53) (122.7 I} (816.39) (300.24) (35.35) 

detenninations made in connection with the I!roject. (pounds/day) (J4,~aa ~31 (~,3gg ~I} (J,c>1lO 31lj 4i.74 ~ 

2 Typographical correction. Change fiom No Project (tons/year) (1,726.53) (131.89) (148.99) (54.79) (6.45) 
1',343 !illl ~ ~ UO ~ 

Source: CIl2M BILL, P&D Consultants, and LSA Associates, Inc. 2001 SCAQMD Threshold for 550 55 55 150 150 Operation (pounds/day) 
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Table 8.2-4 
Phase 2 No Project/No Activity Pollutant Concentrations - JW A (Worst Case Operations and Meteorology) 

IIQ • Monte Vista High School 5.0 3.0 0.128 0.01505 0.022 0.007 0.002 84.5" 33.8 

2 - Newport Beach Golf Course 5.4 3.0 0.148 0.01511 0.023 0.007 0.002 84.6 33.8 

3 • Santa Ana Country Club 5.0 3.1 0.128 0.01515 0.023 0.007 0.002 84.7 33.8 

4 • Residential Area East of Campus Drive 5.5 3.0 0.190 0.01510 0.024 0.007 0.002 84.7 33.8 

!rtBeach 5.7 3.1 0.143 0.01537 0.023 0.007 0.002 84.9 33.8 -

6 • County Superintendent of Schools 5.2 3.1 0.166 0.01554 0.023 0.007 0.002 85.1 33.9 

7 • Fire Station 6.3 3.4 0.201 0.01748 0.027 0.008 0.002 85.6 34.1 

8 • Executive Park I 6.5 3.5 0.229 0.01614 0.024 0.007 0.002 85.1 33.9 

9· Sky Park I 5.5 3.1 0.160 0.01530 0.022 0.007 0.002 84.7 33.8 

pm N/A 0.0S34 ppm N/A 0.14 ppm 0.030 ppm 150 
I 

State Standard 20 ppm 9.0 ppm 0.25 ppm N/A 0.250om 0.04 oom N/A SO WlIm' I N/A 

Soun;e: CH2M Hill and LSA Associales, Inc., 200 I. 
NOTE: [I] Includes ambient I-hour CO concentration of 4.6 ppm and I·hour CO concenlrallon reported by EDMS. 

[2} Includes ambient 8-hour CO concenlrlllion of 2.9 ppm and 8-hour CO concentration reported by EDMS. 
(3] Includes ambient I·hour N02 concenlrlltion of 0.089 ppm and 48.9 percent of the l-hour NOX concenlrlllion reported by EDMS. 
(4) Includes ambient AAM N02 concenlralion of 0.01 SO ppm and 48.9 percent of the annual NOX concenlrlllion reported by EDMS. 
[S] Includes ambient I·hour S02 concenlrlltion of 0.020 ppm and I-hour SOX concenlrlltion reported by EDMS. 
[6] Includes ambient 24·hour S02 concenlrlllion of 0.006 ppm and 24-bour SOX concenlratlon reported by EDMS. 
[7] Includes ambient AAM S02 concenlrations of 0.002 ppm and AAM SOX concenlrlllion reported by EDMS. 
[8] Includes ambient 24-bour PM 10 concenlration of84.3 I'SIm3 and 24-bour PM10 concentration reported by EDMS. 
(9) Includes ambient AAM PMIO concenlrlllion of33.8 I'SIm3 and AAM PMIO concenlrlllion reported by EDMS. 
(10) Receptor number corresponds to Figure 2-12. 
[II} Numbers In bold represent concenlrlltions thai exceed federal or State standards. 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Alternatives 
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Table 8.2-5 
Phase 4 No Project/No Activity Pollutant Concentrations - JW A (Worst Case Operations and Meteorology) 

2 - Newport Beach Golf Course 5.9 3.1 0.220 0.01572 0.038 0.008 

3 - Santa Ana Country Club 5.4 3.2 0.172 0.01579 0.030 0.008 

4 - Residential Area East of Campus Drive 5.9 3.1 0.318!! 0.01569 0.049 0.009 

5 - Sheraton Newport Beach 6.5 3.2 0.214 0.01620 0.035 0.008 

6 - County Superintendent of Schools 5.5 3.2 0.222 0.01649 0.033 0.008 

7 - Fire Station 7.7 3.6 0.367 0.02070 0.045 0.010 

8 - Executive Park 8.1 4.0 0.410 0.01813 0.048 0.009 

9- Sky Park 6.2 3.3 I 0.154 0.01615 0.037 0.008 

ppm N/A 0.14 ppm 
I 

State ppm I N/A 0.15 ppm 0.04 ppm 

and LSA Associates, Inc., 2001. 
NOTE: (I] Includes ambient I-hour CO concentration of 4.6 ppm and I-hour CO concentration reported by EDMS. 

{2] Includes ambient 8-hour CO concentration of2.9 ppm and 8-hour CO concentration reported by EDMS. 

0.002 

0.002 

0.002 

0.003 

0.003 

0.003 

0.003 

0.003 

(3] Includes ambient I-hour N02 concentration of 0.092 ppm and 48.9 percent of the I-bour NOX concentration reported by EDMS. 
(4] Includes ambient AAM N02 concentration of 0.0155 ppm and 48.9 percent of the annual NOx concentration reported by EDMS. 
{5] Includes ambient I-hour S02 concentration of 0.023 ppm and I-hour SOX concentration reported by EDMS. 
[6] Includes ambient 24-hour SOl concentration of 0.007 ppm and 24-hour SOx concentration reported by EDMS. 
[7] Includes ambient AAM SOl concentrations of 0.002 ppm and AAM SOX concentration reported by EDMS. 
[8] Includes ambient 24-hour PM 10 concentration of87.5 I18fm3 and 24-bour PM 10 concentration reported by EDMS. 
[9] Includes ambient AAM PM I 0 concentration of 35.1 J.Ig/m3 and AAM PM I 0 concentration reported by EDMS. 
[10] Receptor number corresponds to Figure 2-12. 
[II] Numbers in bold represent concentrations that exceed federal or State standards. 

I 

I 

88.0 I 

88.1 I 

88.1 

88.5 

88.6 

89.5 

88.9 

88.1 
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31.5 

31.5 

31.6 

31.6 

31.9 

31.7 
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345 

154 
152 
90 

114 

93 
54 
lOS 
IU 
94 

116 
IS6 
175 
134 
lSI 
98 
155 
177 
19S 

280 

-= 

Table 8.2-6 
Phase 2 No Project - Predicted One Hour Ambient Carbon Monoxide Concentration for Intersections 

with the Highest Volume and Worst Level of Serviee (LOS) 

lamboree &: Chapman 1.0 1.0 7.1 6.9 6.9 6.7 6.9 1.0 6.6 6.1 6.1 6.8 

CITY OFSANTA ANAll 
M .. ArIIrur &: Maln 7.2 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.1 6.9 6.9 1.2 6.9 1.2 6.8 7.0 
Maln &: Swdlower 1.1 7.2 6.8 1.2 6.1 7.0 6.6 6.5 6.1 6.9 1.2 1.0 
Grand &: Edinser 7.1 1.1 1.2 7.2 U 7.0 6.8 7.2 6.7 7.0 6.8 7.0 
Red Hill &: l>yerIBammca 7.0 1.1 7.0 1.2 6.7 6.8 6.6 6.8 6.5 6.9 6.7 6.9 

CITYOFTUSTINI3 
Newport &: Edinser 1.3 1.2 6.9 7.1 6.8 7.0 6.6 6.1 6.1 6.8 6.7 7.0 
lamboree &: iii Camino R .... 7.1 1.2 7.2 7.0 6.1 1.0 6.6 6.9 6.8 6.7 7.0 7.0 
Red Hill &: Worner 7.0 6.9 7.0 6.9 6.7 6.9 6.6 6.1 6.6 6.9 6.8 6.1 
Von Kannan &: Bam.nca 6.9 6.9 1.0 6.1 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.1 6.5 6.4 6.6 6.6 
Red Hill &: Edinger 6.8 1.0 1.2 6.9 6.8 1.0 6.1 71J 6.7 6.3 6.3 6.7 

CITY OF IRVINE 14 
Jamboree &: B8I1'IIIlCa 5.9 6.0 5.1 S.1 5.4 S.6 S.4 S.S H 5.6 s.s s.a 
lamboree &: Main 5.9 5.8 5.1 S5 5.5 S.1 5.5 5.1 5.4 B 5.5 U 
lamboree &: Michel ... 5.7 5.6 5.1 5.6 S.2 5.6 S.3 B U 5.4 5.5 5.5 
lamboree & Alton 5.7 S.6 S.8 S.S B M 5.2 S.2 S.3 B 5.J S.6 
Red Hill &: MacAnhur S.8 S.6 S.S S.6 S.2 5.4 S.3 5.4 S.S S.S S.4 S.S 
Culver &: Irvine Center S.S S.S 5.7 5.1 5.2 H 5.4 S.6 S.2 D S.4 S.S 
VOlI Karmaa &: Maln S.S S.6 5.6 5.6 S.J B S.2 S.4 SJ S.4 5.4 5.3 
Culver & Michelson S.4 S.5 5.3 5.2 5.0 S.3 S.I S.2 S.3 5.2 5.4 5.4 
MacMhur &: lamboree H S.S S.4 S.4 5.\ S.4 5.0 S.2 5.J 5.3 S.3 S.3 

CITY OF LAGUNA HILLSI4 
iii Toro & Avd. Carfoto 5.4 S.3 5.4 5.4 5.1 S.2 5.0 S.2 5.2 5.2 5.1 5.3 

... Cotl~tmiont are in partJ per million (ppm~ fcdcnll hour CO l&andard is 35 ppm~ SWo 1 hour CO mndatd it 20 ppm 
I • RECI SW COIINER 
2·l\£C2 $I! COIINER 
3 • RECl NB CORNEl!. 
•• REC4 NW COIINER 
S - REeS S. DEPAl<nJIIE· MID BLOCK 
6· REC6 N. APPROACH· MID BLOCK 
,. REO S. DEPAl<nJIIE· MID BLOCK 
8· REO W. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
9. REC9 N. DEPAIlnJllE· MID BLOCK 
10 • REC 10 S. APPROACH. MID BLOCK 
" • REel! W. DEPAIlnJllE· MID BLOCK 
.2· REC.Z E. APPROACH- MID BLOCK 
13 ~ The ambient one..hour CO eotICCntralion. 6.1 """ obtained by muldplyina .. roIJbaft factot to the teQ.md hiJbcst one-hour CO eonoentBtion at the Deates1 air mon.itorin; 

........ c.nu.I "'-Ccunty Air _illS....", _ the ,..,. 199610 200(), to acIdod 10 the coIoW.iod on. hour ..... 01 •. 
14 - Tho anbient ono-bour CO com::eratnWon. 4.6 ppm, obll.iued by multiplyiq .. roUbKk fJcIor to the tcCOfId bipat one-hour CO concenttarion ., the neatest tif moniCDrlng 

........ Saddl<b .... VUh:)' Air Monitoring S ...... _ the y .... 1996 10 Zooo. i. acIdod II> the <a'adllAld ......... 1_ 
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345 

1S4 
152 
90 
114 

93 
54 
lOS 
m 
94 

116 
156 
175 
134 
151 
98 
ISS 
177 
195 

280 
Note: 

Alternatives 

Table 8.2-7 
Phase 2 No Project - Predicted Eight Hour Ambient Carbon Monoxide Concentration 

for Intersections with the Highest Volume and Worst Level of Service (LOS) 

Jamboree &: Chapman 5,2 5,2 5.3 5,2 5,2 5,0 5,2 5,2 5,0 5,0 5,0 

CITY OF SANTA ANAI3 
MacArthur &: Main 5,4 5.4 5.4 5,4 5.3 5.2 5.2 S,4 5.2 5,4 5.1 
Mllin &: Sunflower 5.3 SA 5.1 SA 5.0 5.2 5,0 4,9 5.0 5.2 5.4 
Grand &: Edinger 5.3 5.3 5.4 5.4 5.1 5,2 5.1 SA 5,0 5,2 5,1 
Red Hill &: DyerlBarranea 5,2 S.3 5,2 SA 5,0 5.1 5,0 5.1 4,9 5.2 5,0 

CITY OF TVSTINI3 
Newport &: Edinger SA SA 5,2 5,) 5.1 5,2 5.0 5,0 5,0 5.1 5,0 
Jamboree &: EI Camino ReaI 5,3 5,4 SA 5,2 5,0 5,2 5.0 5,2 5,1 5,0 5,2 
Red Hill &: Warner D 5,2 U 5,2 5,0 5.2 M 5,0 5,0 5,2 5,1 
Von Karman &: Samm<a 5,2 5,2 5,2 5,0 5,0 5.0 5,0 5.0 4.9 4.8 5,0 
Red Hill &: Edinger 5,1 5,2 SA 5.2 5,1 5,2 5,0 5,2 5.0 SJ 5,1 

CITY OF IRVINE 14 
Jamboree &: Saman ... 3,8 3.9 3,1 3.1 3.5 3.6 3.S 3.5 3,6 3,6 3.5 
Jamboree &: Main 3,8 3.1 3.1 3,5 3,5 3,7 3.5 ),1 3.5 ),5 3.S 
Jamboree &: Mi.I"", 3.1 ),6 3,1 3,6 33 3.6 3.4 3,4 3.5 3,5 3.S 
Jambo .... &: Allon 3.7 3,6 3.7 3.5 3.4 3.5 3.3 3,3 3.4 3.4 3.4 
Red Hill &: MacArthur 3.7 3,6 3.5 3,6 3,3 3.5 3.4 3.5 3.S 3.5 3.5 
CuI..,. &: Irvine Center 3,5 3.5 3,1 3.1 3.3 3.5 3.5 3.6 ),3 3,4 3,5 
Von Karman &: Mllin 3,5 3.6 3.6 3,6 3.4 3.5 3,3 3.5 3.3 3,5 3.5 
Culver &: Michel_ 3.5 3.5 3,4 3.3 3,2 3,4 33 3.3 3,4 3,3 3.5 
MacArthur &: Jamboree 3.6 3,5 3.5 3,5 3,3 3.5 3,2 3.3 3,4 3.4 3.4 

CITY OF LAGUNA HILLSI4 
EI Taro &: Avd, Carlota 3.5 3.4 3,5 3.5 3.3 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.3 3,3 3,3 
• - Concentration. are in parts per million (ppm); federal and State 8 hour CO standard i. 9 ppm 
1- RECI SW CORNER 
2 - REC2 SE CORNER 
3 - REel NE CORNER 
4 - REC4 NW CORNER 
S-REC5 S.DEPARTURE-MIDBLOCK 
6 - REC6 N, APPROACH - MID SLOCK 
1 - REC7 E. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
8 - REC8 W. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
9 - REC9 N, DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
IO-RECIO S.APPROACH·MlDSLOCK 
II - RECII W, DEPARTURE - MID SLOCK 
12 - REC 12 E. APPROACH· MID SLOCK 

5.1 

5.2 
5,2 
5,2 
5,2 

5,2 
5,2 
5,0 
5,0 
5.0 

3,1 
3.7 
3.5 
3,6 
3.5 
3.5 
3.4 
3,5 
3.4 

3,4 

13 - The ambiCllt eight-hour CO con<entnllion, 4.6 ppm, obtained by multiplyinJ a rollback factor to die second higbesl ei/lht-llour coneenlr.!tion at die nearest air monitoring station, 
Central Grange County Air Monitoring Stalion between the y ..... of 1996 to 2000, i. added to the product of die colculated __ hour levels multipHed by • persistent factor of 0,1, 

14 - The ambient eight-hour CO conccntnllion, 2.9 ppm, obtained by multiplying a rollback factor to the seoond highest eight.IJour conccntralioo at die nearest air monitoring station, 
Seddlebaek Volley Air Monitoring Station bat_ the y .... of 1996 to 2000, is added to the product of the colculated one-hour levels multiplied by • persistent factor of 0,7, 
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Toxic Air Contaminants 

Under this alternative, no runway improvements at JW A would be necessary and there 
would be no aviation reuse of MCAS EI Toro. In addition, no nonaviation uses are planned. 
Therefore, toxic air contaminant impacts would likely be less than under the Proposed 
Project. 

8.2.4.6 Topography 

The No Project/No Activity Alternative would not involve construction at the MCAS El 
Toro site and, therefore, would not result in impacts related to topography. Therefore, this 
alternative would avoid topographic impacts of the Proposed Project at the El T oro site. 
However, since the project impacts are insignificant, no significant impacts would be 
avoided. 

Under the No Project/No Activity Alternative, no changes would be made to existing 
opemtions at JW A. Therefore, no changes to existing topogmphic conditions at JW A would 
occur. This is also the case under the Proposed Project. 

8.2.4.7 Soils, Geology and Seismicity 

The No Project/No Activity Alternative would not involve construction or development at 
MCAS EI Toro, and would therefore not result in impacts related to soils or geologic 
features. Since MCAS EI Toro would be closed and remain vacant and unoccupied under 
this scenario, it would not expose residents, employees or visitors to potential seismic 
effects. 

Under the No Project/No Activity Alternative, no changes would be made to existing 
opemtions at JW A. Therefore, no changes to existing conditions regarding soils, geologic 
features or seismicity would occur at JW A. 

This alternative would avoid impacts of the Proposed Project at the EI Toro site. However, 
since the project impacts are insignificant, no significant impacts would be avoided. 

8.2.4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Under the No Project/No Activity Alternative, existing on-base flooding would continue, 
and necessary improvements would not be made. In addition, improvements such as 
Marshburn Channel would not be made and regional flood control plans would not be 
implemented. In contrast, under the Proposed Project, improvements to the existing storm 
dmin system at MCAS El Toro will be made resulting in beneficial impacts. 

No groundwater will be purnped from the MCAS EI Toro site under this alternative so there 
will be no impacts to local groundwater levels or basin storage under this alternative. 
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Groundwater quality impacts under this alternative will be similar to those discussed for the 
Proposed Project. 

With respect to water quality, under the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative, sedimentation 
impacts due to erosion at the MCAS El Toro site would be significant. In comparison, under 
the Proposed Project, improvements to the drainage system will reduce water quality 
impacts to a level below significant. 

Under this alternative, JW A will require no new construction. Therefore, this alternative will 
not result in impacts related to hydrology and water quality. 

In summary, this alternative would result in worse impacts than the project, and would not 
avoid or lessen project impacts. 

8.2.4.9 Biological Resources 

Under the No ProjectlNo Activity Alternative, the MCAS EI Toro site would remain vacant 
and undeveloped, which would not result in direct adverse impacts to biological resources. 
There would be no improvements to channels or streambeds, and they would be retained at 
the MCAS EI Toro site. However, agricultural activities would cease, and foraging would 
not occur. Depending upon the amount of time that this alternative continued, some areas 
may become more naturalized, and some wildlife may increase in numbers as a result. 
There would be no aircraft flyovers in the federal Habitat Reserve as part of this alternative. 
Under the Proposed Project, however, a Wildlife Habitat Area will be created. 
Consequently, no beneficial impacts associated with the creation of coastal sage scrub on the 
eastern portions of the MCAS EI Toro site will result under the No ProjectINo Activity 
Alternative. This alternative would not result in any project impacts at the El Toro site, but 
since the project would have no significant impacts, this alternative would not avoid any 
identified significant impacts. This alternative would preclude implementation of the 
Wildlife Habitat Area; therefore, this alternative would have a significant adverse regional 
wildlife impact. 

Under the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative for JWA, there would be no adverse 
biological resource impacts at JWA or in Upper Newport Bay, since there is no physical 
improvements and no substantial change in aircraft operations. The current indirect impacts 
on biological resources in Upper Newport Bay result from existing commercial operations at 
JW A. These impacts include noise, motion, and startle effects from direct aircraft flyovers. 
These impacts would continue under the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative. This 
alternative would not avoid or lessen these impacts compared to the project. 
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8.2.4.10 Public Services and Utilities 

Under the No Project/No Activity Alternative, the MCAS El Toro site would remain vacant 
and undeveloped, which would require no utilities. However, a large-scale, vacant site with 
standing buildings, such as the El Toro site, would require some form of police security, and 
a plan to utilize nearby fire stations for fire and emergency medical services. However, the 
site would generate no revenues to offset costs requiring a subsidy from federal and/or local 
agencies. The lack of police and fire services under the No Project/No Activity Alternative 
results in significant adverse impacts. In addition, the proposed OCF A station on Irvine 
Boulevard that is part of the Proposed Project would not be developed, and OCFA would be 
required to obtain another site for relocation of the SpectrumlLake Forest temporary OCFA 
station. In addition, the candidate OCF A station site in Planning Area 4 would not be 
developed, and OCF A would be required to obtain another site to serve the Irvine area west 
of the EI Toro site. This alternative would preclude all the public facilities proposed in the 
ASMP, which would be a significant adverse impact to State, County, and special district 
operators. 

JW A would remain status quo operations, and therefore, no change to the existing public 
service and utilities conditions would occur. 

With respect to utilities, as described in Section 4.10 (Public Services and Utilities), the 
Proposed Project is not anticipated to result in significant adverse impacts related to utilities. 
Therefore, the No ProjectlNo Activity Alternative would not avoid a significant impact. 
Utilities demand at JW A under the No Project/No Activity Alternative would be similar to 
existing demand and could be served without significant adverse impacts after mitigation, 
similar to the Proposed Project. 

In summary, this alternative would not avoid impacts, but would lessen impacts compared to 
the project. However, this alternative would generate new, significant, adverse impacts by 
precluding all the public facilities included in the ASMP. 

8.2.4.11 Natural Resources and Energy 

As noted in Section 4.11 (Natural Resources and Energy), the Proposed Project would not 
result in significant adverse impacts to natural resources and energy, with the exception of 
impacts to consumption of jet fuel in the region (when compared to existing conditions) and 
to agricultural resources at MCAS EI Toro, which could not be mitigated to below a level of 
significance. This alternative anticipates no activity at the El Toro site, so alI agricultural 
operations would cease. However, the Prime Agricultural Soils would not be lost to 
development. There are no natural or agricultural resources at JW A. 

Under this alternative, energy consumption associated with construction activities at EI Toro 
would be eliminated, and this component of the alternative's energy consumption would be 
less than that of the Proposed Project. From a regional standpoint, however, this alternative 
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would not meet the forecasted increase in air service demand, a substantial portion of which 
would have been met by the Proposed Project. Under this circumstance, it would be 
necessary for the shortfall in air service demand to be met at other regional airports which, in 
turn, would entail energy Get fuel) consumption on a par with that of the Proposed Project. 
As noted in Section 4.11, iffor any reason the regional demand for air passenger and cargo 
service was not fully met, the Proposed Project would have a greater impact on consumption 
of jet fuels than the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative. In addition, providing air services 
equivalent to those of the Proposed Project at other regional airports also could increase 
overall highway travel-related fuel consumption, as air travelers drive to other, more distant 
airports within the ASA. Consequently, the long-term regional energy consumption 
implications of this alternative will be equivalent to, and possibly greater than, those of the 
Proposed Project, so long as regional air passenger and air cargo demand is met elsewhere. 

In summary, this alternative would avoid the loss of Prime Agricultural Soils and lessen 
impacts on energy resources compared to the Proposed Project. 

8.2.4.12 Aesthetics, Light and Glare 

The No ProjectlNo Activity Alternative would eliminate all activities and potential revenue 
for maintenance activities and lead to decay and vandalism. This would result in a 
significant adverse impact on aesthetics. No new or additional light or glare impacts would 
occur at either the El Toro site or the JW A site. Although this alternative would decrease 
the level of light and intensity of glare at EI Toro, this was not identified as a potentially 
significant impact under the Proposed Project. 

In summary, this alternative would have significant adverse aesthetic impacts not identified 
under the Proposed Project. 

8.2.4.13 Cultural Resources 

With the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative, no future uses would be developed on the 
former Marine base site. Any cultural resources on the site would not be disturbed under the 
No ProjectINo Activity Alternative. The Proposed Project would also have no significant 
impacts on cultural resources; therefore, this alternative would not avoid project impacts. 

The No ProjectINo Activity Alternative anticipates status quo operations at JW A. As such, 
there would be no additional or new impacts on cultural resources in the JW A area. 
Similarly, the Proposed Project would not impact cultural resources in the JW A area. 

8.2.4.14 Recreation 

Assuming no future development of the MCAS El Toro site under the No ProjectlNo 
Activity Alternative, there would not be any physical impacts to area recreational facilities 
(trails and parks). However, under the No ProjectlNo Activity Alternative, the recreational 
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facilities proposed as part of the project at the El Toro site would not be provided. The 
demand for these recreational uses in South County would be increased. This alternative 
would not avoid impacts, but would significantly reduce recreational facilities, which would 
be a significant adverse impact of this alternative. 

At JW A, status quo opemtions would continue under this alternative, and no additional 
impacts or changes to existing impacts on use of recreational facilities in the area would 
occur. 

8.2.4.15 Public Health and Safety 

A viation Safety 

Under the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative, the potential air carrier and air cargo accident 
risks at JW A would increase over the Proposed Project by approximately 40.9% to reflect 
the number of increasing aviation activity at JW A and the potential accident risks for general 
aviation at JW A would slightly increase by 2.1 % correspondingly. Since there would be no 
aviation activity at OCX, there would be no aviation risks. Compared to the Proposed 
Project, this alternative would avoid impacts at the EI Toro site, but would increase impacts 
atJWA. 

This alternative would avoid the health risks of aviation toxic air contaminants at the El 
Toro site, but increase them at JWA compared to the project. 

8.2.4.16 Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Wastes 

Under the No ProjectlNo Activity Alternative, no new construction would occur at the 
MCAS EI Toro site and JWA would continue to opemte at 8.4 MAP. Remedial 
investigations and response actions would continue at all IRP sites at EI Toro, consistent 
with the current progmm requirements of industrial cleanup standards. This is also the case 
under the Proposed Project. 

Under the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative, no new hazardous materials would be used or 
stored and no new hazardous waste would be generated from the EI Toro site. Hazardous 
waste handling pmctices would remain unchanged at JW A. Likewise, there would be no 
impacts associated with the new use of hazardous materials or new generation of hazardous 
waste materials at the EI Toro site under the Proposed Project. 

In comparison to the Proposed Project, over the long term, existing structures with Asbestos
Containing Building Materials (ACBMs) and lead-based paint would no longer be 
maintained under the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative. Structures containing asbestos 
and lead paint would deteriorate over the long term, a condition which could represent a 
human health hazard. This would be a significant adverse impact associated with this 
alternative. 
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This alternative would avoid new hazardous materials impacts, but would result in worse 
asbestos and lead paint hazards compared to the project. 

8.2.4.17 Socioeconomics 

This alternative would result in a reduction of 24,300 jobs compared to the Proposed Project. 
Under this alternative, an estimated 5,200 jobs would be generated at JW A, a net increase of 
3,100 jobs over existing 1998 conditions at JWA. However, this would be a significant 
reduction from the project case. 

As with the Proposed Project, economic activity at JWA under the No ProjectINo Activity 
Alternative, as well as expenditures by visitors arriving by air through JW A, would 
stimulate additional off-site job growth. However, the total number of on-site and off-site 
jobs stimulated by the airport system would be significantly lower under the No ProjectINo 
Activity Alternative than under the Proposed Project. 

Given the fewer number of jobs generated under this alternative, at 5,200 jobs versus 29,500 
jobs under the Proposed Project, the magnitude of impacts related to induced growth or 
concentration of population and employment in the area, and increasing demand for housing, 
including low and moderate income housing, beneficial socioeconomic impacts would be 
significantly lower under the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative than under the Proposed 
Project. 

In summary, this alternative would not avoid or lessen adverse impacts compared to the 
Proposed Project. This would be true under all development scenarios. 

8.2.4.18 Economic Implications 

To provide a point of comparison regarding the potential unrealized economic benefits to 
Orange County associated with the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative, the level of 
economic benefits generated under this scenario was also estimated. 

Without the development of commercial aviation facilities at MCAS EI Toro, the Orange 
County air service deficiencies are projected to increase significantly by 2020, even if JW A 
were to expand to its maximum passenger capability. In 2020, the air passenger capacity 
deficiency at Orange County airports would range from 9.2 to 14.8 million origin and 
destination passengers (excluding connecting passengers) depending on the extent to which 
JW A could be expanded. The 2020 air cargo deficiency would be approximately 2.0 million 
tons without development of OCX. 

The potential economic implications associated with the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative 
are twofold. First, passengers served in the year 2020 in Orange County would be reduced 
from 34.2 MAP to 8.4 MAP, leading to substantial reductions in the output, income, and 
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employment associated with the direct (provision of service) activity. Second, while the air 
passengers and cargo projected to use OCX and IW A under the Proposed Project could be 
accommodated at other airports in the region, there would be some reduction in the level of 
visitor expenditures in Orange County from these air passengers, as well as a potential loss 
of economic competitiveness for the County. 

Direct (provision of service) benefits to Orange County's economy generated by the No 
Project/No Activity Alternative in 2020 are projected to amount to $1.3 billion in output; 
$496 million in personal income; and 13,600 jobs. In terms of potential unrealized direct 
economic benefits, in 2020 the No ProjectJNo Activity Alternative generates $2.9 billion 
less in total output, $1.2 billion less in personal income, and 32,000 fewer jobs than the 
airport related direct (provision of service) benefits associated with the Proposed Project. 

Indirect benefits under the No Project/No Activity Alternative would be generated by use of 
aviation services provided at IW A. These use of service benefits include expenditures by 
visitors arriving on commercial and general aviation flights at IW A, aircrew layovers from 
commercial flights using IW A, and revenue to local travel agencies from Orange County 
residents booking flights from JW A. The total economic benefits (including indirect and 
induced activity) generated by use of service provided at IW A in 2020 under the No 
Project/No Activity Alternative amounts to 34,100 jobs, $784 million in personal income, 
and $1.9 billion in output. 

The total economic benefits (including indirect and induced activity) generated by both 
provision and use of service provided at IW A in 2020 under the No Project/No Activity 
Alternative amounts to 47,700 jobs, $1.3 million in personal income, and $3.2 billion in 
output. In 2020 the No Project/No Activity Alternative generates $6.5 billion less in total 
output, $2.7 billion less in personal income, and 98,000 fewer jobs than the benefits 
associated with the Proposed Project. 

However, these differences overstate the level of potential unrealized indirect (use of 
service) economic benefits associated with the No Project/No Activity Alternative. It is 
anticipated that air passengers projected to use OCX and IW A under the Proposed Project 
could be accommodated at other airports in the region under the No Project/No Activity 
Alternative. Thus, the visitors to Orange County expected to use OCX and IW A under the 
Proposed Project will still spend time and money in Orange County under the No Project/No 
Activity Alternative. 

As regional ground access travel times increase, which regional transportation planning 
agencies expect will occur, reaching Orange County from airports outside of the County will 
become less convenient and more time-consuming. Because visitors (both business and 
pleasure) to the region arriving by air desire convenient, fast transportation between their 
origin and destination, this will place leisure and business destinations in Orange County at a 
competitive disadvantage in the region, potentially leading to reductions in the amount of 
time spent (and associated expenditures) in Orange County under the No Project/No Activity 
Alternative. 
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There is no reliable method to quantify this reduction in visitor expenditures caused by less 
convenient access to the County by air passengers. However, the magnitude of the impact 
could be significant, and would result in economic benefits generated by visitors to Orange 
County arriving by air that are less than the level estimated under the Proposed Project. 

8.2.4.19 Risk of Upset 

Implementation of the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative will not result in significant 
adverse impacts to public health and safety related to risk of upset conditions. This 
alternative would avoid impacts compared to the Proposed Project However, since the 
Proposed Project impacts are insignificant after mitigation, no significant impacts would be 
avoided by this alternative. 

8.2.5 Conclusions 

The No ProjectINo Activity Alternative would: 

(i) Not meet any of the general project objectives, and would not meet the aviation 
objectives relating to passenger and cargo demand, service opportunities, industry 
competition, economic growth, business activities, existing land use restrictions, or 
General Plan implementation; 

(il) Not avoid impacts on land uses, General Plan consistency, and regional air quality 
emissions; 

(iii) Result in new or additional significant adverse impacts to regional VMT, regional air 
quality emissions, hydrology, public services, aesthetics, recreation, aviation safety 
at JW A, asbestos and lead paint hazards, and economics; and 

(iv) Avoid or lessen impacts on topography; soils, geology, and seismicity; aviation noise 
at the EI Toro site, including sleep disturbances and recreation uses; construction 
related air quality impacts; toxic air contaminants at EI Toro; local air quality 
impacts at OCX due to aircraft operations; utilities; Prime Agricultural Soils; energy 
resources; aviation safety at EI Toro; new hazardous materials and wastes; and risk 
of upset. However, the Proposed Project would have no significant impact after 
mitigation in these categories except for sleep disturbance, jet fuel consumption, 
local air quality, construction related air quality, toxic air contaminants, and 
agricultural resources. 

In summary, the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative would avoid unmitigatable project 
impacts on agricultural resources, local air quality impacts at OCX, toxic air contaminants 
near the EI Toro site, and noise impacts on sleep disturbance and recreation uses. However, 
this alternative would increase significant aviation noise and air quality impacts at regional 
airports, including toxic air contaminants and sleep disturbance due to increased service 
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levels at other regional airports. This alternative would result in new or additional impacts 
in several categories, including significant increases in regional VMT and regional air 
quality emissions as a result of the failure to meet the locally generated demand in Orange 
County. Specifically, under the No ProjectJNo Activity Alternative, there will be greater 
average highway trip lengths and, therefore, increased VMT by air passengers and shippers. 
In addition, accommodating Orange County demand at other airports in the region would 
increase average delay time at those airports resulting in increased aircraft and GSE 
emissions. 
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8.3 ETRPA NONAVIATION PLAN ALTERNATIVE 

This section presents the potential impacts of the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative as 
measured against the existing setting, as well as a comparison of the alternative's impacts to 
those of the Proposed Project at build out. In those instances in which the comparison of the 
alternative to the Proposed Project is materially affected by the phasing of the project, i.e., in 
those instances in which the impacts of the Proposed Project during the phasing years are 
materially different from those impacts at year 2020, a comparison of the alternative's 
impacts to those of the Proposed Project for the applicable phasing year is also provided. 

8.3.1 Aviation Uses 

No aviation reuse activities are proposed for MCAS El Toro under the ETRPA Nonaviation 
Plan Alternative. 

8.3.2 Nonaviation Revenue Support Uses 

The El Toro Reuse Planning Authority (ETRPA), composed of the cities of Irvine, Lake 
Forest, Dana Point, Laguna Beach, Laguna Hills, Laguna Niguel, and Mission Viejo, 
prepared a nonaviation plan (Millennium Plan, April 1998) for the El Toro site. In October 
of 1997, the Board of Supervisors directed that, if ETRP A timely delivered to the County a 
nonaviation development proposal for El Toro in form and detail adequate for analysis in the 
Master Development Plan EIR, the proposal would be analyzed as an alternative in the EIR. 
The Board also directed that environmental comparison to the Proposed Project in the EIR 
be provided on all environmental categories where the nonaviation alternative would result 
in significantly different impacts than the Proposed Project. At a minimum, the alternative 
will be analyzed for noise, air quality, and traffic impacts. 

EIR No. 563 included analysis of a nonaviation development plan for the El Toro site 
(Alternative C), which was analyzed at a level of detail equal to the aviation alternatives 
(Alternatives A and B). The EIR No. 563 nonaviation alternative included a land use mix 
similar in key areas to the ETRP A Nonaviation Alternative. While there are differences in 
the individual land uses and land use locations, the overall objective of both alternatives is 
similar; that is, to establish a nonaviation planned community with a mix of residential, 
employment, institutional, and open space/recreation uses, including a major visitor serving 
commercial use component. In its certification of Final EIR No. 563, the LRA determined 
that the nonaviation alternative would not meet the objectives of the project and would have 
certain impacts greater than the CRP. 

Since the nonaviation alternative was rejected during certification of Final EIR No. 563, the 
nonaviation plan is not required to be carried forward for analysis in Draft EIR No. 573. 
However, the LRA directed that the nonaviation alternative will be analyzed in case an 
aviation plan is determined to be infeasible at a future date. 
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The land uses assumed on the former MCAS EI Toro site under this alternative are 
organized around four districts, three of which would be developed with mixes of various 
land uses and are referred to as an Arts and Culture district, an Education, Research and 
Technology (ERn district, and a Sports and Entertainment district. The fourth district is 
designated as an undeveloped Habitat Reserve district, which would not generate an 
appreciable amount of vehicle traffic. Each of the three developed districts contains a 
mixed-use village as its core activity center. The mixed-use villages are envisioned as 
intensive activity areas composed of both residential and nonresidential uses that establish 
the theme for each district. Figure 8-1 depicts the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative. 

Under this alternative and as in the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative, JW A is assumed to 
continue providing general aviation and short and medium-haul domestic air passenger 
services at a service level of8.4 MAP (an average of23.0 thousand passengers per day), all 
of which are non-connecting passengers. JW A is also assumed to continue to annually 
handle approximately 6.4 thousand tons of domestic belly cargo and 13.6 thousand tons of 
air express cargo. 

8.3.3 Phasing: Build Out Over 20 Years 

Development and build out of this alternative is proposed to occur over a 20-year period, in 
four 5-year phases. However, the feasibility of this absorption rate for the proposed uses is 
questionable. Phase One development would encompass a 1,826-acre area north and south 
of Irvine Boulevard at the western boundary of MCAS EI Toro nearest the Eastern 
Transportation Corridor. Uses designated for the Phase One area include industrial, high
technology, and commercial uses, as well as a small portion of the ERT Village. Other 
Phase One uses include a sports stadium, auto center, office and industrial uses, and a 995-
acre habitat area. 

Phase Two includes an Arts and Culture Village, park space (Central Park), and a resort 
hotel/conference center with related golf course. This phase also includes development of 
residential areas related to the Village and areas adjacent to the Village. 

Phase Three includes ERT uses in the southwest comer of MCAS EI Toro and 
EntertainmentlMixed-Use areas. Phase Three developments also include an Outdoor Sports 
Complex and single-family residential development north ofIrvine Boulevard. 

Phase Four development includes additional residential areas near Central Park and south of 
Trabuco Drive. Also included are residential areas adjacent to the existing golf course and 
research and development areas. Phase Four also plans for the final development of Central 
Park. 
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8.3.4 Attainment of Project Objectives 

This alternative would meet the general project objectives of development and surrounding 
land use compatibility. The ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative would not meet the 
general project objectives of economic opportunities, timely implementation, and special 
planning of the aviation related objectives, with the exception of preserving general aviation 
opportunities (but not the objective of enhancing these opportunities). 

8.3.5 

8.3.5.1 

Environmental Impacts of the ETRPA Nonaviation 
Plan Alternative 

Land Use 

Under the ETRPA Nonaviation Alternative, the MCAS El Toro site is proposed to be 
developed with a variety of nonaviation uses including parks and open space, residential 
areas, employment uses, and an arenalstadium. As with the Proposed Project, the proposed 
perimeter land uses along the northeast and southeast portions of the site are primarily open 
space such as golf, habitat, and park areas. These uses are similar in intensity or less intense 
than the existing and General Plan approved uses off-site. The northwest portion of the 
MCAS EI Toro site under this alternative would be developed with business, technology, 
education research and development and village uses. Villages include a range of residential 
densities, retail, office, and hotel uses. These uses are consistent with the employment uses 
provided for in the Orange County General Plan in the adjacent areas. The ETRP A 
Nonaviation Alternative perimeter uses for the southwest portion of the site, abutting the 
business park uses in the City of Irvine, include business park, transportation center 
(adjacent to the Irvine Transportation Center), entertainment uses, and a stadium near the 
confluence of 1-5 and 1-405. These proposed uses are compatible with the existing business 
parkIlight industry in this area. There are no significant land use conflicts associated with 
the proposed land uses of the ETRP A Nonaviation Alternative. 

This alternative does not include any agricultural uses, therefore there is no impact of 
agriculture on more urbanized development. The loss of agricultural acreage is addressed in 
Section 8.12.4.11, Natural Resources and Energy. Concerns that an airport would attract 
undesirable land uses such as sexually oriented businesses is not an issue since there is no 
airport use proposed in the ETRP A Nonaviation Alternative. 

The ETRP A Nonaviation Alternative does not address any changes to JW A, therefore, the 
impacts are the same as the No ProjectJNo Activity Alternative E. There are no significant 
land use impacts at JW A associated with the ETRP A Nonaviation Alternative. 

In summary, the impacts of this alternative related to land use are generally less than or 
comparable to the impacts under the Proposed Project. 
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8.3.5.2 General Plan Consistency 

The ETRP A Nonaviation Alternative would require several General Plan amendments. This 
alternative is not consistent with the current Public Facilities and Open Space designations 
of the Omnge County General Plan. and would require an amendment to the Land Use 
Element. An amendment to the Noise Element of the County General Plan and the AELUP 
would be needed to eliminate aviation noise contours relating to the MCAS EI Toro site. 
The ETRP A Nonaviation Alternative is not consistent with the City of Irvine General Plan. 
The ETRP A Nonaviation Alternative would require amendments to the same elements as the 
Proposed Project with the exception of the Safety Element of the Omnge County General 
Plan and, therefore, would result in comparable impacts to General Plan consistency as the 
Proposed Project. 

8.3.5.3 Transportation and Circulation 

The transportation and circulation impacts with full build out of the ETRP A Nonaviation 
Plan Alternative were analyzed for two scenarios. The first scenario analyzed the effects of 
the alternative on the existing roadway system without any mitigating improvements and 
without the impacts of committed growth and development, for the purpose of determining 
the significance of this alternative's impacts. In order to identify specific project related 
roadway improvements required with full build out of the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan 
Alternative, the second scenario analyzed the effects of the alternative based on existing 
roadway conditions plus committed improvements and foreseeable development as 
represented by OCP-96 development growth for 2020. Traffic generation characteristics of 
JW A and the former MCAS EI Toro site under this alternative were determined according to 
two components: I) the ERTPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative land uses at the former 
MCAS EI Toro site, and 2) aviation uses at JW A. 

The AM and PM peak hour and ADT trips generated by the nonaviation land uses at the 
former MCAS El Toro site and by the aviation operations at JW A with build out of this 
alternative are summarized in Table 8.3-1. Refer to Section 13.0 in the 1999 Traffic 
Analysis Technical Report for detailed information on the methodology applied to produce 
trip generation estimates for the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative. 

Table 8.3-1 
Trip Generation Summary - ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Alternatives 

1-11 



The circulation plan that is proposed to provide access to the former MCAS El Toro site as 
well as to facilitate the project's on-site circulation needs under this alternative is described 
in detail in Section 13.0 of the 1999 Traffic Analysis Technical Report. The plan is 
comprised of a number of arterial roads proposed to be constructed both on- and off-site, and 
an ETC East Leg access system that provides full access at Trabuco Road and improved 
access at Irvine Boulevard. No changes to the connections which currently provide access 
between JW A and the surrounding circulation system are envisioned with development of 
this alternative. 

Existing Conditions Plus Alternative Build Out Impact Analysis 

The impacts of the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative on existing conditions were 
identified by superimposing full build out of the project onto the existing circulation setting. 
This scenario analyzes the impacts of the project without any mitigating improvements and 
without the impacts of committed growth and development, and is intended to identify the 
uniquely applicable potential significant effects of the alternative for the purpose of 
determining the significance of the alternative's impacts. 

The on-site and site access plans for this alternative were applied in the existing plus project 
analysis with the exception of the ETC access system improvements (since the ETC had not 
yet been constructed under 1997 conditions) and road extensions associated with the El Toro 
circulation plan which assume unplanned off-site alignments. The resulting existing plus 
project peak hour LOS were compared with corresponding results for existing conditions 
(refer to Section 13.0 in the 1999 Traffic Analysis Technical Report for detailed summaries 
of the existing plus project traffic volumes and LOS as well as comparisons between 
existing and existing plus project conditions for intersections and arterial roadways within 
the traffic analysis study area, and refer to Section 13.0 in the 2001 Traffic Analysis 
Technical Report Addendum for comparable information for freeway/tollway mainline 
segments and freeway/tollway ramps within the traffic analysis study area). Table 8.3-2 
summarizes the intersection locations, arterial roads, freeway ramps, and freeway mainline 
segments that are significantly impacted under existing plus ETRP A Nonaviation Plan 
Alternative conditions. 

This scenario (Le., build out of the 20 year project without the consideration of committed 
improvements to the roadway network or the impacts of other growth and development) will 
never actually occur and is analyzed to determine the significance of this alternative's 
potential traffic impacts. Potential impacts identified in the existing plus ETRP A 
Nonaviation Plan Alternative analysis would be mitigated through the implementation by 
others of committed (non-project related) roadway improvements during the actual phased 
development of this alternative and through the implementation of specific project 
mitigation measures identified based on the existing plus committed impact analysis that is 
summarized below for this alternative. 
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Table 8.3-2 
Existing Plus ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative Impact Summary 

Millennium 

Millennium &. County 

County 
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Lake Forest 
Irvine! 
Lake Forest 
Irvine! 
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Alternative Build Out Impact Analysis 

In order to identify project impacts that require specific project related roadway 
improvements, traffic conditions were analyzed based on build out of the ETRP A 
Nonaviation Plan Alternative. The traffic forecasts were prepared based on the circulation 
system that is committed to be in place within the study area by 2020 and OCP·96 
development growth for 2020. Peak hour levels of service with and without the ETRP A 
Nonaviation Plan Alternative were compared in order to identify the locations on the 
existing plus committed circulation system that require specific project related 
improvements to address the traffic impacts of the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative. 

Table 8.3·3 summarizes the intersection locations, arterial road and freeway/tollway ramps 
which are significantly impacted by this alternative at build out (refer to Section 13.0 in the 
1999 Traffic Analysis Technical Report for detailed summaries of the traffic volumes and 
LOS as well as comparisons between existing plus committed conditions with and without 
this alternative for intersections and arterial roadways within the traffic analysis study area, 
and refer to Section 13.0 in the 2001 Traffic Analysis Technical Report Addendum for 
comparable information for freeway/tollway mainline segments and freeway/tollway ramps 
within the traffic analysis study area). The summary table also identifies circulation 
improvements which serve as mitigation measures for this alternative's impacts as well as 
the project's obligation (full share or fair share) to implement the proposed mitigation 
improvements. 

Implementation of the circulation improvements identified in Table 8.3·3 would effectively 
mitigate to a level of insignificance all of the project impacts identified with project 
conditions with the exception of the intersection of Bake Parkway and the 1·511-405 
northbound ramps. As noted in the summary table, no feasible improvements that would 
address the impacts ofthls alternative were able to be identified at this location. 
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Table 8.3-3 
ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative Mitigation Improvements 

Sand '-' .... ,yull County 

Ramps 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 

Add third SB through lane, NB 
tum lane, NB shared third through 
lane/second right-tum lane, second EB 
through lane, second WB through lane 
and second WB left-tum lane 

Fully 100% 

Alternatives 



8% 

Improve to 

Improve to six 

Improve to 
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SB - southbound 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 

connector ramp in addition to one lane 
from the NB 1-5 connector 
Add second drop lane from tollway 
mainline to off-ramp 

WB - westbound 

lola 

12% 

100% 

17% 

110/ ... 13% 

15%-16% 

4%-6% 

Alternatives 



In comparison, as discussed in detail in Section 4.3.6.6 of this Draft EIR No. S73, as 
supplemented, under the Proposed Project phasing years, four intersection locations, two 
arterial roadway segments, one continuous freeway mainline segment, and one freeway 
ramp would be significantly impacted under Phase 1 conditions (200S); five intersection 
locations, two arterial roadway segments, one continuous freeway mainline segment, and 
one freeway ramp would be significantly impacted under Phase 2 conditions (2010); and 
nine intersection locations, two arterial roadway segments, one continuous freeway mainline 
segment, and two freeway ramps would be significantly impacted under Phase 3 conditions 
(201S). At Phase 4 build out, the Proposed Project would result in significant impacts not 
previously identified to four freeway/tollway mainline segments and four freeway/tollway 
ramps. See Supplemental Analysis, Section 4.3.6.S. In each case, however, the identified 
impacts will be mitigated to a level below significant during the applicable phasing year (see 
Section 4.3.7.2, Table 4.3-20). Please refer to the Comparison of Alternative Impacts to 
Proposed Project Impacts, which follows below, for a facility-by-facility comparison of the 
ETRP A Nonaviation Alternative and the Proposed Project at build out. 

Comparison of Alternative Impacts to Proposed Project Impacts 

This alternative generates 339,616 daily trips from the MCAS EI Toro site compared to the 
Proposed Project's 176,123 daily trips at MCAS EI Toro. This alternative would not 
decrease traffic at JW A, whereas the Proposed Project would decrease JW A trips by 14,760. 

Comparison to Existing Conditions 

A comparison of the impacts of the Existing plus ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative and 
Existing plus Proposed Project is as follows: 

Impacted Intersections 

The following intersections are impacted by both the Proposed Project and the ETRP A 
Nonaviation Plan Alternative: 

• Bake & Portola 
• Sand Canyon & Trabuco 
• Bake & 1-511-40S SB Ramps 
• Bake & Rockfield 
• Jeffrey & Alton 
• Jeffrey & 1-405 NB Ramps 
• Jeffrey & 1-40S SB Ramps 
• Jeffrey & Walnutll-5 SB 
• Sand Canyon & 1-5 NB Ramps 
• Sand Canyon & 1-5 SB Ramps 
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• Irvine Center & Lake Forest 

• Bake & Irvineffrabuco 
• Bake & Toledo 
• Los Alisos & Muirlands 

• Alicia & Jeronimo 
• Newport & Old Irvine 

The following intersections are impacted by the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative only: 

• E. Central Park & Irvine 
• Millennium & Barranca 
• Millennium & Central Park 
• Millennium & Irvine 
• Millennium & Jeronimo 
• Millennium & Marine 
• Millennium & Rockfield 
• Research & Irvine 
• Trabuco & Irvine 
• W. Central Park & Irvine 
• W. Central Park & Portola 

• Alton & Irvine 
• Alton & Toledo 
• Bake & I-SII-40S NB Ramps 
• I-S HOV Ramps & Barranca 
• I-S NB Ramps & Alton 
• Technology & Barranca 

• Bake & Jeronimo 
• Jamboree & Irvine 
• La paz & CabotfI-S SB 
• Bake & Commercentre 
• EI T oro & Rockfield 
• Lake Forest & Jeronimo 
• Lake Forest & Rockfield 
• Lake Forest & Trabuco 
• Alicia & Muirlands 
• La paz & MuirlandsfI-S NB 

Impacted Arterial Roads 

The following arterials roads are impacted by both the Proposed Project and the ETRPA 
Nonaviation Plan Alternative: 
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• Laguna Canyon (1-405 to SR-73) 

The following arterials are impacted by the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative only: 

• Irvine (Jeffrey to Research) 
• Irvine (Millennium to Trabuco) 
• Portola (W. Central Park to FTC) 
• Laguna Canyon (south ofEI Toro) 

• Irvine (Alton to Bake) 
• Sand Canyon (Trabuco to 1-5) 
• Bake (north ofIrvineffrabuco) 

The Proposed Project impacts the following additional arterials: 

• Laguna Canyon (south ofEI Toro) 
• Culver (Bryan to Trabuco) 

Impacted Freeway Ramps 

The following freeway ramps are impacted by both the Proposed Project and the ETRP A 
Nonaviation Plan Alternative: 

• 1-5 at Sand Canyon - NB On 
• 1-5 at Sand Canyon - SB Off 
• 1-405 at Sand Canyon (NB Direct On-Ramp) 

The following freeway ramps are impacted by the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative 
only: 

• 1-5 at Bake - SB Loop On-ramp 
• 1-5 at Bake - NB Direct On-ramp 
• 1-5 at Jeffrey (SB Off-Ramp) 
• 1-5 at La Paz (SB Off-Ramp) 
• SR-133 at Barranca (SB On-Ramp) 

The following freeway ramp is impacted by the Proposed Project only: 

• 1-5 at Culver- SB Off 
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Impacted Freeway Mainline Segments 

The following freeway mainline segments are impacted by both the Proposed Project and the 
ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative: 

• 1-5 (Jeffrey to north ofSR-55) 

The following freeway mainline segments are impacted by the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan 
Alternative only: 

• 1-5 (Jeffrey to Sand Canyon) 
• 1-405 (MacArthur to north ofSR-55) 

• SR-55 (1-5 to MacArthur) 
• SR-55 (1-405 to SR-73) 

Comparison to Existing Plus Committed Conditions 

Impacted Intersections 

The following intersections are impacted by both the Proposed Project and the ETRP A 
Nonaviation Plan Alternative: 

• ETC East Leg NB & Irvine 
• Sand Canyon & Trabuco 

• Jeffrey & Irvine 
• Sand Canyon & 1-5 NB Ramps 
• Sand Canyon & 1-5 SB Ramps 
• Alicia & Paseo Valencia 
• La Paz & CabotlI-5 SB 
• El Toro & Rockfield 
• Alicia & Jeronimo 
• Red Hill & 1-5 NB Ramps 

• Red Hill & Irvine 

The following intersections are impacted by the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative only: 

• ETC NB Off & Santiago Canyon 
• Lake Forest & Portola 

• Millennium & Alton 
• Millennium & Irvine 
• Moulton & Laguna Hills 

• Research & Irvine 
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• Trabuco & Irvine 
• W. Central Park & Irvine 

• Alton & Jeronimo 
• Bake & 1-5/1-405 NB Ramps 
• Bake & 1-5/1-405 SB Ramps 

• Culver & Irvine 
• Jeffrey & WalnutlI-5 SB 
• Sand Canyon & Irvine Center 

• Technology & Barranca 
• Lake Forest & A vd. Carlota 

• Bake & Jeronimo 

• Bake & Toledo 
• Jamboree & Portola 
• Jamboree & Tustin Ranch 
• EI Toro & Paseo Valencia 
• Laguna Hills & P. Valencia 

• EI Toro & Jeronimo 
• Los Alisos & Rockfield 

The following intersections are impacted by the Proposed Project only: 

• Sand Canyon & Irvine 
• Jeffrey & Trabuco 

• Tustin Ranch & Irvine 

Impacted Arterial Roads 

The following arterial roads are impacted by both the Proposed Project and the ETRP A 
Nonaviation Plan Alternative: 

• Irvine (Jeffrey to Sand Canyon) 

• Laguna Canyon (south ofEI Toro) 

The ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative alone impacts the following arterials: 

• Irvine (ETC East Leg to Research) 
• Santiago Canyon (east of ETC) 
• Trabuco (ETC East Leg to Research) 
• Trabuco (Jeffrey to Sand Canyon) 
• Irvine (Yale to Jeffrey) 
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The Proposed Project alone impacts the following arterials: 

• Irvine (ETC East Leg to P A 2 East Access Road) 
• Portola (ETC West Leg to Culver) 

Impacted Freeway/Tollway Ramps 

The following freeway/tollway ramps are impacted by both the Proposed Project and the 
ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative: 

• 1-5 at Jamboree (NB Off-Ramp) 
• 1-5 at La Paz (SB Off-Ramp) 
• 1-405 at Sand Canyon (NB Direct On-Ramp) 
• FTC (SR-24I) at Portola East (NB Off-Ramp) 

The ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative alone impacts the following freeway/tollway 
ramps: 

• ETC East Leg (SR-241) at Santiago Canyon (NB Off-Ramp) 
• ETC East Leg (SR-l33) at Trabuco (NB Off-Ramp) 
• 1-5 at Alton (NB Direct On-Ramp) 
• 1-5 at Bake (SB Loop On-Ramp) 
• 1-5 at EI Toro (NB Loop On-Ramp) 
• 1-5 at Sand Canyon (NB On-Ramp) 

The following freeway ramp is impacted by the Proposed Project only: 

• 1-5 at Red Hill (SB On-Ramp) 

Impacted Freeway!Tollway Mainline Segments 

The following freeway/tollway mainline segments are impacted by both the Proposed 
Project and the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative: 

• FTC (Alton to south of Portola East) 
• 1-5 (Alton to north ofSR-55) 
• 1-405 (Jamboree to north of SR-55) 
• 1-405 (Jeffrey to Sand Canyon) 
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The following freeway/tollway mainline segments are impacted by the ETRPA Nonaviation 
Plan Alternative only: 

• ETC (north ofFTC/SR-133) 
• 1-5 (El Toro to La Paz) 
• 1-405 (Culver to Jeffrey) 
• SR-55 (Edinger to north ofIrvinelFourth) 
• SR-55 (1-405 to SR-73) 

The following freeway mainline segment is impacted by the Proposed Project only: 

• 1-5 (1-405 to Alton) 

Level of Significance After Mitigation 

Under this alternative, impacts to one location cannot be mitigated to below a level of 
significance. With the Proposed Project, all impacts will be reduced to below a level of 
significance. 

8.3.5.4 Noise 

Aircraft Noise 

The noise impacts of this alternative would be comparable to "No Project" CQlRpaJIQ tQ 
I*iit~ conditions at JW A. , tbill a.ltitFRati"I wQ~IQ Il~a.tl si@Ri:fillaa:lt aQ"IROI II:I~illi ilRpa!o1ti 
giRg, In' A "'Quia Aa~r. t9 b. ~parujWQ 'Q :handle aQQitigRal pass8A8iRt that QQuJd sAQt ~8 

a!o1IlQ~Qat'" Q,A tAl UC A ~ 1i!1 TQf.Q iiil 1M~frd~, it ii anii!o1ipatlQ tAat tQ.~ l1~IQ '91 a 
siiia'9lf1 iRIl~asfi ilO lbl 90 OIIOQ 9) CW1i!l Milll IlgRtgur af.QUlul JV,TA ill IlQlRpaAIIQIl tQ '9QtA 
tAl I t;lt;Ii an" I t;li) ail.:flQi:t Agisl r;;QAtQUI'i Thl tQtal 101oHB'91r gf jflt llaH'ilr ~1i!:r>'1i!l fI"IAts 
WQQ)" alsQ iA!o1ritaill, However, a possible consequence of this alternative is pressure on the 
County to expand JW A to respond to growth in aviation demand, and to relax existing 
restrictions on the use of JW A, including nighttime restrictions. 1i!vflA with tal lAiti8a.tiQA 
lMaBUI'IS Pr9pQil" frdr thI I!r9pQilitQ I!r~Illt an" tlw 1i!TR.P 4. MQIIJll'iatigA A.ltlFRatiYI, tAl 
tp'ialiQR impa4t'" gf titis alt~ath'8 ulQuhi AsQ' b8 r.tgUQ~d W gglQ'v a 1.,r.1 gf ilHii8RiAQiHlQ~ 
'91r;;aw;I gf tAl sl\llp QiSM9aAIlit tAat l!!QQ)IiI 91 _Flatt" 9;)' tlw iA_~IQ w~Ir gf ail.:fll~s 
tAat ,,,,gQ)Q Will JUT A, aA" thfil pgilsi911 iAlfreaB\I iA AiSltttilAfil gpwatiQAS if 'ilristiA8 ~1lt;R\ltiQM 
lA,*I''i' rwlll1'iJQ 
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Traffic Noise 

Noise associated with vehicular traffic for this project alternative was conducted using the 
FHW A highway noise model. The FHW A model uses traffic volumes, vehicle mix, average 
vehicle speeds, road geometry, and sound propagation path characteristics to predict hourly 
A-weighted LEQ values adjacent to a road. Vehicle mix is reported in terms of the number 
of automobiles, medium trucks, and heavy trucks. The truck categories are defined in the 
FHW A model by number of axles and weight. To compute a CNEL value for roads, the 
hourly data for a 24 hour period are used according to the CNEL formula. Vehicle 
distribution over the 24 hour day must be known, that is, the percentage of vehicles in the 
daytime period between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., in the evening period between 7 p.m. and 10 
p.m., and in the night period between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. To determine the location of noise 
contours, noise levels are calculated at a large number of distances and the location of 
constant value CNEL is determined. 

Table 8.3-4 shows the existing road links included in the Airport System Master Plan 
(ASMP) with traffic volumes provided in the traffic report by Austin-Foust Associates. 
Table 8.3-5 shows road links that would have a potential noise increase greater than 1.5 dB 
over the existing conditions for the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative (Existing Plus 
ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Conditions). A total of 12 road links would have a traffic noise 
increase between 1.5 and 3.0 dB. A total of 15 road links would have an increase of more 
than 3 dB over their corresponding existing conditions levels. The noise level increase along 
these road links, due to the implementation of the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative, 
would be considered significant. Except along Portola Parkway west of Jamboree Road, 
where the 60 dB CNEL noise contour would remain within the roadway right-of-way, 
existing residences along these other road links may be exposed to traffic noise exceeding 65 
dBCNEL. 

Table 8.3-6 shows the noise levels along the new road links that would be constructed with 
the implementation of the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative under the existing 
condition. Because no road traffic exists for comparison with these road links, their impacts 
are based on whether there is a potential for existing residences adjacent to these road links 
to experience noise level exceeding 65 dB CNEL. Except for areas along portions of East 
Central Park and East Culture, most of these road links would have the 65 dB CNEL noise 
contour extend outside the right-of-way and potentially impact residences along the road. 

Table 8.3-7 shows the noise levels along existing road links that would have 1.5 dB or more 
noise increases in year 2020 under the no project scenario (Alternative E) over the existing 
conditions. There would be 58 road links that would have 1.5 to 3.0 dB increase in traffic 
noise over their corresponding existing level. A total of 115 road links would have 3 dB or 
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,~\ 

" SO 
'0 

" 50 
6' 
6' 

" 50 
65 
60 
4.1 
4' 
40 

" " 60 
60 
.10 

" 3' 
4.1 
4.1 
.I, 

" 50 
3' 

N __ ..... • 

CNEL., 70dB "dB 
lor ":~C.R. ~EL CNEt ....... dBA\ FLI IFt\ {Ft! 4BA 

6 73.1 90 193 416 3.9 
6 68.3 39 83 179 3.1 
4 11.8 66 142 306 2.5 
4 14.3 97 208 449 2.6 
6 74 92 199 429 2.4 
4 78.6 181 403 869 I.' 
4 80.' 2'1 '40 1163 6.1 
6 78.3 179 385 830 5.4 , 74.4 98 212 456 2.9 
4 77.9 168 362 180 4 
6 75.8 122 262 56.1 2.5 
4 68.6 40 87 187 2.1 
4 $7.' <RdHW <RdHW 34 2.1 
4 70 . .1 54 116 2.11 2.1 
6 74.6 101 218 410 3.4 
4 74.3 97 208 449 2.6 
6 79 199 429 924 .I 
4 76.1 121 m .192 3.6 
6 74.1 104 22.1 48' 1.4 
4 74,6 101 211 470 3.3 
4 66.6 30 64 138 2 . .1 
4 67.9 36 78 161 2.4 
4 6U 42 91 196 2 
6 76.3 132 283 610 3.7 
4 68.4 39 84 112 3.2 
6 7.1.5 116 2'1 540 3 
2 66.1 21 '9 128 6 

Table 8.3-5 

Traffic Noise Model Resul1s 
Existing plus ETRPA Nonaviation Plan -

Existing Segmen1s with 1.5 dB or Higher 
Traffic Noise Increase 



CCTMl.I EXISTING MCAS El TOft 
ETlU'A No_1atImI PIa.· 
NewSqmeDu 

ID' New s.-t Na_ 
500 ArI$ ViII.., eJo E. CuIIW:e 
499 ArI$ Viii.., e/o MilIC1111ium 
510 AsIoreJo E. CemraI Park 
200 Birch slo NOJ1h Bristol 
495 Bryan e/o Mille!miwn 
494 Bryan e/o ReseIIn:h 
493 Bryan elo Saod Canyon 
543 E. Central Part % Irvine 
545 E. Central Park % Tl'IIbuco 
547 E. Central Part sIo Astor 
544 E. CemraI Park slo Irvine 
546 E. C""traI Park slo Trabuco 
497 E. Cuitun> elo MilI""nium 
498 E. CuIIW:e % Trabuco 
491 Irvine elo E. CemraI Part 
490 IrviDe eJo Millamilllll 
488 Irvine elo Rcsean::h 
516 Jeronimo "1/0 AlIOII 
515 Jeronimo wlo Mille!mium 
513 Morine e/o RacardI 
512 Morine c/o Sand Canyon 
514 Morine wlo Mille!mium 
S40 Millamiwn nIo AIIoII 
534 Mill ..... ium % AIlS Viii. 
542 Mille!milll1l nlo Bake 
539 Millenoium nlo Bammca 
532 Mille!mium nlo Brylll 
538 Mille!miwn nlo Jeronimo 
537 Mille!miwn nlo MarilIc: 
541 Mille!mium nlo Rodtfield 
535 Mille!miwn nlo Trabuco 
533 Mille!miwn slo Bryan 
536 Mille!miwn slo Trabuco 
485 Portola 010 W. Central Park 
511 Quantum elo Research 
520 R.esurch nlo Bryan 
519 Raurc:h nlo Irvine 
523 R.esurchnloMarilIc: 
521 R.esurch nlo Trabuco 
524 R.esurch slo Marioe 
522 ReIean:h slo Trabuco 
355 Rockfield wlo Bab 
518 SIIIId Canyon slo Irvine 
SOS Tl'IIbuco e/o E. Central Park 
S06 Trabuco e/o Mille!miwn 
503 TI'IIbuc:o elo RacardI 
SOl TI'IIbuc:o elo Saod Clllyon 
S04 TI'IIbuc:o elo W. CermaI Part 
507 Trabuco wlo E. Central Part 
SOS Trabuco wlo MilleMiurn 
527 W. CCIIII'III Part nlo Bryan 
526 W. Central Part % IrvilIe 
528 W. Central Part nIo Trabuco 
52S W. Central Park slo Portola 
530 W. Central Parkslo Quantum 
529 W. Central Park slo Trabuco 
496 W. CullW:e nIo Trabuco 
489 Irvine clo W. CCDtraI Part 

EIR No. 573 
SOURCE: LSA Associates, Inc., 9AI9 

12/17199 

CNI!L RESULTS 
CNELat 70dS 65 dB 6DdB 

Spot. hI 5Oft.CA CNEL ~~ ~~ ADT (.m..) La_ (dSA) (Fl) 

11000 35 4 64.1 <RdHW 44 94 
13000 35 4 64.9 <RdHW 4' 106 
SOOO 35 4 60.7 <RdHW 26 56 

0 40 2 0 0 I 0 
4000 SO 4 64.2 <RdHW 44 95 
4000 50 4 64.2 <RdHW 44 '5 
6000 50 4 66 27 511 126 
4000 35 4 59.8 <RdHW <RdHW 48 
2000 35 4 56.7 <RdHW <RdHW 30 
3000 35 4 58.5 <RdHW <RdHW 40 
11000 35 4 64.1 <RdHW 44 94 
3000 35 4 58.5 <RdHW <RdHW 40 
4000 35 4 59.8 <RdHW <RdHW 48 
7000 35 4 62.2 <RdHW 33 70 

42000 35 4 70 SO IC13 232 
37000 35 4 69.4 46 !IS 212 
39000 35 4 69.6 47 III 218 
13000 35 4 64.9 <RdHW 49 106 
8000 35 4 62.8 <RdHW 36 77 
24000 35 4 67.$ 34 73 158 
26000 35 4 67.9 36 78 168 
27000 35 4 68 37 " 171 
34000 35 4 69 43 91 199 
7000 35 4 62.2 <RdHW JJ 70 
34000 3$ 4 69 43 92 199 
46000 35 4 70.4 53 US 247 
10000 35 4 63.7 <RdHW 41 88 
47000 35 4 70.5 54 IU. 251 
34000 35 4 69 43 91 199 
42000 35 4 70 SO lIS 232 
21000 35 4 67 32 68 146 
9000 35 4 63.3 <RdHW 39 83 
29000 35 4 68.4 39 84 182 
29000 35 4 68.4 39 84 182 
7000 35 4 62.2 <RdHW 33 70 
10000 35 4 63.7 <RdHW 41 88 
14000 35 4 65.2 <RdHW 51 III 
17000 35 4 66 27 511 126 
22000 35 4 67.2 33 70 lSI 
11000 35 4 64.1 <RdHW 44 94 
11000 35 4 64.1 <RdHW 44 94 
IS000 40 4 68 37 79 171 
31000 60 4 75.4 115 147 532 
27000 35 4 68 37 79 171 
27000 35 2 68 37 79 171 
33000 35 4 68.9 42 ,. 196 
47000 35 4 70.5 54 lUi 251 
30000 3S 2 68.5 40 86 184 
29000 35 4 68.4 39 84 182 
27000 35 2 68 37 79 171 
11000 35 4 64.1 <RdHW 44 94 
10000 35 4 63.7 <RdHW 41 88 
11000 35 4 64.1 <RdHW 44 94 
12000 35 4 64.5 <RdHW 46 100 
11000 35 4 64.1 <RdHW 44 94 
8000 35 4 62.8 <RdHW 36 77 
9000 35 4 63.3 <RdHW J' 83 
40000 35 4 69.8 48 184 ill 

County o/Orange Table 8.3-6 
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Traffic Noise Model Results 
Existing plus ETRPA Nonaviation 

Plan ~ New Segments 



12 .lhw/oTustilt 2OlOO 40 6 68.1 4t 88 1'lO 29000 40 6 10.6 " III 2S4 1.9 
III AI ... "'0 Lapaa CloY"" 14100 55 4 10.7 ~ 120 251 22000 5! 4 73.4 14 112 391 2.1 
tOO Alt .. 010 Red HiD 14700 50 4 69.1 4. 103 ru 2_ 50 6 12.8 77 166 lS7 1.1 
no All"" r:Io Sand CIoyoo 16900 55 4 71.3 61 IJl m 27000 55 4 74.3 97 208 449 3 
395 AJI01I nIo Jeronimo 22700 55 6 12.6 1S 161 346 3_ S! 6 75.4 115 247 m 2.' 
396 Anon nIo Muidpds 32500 55 6 14.2 9S 70S 442 52000 S! 6 17.1 149 320 690 2.9 
394 Allon flo IMn< moo 5' 6 69.9 49 106 229 lOOOO 5! 6 74.8 104 m 48S 4.9 
J90 Ahem Ji(J Portola 3800 S5 6 648 < IldIIW 48 104 29000 " 6 14.6 101 21' 470 9.8 
101 AJlon wlo .Jan1btuee 16900 50 4 70.3 52 113 243 29000 50 6 73.4 84 182 391 1.1 
406 S,Ice 0'0 t-5 4500 50 6 64.6 <1ldIIW 41 101 11000 SO 6 71.3 61 132 283 6.1 
136 Sabrol.SR·" 15100 40 4 61.4 34 72 1S6 lOOOO 40 • 10.1 " 122 262 3.4 
96 BurUlca eto Irviao Center 16100 " 4 71.1 59 128 215 29000 55 • 1 •. 6 101 218 410 l.S 
9< Barranca cia La:llUAI Canyon 3200 55 4 64.1 <1ldIIW 44 94 I_ SS 4 71.1 65 140 301 1.6 
93 IIartmoa r:Io Sand CIoyo. 4400 55 4 65.5 25 54 116 16000 55 4 72 68 146 315 6.5 
98 S ........ 010 Tccbooiocy 14800 50 4 69.1 4' 103 ru 21000 SO 4 13.1 80 113 374 l.4 
347 Ilan'anca wlo AUen 13300 50 4 69.3 45 91 208 26000 SO 4 12.9 18 168 362 3.6 
95 Barranca wlo fn.ine Center 10900 S5 4 69.4 46 98 21l 19000 55 4 12.8 77 166 351 3.4 
14 IIartmoa ",10 Jom_ 28990 SO 6 72.6 15 161 346 4_ SO 6 75.1 120 258 551 3.1 
91 Baminta wlo Tocbaolol)' 18490 55 4 11.1 6S 140 JOI 3lOOO SS 4 75.2 III 239 516 3. 
201 Biod> rio _ Sri"'" 5900 40 2 63.3 18 39 83 9000 40 2 65.5 25 54 116 2.2 
39 I!ryaa "'0 Cuh" .. 7800 '5 4 65.8 26 57 III 12000 45 4 68.3 J9 83 119 2.S 
18 Ikyan eIo Jamborot 11400 45 4 61.S J4 73 158 26000 45 4 11.6 64 118 297 4.1 
40 Iky .. ",10 JdfuIy S200 50 4 6S.2 <1ldIIW 52 III 10000 SO 4 6&.8 42 90 191 3.6 
139 Campus clo J ... bomI 19100 45 4 69.7 48 10) 112 lOOOO 45 4 72.2 10 lSI 325 2.5 
238 Carbon rio Mlcllcboo 2500 35 6 57.8 <RdHW <RdHW <IWlW 1000 )5 6 63.4 <RdHW )9 14 5.6 
32l Commcrcentre wlo Bue 500 4! 4 '1.9 <RdHW < IldIIW <1ldIIW Jooo 4S 4 62.2 <RdHW 11 70 8.1 
249 Culm "'.1kylIII 16800 45 3 69.2 44 95 205 42000 4! 6 73.7 88 190 410 4.5 
250 CuIvcr"'. T_~5 27300 4S 3 71.3 61 IJ2 283 62000 45 6 75.4 II! 247 m 4.1 
1!2 Dol Macolo Newpon (1m) 9600 JO 2 62.4 16 34 72 16000 10 2 64,4 21 46 98 2 
82 Dyer 010 SR·" 43300 40 6 72 68 146 31S 79000 40 6 75 108 232 SOO 3 
81 Oyer w/o Hacel Terrace moo 40 6 70.8 57 112 262 7_ 40 6 75 108 m 500 U 
64 Edinger c/o Jamborw 20600 SO 6 71.2 60 1:10 279 37000 SO 6 74.5 100 215 463 3.3 
62 Edinaer clo Red Hill 17900 5S 6 71.6 64 138 291 57000 51 6 77.1 III 341 734 1.9 
61 Ed. wlo Red Hili 28900 40 4 70.2 52 III 239 62000 40 6 73.9 91 196 422 3.1 
60 £dillger w/o SR·SS 32600 45 4 72 68 146 31S moo 45 6 75.2 III 239 516 3.2 
41 E1 Camino RaJ RIo Main 6400 J5 4 62.3 <RdHW 13 71 10000 31 4 64.) <RdHW 45 97 2 
42 EI Camino Roal wIo l/owpoct 8900 31 4 63.7 <RdHW 41 88 18000 35 4 66.9 31 67 144 3.2 
431 EI TowcloMqucrito 11100 55 2 69.7 48 103 2ll 21000 II 2 71.2 82 176 379 l.l 
4Jl iii Toro clo _ Morprila 8500 55 6 68.3 39 Il 179 24000 S5 6 13.' 90 193 416 5.5 
4:10 ElTownlo~_ 11100 " 2 69.5 46 100 215 16000 " 2 72 68 146 31! 2.5 
436 E1 T oro wo Jeronimo 33800 10 6 73.3 83 179 385 52000 50 6 76 126 271 SIl 2.7 
437 EI Tow nlo Muirlllll<ls J6300 50 6 73.6 87 187 403 58000 SO 6 76,4 134 288 620 1.8 
438 El TOW nlo Rockf .. ld 42200 40 6 71.9 61 144 311 64000 40 6 74.1 94 202 435 1.1 
440 iii Toro 110 A\'d C_ moo 3S 6 69.5 46 100 215 SOOOO 35 6 11.l 61 m 283 t.8 
435 EI Toro rio T,.buco 31500 so 6 73 79 171 368 50000 50 6 71.8 122 262 565 2.8 
!59 FTC"oAk .. 21000 65 6 14.1 94 202 435 91000 61 6 81.7 JOI 649 1391 7.6 
560 FTC JiD Lake Forest 18000 65 6 13.5 86 184 397 78000 61 6 81 271 l8J 1116 7.5 
!S8 FTC rio !'unol, 2Jooo 65 6 14.5 100 m 463 94000 65 6 81 .• )06 659 1420 7.3 
561 fTC 110 Santa Marpritl 20000 6S 6 73.9 91 196 422 88000 6S 6 81.! 292 629 1356 7.6 
)08 Gienn Ranch nJo Portola 10600 55 4 69.3 45 97 201 27000 55 4 74.1 97 208 449 I 

EIR No. 573 County o/Orange Table 8.3-7 
SOURCE: LSA Associates. Inc .• 9199 

Traffic Noise Model Results 
Year 2020 No Project vs. Existing No Project Conditions -

Existing Segments with 1.5 dB or Higher Traffic Noise Increase 
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69,' 46 100 lIS u 
4" OIe_wIoMoult ... 1800 50 4 67" « 71 151 1)000 SO 4 69,9 49 106 ~29 H 
170 <lIwIllo_aer ~900 ., 6 71.2 60 13& 279 - 4, 6 74.1 94 201 41' 1,9 
244 _110_ 17600 SO • 70,5 ,. 116 m 25000 50 4 72.1 71 166 3" U 
246 _110 Uai...,;,y 12100 ., 4 67,7 II 76 161 1- 4' 4 70 SO 101 232 2.1 
119 lIo1l11'olnile 6900 40 4 64 <IIdIIW 41 92 IlOOO 40 • 67.1 32 69 149 U 
160 Il0l1110 1m .. - 30 4 60,1 <1IdIIW 2. '2 - 30 • 61.9 <1IdIIW 31 67 1.6 
66 lrvfoe Center elo ClIlwr 22000 " 6 72.5 71 151 141 .- " 6 76.9 1« m 669 4.4 
69 IrI'ine a...r 0/. SIod Cyn 121100 II • 70,1 'I 109 23' - II 6 76 12' m 51) '.9 
71 IrI'ineC_III. AIIoo 12'100 55 • 70,1 'I 109 236 14000 II • 75J III I4l 52. l.l 
72 lnine ee.rt. slo Alton 2l6OO II • 73,1 10 m 374 47000 II • 76,7 140 3&1 649 3,' 

17I IrI'ine c......1110 Bok. lO4OO 60 4 7U 104 m 4., 66000 60 • 79.3 201 449 967 .., 
370 _ c..o..l110 1-40, 27900 60 • 74,' 100 11l 461 62000 60 6 79 199 429 92. .., 
70 IrI'inec..o.. wIo u....... moo II • 70,3 '2 III 20 42000 II 6 76,2 110 279 <WII l.9 
is _c..o..wIoCuMr 21600 " 6 72,4 12 1S6 33' 4lOGO II 6 76.3 132 21l 610 ),9 
67 _ c..-wlolef1i<y 11300 II 6 71.7 6' 140 3&1 - II 6 76<1 III 297 639 4.9 
61 lrWt.eC-wIo_eyn I_ II • 71.3 61 m 21l - II 6 76 116 271 'ID U 
23 _cIoCuMr 2lOOO so 6 71.6 M III m - so 6 15 101 132 $00 U 
27 In"" 010 ETC Eootlq 19700 40 4 61.9 41 91 196 41000 40 4 72.1 69 149 320 l.l 
II _eIolam ...... 22900 50 6 71,' 64 131 m - so • 7'" 104 :Il' 415 1.2 
16 _ .. 0"-<0 2_ 40 4 70.1 H 109 236 41000 40 4 72,1 69 149 320 I 
26 Irv~fte- 010 s.d. c.tyCIQ 19700 6S 4 73,9 91 196 422 - 6' 4 71,9 196 411 910 • IS lrvine 010 yom. 29300 35 6 61,9 42 91 196 47000 l' 6 71.1 " 12. 27' U 

11' t.rvme wto Alton 11900 65 4 71,7 .. 190 410 12000 IS 4 71.1 149 120 690 1.4 
II trvinf w/o &town"" 24200 4' 4 70,7 56 lID 251 - 45 6 73.9 91 196 411 1,1 
20 Irvine w/o _baret llSOO '0 • 71,1 69 149 320 44000 SO 6 75,2 III 239 "6 U 
24 lMnt wloJeffrey 11$00 '0 

, 
7'" 61 136 19l 41000 '0 5 74.9 106 119 m 1,4 

17 _ wI.1ted H~I 29700 40 4 10,4 '1 II' 241 .7000 40 6 72,7 76 161 1'1 1.1 
2' lMntwlo_c..y ... 11400 ., • 73.3 11 179 lI' .1000 65 • 71.3 179 lIS 110 , 
19 lMnt wlo r ..... lbnd> ll800 4, • 70.7 56 120 2S1 - 4' 6 71.4 14 III 391 l.7 

210 ''''-oIoAl ... 30700 so I 72.9 71 161 362 7lOGO '0 • 71.4 156 3lJ 7lJ H 
229 1"'-010_ l4000 so I 71.3 11 179 lIS 18000 ,0 • 71.1 116 319 117 4.9 
213 1_ .... 1kyoo 26200 ., , 7l.1 59 12' 275 47000 4, 6 74.2 9l lOS 442 ].1 
227 '''''_ .... -.'' 41400 so • 7U 9S lOS 441 I_ so • 79 199 429 924 ... 
224 Il1tlbom NO EI C..,mo Rail 33400 4l I 72.1 69 149 320 SIOOO 4l I 7U 100 21l 463 2,4 
m Jamboree rtlo bvi.e 22900 4' 

, 70.5 ,. 116 m l4000 4, 6 72.1 " 166 3" 2,) 
231 l .... bam rtlo Maia )4100 SO I 73.4 14 181 391 - SO I 77.2 III 311 701 l.I 
221 .... borcc alo PortoI. 22000 SO 4 71.1 63 136 291 42000 SO 6 7l 101 III SOD H 
120 J ... banc ale Turin Ilaneb 19000 II 4 71.' 66 141 lOll .7000 II 4 76.7 140 301 649 4.9 
211 Jllllboree tic Edinger 39100 '0 1 7. 112 199 429 107000 SO • 79.1 202 4), 911 5,1 
279 JetT"Y rtIo Bryan moo CiO • 73.3 11 179 lI' l4000 60 6 71.4 134 III 620 ),1 
III Jeffi<!' 111.1-' 29100 CiO 6 74,7 101 m 477 '9000 60 6 71.1 193 416 196 U 
lID l<ft\oy 01_ rrobuco 24900 60 6 74 92 199 419 36000 <WI 6 76,6 III m 639 2,6 
212 lctfrey 110 WoInoII1.' 32200 " , 

7'" 94 201 43' - II 6 76.1 142 lOll 659 2,7 
lOS LIpft. CanjQI III. A .... .,00 4' 4 lI,7 < RdIIW <IIdIIW 41 7000 45 • 6',9 17 " 114 7,2 
lOll LIpft. CanjQlIIo Akon 3100 4, I 611 14 31 66 12000 45 2 61.3 19 11 119 6,' 
456 l..quna Hill. tio ~tOlll ISOOO SO • 69.1 41 104 m 2_ SO 4 72.4 72 "' H' 2,6 
451 LIpft. ffills wi_ AIito Crt. 1100 50 6 62,9 <ltdllW 36 71 29000 SO • 71.4 14 III 191 10,' 
417 Lqun. ffill. wlo Meld ... 16$00 SO • 70.2 12 III 219 SOOOO SO 6 75.1 In 162 565 ',6 
413 L .. f ..... rtIoT_ 26700 50 • 7U 71 III 330 44000 SO 4 "2 III 239 Sl6 2,9 
.11 Labf ..... IIoRln<llo IlSOO SO 4 69.3 4' 97 201 17000 SO • 7.., 100 115 463 !.2 
44' LOI Alls.os eIo MIII-* 6900 so 4 66,4 29 62 134 16000 50 4 70,1 " In 261 ... 
446 Los Aln.os nto S. Marlarill 7$00 SO 4 661 11 66 141 11000 SO 4 69.2 44 9! lOS U 
110 Maio tlo MacAr1l11ur .moo 50 • 7),2 12 176 379 "000 SO 6 7U 124 266 57. 2.7 
III Main ./0 JamooRlt 14000 SO • 71.1 66 141 306 )7000 50 6 74,' 100 215 463 7 

EIR No. 573 County of Orange Table 8.3 .. 7 (Cont.) 

SOURCE: LSAAssooiates, Inc., 9199 Traffic Noise Model Results 
Year 2020 No Project vs. Existing No Project Conditions -

Existing Segments with 1.5 dB or Higher Traffic Noise Increase 
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CCTMl.8 MCAS El TDI'O ... .. . . 
CHEL •• 7 ••• ~4. ~4. CNELat "'4. ~ .. ,",4. CNEt. 

ID ••••••• L .... _ Am I~> .!:!. ~:" c:'.!.L C::,L c;::- /=, •• 1 ~~ c:::- c:::- ~r:.L '-:'::-.01>1' ...... 
119 MIla wl0 MkAtthr 2.!IOG 50 • 72.3 71 m 330 - 50 6 1$,. m 24' m U 
III M.Iia wlo ktd tml 24000 50 • 71.9 67 ,« 1II <\000 50 6 1<.9 106 229 m I .,. 

~"" .. 010 S ........ 9200 ., • 66.' 29 61 136 1- U • 61.9 41 91 106 M 
m Nuprrilc w FJ Tom 10200 U • 6? 12 61 146 19000 .. • 10.1 " III 20 l.l 
III MicWsoD wfo~t) 4100 l! 2 .... Il 2' l? 9000 l! 2 61.' lI! 41 ~, I 
m MotdtorI alo AJkI.t 2 .... !. 6 ?l.9 7J '61 362 - !! 6 76.6 III 291 619 1.7 
174 Mouhclt ato El TON 311100 .. 6 12.1 16 161 :lSI 69000 4! • 7'.9 I" 266 !?4 U 
m Mouhoa alo lA 'Pw.c 20100 ., 6 10.1 " 1fl9 lJ' 40000 U • 13.> 116 184 391 l.4 
l1$ Mouboft "0 El Toro 1l6OO ., 6 n.4 72 1'+ 1I. 16000 ., 6 16.1 III 21.1 6.0 3.' 
"6 Mouhooe &10 Glenwood :woo •• • 71l Il 119 3J! .- J! • 11 m ua 192 '.1 
'19 

_ ... La"'" 
1- 4! > ".2 « .. lOS ,- 4! • 12.5 11 l!S 141 1.1 m ~.,o l..IU FORSI 13900 4! • ?ll m I" m 61000 4! 6 ?S.I III m '2. 1.1 

m _11M ... Ill".."" .. nlOO .. 6 72.2 1. m m tl4lOi) H • 1l.! II> l!! .40 ... 
348 M~eloAIiI_ 11100 50 4 69l « .. 20' ,,- .0 • 11.6 .. III m 2.' 
'M Newpad "0 WIltm1 \2100 I' 4 .. <IIdIIW 50 '01 2_ J! • 6s.> ,. II 119 ... 
"6 l'cI1ot.1JI0 m Toro 20200 !! 6 72.1 69 ... 120 - !! 6 11 146 m 610 U 
1II l'cI1ol.tw/oBW I 130ft !! 6 69.' 41 101 2.1 lOOOO l! 6 1) 19 111 161 U , Portola wIo .Jambntw 600 U 4 .14.1 <ltdIIW <ltdIIW <ltdIIW 1000 U • 66.' 29 61 136 11.1 m laacbo elo ........ Forest 1100 ,. 4 6ll <adI!W 18 Il 41000 50 4 ","9 106 229 492 11.1 
lill 

.... 1IiII ... __ 
31!1OG 50 • 13 19 171 !61 41000 !O 6 75.5 II. m ... 2.' m .KIp Roucc cio MotIIIOn 1600 ., 2 6'" 26 56 110 11000 4! 2 67.9 36 11 161 22 

)99 _ c..,.o 010 AI ... ,""" " • 112 60 IlO )79 34000 " • 75.3 III 243 ,,. ,.1 
100 hkI Qnyon ato I~O' '1600 H • 1t7 ., 140 )0, - !! • "~ "' l!! ... J.I ,., Sat CMyon rJo I·' 2'200 .. • 14 '2 199 .,. ..... .. • 77.S I'" J.I' 114 1.' 
19l Sand: ~ alo Itviat 12600 .. • 71 'I "6 m , .... .. • 71.6 11 187 40' 2.6 
194 _c..,.o"'OraMo t1600 .. • 12.5 n III 341 )- .. • 7'.1 Il2 28l ". U 
291 SamlC,.ftalo rm. c.. 21600 ,. 6 11.4 61 114 211 !9000 ,0 6 14:'7 IOJ m 417 U 
291 Sand: Cyn clo IrviM Cem:et 16100 " • 11.3 61 Il2 III 34000 " 6 1~1.3 til 243 '" • 111 s.. AnI liD Bri_ 10400 " • 67.1 II 6. t •• 11000 ., • 69.2 .. ., 

20' 2.' m s. .. Mtrprit& flo £I T<n 2IlOO ,. • 72.6 " 161 l4. !OOOO 50 6 15.1 122 262 , .. 3.l 'J1 snrrc "'0 '-c..,.o "000 ., 6 71,2 176 l79 .., ,- O! 6 12,4 m 72! 1551 4.2 
'19 SlIlTC.,. AIIoo C .... 47000 .. • 11.' 16' 3 •• ,., 19000 .. • 11.6 291 '39 1117 • '" sJH1"C flo El TQfO .- 6> • 11.6 '61 ... 141 ..... O! 6 12 m 610 , ... 4.' 

'" 
__ ""1_ moo " 3 69.2 .. ., lOS 26000 " ) 71.6 .. III 291 l.4 

601 SR-Il! nIo ...... 2_ .. 6 7!.9 91 '96 m 42000 .. • 71.3 179 II' 130 ... 
601 SA·I!!"'I-> lOOOO 61 • 1).9 91 196 .n .- .. • 71.1 193 ... 196 ... 
!97 0*""0 Sll-71 121000 .. 8 12 !II 6&C 1464 tllooo .. I 84.1 4'11 1029 m. 2.1 
591 SA·7) "'" SR·" 8_ ., 6 10.' 243 12. IllI .- ., 6 13.4 '91 84l III! 1.1 
600 SI.·1ltloC ... .,...,....,. ..... .. • 77.3- III l!O 112 66000 .. 6 ".3 m '" IIlI , ... SR~ll flo SR.'" 19000 .. 6 19.' m . ., lOOt 1t6000 O! • ." III 1!7 t.ro U .. raMowloJe/hy .. 00 " 4 M.2 <RdII\II !2 '" ,- " • 1IA 62 ,34 218 6.1 •• raMo wIo SIUId ClIII)'<lI! 1900 " 2 60.1 <1IdKW " !I 11000 II 1 67.6- l! " 161 1.' 
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higher noise increase over their corresponding existing no project level. Although these 
noise increases would be considered significant, they are due to area growth and planned 
development in the region. Table 8.3-8 shows the noise levels along new road links that 
would be constructed under the year 2020 no project scenario. Many of these new road links 
would have the 65 dB CNEL affecting sensitive uses adjacent to the roads. 

Table 8.3-9 shows the road links that would have a potential noise increase greater than 
1.5 dB under the 2020 ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative over the existing plus 
committed (2020) scenario. Although a total of 58 road links with 2020 ETRP A 
Nonaviation Plan Alternative would have a 1.5 to 3.0 dB in noise level increase over their 
corresponding existing plus committed scenarios and a total of 1 1 1 road links would have a 
3 dB or more noise level increase over their corresponding existing plus committed scenario, 
in order to determine the impacts associated with the 2020 ETRP A Nonaviation Plan 
Alternative, a comparison with the year 2020 existing plus committed scenario was also 
conducted. A total of 60 road links under the 2020 ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative 
would have an increase of up to 3.0 dB in noise levels over their corresponding existing plus 
committed (2020) scenario. Only two road links would have noise level increases of more 
than 3 dB. Along Commercentre Drive west of Bake Parkway, there would be a 3.7 dB 
increase. Along Trabuco Road east of Sand Canyon Road, there would be a 10.6 dB 
increase with the implementation of the 2020 ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative. These 
noise level increases would be considered significant with the 2020 ETRP A Nonaviation 
Plan Alternative. 

However, no existing sensitive use along these segments of the two road links would have 
more than 3 dB noise increases. Any future sensitive uses proposed along these two road 
links would require mitigation or rejection. In addition, a total of 41 road links would have 
lower traffic noise with ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative. A total of 91 road links 
would have no measurable change in traffic noise in year 2020 with implementation of the 
ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative. 

Table 8.3-10 summarizes the number of road links that would have noise level increase over 
their corresponding existing levels for the existing plus ETRP A Nonaviation Plan 
Alternative, 2020 No Project, and 2020 ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative. Table 8.3-11 
summarizes the number of road links that would have noise level increase with 
2020 ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative over their corresponding 2020 No Project levels. 

Comparison of Alternative Impacts to Proposed Project Impacts 

This alternative would not have any of the aviation noise impacts of the project at the MCAS 
El Toro site. 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Alternatives 



CCTMl.8 2020 MCAS II Tore 
NO PROJECT - New SegmenlS 

IDII New Sclmeat Names 
392 Allon nlo Commerccnlre 
393 Allon nlo Irvine 
391 Allon nlo Rancho 
92 BamuK:a w/o Sand Canyon 
200 Birch slo North Bristol 
248 Culver nlo Irvine 
511 East Access nlo Irvine 
509 East Access slo Irvine 
63 Edinger w/o Jamboree 
512 ETC COIlIlcetor (N &. S) 
513 ETC Cunncetor (N) 
552 ETC East Leg nlo Irvine 
550 ETC East Leg nlo Jefficy 
553 ETC East Leg slo Irvine 
551 ETC East Leg slo Jefficy 
555 ETC West Leg nlo Irvine 
554 ETC West Leg nlo Portola 
556 ETC West Leg slo Irvine 
S57 FTC sIo ETC East Leg 
500 Irvine do Perimeter Rd 
22 Irvine w/o Culver 
236 Jamboree nlo California 
304 Laguna Canyon nlo BamuK:a 
385 Laguna Canyon slo Bal<.e 
386 Laguna Cyn nlo Aliso Creek 
384 LagunaCynslo~F~ 

303 Laguna Cyn slo Technology 
502 Marine Way do Sand Canyon 
167 Newport nlo Edinger 
168 Newpon slo Edinger 
302 Oak Canyon do Sand Canyon 
506 Perimeter Rd do Air Cargo 
504 Perimeter Rd nlo Marine Way 
507 Perimeter Rd slo Astor 
S03 Perimeter Rd slo Irvine 
50S Perimeter Rd slo Marine Way 
8 Panola do Culver 
6 Panola do Jamboree 

31S Panola nlo Ranclto 
7 Panola w/o Culver 
9 Panola w/o Jeffrey 

320 Rancho elo AIIOn 
321 Ranclto do Bake 
355 Rockfield do Alton 
301 Sand Canyon slo 1-405 
73 Technology do Oak Cyn 
501 Trabuco do Sand Canyon 
211 Tustin Ranch nlo Edinger 
212 Tustin Ranch slo Edinger 
213 Tustin Ranch slo Warner 
76 Warner do Red Hill 
17 Warner wlo Jamboree 
SlO West Access nlo Irvine 
S08 West Access slo Irvine 

EIR No. 573 
SOURCE: LSAAssociates, Inc., 9Al9 

12117199 

LNELRESULTS 
CNELat 70 dB 65 dB 60 dB 

Spd. /I or SOft.C.R. CNEL CNEL CNIL 
ADT (mph) Lanes (dBA) (Ft.) (Ft.) (Ft.) 
35000 55 6 74.8 104 225 48' 
35000 55 6 74.8 104 225 485 
28000 55 6 73.9 91 196 422 
18000 35 4 66.3 28 61 132 
10000 40 2 65.4 25 53 liS 
29000 45 6 71.5 63 136 292 

0 35 4 0 0 0 0 
0 35 4 0 0 0 0 

38000 5S 6 7S.2 III 239 516 
0 35 4 0 0 0 0 
0 3S 4 0 0 0 0 

58000 65 6 79.1 202 435 938 
96000 65 6 8L3 283 610 1115 
48000 65 6 78.3 179 385 830 
96000 65 6 81.3 283 610 III 5 
69000 65 6 79.9 229 492 1061 
65000 65 6 79.6 218 470 1013 
60000 65 6 79.3 208 449 967 
79000 65 6 80.4 247 532 1145 
47000 3S 4 70.S 54 116 2S1 
46000 SO 6 74.8 104 225 485 
38000 50 6 74 92 199 429 
1000 45 4 56.9 < RdHW < RdHW 31 

46000 55 4 76 126 271 583 
30000 S5 4 74.2 95 205 442 
46000 35 4 70.4 53 lIS 247 
3000 35 4 58.S < RdHW < RdHW 40 
3000 35 4 58.5 < RdHW <RdHW 40 
33000 35 6 68.9 42 91 196 
15000 35 6 65.5 < RdHW 54 116 
6000 35 4 61.5 < RdHW 29 63 

0 35 2 0 0 0 0 
0 3S 2 0 0 0 0 
0 35 2 0 0 0 0 
0 35 2 0 0 0 0 
0 35 2 0 0 0 0 

21000 SO 2 71.4 62 134 288 
2S000 50 6 72.2 70 lSI 325 
27000 65 4 7S.8 122 262 56' 
29000 50 2 72.8 77 166 357 
14000 35 2 65.2 24 52 111 
10000 55 4 69.4 46 98 212 
36000 55 4 14.9 106 229 492 

0 40 4 0 0 0 0 
3000 50 4 63 <RdHW 37 79 
2000 35 4 56.7 <RdHW <RdHW 30 
2000 35 4 56.1 <RdHW <RdHW 30 
41000 45 6 73 79 111 368 
26000 35 6 67.9 36 18 168 
42000 35 6 70 50 108 232 
52000 SO 6 75.4 115 247 532 
24000 50 6 72 68 146 31S 

0 35 4 0 0 0 0 
0 35 4 0 0 0 0 

County of Orange 
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Traffic Noise Model Results 
Year 2020 with ETRPA Nonaviation Plan 
vs. Year 2020 No Project - All Segments 

---

12117199 
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Number of Edstina Seaments related to the Noise Level Increase 
Scenarios Existin!! No Proiect Existin2 NonAviation Pia 1020 No Project 2010 NonAviation Plan 
1.5<#<3dB 12 51 58 
3 <#<6<lB 12 95 92 
6 <#<9dB 3 IS 12 
9<#< 12dB 0 S 6 
#> 12 dB 0 0 I 

EIR No. 573 County of Orange Table 8.3-10 

SOURCE: LSA Associates. Inc .• 9199 Traffic Noise Model Results Comparison 
Number of Segments with Traffic Noise Increase 

Over Existing No Project 'Condition 

12117199 
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Number of Segments related to the Noise Level Inerease 
Seenario 2020 NoPj vs 2020 NonAv 
(-3)<#<OdB 41 
#=OdB 91 
o <#<3dB 60 
3<#<~B 1 
6<# <9dB 0 
9 <#< 12dB 1 
#>12dB 0 

EIR No. 573 County of Orange Table 8.3-11 
SOURCE: LSAAssaciates, Inc., 91'99 

Traffic Noise Model Results Comparison 
Year 2020 ETRPA Nonavlation Plan vs. Year 2020 No Project -

Number of Segments with Traffic Noise Increase 

12/17199 
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Comparison to Existing Conditions 

A comparison of the impacts of the Existing plus ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative and 
Existing plus Proposed Project is as follows. 

Impacted Roadway Links 

The following roadway links are impacted by both the Proposed Project and the ETRP A 
Nonaviation Plan Alternative with 1.5 dB or higher traffic level increases over the existing 
conditions: 

• Irvine w/o Sand Canyon 

• Irvine elo Sand Canyon 
• Irvine w/o Alton 
• Irvine w/o Bake 

• Jeffi:ey 010 Bryan 
• Portola w/o Jamboree 
• Sand Canyon 010 1-5 
• Sand Canyon 010 Irvine Center 
• Sand Canyon slo Irvine Center 

• Sand Canyon 010 Alton 
• Sand Canyon % 1-405 
• Trabuco w/o Jeffi:ey 
• Trabuco w/o Sand Canyon 

The following roadway links are impacted by the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative only 
with 1.5 dB or higher traffic noise level increases over the existing conditions: 

• Alton slo Irvine 
• Bake slo 1-5 
• Barranca e/o Technology 

• Barranca w/o Alton 
• Irvine elo Culver 
• Irvine w/o Jeffi:ey 
• Jeronimo elo Alton 
• Rockfield w/o Lake Forest 
• Sand Canyon % Trabuco 

• Technology % Barranca 
• Toledo e/o Alton 
• Toledo w/o Lake Forest 

Alternatives County of Orange Final EIR No 573 
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• Trabuco elo Bake 
• Trabuco w/o Lake Forest 

The following roadway links are impacted by the Proposed Project only with 1.S dB or 
higher traffic noise level increases over the existing conditions: 

• Irvine e/o ETC East Leg 
• Jeffrey nlo Trabuco 
• Jeffrey nlo I-S 
• Sand Canyon S/O I-S 

The same four areas of residential deVelopment that may be significantly impacted by traffic 
noise impacts associated with the Proposed Project would be significantly impacted by the 
ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative as well, as discussed in Section 4.4, Noise. 

Comparison to Existing Plus Committed Conditions 

A comparison of the impacts of the year 2020 ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative and 
year 2020 Proposed Project is as follows: 

Impacted Roadway Links 

The following roadway links are impacted by the Proposed Project and the ETRPA 
Nonaviation Plan Alternative with 1.S dB or higher traffic noise level increases over the 
2020 No Project conditions: 

• Irvine elo ETC East Leg 
• Irvine w/o Alton 

The following roadway links are impacted by the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative only 
with I.S dB or higher traffic noise level increases over the 2020 No Project conditions: 

• Alton nlo Commercentre 

• Bake S/O I-S 
• Commercentre w/o Bake 
• Rancho e/o Alton 
• Trabuco w/o Sand Canyon 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Alternatives 
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The following roadway links are impacted by the Proposed Project only with 1.5 dB or 
higher traffic noise level increases over the 2020 No Project conditions: 

• ETC East Leg sf 0 Irvine 

• SR-133 sfo 1-5 
• SR-133 0101-405 
• Trabuco elo Sand Canyon 

8.3.5.5 Air Quality 

The air quality impacts of the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative were identified by 
analyzing the short-term impacts (construction), regional air quality impacts (total air 
pollutants emissions), local air quality impacts due to traffic carbon monoxide, and local 
impacts due to aircraft and associated operations in comparison to the Proposed Project's 
impacts. As summarized below, the ETRP A Alternative would result in additional 
significant regional air quality impacts that would be greater than the Proposed Project under 
all development scenarios due to Orange County generated demand being serviced at other 
regional airports outside of the County similar to the No ProjectJNo Activity Alternative 
(Alternative E). This alternative would also result in significant local CO hot spot air quality 
impacts associated with vehicle emissions not identified under the Proposed Project. In 
addition. it is likely that construction emissions would be significant and would be greater 
than under the Proposed Project due to the proposed greater intensity of use at the MCAS El 
Toro site. This alternative, however, would avoid the significant local air quality impacts of 
the Proposed Project resulting from aircraft emissions at OCX and JW A. 

Short-Term Air Quality Impacts (Construction) 

Under this alternative, no significant runway improvements would be made at JW A. MCAS 
EI Toro, however, would be developed with nonaviation uses in greater intensity and density 
than under the Proposed Project. Therefore, total construction emissions are anticipated to 
be greater than those of the Proposed Project in all phasing years due to higher density or 
intensity land uses being proposed at the MCAS El Toro site. 

Operational Air Quality Impacts 

Emissions Inventories 

Under this project alternative, JWA will serve 8.4 MAP in Phase 4. No aviation reuse at 
MCAS EI Toro would occur as the site would be developed based on the nonaviation land 
uses proposed in the ETRP A Plan. Although there would be no emissions associated with 
aviation uses at MCAS El Toro, there would be emissions associated with energy 
consumption and vehicular trips by the nonaviation uses. Project build out air pollutant 
emissions associated with airport operations at JW A and nonaviation land uses at OCX are 
shown below in Table 8.3-12 for this alternative. 

Alternatives County of Orange Final EIR No 573 
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Table 8.3~12 
Phase 4 ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative

Project Dired: Air Pollutant Emissions (poundslDay) 

MCASEIToro 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
JWA 5,610.84 597.89 171.83 14.93 

Fuel 0.00 9.14 0.00 
MCAS EI Toro 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
JWA 9.14 

11 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

117.92 13.70 3.99 0.56 
3.05 

MCASEIToro 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
JWA 96.38 7.40 9.98 3.05 

Energy Consumption 161.20 500.70 3 18.70 
MCASEI Toro 129.60 318.50 312.00 NA 
JWA 31.60 182.20 1.70 18.70 

Source: CH2M Hill and LSA Associates, Inc., 2001 

0.00 
26.54 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
1.17 

0.00 
0.28 

0.60 
6.20 

I ROC emissions obtained by multiplying HC emissions reported by EDMS by a factor of 1.14. 

Total project direct emissions under this alternative would be significantly higher than the 
emissions under the Existing Conditions (1998). The increase in emissions for each criteria 
pollutant exceeds the applicable SCAQMD threshold. Accordingly, the ETRPA Alternative 
would result in significant operational air quality impacts. 

Regional air pollutant emissions, including airport operations at other airports in the region 
and VMT required for air travel passengers to get to these airports, would be similar to those 
shown in Tables 8.2-3A and 8.2-3B for the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative. When 
compared to the regional air quality emissions associated with the Proposed Project, this 
project alternative would have higher regional CO, NOx, SOx, ROC, and PMlO emissions 
than the Proposed Project. Because of the conclusions reached in connection with the No 
ProjectINo Activity Alternative, this would likely be true in all phasing years under the 
ETRP A Alternative, as welL As discussed in connection with the No ProjectlNo Activity 
scenario, the failure to provide sufficient airport capacity in Orange County to meet the 
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locally generated demand will result in increased VMT and increased aircraft emissions as a 
result of longer taxi times and LTO cycle time as average delay time at these regional 
airports increases. 

Dispersion Analysis 

No airport emissions dispersion analysis was conducted for this project alternative. 
However, because local criteria pollutant hot spots were found under the No ProjectINo 
Activity Alternative, which has the same annual aircraft LTO operations at JW A, it is 
expected that criteria pollutant hot spots from aircraft exhaust emissions would also occur 
under this alternative. This alternative, however, would avoid the significant and 
unavoidable local air quality impacts at OCX and JW A due to aircraft and associated 
operations. 

With regard to vehicle emissions at intersections in the vicinity of the project sites, the 
CAL3QHC model was used to assess CO concentrations. Tables 8.3-13 through 8.3-16 
show the one-hour and eight-hour CO concentrations under the Existing Conditions (1998) 
plus ETRP A Nonaviation Plan scenario. Because of the CAL3QHC modeling selection 
criteria, not all intersections modeled for the Existing Conditions (1998) scenario were 
modeled for the Existing Conditions plus ETRP A Nonaviation Plan. However, for those 
intersections that were modeled under both scenarios, the increase in CO concentration 
would be 0.6 ppm or smaller for the one-hour CO concentrations, which is less than the 1 
ppm threshold established by the SCAQMD. However, some of the increases in CO 
concentrations would exceed the thresholds of significant changes (0.45 ppm) for the eight
hour CO concentration. Based on this analysis, the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative 
would result in significant local air quality impacts related to vehicle CO hot spot 
concentrations. In comparison to the Proposed Project, the ETRPA Alternative would result 
in exceedances of the eight-hour CO standard not present under the Proposed Project. 
Therefore, the ETRP A Alternative would result in significant local air quality impacts not 
identified under the Proposed Project. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Under this alternative, although there would be no runway improvements at JW A and there 
would be no aviation reuse of MCAS EI Toro, MCAS EI Toro would be developed with 
nonaviation uses that are higher in density and intensity than are proposed under the project 
(Altemative B). Therefore, although it is difficult to predict, it is likely that this alternative 
would result in toxic air contaminant impacts that would be significant. 

Alternatives County of Orange Final EIR No 573 
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Table 8.3-13 
Year 1998 Existing Conditions Plus ETRPA Nonavlatlon Plan· Predicted One Hour Ambient Carbon Monoxide Concentration 

for Intersections with the Highest Volume and Worst Level of Service (LOS) 

26 

238 

261 

17l 
156 
237 
68 
310 

338 

1'1 
31' 
130 
111 

116 

318 

337 

32 

280 

269 
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Jamboree 01: irvine 
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Btke 01: Ir>iMlTrab_ 
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_01: \\lain 
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SwlCanyon 01: Tr ....... 
TrQuco.t IrviM 
Millennium It. A1too 
Red Hill It; MlcAnhW' 

E. Ccolnl ..... 01: Irvi .. 
T cchllOlosY 01: BlllTlllea 
W. CalInl Pull 01: .",1 .. 
Jleteamh It Irvine 
MiUennilll'll1t 1M •• 

MillClltium &: BItl'lI\t.a 
Sand Canyon 11; Irvine 

CIT\' OF LAGUNA UR.LS" 

SI T_oI: A>d. CarIoca 

CITY OF LAKE FORlST" 

Ltke Po,,", 01: Roc:kfield 

CITY OF MISSION VIEJO" 
Alicia 01: Mulrlandt 

13.1 

8.' 

1.2 

••• 
U 

'.3 

'.3 
8.1 

8J 
• .3 
7.8 

'.0 
8.0 

8.\ 
7 .• 

'.l 
8.3 

••• 

•. l 

8.' 

13.0 

'.0 
'.2 
..4 

8.4 

'.7 
8.0 

•. 1 
8.3 

8.1 

•. 3 

7 .• 

8.1 
8.2 
U 
8.0 

8.2 

7.9 

••• 

'.3 

13.0 

8.4 

8.4 

I.l 

'.4 
8.% 

'.6 

'.2 
'.2 
'.0 
7 .• 

7 .• 
7 .• 
8.0 

7 .• 
8.1 
8.2 

8.2 

8.l 

'.3 

13.l 

8.4 

'.3 
8.2 
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8.1 

8.l 

7 .• 

1.3 

8.3 
7.8 
8.2 
8.3 
8.2 

8.0 

8.1 

'.1 

•. 1 

8.l 

'.2 

12.8 

8.0 

8.0 

7.9 

'.0 
1.9 
• .1 
7.8 

'.0 
7.8 
7.6 
B 
7.' 
7.7 
7.7 

7.' 
'.1 

7.' 

•. 0 

7.' 

12.7 

8.6 

8.1 

•. 2 

8.1 
8.1 

7.' 
7.7 
8.1 

7.' 
7.' 
n 
8.0 

7.1 

7.1 

7.8 
8.3 

7.9 

u 

•. 0 

12.6 

8.0 

1.1 

7.' 
7 .• 

'.1 
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7 .• 
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1.6 

7.' 
7.1 

7 .• 
7 .• 
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7 .• 
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Nole: '" & Coauntrltiou are in plIN per million (ppm); fedef" Qno-bour CO IWId&rd it 3-5 ppm; State one&how' CO ,tMdani i,lO ppm. 
l-lI£Cl SWCOltNER 

2-lI£C2 SE CORNER 
3 - IUlC3 NI! COIlNER 
• -1IEC4 NW COltNER 

l -lI£Cl S. DEl'Al1.TIJJtE - MID BLOCK 
6 -lI£C6 N. APPROACH- MID BLOCK 
7.1IEC1 E. DIlPAl1.rutI.E • MID BLOCK 
•• 1IEC8 W. Al'PROACH- MID BLOCK 
.-lI£C9 N. DEPAl1.TlIIUl. MID BLOCK 

10 -lI£CIO S. APPROACH· MID BLOCK 
II • lI£CI I W. DEPAl1.TlIIUl- MID BLOCK 
12 .lI£Cll E. APPROACH- MID BLOCK 
13 - Tho ambientonewhout CO~, 12,0 ppm. the JCICIIiH'ld hiahest ontobow' CO ~tratlon II ttl. nearat air monilOriDl tutton, 

Cenb'IJ OtanaeCounty Air MonUorine Station betMen Ihe YWloe 1993 and 1997, iI.tdcd to lhe talculMed one-hour IClVer,. 
14 • Tke amble," ono-how' CO COIlCeIltrllion. 7,0 ppm. tho NCOnd highat one-hour CO ooaeentrliion It 11M noarut air moniklrins IWion, 

Saddleblck Valley Air MonilOriq: Station betwt:ea the yMfJ of lli!93 and 1991, it added to the calculated one--bour lCIVCb. 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 

1-11 

12.7 

'.2 
8.) 

•. 2 

•. 1 
7.7 
8.1 

7.l 
S2 

7.9 

7.3 

7.7 

'.0 
7.9 

7.4 

•. 2 

7.6 

7.' 

82 

'0 

12.' 

8.2 
7 .• 
•. 0 

7.9 

8.0 
7.7 

7.7 
7.9 

7.' 
7.6 
7.6 

7.' 
7.' 
7.8 
7.9 

79 

7.8 

8.0 

7.9 

12.7 

8.6 

8.1 

8.1 

'.1 
8.l 
7.8 
7.' 
•. 0 
8.0 

7.7 
7.7 
7.7 
7.1 

7.9 

8.2 
7 .• 

'.9 

as 

8.1 

Alternatives 



Alternatives 

26 

23. 

16$ 

175 
156 
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Table 8.3-14 
Year 1998 Existing Conditions Plus ETRPA Nonaviation Plan - Predicted Eight Hour Ambient Carbon Monoxide Concentration 

for Intersections with the Highest Volume and Worst Level of Service (LOS) 

Jamboree" Itviac 

Cl1'\:' OF IRVINE" 

Bake" Irvincffrabuco 

8ake & Rockfield 

JamboltC & Michelaoo: 
Jamboree &: Main 
Alwn A Irvine 
Sand CJflyon It Trabuco 

Trabuco &: Irvine 
Millennium" A1t1:m 
Red Hm & _AnIM 
E, Central Pm &: Irvine 
T~&_ .. 
w. CcntraJ Park" Irvine 

Itc:scM'ch &. Irvine 
Millennium &. Irvine 

Millenniwn " BIUTIIlCa 
Sand Canyon &: Irvine 

ern: OF LAGUNA BILLS" 
£1 Toro &. Avci. Catiota 

ern' OF I...AKE FOUST" 
Uke FOteS1 &. Rockfield 

CITY OF MISSION VWOll 

8.' 
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5.2 
5.2 
5.2 
5.2 
5.2 
5.2 

5.2 
5.2 

5.2 

5.2 
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5.2 

5.2 
5.2 
5.2 

5.2 

5.2 

8.1 
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S.S 

5.5 

5.5 

5.5 
S.S 
5.5 
S.S 

S.S 
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5.5 
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5.5 
5.5 
5.5 
5.5 

5.5 
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5. 
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51 

5. 
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51 
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51 
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14 8.6 
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~ of 1993 and 1997,1. added '" .... produa of !he «lwltled ... -hour ""'Nmulllplied by. """I ..... f_of 0.1. 

14 ~ Number in bold RpRNJlU exceedance of the standards. 
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m 

91 

116 
116 
98 
134 
m 
100 
151 
lIS 
ll6 
68 
1I 
113 
)20 

299 

2'0 

271 

281 -

Table 8.3-1S 
Phase 4 ETRP A Non-Aviation Plan - Predicted One Hour Ambient Carbon Monoxide Concentration for 

Intersections witll tile Hlgllest Volume and Worst Level of Service (LOS) 

MlcArthur k Main. 1,0 U U 1J U 6,. 6.6 1.1 U 7.0 6.7 U 

Main " Sunflower 6,9 1J 6,7 1,0 U 6.9 6,1 6.1 6.7 6,8 1.0 6.8 

COY or 111STlN'" 

~&Edi'lF U 7,0 68 U 6.7 U 6,6 6,1 6.7 6,9 M 6.9 

Cl1Y or IRVlNEI • 

Jamboree" 81frUCa I .• 1.9 1.6 1.6 I.l 1.1 I.l 1.5 5.1 I.' 1.1 1.7 
Jamboree.t Main. 1.1 5.6 S.6 5.4 1.2 SA I.l 5.4 1.4 I,l 1.4 1.6 
Culver &: Irvine Ccnlcr 1.6 1.1 1.7 1.6 I.) 1.4 s.J 1,1 1.2 1.5 1.4 5.1 
_&AI ... 1.6 1.6 5.8 M 1.1 1.5 5.2 SA 1.1 !.4 5A 1.6 
1_ & Midlcltoo I .• SA 5.4 U S,Z I.) I.l I.l I.' 1.4 1.1 1.4 
10m.,. & IMneC..- 1.1 1.6 1.6 1.7 1.1 5.1 1.2 1.1 1,1 1.6 1.2 1.1 
Red Hill & _lit 1.1 I.' 1.1 1.6 1.0 I.' 1.4 1,3 l.l 1.4 1.1 1.7 
VOI\ Karman" Main 5.S 5.6 I.' S.I 1,2 1.6 S.l 1.4 II S.4 1.4 lA 
RetoIrd\&lrvine 1.2 1.2 1.2 s.J 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.0 I.) 1.0 1.1 
Sud Canyoo & Trobuco 5.2 I.) ! ) 5.2 1.1 1.0 S.I S.3 I .• 1.1 1.1 4." 
JefD:ey & Irvino 1.1 1.1 I.' 1.1 1.2 1.1 1,1 1.2 4.9 1.2 I .• 1.1 
Red Hill & Mai. 1.4 1.1 1.1 U 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.2 s.z 1.1 1.1 
Trabuco" Irvine I.' 5.1 S.6 U $.2 1.1 1.2 5.1 1.1 I.) 1.2 1.1 

CfIY or LAGUNA BEACH" 

MoullQn " EJ TOft): 1.6 5A 1.1 1,1 1.1 1.3 1.4 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.1 

CfIY 0' LAGUNA BILLS" 

EI Tom& Awl. Corloca 1.1 D 1.1 1.4 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.1 I.) 

CfIY OP LAKE POUST" 

EI T .... & RDctf"HOId 1.1 1.4 1.6 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.1 U s.z 1.4 1.0 1.1 

CITY OF !!Ali .JUAIi CAPIII'IllAl'iO" 

Lapna Hill." PIIMO V tieDcla 1.1 S.I 1.2 1.1 1.0 1.2 4.9 1.0 H 4." 1.1 5.0 

• ~ ConceatratiOM 11ft in par1I per million (ppm) 

I - REel SW COilNER 
2. REC2 SE CORNEll 
3 • REel NE CORNER 
•• REC4 NW CORNER 
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6 • REe6 N. APPROACH. MID BLOCK 
7· REe7 E. DEl'AIlTURE - MID BLOCK 
I-RECI W. APPROACH· MID BUlCK 
•• REC9 N. DEPAIlTURE - MID BLOCK 
10 - REeIO S. APPROACH· MID BLOCK 
II - REel I W. DEPAIlTURE - MID BLOCK 
12· REeIZ E. APPROACH. MID BLOCK 
11 .. Tbt amlriatt one-how CO ronccntnt:ioct. 6,1 ppm. obtai,*, by muhiplyin •• rollbaa: fllCfof to the MC:OOd hiahctt one-hour CO alIICenttation II tho RO&A:itt tit monicorinS .&alion, 

c.ntraJ Onnge County Air MoftitorinJ Station between lIM)ftrt 199610 2000, it added to 1he ClleuJ.ted one hcnIr kwlI. 
14 .. The- ambient one-hour CO coneentnllon, 4,6 ppm, obIIioed by muhipJyiq a rollbact flCior to the J(I(l()ftd hi,JlMat one-hour CO aNleentlwoa "the ncmst air monitorlnll&l:tloa. 

Saddlcback V.iley Air Mon:.iwrinJ Slalion becwwn the)'earl 199610 2000, is added to the calrulaud 00 bour-lcYfiI. 
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Alternatives 

Table 8.3-16 
Phase 4 ETRPA Non-Aviation Plan - Predlded Eight Hour Ambient Carbon Monoxide Concentration for 

Intersections with the Highest Volume and Wont Level of Service (LOS) 

imXll;:~ __ ~~_~'" .. "mmm ~, ~-~fW{:h ,,~?~ " ,----- = ~ .:;;;:;;IM!f~~?\JIEI.I~~.~_m:~ 
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93 
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9. 
13. 
m 
100 
lSI 
115 
316 
6S 
31 
151 
320 
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280 

211 

281 

Note: 

MacArthur &: Main 5.1 

Main It Sunflower 5.2 

CIT\' OF TUSTIN" 

Newpott &: Ed,.,. 5A 

ertY OF IRVINE·· 

Jamboree It. Damna 1.1 
Jamboree 8l. Main. 3.1 
Culver &. If"'iine Cent« 3." 
Jamboree" Alton 3.6 

J_&:Mle .. "". 3.1 
Jdfrcy Ik. ff"'iint Center 3.5 
Red HiH A MacArthur 1.1 

Von Karman '" Main 3.1 
Research &; Jrvine 3.1 
Saad. Canyon It Trabuco 3.3 
Jeffrey 1t Irvine 3A 
Rod Hill&: M'" 3.5 

T rabureo " Irvine 3.5 

cm OF LAGUNA BEACH" 

Moulton &: EI Toro 3." 

crrv OF LACUNA BD.LS'~ 

EI Tom It Avd Cerlotl 1.5 

cm OF LAKII FOIlES1" 

HI Toro &: Rocldi.cld. H 

cm OF SAN JUAN CAPISTRANO" 

L_ Hil~ &. ~ Vllenci, 3.3 

• - ConccntntioClJ are in PIlIU per minion (ppm) 
I· ilECt SW COllNEl\ 
2· ilECl SE eOllNEl\ 
3 • ilEC3 NB CORNER 
4 • REe4 NW CORNER 
5· REes S. OEPAR'!1JRE· MID BLOCK 
6 • REC6 N. APPROACH· MID BLOCK 
1· REC1 I!. OEPAR'!1JRE· MID BLOCK 
8 • ilECs W. Al'PROACR· MID BLOCK 
9· REC9 N. DEPAR'!1JRE. MID BLOCK 
10· ilEClO S. APPROACH. MID BLOCK 
II· ilEClI W.DEPAR'!1JRE·MIDBLOCK 
Il·RECI2 EAl'PROACR-MIDBLOCK 

H S.3 1.3 

5.1 5.0 5.2 

5.2 5.1 SA 

1.8 3.6 3 .• 
1 .• 36 3.5 
3.S 3.1 3.6 
l.6 3.1 3.6 
3.S 1.5 15 
3.6 3 .• 3.1 
3.$ 1$ 1.6 
3.6 3.1 3.5 
3.3 3.3 3.4 
3.4 3.4 1.1 
35 3.5 3.5 
H 1.5 H 
3.$ 3.6 3.$ 

3.$ 3.1 3.5 

3.4 3.5 3.$ 

3.S 3.6 3.5 

l.S 3.3 3.3 

5.1 5.1 5.0 5.l 5.1 52 5.0 1.1 

5.0 5.2 4." 4 .• 5.0 5.1 5.2 5.1 

SO 5.0 $.0 5.0 5.0 5.2 5.0 S.2 

3.' 3.5 3.4 1.5 3.5 H 3.S 3.7 
l.l 1.5 J.4 3.1 3.5 3.4 3.$ 3.6 
3.4 3.5 3.4 1.1 3) H 3.5 lS 
3J 3.5 lJ 3.5 3.4 3.S 3.5 3. 
3.3 3' 3.4 3.4 3.S 1.$ 3.5 lS 
3.4 1.$ 3.3 3.4 3.4 3. D J.4 
3.2 3.$ 3.$ 34 34 3.5 3.4 3.1 
3.1 3.6 3.4 3.5 l.3 3.$ 3.$ 1.5 
3.2 3.2 3.2 3.3 3.2 14 3.2 3.3 
3.3 l.2 1.3 3.4 3.1 3.3 3.3 3t 
3.3 34 3.3 3.3 3.1 3.3 3.2 33 
n 3.' 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 U 3.4 
3.3 3.4 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.4 

3.3 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.1 3.4 3.3 33 

3.2 3.4 3.3 3.3 34 U 3.3 3.4 

3.) 3.4 3.4 l.S 3.3 3.5 3.2 3.4 

3.2 3.3 3.1 32 3.0 3.1 3.3 3.2 

1 J ~ The ambient ci~ CO ~ 4.6 ppm. obtained by mukiplyinj: IroUbact (Idol' to the ~ biah_ cith'~hour co~ III: the narm air moMoril18 station. 
Central Onnae County Air MonitoriAJ Station between the yean of 199610 2000, it add«l1O the produe1 of the cali:::uialai ooo-boor tevds multiplied by a pet'liIttnt factor of 0,7. 

14 ~ Tbeamb~' ClishtohourCO conc:en1rItion, 2.9 ppm, obtailted by multlply1118 a mllNck c..c:.or cotbe aec:ond biJhest aight4lour c::onc:cntnWon at the ncarat air monitorialltation, 
Saddleback Valley Air MonilOring Station betwMn the yean of 1996 to 2000, is added 10 the product of the calculaWld on&-OOur levdi multipJic!d by a pel1iltent factor of 0.7. 
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8.3.5.6 Topography 

The Nonaviation Plan Alternative was prepared by ETRP A at a General Plan level of detail, 
which is insufficient to determine at this time the topographic effects of this alternative. 

Usage of JW A under the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative would be the same as the 
current usage, and therefore would not entail potential topographic impacts. 

Under the Proposed Project, due to the relatively flat to gently sloping topography, both 
before and after grading, and the lack of any unusual or unique topographic features on the 
site, no significant adverse impacts to topography at MCAS El Toro are anticipated. No 
modifications to the existing topography at JW A are proposed. 

8.3.5.7 Soils, Geology and SeismiCity 

Usage of MCAS El Toro under the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative would entail 
development of the site for nonaviation uses. Potential geophysical impacts of the ETRP A 
Nonaviation Plan Alternative project would likely be similar to those of the Proposed 
Project, but would differ in detail, depending upon the specific types or locations of 
structures or other features to be constructed. 

Usage of JWA under the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative would be the same as the 
current usage, and therefore would not raise potential impacts related to soils, geologic 
features or seismicity. Likewise, under the Proposed Project no significant modifications 
would be made and, therefore, no impacts are anticipated. 

8.3.5.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Under the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative, the potential impacts at the MCAS El Toro 
site related to hydrology and water quality would be similar to those identified under the 
Proposed Project because both alternatives have approximately the same impervious acreage 
and open space areas. However, under the Proposed Project, design improvements are 
incorporated into the project that will reduce impacts to a level below significance. It is 
unclear whether the ETRP A Nonaviation Alternative includes similar design improvements. 

Water quality constituents will be different under the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative 
as compared to the Proposed Project due to the differences associated with construction, 
operation, and runoff. Impacts to water quality resulting from construction, operations, and 
runoff under the Nonaviation Alternative can be mitigated using BMPs and other permit 
requirements. 
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Groundwater quality impacts under the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Altemative would be the 
same as those discussed under the Proposed Project. No groundwater will be pumped from 
the MCAS El Toro site, so there will be no impacts to local groundwater levels or basin 
storage under either alternative. 

Under this alternative, JW A would maintain the same volume of passenger traffic and would 
require no new construction. Therefore, the Nonaviation Alternative would not result in 
impacts related to hydrology and water quality at the JW A site. 

8.3.5.9 Biological Resources 

The direct impacts of the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative on biological resources will 
be limited primarily to the loss of some coastal sage scrub habitat, non-native plant 
communities, including agricultural habitats, non-native grasslands, disturbed/developed 
land, and their associated wildlife species. Approximately 758 acres of agricultural land will 
be impacted under the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative, compared to approximately 
620 acres under the Proposed Project. There will not be any direct impacts to the federal 
Habitat Reserve. 

There is some native Venturan-Diegan sage scrub habitat on the MCAS El Toro site outside 
the Habitat Reserve. This area occurs on a knoll and appears to be at least partially impacted 
by the Nonaviation Alternative, as indicated by the residential designation in this portion of 
the site. There is also a 20 acre parcel, south of Alton Parkway that does contain some 
coastal sage scrub. The nonaviation alternative does include a park/open space designation 
at this location. Depending upon the configuration of the uses, there may be some potential 
coastal sage scrub impacted at this location. These areas include California gnatcatcher 
habitat. In addition, streambed habitat is also impacted by the Nonaviation Alternative. 
These streambeds vary in terms of plant species they support. The streambeds include 
mulefat scrub, willow scrub, cattails, as well as highly disturbed and scoured sandy washes. 
Specific streambeds impacted include San Diego Creek, Serrano Creek, Borrego Wash, and 
portions of Agua Chinon Wash. It appears that Agua Chinon is retained north of Irvine 
Boulevard. 

In contrast to the Proposed Project, there will be no potential beneficial impacts from the 
ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative since the proposed wildlife habitat area along the 
eastern perimeter of the MCAS EI Toro site is not included. In contrast, under the Proposed 
Project, the addition of native plant communities would potentially provide a wildlife habitat 
area between large habitat areas in the Coastal and Central Subregional NCCPIHCP Reserve 
System. 

The ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative assumes that JW A continues its existing role at 
an approved service level of 8.4 MAP, with no facility improvements. Therefore, this 
alternative would not result in any direct impacts on biological resources at JW A or the 
Upper Newport Bay. 
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Biological resources on MCAS EI Toro that may experience indirect impacts as a result of 
the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative are primarily limited to resources in the federal 
Habitat Reserve. These potential impacts may occur with construction of the facilities 
associated with the Residential, BusinessfTechnology, Village and Outdoor Sports districts. 
These indirect impacts may consist of construction dust, noise, introduction of non-native 
plants and animals, and increased human presence, similar to the Proposed Project. 
However, due to the distance of these impacts from the Habitat Reserve, potential indirect 
impacts on biological resources would be minimized and not considered significant. 

8.3.5.10 Public Services and Utilities 

The City of Irvine GPA, Zone Change, and Annexation EIR (March, 1999) concluded that, 
compared to the existing conditions, development of the ETRP A Alternative on the MCAS 
EI Toro site could: I) create potential short-falls in fire protection services and facilities; 2) 
may exacerbate overcrowding at area schools; 3) create significant traffic noise levels such 
that three existing schools would be within 65 dB CNEL noise contours; 4) potentially 
disrupt domestic water services to adjacent areas; 5) create the need for new sources of water 
to serve proposed development on site; and 6) require additional sewage treatment capacity 
and damage existing sewer treatment facilities on site. The City's EIR concluded that, with 
prescribed mitigation, these impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance. 

Similarly, as described in Section 4.10 (public Services and Utilities), after mitigation, the 
Proposed Project is not anticipated to result in significant adverse impacts related to utilities. 

8.3.5.11 Natural Resources and Energy 

The ETRP A Alternative would increase the consumption of energy compared to the existing 
condition. The ultimate build out and development of the ETRP A Nonaviation Alternative 
will require construction with a greater level of total energy consumption over a 20 year 
build out period compared with the existing (1998) setting and the Proposed Project. As a 
mixed-use development, operational energy consumption by the ETRP A project would 
likely be substantially less than under the existing setting (1998) but substantially more than 
the Proposed Project. However, both the ETRP A Plan Alternative and the Proposed Project 
would not result in significant adverse impacts related to energy resources. 

Implementation of the ETRP A Nonaviation Alternative would eliminate all of the existing 
agricultural uses on the MCAS EI Toro site. Some areas could remain in agricultural 
production until such time as development is phased in, or indefinitely, if certain areas are 
not developed. In comparison, the Proposed Project plans to reserve 139 acres of existing 
agricultural land. The loss of agricultural land is considered significant for either the 
ETRPA Alternative or Proposed Project cases; however, the ETRPA Alternative would have 
an incrementally larger impact on agricultural resources than the Proposed Project. Both the 
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ETRP A Alternative and Proposed Project would have greater impacts to agricultural 
resources compared with the existing setting. 

8.3.5.12 Aesthetics, Light and Glare 

At the MCAS EI Toro site, the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative (ETRPA) would 
change the existing aesthetics of the site from a military aviation base to a mixed use urban 
planned community. The visual character of the site would change from an airfield with 
perpendicular runways and aviation support buildings, military community buildings, 
military housing, and recreational facilities to a more modem "village" development with 
business/technology, education, research, entertainment, retail, residential (low to high 
density), community parks and open space uses, and an outdoor sports complex. Buildings 
would include single to multi-story structures. The ETRP A Alternative also includes 
preservation of the natural habitat in the northeastern panhandle area of the site, as does the 
Proposed Project. A multi-modal transportation system is proposed to include bus, rail, and 
potential people-mover facilities. 

Compared to the existing 1998 setting, development of the MCAS EI Toro site with the 
ETRP A Alternative would visually appear to further intensify the surrounding urban setting, 
with office/commercial uses in the site vicinity and residential subdivisions in the 
surrounding hillsides. Specific potential aesthetic impacts of the ETRP A plan discussed in 
the City ofIrvine's GPAlZC EIR include that new buildings proposed as part of the ETRPA 
plan may be several stories in height, which would be visible to motorists on adjacent 
roadways and from residences located west and at higher elevations southeast and northeast 
of the MCAS EI Toro site. New public roadways proposed with the ETRP A plan would 
provide public views of future development within the site. Potential adverse aesthetic 
impacts could occur if adjacent structures have highly different architectural styles, massing, 
or building density (i.e., if residential and industrial structures are proposed near each other). 

The ETRP A Alternative would not necessarily represent a significant aesthetic impact 
compared with the existing setting, in that it would not adversely affect (e.g., obstruct) any 
scenic vistas or highways. The Proposed Project would, in contrast, maintain the overall 
visual character of the former military base, with modemization of airport support facilities, 
and provision of more open space and recreation areas than is currently provided. The 
ETRPA Alternative would not necessarily substantially degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of the site or its surroundings; however, it would intensify the urbanization of the 
site by removing the runways and filling that area with a combination of buildings interlaced 
with community open areas and landscaping. 

The City of Irvine GP AlZC EIR also determined that new development within the site may 
create light and glare impacts on adjacent residents. The Proposed Project will also generate 
light and glare, but at levels that are more similar to the existing setting than the levels of the 
ETRP A plan. With either the ETRP A plan or the Proposed Project, light and glare will be 
kept to below the level of significance with implementation of mitigation measures that 
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would minimize light intrusion and spillover onto adjacent properties, and that would 
minimize glare from buildings and light sources. 

At JW A, the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative would maintain status quo operations 
and would not change the existing aesthetic, light, or glare conditions. Therefore, the 
ETRP A Alternative would have approximately the same effects as the Proposed Project. 

8.3.5.13 Cultural Resources 

Redevelopment of the site with all nonaviation uses would have the same less than 
significant effects as the Proposed Project on cultural resources on the property since none of 
the cultural resources on the site are considered potentially significant. As with the 
Proposed Project, potential impacts of unknown archaeological resources during ground 
disturbance would be mitigated through implementation of standard construction monitoring 
measures. 

The ETRPA Nonaviation Alternative assumes status quo operations at JWA. As such, there 
would be no additional or new effects on cultural resources in the JW A area, as there are no 
known archaeological, paleontological or historic resources on the already developed airport 
property. 

8.3.5.14 Recreation 

With the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative, the specific recreational features and 
facilities proposed with the Proposed Project would not be provided. However, the ETRPA 
Nonaviation Plan Alternative would provide recreational facilities, including a 360 acre 
community park, community and neighborhood parks totaling 168 acres, open space 
linkages to surrounding off-site open space areas, walking paths, hiking trails, off-road 
bikeways, a sports stadium, and a hotel conference center with golf course. No significant 
long-term impacts of the ETRP A plan on parks and recreational facilities are anticipated 
(City of Irvine GPA, Zone Change and Annexation DEIR for MCAS El Toro and James A. 
Musick Branch Jail, March 31, 1999) as the City of Irvine would provide for the parks and 
recreational needs of the site under the ETRP A plan. 

Physical effects on adjacent off-site recreational trails are likely to be the same level of 
magnitude as that of the Proposed Project, assuming that there would be some temporary 
disruptions to on-road bikeways for street improvements to serve the nonaviation plan 
improvements. The primary difference between the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative 
and the Proposed Project in terms of recreational impacts would be the lack of aviation 
related noise under the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative. Because there would be no 
exposure of planned bicycle trails and riding and hiking trails to aircraft noise from the 
proposed OCx. the noise related impacts to recreation would be less than under the 
Proposed Project. 
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The status quo operations of JW A under the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative would 
have no change in effect on recreational facilities in the JW A area. 

8.3.5.15 Public Health and Safety 

A viation Safety 

Under the ETRPA Nonaviation Alternative, there would be no aviation activity at MCAS EI 
Toro. Since there is no aviation activity at OCX, there would be zero aviation risks. Under 
the Proposed Project, there would be no significant adverse impacts related to aviation safety 
at the MCAS EI Toro site or at JWA relative to on-airport and off-airport fatal accidents per 
million operations. 

Compared to the existing conditions, there would be virtually no changes in the number of 
air carrier and air cargo operations and general aviation operations at JW A. Under this 
scenario, the potential air carrier and air cargo and general aviation accident risks at JW A 
would remain the same as the existing conditions. There would be no significant adverse 
impacts related to aviation safety at JW A. 

8.3.5.16 Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Wastes 

Hazardous Materia/s/Waste Usage 

Most of the proposed uses under the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative would not yield 
large quantities of hazardous waste. However, hazardous waste generation could result from 
the proposed Orange County Transit Authority (OCTA) rail and bus maintenance facility, 
light industrial uses, and research and development uses. Compared to the Proposed Project, 
which would accommodate jet fuel storage and aircraft maintenance, the ETRP A 
Nonaviation Plan Alternative would involve substantially smaller quantities of hazardous 
material. All hazardous materials used, or generated, would be regulated by existing federal, 
state and local regulations. By meeting the regulatory guidelines, potential impacts 
associated with hazardous material use, or generation, would be maintained to below a level 
of significance. The potential impacts of the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative related to 
hazardous materials are generally described in the following sections for the different land uses 
proposed on the site under this alternative. 

Habitat Reserve 

The federal Habitat Reserve, outlined under the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative, 
would fall under the jurisdiction of a federal agency, which is the same as assumed under the 
Proposed Project. The ETRP A Nonaviation Plan also includes 686 acres of recreation uses 
in the southern portion of this area. However, the potential impacts associated with 
remediation activities addressed under the Installation Restoration Program (IRP) for Sites 1, 
2, and 17 are the same for both the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative and the Proposed 
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Project. Since the areas under the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative are designated for 
use as a Habitat Reserve, the potential impacts associated with the presence of hazardous 
waste and the likelihood of future hazardous waste generated materials are anticipated to be 
less than significant. 

Education, Research & Technology (ERT) District 

Under the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative, the ERT District consists of an integrated, 
higher intensity grouping of high-density residential, retail and office uses, such as Village, 
Businessffechnology, Education, Research & Technology Campus, EntertainmentIMixed 
Use, Parks/Open Space, Retail, and a Sports Complex. Development of the ERT District 
would encompass all or part ofIRP Sites 3, 7, 11, 12, and 14. 

ERT Village 

A potential impact associated with the ERT Village residential land use outlined in the 
ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative is its relation to the Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) remediation activity at MCAS EI Toro. One of the areas included within the ERT 
Village land use is IRP Site 3 near the eastern end of the loop formed by the proposed East 
Culture Road. Development of the ERT Village residential land use, which would overlie or 
directly abut IRP Site 3, would conflict with California Health and Safety Code (H&SC) 
Section 25202.5. Under this statute, a minimum buffer of 2,000 feet is required for 
residential development in the vicinity of a hazardous waste disposal facility. This is a 
significant adverse impact. 

Under H&SC Section 25202.5, disposal of hazardous wastes, at a site with a buffer zone of 
less than 2,000 feet from residential land uses, is only allowable if it can be proven to the 
satisfaction of the California Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) that the buffer 
zone is sufficient to protect present and future public health and safety. Therefore, 
development of residential uses overlying or within 2,000 feet of IRP Site 3 under the 
ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative would result in significant adverse impacts related to 
hazardous wastes. 

Another area of concern related to land use development within IRP Site 3 is that 
construction activities could result in greater potential impacts under the ETRP A 
Nonaviation Plan Alternative than those potential impacts under the Proposed Project. 
Construction activities in the area may require earth moving and excavation to accommodate 
foundations, subterranean parking, or footings for multi-story structures. Excavation in this 
area could result in the unearthing of hazardous wastes associated with IRP Site 3 and 
resultant exposures to construction workers and future residents on the site to levels that may 
exceed those deemed acceptable from a health protective perspective. Subsurface chemical 
concentrations in the soil are unknown, therefore a subsurface assessment of soil 
contamination would be required prior to any construction activities in the area where 
subsurface excavation is planned in order to more accurately characterize the risks 
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associated with disturbance of soils at the site. Impacts associated with construction worker 
exposures to contaminants likely could be mitigated to below a level of significance through 
implementation of personal protective equipment appropriate to the potential health threat 
posed by the site. 

Business/Technology 

The BusinesslTechnology use areas of the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative would 
entail Research and Development, and Light Industrial uses. The Research and 
Development uses would consist of a variety of business and high technology uses, 
including production and service establishments, scientific laboratories, new technology 
training centers, professionall administrative offices, and other supporting services. Police 
and fire stations are also a possibility within the BusinesslTechnology land use designation. 

The Light Industrial uses would encompass communications equipment manufacturing, 
electronics, pharmaceuticals, plastics, furniture and fixtures, printing and publishing, 
wholesaling, warehousing and distribution centers, professionalladministrative offices, and 
other supporting uses. 

Under the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative, proposed developments within the 
BusinesslTechnology area encompass IRP Sites 11 and 12, and a portion of IRP Site 7. As 
discussed in Section 4.16 (Hazardous Wastes and Hazardous Materials), the Remedial 
InvestigationlFeasibility Study (RI/FS) process for IRP Sites 7, 11, and 12 has not been 
completed; therefore, human health risk assessment data are not available for these sites and 
potential impacts associated with development of these sites cannot be fully evaluated. 
However, the type of land uses proposed for the site under the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan 
Alternative is not generally considered by EPA to be as sensitive as residential uses. 
Therefore, potential impacts associated with development under the proposed ETRP A 
Nonaviation Plan Alternative may not be significant. 

As discussed in Section 4.16 (Hazardous Wastes and Hazardous Materials), the Department 
of the Navy (DON), with the approval of EPA and Cal-EPA, has been using industrial 
cleanup standards for IRP sites at MCAS EI Toro. Based on this standard, development of 
the proposed uses within the BusinesslTechnology land use areas of the ETRPA 
Nonaviation Plan Alternative is not anticipated to result in significant adverse impacts 
related to the presence of hazardous waste sites. Should conditions at Sites 7, 11, and 12 
pose human health hazards which exceed acceptable levels under the industrial exposure 
scenario, remedial action will be prescribed by the DON, and agreed to by the U.S. EPA and 
Cal-EPA, which would reduce potential impacts to below a level of significance. These 
remedial actions could have an adverse effect on the land uses proposed. 

Under the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative, IRP Site 14 (Battery Acid Disposal Area) 
lies within the ERT District, near the proposed intersection of Quantum Road and Research 
Parkway. The site is currently undergoing remedial investigation, and no human health risk 
assessment data are available. The ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative proposes more 
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intense development overlying IRP Site 14, compared with that of the Proposed Project; 
thus, the potential for adverse impacts related to residual hazardous wastes is greater under 
the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative. However, under the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan 
Alternative, the ERT District would not likely consist of highly sensitive uses such as 
residential development; therefore, potential impacts associated with development of the IRP 
Site 14 area are anticipated to be less than significant following implementation of any 
prescribed remedial action. 

Park and Open Space 

Park and open space uses would comprise approximately 50 percent of the proposed ETRPA 
Nonaviation Plan Alternative. A network of open space corridors would interconnect the 
activity centers of the site, linking parks and recreational facilities to surrounding open space 
areas and other proposed uses. IRP Site 5 (Perimeter Road Landfill), a portion of IRP Site 7 
(Drop Tank Drainage Area No.2), and IRP Site 16 (Crash Crew Pit No.2) are located 
within the area proposed for park and open space uses under the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan 
Alternative. Under the Proposed Project, IRP Site 5 is located in an open space area 
proposed for use as a Secondary Habitat Corridor. The potential impacts associated with the 
presence ofIRP Site 5 under the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative are, therefore, similar 
to those of the Proposed Project, in terms of the proposed site development. Consequently, 
no significant adverse impacts related to the existence ofIRP Site 5 are anticipated, provided 
that the selected presumptive remedy for the site remains intact. 

Under the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative, proposed residential development also 
directly abuts IRP Site 5, which would be inconsistent with the California Health and Safety 
Code buffer zone requirements, as described regarding IRP Site 3 deVelopment. 

Under the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative, a portion of IRP Site 7 and all of IRP Site 
16 underlie an area proposed for park and open space land uses. Development of the 
proposed uses in this area will likely require some surface grading activities; however, no 
deep excavation is anticipated. Similar to the impacts of the Proposed Project, potential 
impacts would most likely be associated with exposing contaminated soils during 
construction. Because the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative proposes no structural 
development for human occupation in the Open Space area overlying IRP Sites 7 and 16, 
this usage will entail a relatively low level of risk to the public. Development of these sites 
under the Proposed Project would result in coverage by asphalt or concrete surfaces, which 
could aid in the reduction of potential contaminant migration. Park and Open Space uses 
under the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative likely would not provide this same benefit. 
Without more specific human health risk data for a portion of IRP Site 7 and all of IRP Site 
16, the potential impacts associated with disturbance of these sites cannot be fully addressed; 
however, it is possible that some remedial action may be required before the sites can be 
developed for the proposed Millennium Park/Open Space uses. 
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EntenainmentlMixed Use 

In response to a request by OCTA, the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative was modified 
to include approximately 50 acres of land for a rail and bus maintenance facility. The 
proposed facility would be located in an area northwest of the regional transportation center 
that was previously identified for entertainment/mixed use and research and development. 

Site 8, the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO) Storage Yard, is located 
within the boundaries of the proposed OCTA Maintenance Facility. The RIlFS process for 
Site 8 has not been completed; therefore, human health risk assessment data are not available 
for this site and impacts associated with development of this site cannot be fully evaluated. 
The DON, with the approval of EPA and Cal-EPA, has been using industrial cleanup 
standards for IRP sites at MCAS El Toro. Based on these standards, development of the 
proposed uses within the OCTA Maintenance Facility area, under the ETRPA Nonaviation 
Plan Alternative, would not result in significant adverse impacts related to hazardous wastes. 
Should conditions at IRP Site 8 pose human health hazards that exceed acceptable levels 
under the industrial exposure scenario, remedial action will be prescribed by the DON, and 
agreed to by the U.S. EPA and Cal-EPA, to reduce potential impacts to below a level of 
significance. 

8.3.5.17 Socioeconomics 

Under the ERTPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative, the military would leave MCAS El Toro 
and the site would be converted into a mixed-use urban center, emphasizing high technology 
industries, education and recreation. This alternative would also provide a range of housing 
types on the site. IWA would continue to operate at a maximum of8.4 MAP. As under the 
Proposed Project, no housing units will be constructed at JW A. 

Under this alternative, almost 56,000 jobs would be generated, including 50,700 jobs at El 
Toro and 5,200 jobs at IW A in 2020 as shown earlier in Table 8.2-3. This represents a net 
increase of 48,100 jobs at El Toro and 3,100 jobs at IWA, over existing 1998 conditions. 
There would be approximately 13,600 people residing at EI Toro under this Alternative in 
5,900 housing units. In total, this alternative support generated 55,900 jobs, 13,600 persons, 
and 5,900 housing units on the project site. This figure is significantly higher than the 
number of jobs, persons, and housing units expected under the Proposed Project. As with 
the Proposed Project, economic activity occurring at El Toro and IW A, as well as 
expenditures by visitors arriving by air through IW A, would stimulate additional off-site job 
growth. The total number of on-site and off-site jobs stimulated by the airport system would 
be similar to the level under the Proposed Project. 

Given the level of employment and population growth generated by this alternative, this 
would be considered a significant adverse impact under the threshold of significance related 
to inducing substantial growth or concentration of population or housing. 

Alternatives County of Orange Final EIR No 573 



The ratio of 9.5 jobs for each housing unit under this alternative is lower than the 
jobslhousing ratio anticipated on the JWA and MCAS EI Toro site under the adopted 
regional forecasts. It is also significantly lower than the jobslhousing ratio forecast under 
the Proposed Project. However. since this alternative would produce a jobslhousing ratio in 
the surrounding area that is higher than the ratio expected under the adopted regional growth 
forecasts. and since these areas are considered by SCAG to be housing poor. this would be a 
significant adverse impact of this alternative. 

The impacts of this alternative related to housing demand. including low and moderate 
income housing needs. would be higher than under the Proposed Project as a substantially 
higher number of jobs would be generated under this alternative compared to the Proposed 
Project However. this alternative would also provide a range of housing types on site. 
partially accommodating the increased demand for all types of housing in the area. Even 
with this housing. the impact of this alternative would be significantly adverse. 

The ERTP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative would generate almost 56.000 jobs at EI Toro and 
JW A. which is substantially higher than what was adopted in the regional forecasts. and 
would also result in an increase in on-site housing units over what was adopted in the 
regional forecasts. Therefore. this alternative would result in significant adverse impacts 
related to inconsistency with adopted regional forecasts. 

8.3.5.18 Risk of Upset 

Ultimate build out and development of the ETRPA Nonaviation Alternative may include 
land uses (e.g. the OCTA rail and bus maintenance facility. light industrial uses. and 
research! development uses) that could result in a presently unidentified potential for risk of 
upset conditions. Compared with the Proposed Project. which would accommodate jet fuel 
transport and storage facilities and operations. the ETRP A Nonaviation Alternative likely 
would involve a lower potential for risk of upset conditions at the MCAS EI Toro site. Risk 
of upset at JW A would be essentially the same as under the Proposed Project. On this basis. 
it would appear that implementation of the ETRP A Nonaviation Alternative would result in 
an unknown. but likely lower potential for adverse impacts to public health and safety than 
the Proposed Project. 

8.3.6 Feasibility 

Benefits generated by the proposed aviation uses on the MCAS EI Toro site under the 
Proposed Project and benefits of the alternative nonaviation reuse plan are not mutually 
exclusive. Virtually all of the uses proposed under the nonaviation plan can be successfully 
developed at other locations in the County. In fact. the ability of many of these uses to 
attract tenants may be enhanced by airport system development and the improved economic 
competitiveness of the County resulting from Proposed Project implementation. Therefore. 
the potential benefits of the proposed aviation plan and the components of the nonaviation 
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plan if developed at other locations in the County are complementary, and in fact, taken 
together may be greater than the sum of the individual parts. 

The converse, however, is not true. There is no feasible alternative site for an international 
airport in Orange County. Thus, reuse of MCAS El Toro for nonaviation purposes would 
preclude development of significant international and expanded domestic air service 
capabilities in Orange County, with the attendant loss of the potentiaI quantifiable and non
quantifiable benefits to the County's economy (Technical Report 16, Economic Benefits 
Study). 

In October, 1998, a consultant team of INTERRA, BBC Research & Consulting, and Urban 
Design Camp prepared an independent analysis of the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan for the 
Orange County Regional Airport Authority titled: Development Feasibility Analysis: EI 
Toro Non-Aviation Reuse Alternative Millennium Plan, October 1998. In summary, the 
analysis concluded: 

(i) The office market absorption projections are reasonable. 

(ii) The current supply of industrial land in southern Orange County would meet demand 
for 30 years without this alternative. Therefore, the alternative would face 
considerable competition on cost/revenue pressure. 

(iii) The southern Orange County retail market is already well served and, therefore, the 
alternative's commercial center and Power Center are highly speculative. 

(iv) Actual residential competition in southern Orange County is 90 percent higher than 
the competition assumed in the alternative. 

(v) ETRPA underestimated the backbone public services costs for the alternative by $38 
million for water and sewer capacity, $9 million for grading, and $31.25 million for 
highway and street lighting improvements. 

(vi) ETRPA underestimated the development costs for schools, fire stations, police 
facilities, libraries, open space, and landscape amenities and other costs by $226.15 
million. 

(vii) ETRPA estimated that demolition costs would be about $32.85 million, which is too 
low. (Note: the ASMP estimates that the ETRP A Alternative demolition costs 
would be $193 million.) 

(viii) Based on these costs, the ETRPA Alternative would result in a net loss (cost versus 
revenue) of $2 10 million. 

In addition, the sports facilities included in the ETRP A Alternative would result in a net loss 
in cost versus revenue, requiring public subsidies according to the INTERRA analysis and 
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Sports, Jobs and Taxes, the Economic Impoct of Sports Teams and Stadiums, Roger Noll 
and Andrew Zimbalist, Editors (1997). 

8.3.7 Conclusions 

In conclusion, the ETRP A Alternative would: 

(i) Would not meet any of the general project objectives, and would not meet the aviation 
objectives relating to passenger and cargo demand, service opportunities, industry 
competition, economic growth, business activities, existing land use restrictions, or 
General Plan implementation; 

(ii) Would not avoid impacts on land uses, General Plan consistency, regional air quality 
emissions, toxic air contaminants, and construction emissions; 

(iii) Would result in new or additional significant adverse impacts on traffic, regional VMT, 
regional air quality emissions, local air quality impacts due to traffic CO hot spots, 
agricultural soils, hazardous wastes, socioeconomics, economics, and adverse effects of 
aviation noise on a regional basis; and 

(iv) Would avoid aviation noise at the EI Toro site, including sleep disturbances and on 
recreation uses; toxic air contaminants at EI T oro associated with airport operations; 
local air quality impacts at OCX due to aircraft and associated operations; aviation 
safety effects at EI Toro; and aviation risk of upset at EI Toro. 

In summary, the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative would avoid unmitigatable project 
impacts on toxic air contaminants near the EI Toro site associated with airport operations 
and aviation noise impacts on sleep disturbance and recreation uses. However, this 
alternative would result in new or additional impacts in several categories, including traffic, 
significant increases in regional VMT, regional air quality emissions, construction 
emissions, local CO hot spot air quality impacts at OCx, and further loss of agricultural 
soils. 
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8.4 ALTERNATIVE A: JWA - STATUS QUO 
AVIATION ROLES; OCX - FULL DOMESTIC 

This section presents the potential impacts of Alternative A as measured against the existing 
setting, as well as a comparison of the alternative's impacts to those of the Proposed Project 
at build out. In those instances in which the comparison of the alternative to the Proposed 
Project is materially affected by the phasing of the project, i.e., in those instances in which 
the impacts of the Proposed Project during the phasing years are materially different from 
those impacts at year 2020, a comparison of the alternative's impacts to those of the 
Proposed Project for the applicable phasing year is also provided. 

This alternative was selected for analysis because it has the potential to lessen aircraft noise, 
traffic, and local air quality impacts of the Proposed Project while still feasibly attaining 
most of the objectives of the project. 

8.4.1 Aviation Uses 

Under Alternative A, OCX provides short-, medium- and long-haul domestic and limited 
(Mexican and Canadian) international air passenger service for an estimated 19.0 MAP, 12 
percent (2.2 MAP) of which are passengers with connecting flights. OCX is also forecast to 
annually handle approximately 0.04 million tons of international cargo, and 1.21 million 
tons of domestic cargo. This alternative includes an on-airport 500-room hotel. Fuel for 
aircraft operations at OCX is assumed to be delivered by trucks. 

Under Alternative A, JWA would continue to serve general aviation, as well as provide 
primarily short- and medium-haul domestic passenger service. JW A will serve 6.0 MAP in 
2020 under this alternative, which is less than the current service level of7.5 MAP. 

No major runway improvements, such as the lengthening of a runway, would be made at 
JWA. On the MCAS EI Toro site, Alternative A would reuse existing Runways 16R134L 
and 7R125L and reconstruct Runways 16L134R and 7L125R, offset 800 feet and 700 feet, 
respectively, from their parallel twins to meet FAA runway separation requirements for 
operations under visual conditions. Figure 8-2 depicts Alternative A. 

8.4.2 Nonaviation Revenue Support Uses 

The nonaviation land uses proposed under Alternative A are the same as the Proposed 
Project. However, the aviation development area in this alternative would be reduced by 
approximately 200 acres in Planning Area 1 and by about 175 acres in Planning Area 2 
compared to the Proposed Project. These lands are assumed to be agricultural, horticultural, 
or passive open space uses. 
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8.4.3 Attainment of Project Objectives 

This alternative would meet the general project objectives for base reuse except to enhance 
higher quality economic development. Alternative A would meet most of the aviation 
related objectives with the exception of meeting full international air traffic demand in 
Orange County, and achieving economic growth and business activities that would rely on 
full international aviation service. Since this alternative does not meet these project 
objectives, this Draft EIR proposes to reject this proposal. 

8.4.4 Environmental Impacts of Alternative A 

8.4.4.1 Land Use 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have no significant land use impacts 
at JW A, but would have impacts at the EI Toro site similar to the Proposed Project. With 
the mitigation measures proposed for the Proposed Project, the impacts of this alternative 
would be reduced to a level of insignificance. This alternative would not avoid or 
substantially lessen the impacts of the Proposed Project. 

There would be a slight increase in aviation activity at JW A and a decrease in overall 
aviation activity at MCAS EI Toro under Alternative A compared with the Proposed Project. 
The aviation and nonaviation revenue support land uses for Alternative A are essentially the 
same as the Proposed Project. The perimeter uses associated with the development of an 
airport on the EI Toro site are generally comparable in intensity or less intense than the 
existing and planned adjacent off-site uses. Therefore, as with the Proposed Project, there 
are no significant land use conflicts associated with the proposed land uses under this 
alternative. 

The on-site agricultural uses under this alternative will be preserved within an increasingly 
urbanized area. Agricultural management practices can be implemented to reduce potential 
impacts. As with the Proposed Project, the on-site agriculture uses will not have significant 
impacts on off-site or other on-site land uses, and the impacts that might occur can be 
controlled through agricultural management practices and through the terms of the County's 
lease agreements. 

The Proposed Project includes approximately 65 acres of airport parking in Planning Area 5 
north of Irvine Boulevard, 200 acres of aviation uses in Planning Area 1, and 175 acres of 
aviation uses in Planning Area 2, which would not be required for this alternative. These 
airport areas includes Prime Agricultural Soils; therefore, this alternative would reduce the 
loss of Prime Agricultural Soils by up to 440 acres compared to the ASMP. However, as 
with the Proposed Project, there would continue to be a loss of Prime Agricultural Soils 
compared to existing conditions. 
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The proposed airport use at MCAS EI Toro under Alternative A would attract new 
development in nearby areas. There is a potential for undesirable land use development 
(such as sexually oriented businesses) in the vicinity of the site, unless the County and 
adjacent cities have adequate land use controls in place. Also, the design of future off-site 
development may adversely affect existing and planned development in the adjacent 
jurisdictions if appropriate design standards are not implemented by the local jurisdictions. 
This potential impact is the same under both Alternative A and the Proposed Project. 

Although the JW A aviation activity under Alternative A is slightly higher than the Proposed 
Project, it is lower than existing conditions, and future improvements would be very limited 
within the boundaries of the airport. Therefore, Alternative A, with less commercial 
aviation activity than existing JW A, would not have significant land use impacts. 

The impacts of Alternative A related to land use are comparable to the impacts under the 
Proposed Project. This alternative would not avoid or measurably lessen the impacts of the 
Proposed Project. 

8.4.4.2 General Plan Consistency 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have no significant impacts at JW A, 
but would have significant impacts at the EI Toro site similar to the Proposed Project. With 
the mitigation measures proposed for the Proposed Project, the impacts of this alternative 
would be reduced to a level of insignificance. 

Alternative A introduces a civilian aviation use to MCAS EI Toro; therefore, as with the 
Proposed Project, an amendment to the Airport Environs Land Use Plan (AELUP) is 
required. In addition, the General Plan Amendments required for the Proposed Project 
would also be required for this alternative. Alternative A includes land uses which conflict 
with the adopted City of Irvine General Plan for Planning Area 7 (City of Irvine Planning 
Area 30). An amendment to the City of Irvine General Plan would not be required since the 
site would be under the County's jurisdiction. The need for amendments to General Plans 
and the AELUP for Alternative A are comparable to those required for the Proposed Project, 
therefore; the General Plan consistency impacts for Alternative A are the same as for the 
Proposed Project. 

8.4.4.3 Transportation and Circulation 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have no significant impacts at JW A, 
but would have significant impacts at the EI Toro site similar to the Proposed Project. With 
the project mitigation measures identified for this alternative, the impacts of this alternative 
would be reduced to a level of insignificance. 

Alternatives County of Orange Final EIR No 573 
1-91 



The AM and PM peak hour and average daily traffic (ADn generated by the aviation 
operations at JW A and OCX and by nonaviation revenue support land uses with build out of 
Alternative A are summarized in Table 8.4-1. Refer to Section 9.0 in the 1999 Traffic 
Analysis Technical Report for detailed infonnation on the methodology applied to produce 
trip generation estimates for Alternative A. This alternative would generate an increase of 
112,757 ADT at the EI Toro site compared to an increase of 150,723 ADT for the Proposed 
Project over existing conditions. The alternative would generate 167,083 ADT less than the 
CRP. At JWA, this alternative would generate 11,176 ADT less than existing conditions. 
For a comparison of peak hour trip generation, see Table 4.3-8. In summary, the alternative 
would generate significantly fewer daily and peak hour trips than the Proposed Project. 

Table 8.4-1 
Trip Generation Summary - Alternative A 

The on-site and site access circulation plans anticipated for JW A and OCX in Alternative A 
are the same as those described earlier in Section 4.3 (Transportation and Circulation) for the 
Proposed Project with the exception that 2020 Alternative A conditions do not assume the 
Trabuco RoadlETC interchange option because of the reduced trip generation of the 
alternative. Peak hour levels of service with and without Altemative A were compared in 
order to identify locations on the existing plus committed circulation system that require 
improvements to mitigate traffic impacts of Alternative A and other foreseeable growth or 
development. Table 8.4-2 compares, in summary, the Alternative A highway impacts to 
the existing conditions and existing conditions plus Proposed Project. As discussed in 
Section 4.3.6.5, there is minimal comparison between the existing conditions plus Proposed 
Project versus the Alternative A impacts due to highway improvements recently completed 
and the effects of committed highway improvements. Section 9.0 in the 1999 Traffic 
Analysis Technical Report includes detailed summaries of the Alternative A build out traffic 
volumes and levels of service (LOS) and comparisons between existing plus committed 
conditions with and without Alternative A for intersections and arterial roadways within the 
traffic analysis study area. and Section 9.0 in the 2001 Traffic Analysis Technical Report 
Addendum includes comparable infonnation for freeway/tollway mainline segments and 
freeway/tollway ramps within the traffic analysis study area). 
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Table 8.4-2 
Summary Comparison of Traflic Impacts for Alternative A to 

Existing Conditions and Existing Conditions Plus Project 

A1isos & Muirlands 

Alicia & Muirlands 

NB 

RedHiU& Walnut IMPACTED ARTERIAL ROADS IMPACTED FREEWAY! 
TOLLWAY RAMPS 

Laguna Canyon (1-405 to SJHTC) 

Michelson (Carlson to Harvard) 1-5 at Sand Canyon (NB On-Ramp) 

1-5 at (SB Off-Ramp) 
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1-5 at Culver (SB Off-Ramp) 

1-405 at Sand Canyon (NB Direct 
On-Ramp) 

1-405 at Jamboree (SB Off-Ramp) IMPACTED FREEWAY 
SEGMENTS 

Abbreviations: 
SB-southbound WB-westbound 

In addition, a comparison of the impacts of Alternative A may also be made to the Proposed 
Project's impacts during the phasing years. As discussed in detail in Section 4.3.6.6 of this 
Draft EIR No. 573, as supplemented, under the Proposed Project phasing years, four 
intersection locations, two arterial roadway segments, one continuous freeway mainline 
segment and one freeway ramp would be significantly impacted under Phase 1 conditions 
(2005), five intersection locations, two arterial roadway segments, one continuous freeway 
mainline segment and one freeway ramp would be significantly impacted under Phase 2 
conditions (2010), and nine intersection locations, two arterial roadway segments, one 
continuous freeway mainline segment and two freeway ramps would be significantly 
impacted under Phase 3 conditions (2015). At Phase 4 build out the Proposed Project would 
result in significant impacts not previously identified to four freeway/tollway mainline 
segments and four freewayltollway ramps. See Supplemental Analysis, Section 4.3.6.5. In 
each case, however, the identified impacts will be mitigated to a level below significant 
during the applicable phasing year (see Section 4.3.7.2, Table 4.3-20). 
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8.4.4.4 Noise 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would create no significant noise impacts 
at JWA (see Table 8.4-4). Table 8.4-3 shows a land use comparison with noise contours for 
1998 military and year 2020 alternatives for El Toro. Also, see Figure 8-3, which depicts 
noise contours for Alternative A. 

The Alternative A 65 CNEL contour line would include 6.6 square miles of land for OCX. 
For JW A, the numbers are the same as the Proposed Project. The 65 CNEL for the existing 
military aircraft operations at MCAS El Toro include 6.3 square miles of land. Therefore, 
Alternative A would increase the area affected by the 65 CNEL surrounding the El T oro site 
by 0.3 square miles, compared to an increase of 1.5 square miles for the Proposed Project. 

The Proposed Project would increase noise sensitive land uses by three churches and one 
private school compared to existing conditions at the El Toro site (see Table 8.4-3). 
However, the alternative would avoid these impacts. Therefore, Alternative A would result 
in no increase in sensitive land uses affected by the 65 CNEL because: I) County and City 
policies have restricted incompatible land uses within the much larger (28.81 square mile) 
MCAS El Toro AlCUZ 65 CNEL, 2) the Alternative A 65 CNEL line does not exceed the 
AlCUZ 65 CNEL boundary north of the El Toro site (and, therefore, avoids the impacts of 
the Proposed Project outside the AlCUZ 65 CNEL line), and 3) land use restrictions and 
noise mitigation programs minimize land use conflicts at JW A. 

EIR 563 concluded that a civilian airport at MCAS El Toro would result in significantly 
greater number of total operations compared to historical military levels of use, both 
throughout the day and during the nighttime hours. Although the Proposed Project and 
Alternative A would have significantly fewer operations than the Community Reuse Plan 
analyzed in EIR 563, the number of forecast civilian operations is still substantially greater 
at El Toro than the existing conditions level of military operations. 
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Table 8.4·3 
Military and Year 2020 Alternatives for EI Toro 

• 60 to 65 CNEL Contour 16.6 22 1S.5 20.4 12.3 13.8 23.2 0 
• 65 to 70 CNEL Contour 6.3 9.8 6.6 9.2 5 5.8 12.1 0 
- 70+ CNEL Contour 3.0 3.9 2.7 3.6 1.9 2.3 3.8 0 
Square Miles Within Contour on Base: 
• 60 to 65 CNEL Contour 6.3 6.4 6 6.2 5.6 5.8 4.4 0 
• 65 to 70 CNEL Contour 4.8 4.9 4.5 4.6 3.9 4.2 3.7 0 
• inside 70 CNEL Contour 2.9 3.2 2.6 3 1.8 2.3 2.7 0 
Square Miles of Residential: 
·60 to 65 CNEL Contour 0.3 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.15 0.3 1.3 0 
• 65 to 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 
- inside 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Number of Residences Inside Contour: 
• 60+ CNEL Contour 672 1837 1312 787 394 787 3,411 0 
• 65+ CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 525 0 
• 70+ CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Number of Public Schools Inside Contour: 
• 60 to 65 CNEL Contour 0 I 0 0 0 0 2 0 
• 65 to 70 CNEL Contour Ion base 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
• inside 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Number of Private Schools Inside Contour: 
• 60 to 65 CNEL Contour 4 3 3 3 2 2 2 0 
• 65 to 70 CNEL Contour 0 I I 1 0 0 0 0 
• inside 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Number of Colleges Inside Contour: 
• 60 to 65 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
• 65 to 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
• inside 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Number of Hospitals Inside Contour: 
• 60 to 65 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
• 65 to 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
• inside 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Number of Churches Inside Contour: 
• 60 to 65 CNEL Contour 12 13 13 10 8 12 10 0 
• 65 to 70 CNEL Contour 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
• inside 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Table 8.4-4 
Land Use Comparison witb Noise Contours (or 1998 and Year 2020 Alternatives (or Jobn Wayne Airport 

Square Miles 
- 60 to 65 CNEL Contour 2.2 4.13 1.8 2.77 2.76 7.4 2.49 
- 65 to 70 CNEL Contour 0.75 1.22 0.8 1.07 1.08 3.28 0.98 
- 70+ CNEL Contour 0.74 0.99 0.54 0.73 0.69 2.19 0.84 
Square Miles of Residential; 
- 60 to 65 CNEL Contour 0.26 0.59 0.22 0.39 0.38 2.65 0.38 
- 65 to 70 CNEL Contour 0.04 0.12 0.03 0.09 0.07 0.71 0.09 
- inside 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0.17 0.00 
Number of Residences Inside Contour; 
- 60 to 65 CNEL Contour 682 1548 577 1023 997 6954 997 
- 65 to 70 CNEL Contour 134 314 79 236 184 1863 236 
- inside 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 446 0 

Number of Public Schools Inside Contour; 
- 60 to 65 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
- 65 to 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 
- inside 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Number of Private Schools Inside Contour; 
- 60 to 65 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 2 I 0 
- 65 to 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 
- inside 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Number of Colleges Inside Contour; 
- 60 to 6S CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
• 65 to 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
- inside 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Number of Hospitals Inside Contour: 
- 60 to 6S CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
- 65 to 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
- inside 70 CNEL Conlour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Number of Churches Inside Contour: 
- 60 10 6S CNEL Contour 2 2 2 2 2 6 I 
- 6S to 70 CNEL Contour 0 2 0 0 0 2 I 
- inside 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
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As discussed earlier, the CNEL calculation factors in the number of daily operations and 
assigns a "penalty weighting" to operations occurring during the nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 
7 a.m.). However, the substantial increase in the number of operations, particularly during 
nighttime hours, may be considered a significant impact of Alternative A independent of the 
CNEL computation. 

The noise levels identified for the Proposed Project as well as Alternative A will be 
considered an annoyance by some residents and nighttime events will cause some sleep 
disturbance regardless of the levels of significance prescribed by regulatory agencies. 
Therefore, a mitigation measure for sleep disturbance is proposed in Section 4.4. With this 
mitigation measure, Alternative A impacts are reduced but remain significant similar to the 
Proposed Project. 

8.4.4.5 Air Quality 

Alternative A would result in new significant regional air quality impacts that would be 
greater in all phasing years than under the Proposed Project's development scenarios due to 
the failure of this alternative to meet local demand for air service. This alternative, as with 
the Proposed Project, may result in similar exceedances of the I-hour standard for N02 

projected at both OCX and JW A and the 24-hour PM IO standard at OCX and JWA. Similar 
to the Proposed Project, Alternative A's construction emissions impacts would remain 
significant and unavoidable. Alternative A would also likely result in toxic air contaminant 
impacts similar to the Proposed Project. 

Short-Term (Construction) Impacts 

Under this alternative, no significant runway improvements would be made at JW A (ASMP 
Technical Report 6, Alternatives Definition Report, 1999). At the MCAS EI Toro site, 
Runways 16L134R and 7L125R would be reconstructed to meet FAA parallel runway 
separation requirements for operations under visual conditions. Therefore, total construction 
emissions would be less than those of the Proposed Project; however, peak daily emissions, 
including both equipment exhaust and fugitive dust, would likely be similar to those of the 
Proposed Project. Therefore, this alternative would likely result in significant short-term 
construction impacts that cannot be mitigated below significance. 
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Operational Air Quality Impacts 

Emissions Inventories 

Project direct air pollutant emissions associated with airport operations, including aircraft, 
GSE, energy consumption, and vehicular trips, are shown below in Table 8.4-5 for this 
alternative. Regional air pollutant emissions, including airport operations at other airports in 
the region and VMT required for air travel passengers to get to these airports, are shown in 
Table 8.4-6 for this alternative. Compared to the Proposed Project, Alternative A would 
serve substantially less Orange County demand for aviation services; therefore, this 
alternative would result in a higher regional vehicle miles traveled on highways as 
passengers and cargo travel to other regional airports. This increase in VMT would result in 
higher regional air quality emissions for this alternative when compared to the Proposed 
Project. However, this alternative would generate less regional VMT and air quality 
emissions than the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative because this alternative would serve 
more locally generated demand in Orange County. 

Table 8.4-5 
Project Direct Air Pollutant Emissions (pounds/Day) - Phase 4 Alternative A 

CO Nth 
Aircraft 10,976.22 10,574.57 

OCX 4,864.63 8,579.53 
JWA 6,111.59 1,995.04 

GSE/APU 17,804.26 1,714.86 
OCX 13,360.31 1,200.10 
JWA 4,443.95 514.76 

Fuel StoragelDispensing -- .. 
OCX .. -
JWA .. .. 

Airport Roadways 429.59 85.98 
OCX 345.90 76.03 
JWA 83.69 9.95 

Airport Parking 331.47 27.79 
OCX 263.82 22.61 
JWA 67.65 5.18 

Energy Consumption 94.20 542.10 
OCX 71.60 412.00 
JWA 22.60 130.10 

Vehicular Traffic 14,838 5,872 

~ ~ 

OCXl 11,633 4,575 
~ 

! 

~ 

JWA 3,205 i 1,297 
Total 44,473.79~8817.30 

~ ~ 
Sou",.: CH2M Hili and LSA Associates, Inc., 2001 

I ROC emissions obtained by multiplying He emissions reponed by EDMS by a factOTOf 1.14. 
:2 SOX emissions are nol reported by the URBEMIS7G model. 

ROC Sth 
912.07 720.08 121.75 
607.54 559.26 89.30 
304.53 160.82 32.45 
531.24 72.44 111.92 
391.14 59.08 89.30 
140.10 13.36 22.62 
65.79 .. -
59.28 .- -
6.51 - -

1959 5.67 5.61 
16.73 4.71 4.78 
2.86 0.96 0.83 

10.62 9.32 3.10 
3.61 7.17 2.90 
7.01 2.15 0.20 
5.00 55.60 18.50 
3.80 42.30 14.10 
1.20 13.30 4.40 

1,210 374 2,994 
J,.IlOO .lQ:1. ~ 

958 295 2,331 
~ ~ ~ 

252 79 663 
2,754.31 \,233.11 3,254.88 

;l,,644 ~ ~ 

3 Revised calculation of a.verage trip length. This revision ~ .. ~ot impact any of the significance determi~atjons made in connection with the prgjeet. 
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Table 8.4-6 
Regionwide Emissions Inventory Alternative A Phase 4 

(pounds/Day Unless Noted) 
CO NOX ROC SOX 

Aircraft EIToro 4,864.63 8,579.53 607.54 559.26 
JWA 6,111.59 1,995.04 304.53 160.82 

Other Airports 66,830.49 73,354.73 9,753.01 5,589.15 
Total Regional 77,806.71 83,929.30 10,665.08 6,309.23 

GSE EI Toro 13,360.31 1,200.10 391.14 59.08 
JWA 4,443.95 514.76 140.10 13.36 

Other Airports 93,744.51 9,413.56 2,773.67 609.72 
Total Regional 1l1,548.77 11,128.42 3,304.91 682.16 

Energy EI Toro 71.60 412.00 3.80 42.30 
JWA 22.60 130.10 1.20 13.30 

Others 579.00 3,331.00 31.00 340.90 
Total Regional 673.20 3,873.10 36.00 396.50 

Fuel EIToro -- -- 59.28 .-
JWA -- - 6.51 --

Other Airports -- -- 491.24 --
Total Regional -- - 557.03 --

Airport Roadways EI Toro 345.90 76.03 16.73 4.71 
JWA 83.69 9.95 2.86 0.96 

Other Airports 3,232.71 656.01 148.75 39.48 
Total Regional 3,662.30 741.99 168.34 45.15 

Airport Parking EI Toro 263.82 22.61 3.61 7.17 
JWA 67.65 5.18 7.01 2.15 

Other Airports 2,020.74 580.44 27.89 53.66 
Total Regional 2,352.21 608.23 38.51 62.98 

Roads EI ToroJ 11,633.00 4,575.00 958.00 295.00 
10,OQI,00 ~,I.IQI 00 1.141.1 00 ~I.IK,OO 

JWA 3,205.00 1,297.00 252.00 79.00 
Others Airports' 2,757,679.00 490,576.00 70,624.00 48,634.00 

~!:;Z30,Q3g,OO 4K~,~:;z~,OO Q:;z,4~1 00 4Q,000 00 
Total Regional-' 2,772,517.00 496,448.00 71,834.00 491000.00 

~,:;Z4~,g05 00 4QI,I~~ 00 QI.I!~!.l1 gO 4~,~Q:;z,gg 

TOTAL (pounds/day) 2!968,560.19 596,729.04 86,603.87 56,496.02 
:Z~U!U48,1" 51U,4U,04 8~,;J'0 8:;1 iQ,WO:Z 

Change from 2020 No Project (10:802.41 ) {z,864.321 (974.41) {J94.24) 
(pounds/day) ~;n,gQI.I41~ ~Q!~K~ 4'O~ ~3!~QK :;Zll~ 1:13!.l ~4~ 

SCAQMD Threshold for Operation 
550 55 55. 150 

(pounds/day) 

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., 2001. 

PMlO 
89.30 
32.45 

798.25 
920.00 

89.30 
22.62 

345.17 
457.09 

14.10 
4.40 

114.00 
132.50 

.. 
--
--
--

4.78 
0.83 

53.64 
59.25 

2.90 
0.20 

21.18 
24.28 

2,331.00 
1,~41.1 00 

663.00 
6,821.00 
Q,gl.l400 
9,815.00 
Q,~5 00 

11,408.12 
U,181M:Z 

(11.28) 
~23!.l K4~ 

150 

I Revised calculation of average trip length. This revis.ion does not impact any of the significance detenninations made 
in connection with the project. 

2 Typographical correction. 
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Dispersion Analysis 

No airport emissions dispersion analysis was conducted for this project alternative. Several 
local criteria pollutant hot spots for N02 and S02 were found under the Proposed Project. 
Although the Proposed Project has higher annual aircraft L TO operations, these local hot 
spots from aircraft exhaust emissions would also likely occur for Alternative A. 

At intersections in the vicinity of the project sites, the CAL3QHC model was used to assess 
the CO concentrations. Tables 8.4-7 and 8.4-8 show that the I-hour and 8-hour CO 
concentrations would be below the State and federal CO standards for Alternative A. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Under this alternative, toxic air contaminant impacts would likely be similar to those 
identified under the Proposed Project. 

8.4.4.6 Topography 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have no significant impacts due to 
JW A operations, but would have impacts at the EI Toro site similar to the Proposed Project. 
With the mitigation measures proposed for the Proposed Project, the impacts of this 
alternative would be reduced to a level of insignificance. This alternative would not avoid 
or lessen substantially the impacts of the Proposed Project. 

Since development of MCAS EI Toro under Alternative A is similar to that described for the 
Proposed Project, no significant impacts related to topography would occur. 

Operation and development of JW A under Alternative A would be similar to the current 
usage, and would not entail expansion of the airport acreage. Therefore, Alternative A would 
not raise potential impacts related to topography. The impacts of Alternative A related to 
topography are slightly fewer than the impacts under the Proposed Project due to fewer 
grading requirements. 
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34S 

1'14 

IS2 

90 

93 
lIS 
9S 

116 
1S6 
98 
13. 
I7S 
lSI 
100 
m 
320 
1S3 

299 

280 

171 

Note: 

Table 8 ..... ' 
Phase 4 Alternative A - Predicted One Hour Ambient Carbon Monoxide Concentration for Intersections with the 

Highest Volume and Worst Level of Service (LOS) 

lamborco & a.-.. 7.0 7.0 7.2 7.0 7.0 7.2 6.8 7.2 6.8 6.8 6.7 6.7 

CITYOFSAI'ITA ANA" 
MKA.r&hur" Main 7.1 1.2 7.1 7.1 6.8 6.8 6.7 7.1 6.9 1.0 6.1 6.8 

Matn &: Sunflower 7.0 7.1 6.7 1.1 6.6 1.0 6.S 6.S 6.7 6.8 7.1 6.8 

Gnnd&Ed. 6.9 1.0 7.2 7.3 7.0 7.1 6.7 7.0 6.6 7.0 6.9 6.7 

CITY or TUSTIN" 

Newpon" Ediflaer 7.2 7.1 6.8 7.2 6.7 6.7 6.6 6.7 6.7 7.0 6.6 6.9 
Von KInnan &: Barruea 7.0 7.1 7.1 7.0 6.6 7.1 6.7 6.9 6.6 6.6 6.7 6 .• 
T ..... RandI & Edi_ 7.l 7.0 6.9 7.1 6.7 6.9 6.6 6.7 6.9 6.9 6.6 7.0 

cny or DlVlN'll4 

lam"""&_ S.8 6.0 S.6 S.6 S.l ... S.3 s.s S.S S.' S.S S.8 
16mbofee" Main S.6 S.6 S.7 S.' S.l S.' S.3 S.S S.3 S.3 S.4 S.6 
Culver .& Irvine Center '-6 S.6 S.1 5.7 S.3 S.' SA S.S S.3 S.S ... S.S 
Jamboree A Alton 5.6 S.6 5.7 S.6 S.2 B S.2 S.3 S.3 5.' S.' S.7 
Iamboree" MichcllKXl U S .• S.4 5.6 5.1 S.3 S.3 S.3 S.3 H 5.' S.' 
Ilcd Hill & M_ S.7 S.S U 5.6 5.0 5 .• 5.' S.3 S.3 S.' 5.2 S.7 
Ie1frey k IrviM Center S.6 50S B S.6 S.3 S.S S.l S.2 S.S n S.I S.l 
Acc::eu Rd. Wa1 &: Irvine S.2 S.2 S.2 S.4 5.1 S.I S.I S2 4.9 '.9 S.I U 
Perimeter Rd. " Irvine 5.3 $.2 S.2 S.I 4.9 4.9 5.0 5.2 4.8 4.8 S.1 S.I 
Red Hill & Main S.S S.S H S.6 S.I '.3 S.2 S.2 S.2 S.2 5.2 S.2 

em or lAGUNA BMeS" 

Moulion" £1 TotO B SA S.S S.6 S.I S.3 SA S.4 S.O S.l S.1 S.I 

CITY OF LAGUNA HILLS" 

ill TOR> & Av<!. c.oo.. SA S4 S.' S.l S.O S.2 S.O S.O S.l S.l S.I S.l 

em or IAK!: roREST" 

El Toro & lIodd"ocld S.6 S.S S.6 S.S S.l S.l S.l S.' S.2 S.3 S.l SA 

•• CaDccMr:adona ate in ptrtI per miUion (ppm) 
1 • RECI SW COItNER 
2· REel SE COItNER 
3 • RECl Nl! COIOO!R 
•• REC4 NW COltNER 
S • RECS S Dl!PARTIJIlE· MID BLOCK 
6 • REC6 N. APPItOACH • MID BLOCK 
1-REC71i.Dfl'ARTUIU!·MlDBLOCK 
8 • RECB w. APPROACH· MID BLOCK 
9· REC9 N. Dl!PARTUIU!. MID BLOCK 
10· RECIO S. APPItOACH. MID BLOCK 
11 • RECII w. Dl!PARTUIU!. MID BLOCK 
12-RECll E.APPROACH·MlDBLOCK 
13 ~ The ambient one-hour CO conCOCtraholl, 6.1 ppm. obtained by multiplyil'lll mllbKk I'Ic$ot to me ~ bipeII ol'lC-hcurCO COt'I.CeIntnOOn lit the nearest air monitorina Iu.tion. 

CaUnI 0<_ eou0'Y AIr MonilOri", _ """"_ the _ 1996 10 2000. I.ldded 10 the e&lcu11lCd _ hour -.. 

14 - Tbe ambicm oae-hour CO concen~ 4.6 ppm, obtained by multiptyina • roU'*' fldol to tho terond his'" one-bour CO ~on at the nearot air monhorina stlWon. 
Saddleback Valloy Ai,. Monitoring StItioa between the yean 199610 2001, i. added. SO the aleIdattd one hour levelI. 
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345 

154 

112 

90 

93 
115 
95 

116 
156 
98 
134 
115 
lSI 
100 
321 
320 
153 

299 

2110 

271 

Note: 

Alternatives 

Table 8.4-8 
Phase 4 Alternative A - Predicted Eigbt Hour Ambient Carbon Monoxide Concentration for Intersections with tbe 

Higbest Volume and Worst Level of Service (LOS) 

Jambo ... k Chapmon U 5.2 5.4 5.2 5.2 5.' 5.1 54 5.1 5.1 5.0 50 

CITV OF SANTA ANAu 

MacArthur &. Main 5.3 5.' 5.3 5.3 5.1 1.1 1.0 1.3 5.2 1.2 5.0 5.1 

Main " Sunflower 5.2 5.3 5.0 5.3 5.0 5.2 '.9 '.9 5.0 5.1 5.3 5.1 

Grand &; Edin.,. 5.2 5.2 5.' 5.' 5.2 5.3 5.0 5.2 5.0 5.2 52 5.0 

crrv OF ruSTIN" 
Newport" Edinaer 5.' 5.3 5.1 5.' 1.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.2 5.0 5.2 
Von Karman &. BUTanca 5.2 5.3 5.3 S.2 5,0 5.3 5.0 5.2 5.0 SO 5.0 5.2 
Tustin Ranch It Edinscr 5,4 5.2 5.2 S.l 1.0 5.2 5.0 5.0 5.2 52 5.0 5.2 

CITY OF IRVINE'· 

Jamboree &. BIO'1IIeI 1.7 3.9 3.6 3 .• 33 1.5 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 3.7 
Jamboree &. Main 3.6 3,6 3.1 1.5 3.3 3.5 1.' 1.5 3.' 1.4 U 3 .• 
Culver &.lrviQCI emtel' 1.' 3.6 1.7 3.7 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.5 
hmborCICI &. Alton 3 .• 3 .• 3.7 3 .• 3.3 3.5 3.3 3.' 3.' 3.5 3.5 3.7 
Jamboree &. MidMtIoOI'I 3.1 3.5 l.5 3 .• U 1.' 34 3.' 3.' 3.5 3.5 3.5 
R<d Hill k MaeAnlwr 3.7 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.2 1.5 3.5 1.4 3.4 3.5 3.3 3.1 
Jeft'..,. k Ironc Ccn!er 3.6 1.S l.5 3.6 1.' 3.5 3.3 3,3 3.5 3.1 3.3 3.4 
Acoest Rd. Welt &.lrvine 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.5 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.1 3.1 3.3 3.3 
_Rd. k Irvl"" l.4 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.1 3.1 3.2 3.3 3.0 3.0 3.3 3.3 
R<d Hill k MaIn 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.3 3 .• 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 J.J 

an OF LAGUNA HAcnu 

MoulIDnkEITOfO 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.' 3.3 3.4 B 3.5 3.l 3.' 3.3 3.3 

CITY OF LAGtfNA llILlS'-t 

El Toro &: Avd. CariotJ 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.' 3.2 3.3 3.2 3.2 3.3 l.l 3.3 3.4 

CfIY OF LAKE FOREST"· 

EI Tom &: Roddicld 3.6 3S 3.6 3.5 3.3 3.3 J.3 35 3.3 3.4 3.' 3.5 

• . Concentn.liOllI..-e in pam per million (ppm) 
1- RECI SW COIl.NER 
2 - REC2 SE CORNEll 
3 - REC3 HE CORNER 
• - REC' NW CORNEll 
S-RECS S.OEPARTURE-MIDBLOCK 
6 - REC6 N. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
1- REC7 E. DEPART1JRE - MID BlOCK 
B - REel W. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
9-REC9 N.DEPART1JRE-MIDBlOCK 
to - RECIO S. APPROACH - MID BlOCK 
11- RECI! W. DEI'ART1JRE - MID BlOCK 
12 - RECtZ E. APPROACH - MID BlOCK 
13 • The ambient ciPt-bourCO ~ 4.6 ppml obtained by multiplyins a rollback factor to tbo JeCODd hishat eishl-hour corw:entraUon II 1hc nCImd air monitorinS ttatioa, 

c.n ... Onto .. CounIy Air Moniwrin.SWiOII _!he yon of t996 Ie 2000, II addc410 Ibo p!Ilduet o(!he CIlQlIatAod .... _Iovel ..... 16p1ied by • p ... l ..... r ...... 0(07. 

14 ~ The ambient ~CO ~ion. :1,9 ppm. obtained by nwltiplyiftS a roJlba: fac1Dr to the JCCQruI highcft ciJhtwbotJr con~ at 1he ItWeIt air monitorins Italian. 
Saddlcbaek Valley Air MonitoriAl Station betweu the yeetI of 1996 to lOOO, it added to the: produd ofdte Qh;ulated ono-hour levels multiplied by a ptBislent factor or 0.1 
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8.4.4.7 Soils, Geology and Seismicity 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have no significant impacts due to 
operations at JW A, but would have impacts due to development at the EI Toro site similar to 
the Proposed Project. With the mitigation measures proposed for the Proposed Project, the 
impacts of this alternative would be reduced to a level of insignificance. 

Development of MCAS EI Toro under Alternative A is similar to that described for the 
Proposed Project, and does not significantly differ in its impacts related to soils or local 
geologic features. Alternative A also does not entail additional risk based on projected 
earthquake events beyond those discussed for the Proposed Project. The impacts of 
Alternative A related to seismicity are the same as the impacts under the Proposed Project. 

Operation and development of JW A under Alternative A would be similar to the current 
usage, and would not entail expansion of the airport acreage. Therefore, Alternative A would 
not raise impacts related to soils, geologic features or seismicity. 

The impacts of Alternative A related to soils, geology and seismicity would be the same as 
under the Proposed Project, and this alternative would not avoid or lessen substantially the 
impacts of the project. 

8.4.4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Compared to existing conditions. this alternative would have no significant impacts due to 
operations at JW A, but would have impacts due to development at the EI Toro site similar to 
the Proposed Project. With the mitigation measures proposed for the project, the impacts 
would be reduced to a level of insignificance. As discussed in Section 4.8 (Hydrology and 
Water Quality), the Proposed Project will not result in significant adverse impacts related to 
drainage and surface water quality. Because most issues related to drainage at the MCAS El 
Toro site can be addressed adequately through proper design and engineering, it is anticipated 
that Alternative A could also be developed for use as a civilian airport without significant 
adverse impacts related to drainage. Similarly, as discussed in Section 4.8, operations can be 
conducted and controls implemented to minimize potential adverse impacts related to surface 
water quality under Alternative A. Consequently, development of Alternative A would not 
result in significant impacts related to surface water quality. 

No groundwater will be pumped from the MCAS EI Toro site under this alternative so there 
will be no impacts to local groundwater levels or basin storage under this alternative. 
Groundwater quality impacts under this alternative will be the same as those discussed for 
the Proposed Project in Section 4.8. As with the Proposed Project, no hazardous waste 
remediation activities at the MCAS El Toro site are a component of this alternative. 
Therefore, this alternative will result in no significant adverse impacts related to 
groundwater. 
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Under this alternative, JW A will have a lower MAP level compared with current operations 
and therefore will require no major construction. Therefore, this alternative will not result in 
impacts related to hydrology and water quality beyond existing conditions at JW A. 

In summary, the hydrology and water quality impacts of Alternative A will be similar to the 
level of impacts under the Proposed Project, and this alternative would not avoid or lessen 
substantially the impacts of the project. 

8.4.4.9 Biological Resources 

When compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have no significant impacts 
due to operations at JW A, but would have impacts due to development of the EI Toro site 
similar to the Proposed Project. With the mitigation measures proposed for the Proposed 
Project, the impacts of this alternative would be reduced to a level of insignificance. 
However, this alternative would not avoid or lessen the impacts of the Proposed Project. 

The aviation land use and airfield component for the MCAS EI Toro site and the 
corresponding nonaviation component under this alternative are very similar to those under 
the Proposed Project. The only substantive difference between Alternative A and the 
Proposed Project is that there are no plans for a runway extension under Alternative A. 
However, since the extension results in impacts to non-native or ruderal grassland, the 
difference in biological resource impacts are not significantly different for direct impacts 
(i.e. native plant communities, wildlife, wildlife dispersion corridors and special interest 
species). For indirect impacts, the biological resource impacts under Alternative A are not 
substantially different than for the Proposed Project. However, there is one identifIable 
indirect impact that is expected to be different and that is noise exposure to biological 
resources. For Alternative A, the CNEL noise contour is substantially shorter to the north. 
The CNEL noise contour differences to the east and the Habitat Reserve, and to the south 
and the San Joaquin Hills are not substantially different. SEL values are not expected to be 
substantially different from the Proposed Project. The shorter CNEL noise contours to the 
north reflect a lower average noise level from aircraft overflights at Siphon Ridge as 
compared to the Proposed Project. Although, this is an improvement frorn the Proposed 
Project, it is not anticipated to result in a substantially different level of biological 
productivity in the Siphon Ridge area This alternative would have impacts similar to the 
Proposed Project on wetlands and Waters of the U.S. With the mitigation measures 
recommended for the project, the impacts of this alternative would be reduced to a level of 
insignificance. 

This alternative will not result in signifIcant adverse impacts to native plant communities, 
wildlife dispersion corridors, or special interest species at JWA or Upper Newport Bay. 
There are no substantive biological resources on the JW A site, and impacts to the Upper 
Newport Bay are limited to indirect impacts as a result of aircraft operations, which are less 
than the Proposed Project. 
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8.4.4.10 Public Services and Utilities 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have no significant impacts due to 
operations at JW A, but would have impacts due to development at the EI Toro site similar to 
the Proposed Project. With the mitigation measures proposed for the Proposed Project, the 
impacts of this alternative would be reduced to a level of insignificance. This alternative 
would not avoid or lessen substantially the impacts of the Proposed Project. 

Redevelopment of MCAS EI Toro under Alternative A is similar to that of the Proposed 
Project, no significant unmitigated impacts related to public services would occur. The same 
conclusions are made for JW A, which will remain status quo for this alternative. 

As described in Section 4.10 (Public Services and Utilities), the Proposed Project would not 
result in significant unmitigated adverse impacts related to utilities. Alternative A could be 
served with utilities without significant adverse impacts after mitigation, similar to conditions 
under the Proposed Project. 

8.4.4.11 Natural Resources and Energy 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have no significant impacts due to 
operations at JW A, but would have significant impacts at the El Toro site similar to the 
Proposed Project. With the mitigation measures proposed for the Proposed Project, the 
impacts of this alternative would be reduced to a level of insignificance except for impacts to 
Agricultural Resources, which would remain significant after mitigation. This alternative 
would lessen the impacts on Prime Agricultural Soils by up to 440 acres compared to the 
Proposed Project. However, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

The land uselairfield component and nonaviation land use component for this alternative are 
similar to those of the Proposed Project. The primary exception is that no runway 
extensions are planned at the MCAS EI Toro site under this alternative. As discussed in 
Section 4.11 (Natural Resources and Energy), the Proposed Project will not result in 
significant adverse impacts related to natural resources and energy, with the exception of 
unmitigatable significant impacts to agricultural resources on the MCAS El Toro site. 

There are no agricultural resources existing at JW A; therefore, no impacts at JW A would 
result from this alternative. 

8.4.4.12 Aesthetics, Light and Glare 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have no significant impacts due to 
operations at JW A, but would have impacts due to construction and operations at the MCAS 
EI Toro site similar to the Proposed Project. With the mitigation measures proposed for the 
Proposed Project, the aesthetic, light, and glare impacts of this alternative would be reduced 
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to a level of insignificance. This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen the 
impacts of the Proposed Project. 

The design of the facilities for Alternative A is similar to that of the Proposed Project, with 
an insignificant reduction of the size of the terminal, nwnber of gates, and ancillary aviation 
support facilities. The Nonaviation Revenue Support uses would consist of the same 
facilities as proposed with the project, although the acreages for agricultural and passive 
open space would be larger by approximately 440 acres due to the reduced size of the airport 
facilities needed to serve 19 MAP. The overall appearance of the MCAS El Toro site, 
including the airport facilities (runways, terminal, cargo buildings, parking structures, etc.) 
and Nonaviation Revenue Support uses (regional park, golf courses, office/commercial and 
cultural and institutional buildings) would be similar to the appearance of the Proposed 
Project. Views of the MCAS EI Toro site from the vantage points described in Section 4.12 
would not differ substantially from the views created by the development of the Proposed 
Project. In that there is less development and more open space/green space on the site due to 
the less intense commercial passenger service plan under Alternative A, this alternative 
would have slightly less visual change than those of the Proposed Project; however, the 
reduction would be insignificant. 

The impacts of light and glare at the MCAS EI Toro site under this alternative would 
approximate those of the Proposed Project. 

At JW A, Alternative A would slightly reduce the commercial service level from the existing 
level and, therefore, any visual changes caused by either the Proposed Project or Alternative 
A would be slightly less than existing conditions. Potential light and glare at JW A would be 
similar to that of the Proposed Project; no substantive change in this effect would occur. 

8.4.4.13 Cultural Resources 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have no effect on cultural resources 
at JWA, but would have impacts due to development at the MCAS EI Toro site similar to the 
Proposed Project. This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen the impacts of the 
Proposed Project. 

The physical effects of this alternative on cultural resources at MCAS EI Toro would be 
approximately the same as with the Proposed Project. As the cultural resources within the 
disturbance area (construction and operations) are not considered significant (SHPO 
concurrence pending), no significant impacts would be caused by this alternative, as with the 
Proposed Project. 

Under Alternative A, there would be no additional or new effects on cultural resources at 
JW A since there is no known archaeological, paleontological or historic resources on the 
already developed airport property. 
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8.4.4.14 Recreation 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have fewer impacts from operations 
at JW A, because the primary project development would take place at the MCAS EI Toro 
site. Alternative A would have impacts due to development at the MCAS EI Toro site 
similar to the Proposed Project. With the mitigation measures proposed for the Proposed 
Project, the impacts of this alternative would be reduced to a level of insignificance. This 
alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen impacts of the Proposed Project. 

Alternative A would have approximately the same effects related to recreational resources in 
the MCAS EI Toro area as the Proposed Project. The physical boundaries of construction 
with Alternative A would be, for all practical purposes, the same as that of the Proposed 
Project. Therefore, no adjacent off-road trails would be physically impacted with 
Alternative A. Development at the MCAS EI Toro site under Alternative A would have the 
same effect regarding consistency with County and City General Plan Recreational policies, 
goals and objectives, in that nonaviation land uses would be included on-site similar to the 
Proposed Project. In addition, Alternative A would not differ from the project in that it 
would not exceed Thresholds of Significance 2 and 3 in Section 4.14. 

Noise impacts at MCAS EI Toro under Alternative A would be reduced from those of the 
Proposed Project because the noise contours would be reduced. Existing recreational 
facilities and planned future facilities in the 65 dB CNEL contour for Alternative A would 
include approximately the same facilities as the project contour, with the potential for the 
use of fewer facilities or smaller portions of the same facilities to be affected. The overall 
noise impact on the use of area recreational facilities would be similar to the impacts of the 
Proposed Project, given that the alternative calls for the same type of uses on the site, at a 
reduced intensity (28.8 MAP for the project, 19 MAP for Alternative A). 

The physical effects on area recreational facilities in the JW A area under Alternative A 
would be approximately the same as under the Proposed Project. Similarly, no significant 
differences in noise effects on public use of area recreational facilities would occur in that 
the 65 dB CNEL noise contour for JW A in Alternative A would be approximately the same. 

8.4.4.15 Public Health and Safety 

Compared to existing conditions, the overall potential for accidents is greater with this 
alternative. The increase in accident potential is not deemed to be significant as an 
extraordinary risk is not created. This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen 
impacts of the Proposed Project. 

A viation Safety 

Compared to the Proposed Project, there would be an increase of approximately 7,600 air 
carrier and air cargo operations and a decrease of approximately 2,000 general aviation 
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operations at JW A. Under this scenario, the potential air carrier and air cargo accident risks 
at JW A would increase by approximately 11.3% to reflect the number of increasing aviation 
activity diverted from OCX to JW A and the potential accident risks for general aviation at 
JWA would slightly decrease by 0.6% correspondingly. At OCX, there would be an 
estimated decrease of 59,100 air carrier and air cargo operations and an estimated increase of 
11,000 general aviation operations. Under this condition, the potential air carrier and air 
cargo accident risks at OCX would decrease by approximately 21.3% to reflect the fewer 
number of operations at OCX The potential general aviation risks at OCX would increase 
by 50.0% correspondingly. Compared to the Proposed Project relative to on-airport and off
airport fatal accidents per million operations, there would be no significant adverse impacts 
related to aviation safety at the MCAS EI Toro site or at JWA. 

Compared to the existing conditions, there would be a decrease of approximately 14,908 air 
carrier and air cargo operations and an increase of approximately 29,376 general aviation 
operations at JW A. Under this scenario, the potential air carrier and air cargo accident risks 
at JWA would decrease by approximately 16.6% to reflect the number of decreasing 
operations and the potential general aviation accident risks would increase by 9.0010 
correspondingly. Compared to the existing conditions, there would be no significant adverse 
impacts related to aviation safety at JW A. 

8.4.4.16 Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Wastes 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have no significant impacts due to 
operations at JW A, but would have impacts due to development at the EI Toro site similar to 
the Proposed Project. With mitigation measures, the impacts of this alternative would be 
reduced to a level of insignificance. This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen 
the impacts of the Proposed Project. 

Implementation of Alternative A would result in impacts related to hazardous wastes 
approximately the same as under the Proposed Project. This alternative would not alter 
remedial investigations, response actions or environmental risks associated with any 
hazardous waste sites on the MCAS EI Toro and JW A sites. 

Any use of hazardous materials and/or generation of hazardous waste under Alternative A 
would be regulated by applicable State law, federal law, and regulations pertaining to worker 
protection, hazardous materials storage and use, and hazardous waste generation and 
disposal. Implementation of these regulations will reduce potential impacts associated with 
the presence of these hazardous substances to below a level of significance. 

The impacts of Alternative A related to hazardous materials and hazardous wastes are 
approximately the same as the impacts under the Proposed Project. 
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8.4.4.17 Socioeconomics 

Under this alternative, a total of 22,900 jobs would be generated, including 19,200 at MCAS 
EI Toro and 3,700 at JWA, representing a net increase of 16,500 jobs at MCAS EI Toro and 
1,600 jobs at JW A over existing 1998 conditions. The distribution of jobs between MCAS 
EI Toro and JW A differs under this alternative compared to the Proposed Project. There 
would be fewer jobs generated at the MCAS EI Toro site under Alternative A than under the 
Proposed Project. Employment at JW A would be marginally higher under Alternative A 
than under the Proposed Project 

As with the Proposed Project, economic activity at the EI Toro site and JW A site, as well as 
expenditures by visitors arriving by air through the two airports, would stimulate additional 
off-site job growth. Given the lower number of on-site jobs and air passengers served by 
this alternative, the number of off-site jobs stimulated by the airport system would be 
significantly lower than the level under the Proposed Project. 

Given the lower number of jobs generated under Alternative A compared to the Proposed 
Project, the magnitude of impacts related to inducing substantial growth or concentration of 
employment, and demand for housing, including low and moderate income housing, would 
be lower than under the Proposed Project. The employment projections under Alternative A 
would also be inconsistent with the adopted regional forecasts, as under the Proposed 
Project. 

In summary, this alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen the impacts of the 
Proposed Project. 

8.4.4.18 Risk of Upset 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have no significant impacts due to 
operations at JW A, but would have impacts due to development at the EI Toro site similar to 
the Proposed Project. With the mitigation measures proposed for the Proposed Project, the 
impacts of this alternative would be reduced to a level of insignificance. This alternative 
would not avoid or substantially lessen the impacts of the project. 

As discussed in Section 4.18 (Risk of Upset), the Proposed Project would not result in 
significant adverse impacts to public health and safety resulting from project-related risk of 
upset conditions. The ultimate build out and phased development of this alternative will 
entail a lower level of operations than the Proposed Project, with a commensurate lower 
level of risk of upset potential associated with jet fuel storage and delivery. Consequently, 
implementation of this alternative would not result in significant adverse impacts to public 
health and safety. 
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8.4.5 Feasibility 

In summary, this alternative, which is very similar to the Proposed Project, would have the 
same development and environmental feasibility. However, this alternative would have 
slighdy lower development cost due to the reduced extent of terminal and related aviation 
facilities, and lower revenues due to reduced aviation use. 

8.4.6 Conclusions 

Alternative A would reduce the area affected by the 65 dB CNEL for OCx, and would 
reduce traffic, and loss of agricultural soils impacts compared to the Proposed Project. This 
alternative would have greater regional air quality impacts due to increased regional traffic 
to airports meeting the County's unmet air service demand. 
In conclusion, Alternative A: 

• Does not meet the County's future demand for aviation services, especially international 
service. This would have an adverse impact on trade, business, tourism, jobs, and other 
economic activity in the County. 

• Would result in higher regional VMT and regional air quality emissions as passengers 
and cargo travel from Orange County to LAX or other airports. 

• Since the 65 dB CNEL for LAX and other airports (which would serve the County's 
unmet aviation demand) already include large numbers of noise sensitive populations! 
developments, this alternative would increase the adverse effects of aviation noise on a 
regional basis. 

• Would generate fewer on-site and off-site jobs than the Proposed Project. 

• Would not result in a significant reduction in project impacts (after mitigation), and 
would not avoid project impacts that cannot be reduced to a level of insignificance, 
including short-term construction air quality impacts, local air quality impacts due to 
aircraft and associated operations, and toxic air contaminant impacts. 

Alternatives County of Orange Final ElR No. 573 
1-111 



8.5 ALTERNATIVE C: JWA - SHORT-HAUL; OCX -
MEDIUM-HAUL TO FULL INTERNATIONAL 
(LINKED) AIR SERVICE 

TIUs section presents the potential impacts of Alternative C as measured against the existing 
setting, as well as a comparison of the alternative's impacts to those of the Proposed Project 
at build out. In those instances in which the comparison of the alternative to the Proposed 
Project is materially affected by the phasing of the project, i.e., in those instances in which 
the impacts of the Proposed Project during the phasing years are materially different from 
those impacts at year 2020, a comparison of the alternative's impacts to those of the 
Proposed Project for the applicable phasing year is also provided. 

TIUs alternative was selected for analysis because it has the potential to lessen aircraft noise, 
traffic, and local air quality emissions at OCX while still feasibly attaining most of the 
objectives of the Proposed Project. The Notice of Preparation (NOP) identified this 
alternative and the Proposed Project as preferred projects to be analyzed in the Draft EIR. 
However, the analysis of this option determined that this alternative is infeasible due to costs 
as described below. Therefore, this plan is analyzed as an alternative that was considered. 

8.5.1 Aviation Uses 

Under this alternative, JW A and OCX would ultimately (year 2020) be linked by an airport
to-airport connector such as a light rail system that would allow the two airports to function 
as one for connecting passengers. Without this connector, market segmentation between the 
two airports is not feasible. The market roles of the two airports would include regulatory 
perimeter rules defining their respective permitted roles. Under Alternative C, OCX 
provides long-haul domestic and international air passenger service for an estimated 23.4 
MAP, 22 percent (5.1 MAP) of which are passengers with connecting flights (45 percent of 
these connecting passengers transfer between JW A and OCX via the transit facility that is 
proposed to link the two airports). OCX is also forecast to annually handle approximately 
0.84 million tons of international cargo and 1.18 million tons of domestic cargo. The 2020 
service level at JWA under this alternative would be 10.1 MAP. TIUs alternative includes a 
proposed on-airport 500-room hotel in the OCX terminal area. JW A would serve general 
aviation activity and short-haul passengers. The runway improvements at OCX would be 
the same as under the Proposed Project. Figure 8-4 depicts Alternative C. 

8.5.2 Nonaviation Revenue Support Uses 

Nonaviation land uses proposed under Alternative C are the same as assumed for the 
Proposed Project. 
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8.5.3 Attainment of Project Objectives 

This alternative meets the general project objectives for base reuses except to optimize 
cost/revenues, as well as the aviation related objectives. However, the very high 
costs/passenger for the JW AlOCX transit connector would result in an infeasible project. 

8.5.4 Environmental Impacts of Alternative C 

8.5.4.1 Land Use 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have greater land use impacts at 
JW A and slightly less impact at the EI Toro site than the Proposed Project. With the 
mitigation measures proposed for the Proposed Project and additional mitigation related to 
noise impacted land uses around JW A, the impacts of this alternative could be reduced to a 
level of insignificance. This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen the impacts 
of the project. 

Compared to the Proposed Project, the primary difference is that Alternative C includes an 
airport-to-airport transit connector. The selected option was a fully elevated fixed-guideway 
system from OCX along SR-133 to 1-405, along the 1-405 right-of-way to MacArthur 
Boulevard, and then to JW A. The land use impacts of this alternative were found to be low, 
with the assumption that a large portion of the system can be provided within existing right
of-way. 

Uses along the perimeter of OCX are generally comparable in intensity or less intense than 
the existing and planned adjacent off-site uses. Therefore, as with the Proposed Project, 
there are no significant land use conflicts associated with the proposed land uses under this 
alternative. The elevated nature of the airport connector means that it will be visually 
prominent, and the connector would be expected to generate noise and vibration effects on 
adjacent land uses. 

The on-site agricultural uses preserved under this alternative will be the same as is preserved 
with the Proposed Project. As with the Proposed Project, the agriculture impacts that might 
occur can be controlled through agricultural management practices and through the terms of 
the County's lease agreements. 

The proposed airport use at MCAS EI Toro under Alternative C will attract new 
development in nearby areas. There is a potential for undesirable land use development 
(such as sexually oriented businesses) in the vicinity of the site, unless the County and 
adjacent cities have adequate land use controls in place. Also, the design of future off-site 
development may adversely affect existing and planned development in the adjacent 
jurisdictions if appropriate design standards are not implemented by the local jurisdictions. 
This potential impact is the same under both Alternative C and the Proposed Project. 
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Although the JW A aviation activity Wlder Alternative C is higher than the Proposed Project, 
major future aviation and tenninal improvements would be limited since the existing facility 
was designed to accommodate to.1 MAP. Also, future improvements Wlder Alternative C 
would take place within the existing bOWldaries of the airport. This alternative would create 
a JWA 65 CNEL noise contour, which would be larger than the Proposed Project (see noise 
analysis below). With the current JW A noise mitigation program, these impacts would be 
reduced to a level of insignificance. 

The impacts of Alternative C related to land use are generally comparable to the impacts 
Wlder the Proposed Project at El Toro. The airport-to-airport connector proposed Wlder 
Alternative C would have aesthetic, noise, and vibration impacts on adjacent uses. 
However, these impacts would be principally limited to the adjacent freeway or highway 
right-of-way. The land use impacts aroWld JW A due to a larger 65 CNEL noise contour 
would be greater than the Proposed Project, which has a 65 CNEL contour smaller than that 
existing today. 

8.5.4.2 General Plan Consistency 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have greater impacts at JW A and 
slightly less impact at the EI Toro site than the Proposed Project. With the mitigation 
measures proposed for the Proposed Project, the impacts of this alternative would be 
reduced to a level of insignificance. This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen 
the Proposed Project impacts. 

Alternative C introduces a civilian aviation use to MCAS EI Toro and modifies existing 
aviation activity conditions at JW A; therefore, as with the Proposed Project, an amendment 
to the AELUP is required. An amendment to the Orange CoWlty General Plan Land Use 
Element map is needed for this alternative, to address the conflicts with proposed land uses 
in Planning Area 5, and to redesignate the Open Space portion at the south end of JWA to 
Public Facilities. The adopted 65 dB CNEL noise contour policy implementation line would 
change at El Toro as a result of this alternative, therefore, an amendment to the Orange 
COWlty General Plan Noise Element would be required. Alternative C includes land uses 
which conflict with the adopted City of Irvine General Plan for Planning Area 7 (City of 
Irvine Planning Area 30). An amendment to the City of Irvine General Plan would not be 
required since the site would be owned by the COWlty. The need for amendments to General 
Plans and the AELUP for Alternative C are comparable to those required for the Proposed 
Project, therefore; the General Plan consistency impacts for Alternative C are similar to the 
Proposed Project. 

8.5.4.3 Transportation and Circulation 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have greater impacts at JW A and 
slightly less impact at the EI Toro site than the Proposed Project. With the project 
alternative mitigation measures, the impacts of this alternative would be reduced to a level of 
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insignificance. This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen the impacts of the 
project. 

The AM and PM peak: hour and ADT trips generated by the aviation operations at JW A and 
OCX and by nonaviation revenue support land uses with build out of Alternative C are 
summarized in Table 8.5-1. Refer to Section 10.0 in the 1999 Traffic Analysis Technical 
Report for detailed infonnation on the methodology used to produce trip generation 
estimates for Alternative C. This alternative would generate an increase of 126,873 ADT at 
the EI Toro site compared to an increase of 150,723 ADT for the Proposed Project over 
existing conditions. The alternative would generate 152,967 ADT less than the CRP. At 
JW A, this alternative would generate 1,426 ADT more than existing conditions. For a 
comparison of peak: hour trip generation, see Table 4.3-8. In summary, this alternative 
would substantially reduce the number of vehicle trips generated at the El Toro site 
compared to the Proposed Project. However, after mitigation measures are applied, the 
Proposed Project and this alternative would have no significant adverse impacts. 

Table 8.5-1 
Trip Generation Summary - Alternative C 

The on-site and site access circulation plans assumed for JW A and OCX in Alternative C are 
the same as those described in Section 4.3 (Transportation and Circulation) for the Proposed 
Project. Peak: hour levels of service with and without Alternative C were compared in order 
to identify the locations on the existing plus committed circulation system that require 
project related improvements to mitigate the traffic impacts of Alternative C and other 
foreseeable growth or development. Table 8.5-2 compares, in summary, the Alternative C 
highway impacts to the existing conditions and existing conditions plus Proposed Project. 
As discussed in Section 4.3.6.5, there is minimal comparison between the existing 
conditions plus Proposed Project versus the Alternative C impacts due to highway 
improvements recently completed and the effects of committed highway improvements. 
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Table 8.5-2 
Summary Comparison of Traffic Impacts for Alternative C to 

Existing Conditions and Existing Conditions Plus Project 

EI Toro & Avd Carlota 

La paz & CabotlI-5 SB 

Los Alisos & Muirlands 

Alicia & Jeronimo 

Alicia & Muirlands 

ARTERIAL ROADWAYS 

Portola (Sand Canyon to Foothill Culver (Bryan to Trabuco) 
Toll Road) 

Laguna Canyon (1-405 to SR-73) IMPACTED FREEWAYI 
TOLLWAY RAMPS 

Laguna Canyon (south ofEI Toro) IMPACTED FREEWAY RAMPS 

Michelson (Carlson to 
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1-405 at Sand Canyon (NB Direct 
On-Ramp) 

IMPACTED FREEWAY 
SEGMENTS 

SB-southbound WB-westbound 

IMPACTED FREEWAYI 
TOLLWAY SEGMENTS 
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Table 8.5-3 summarizes the intersection locations, arterial roads and freeway ramps which 
are significantly impacted by Alternative C at build out (refer to Section 10.0 in the Traffic 
Analysis Technical Report for detailed summaries of the Alternative C traffic volumes and 
level of service (LOS) and comparisons between existing plus committed conditions with 
and without Alternative C) for intersections and arterial roadways within the traffic analysis 
study area, and refer to Section 10.0 in the 2001 Traffic Analysis Technical Report 
Addendum for comparable information for freeway/tollway mainline segments and 
freeway/tollway ramps within the traffic analysis study area). 

Table 8.5-3 
Alternative C Impact Summary 

1-405 (Jamboree to SR·55) 

1·5 at LaPaz 

Caltrans 

A comparison of Alternative C to the Proposed Project during the phasing years may also be 
made. As discussed in detail in Section 4.3.6.6 of this Draft EIR No. 573, as supplemented, 
under the Proposed Project phasing years, four intersection locations, two arterial roadway 
segments, one continuous freeway mainline segment and one freeway ramp would be 
significantly impacted under Phase 1 conditions (2005), five intersection locations, two 
arterial roadway segments, one continuous freeway mainline segment and one freeway ramp 
would be significantly impacted under Phase 2 conditions (2010), and nine intersection 
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locations, two arterial roadway segments, one continuous freeway mainline segment and two 
freeway ramps would be significantly impacted under Phase 3 conditions (2015). At Phase 
4 build out, the Proposed Project would result in significant impacts not previously 
identified to four freeway/tollway mainline segments and four freeway/tollway ramps. See 
Draft Supplemental Analysis, Section 4.3.6.5. In each case, however, the identified impacts 
will be mitigated to a level below significant during the applicable phasing year (see Section 
4.3.7.2, Table 4.3-20). 

8.5.4.4 Noise 

Compared to existing conditions, Alternative C would create a greater noise impact at JW A 
than currently exists because of the forecast increase in use of the airport under this 
alternative. Alternative C would increase the 60 and 65 CNEL John Wayne Airport 
contours somewhat but not to the extent where they exceed those of the 1985 Master Plan 
contours (EIR No. 508). Table 8.4-3 shows a land use comparisons between noise contours 
for 1998 military and year 2020 alternatives for EI Toro, and Table 8.4-4 shows land use 
comparisons between noise contours for 1998 and year 2020 alternatives for John Wayne 
Airport. The number of residences inside the 60 to 65 dB CNEL contour at JW A is 1,023 
compared to the Proposed Project level of 577 and the 1998 existing condition of 682. The 
number of residences inside the 65 dB CNEL contours for those three scenarios is 236, 79, 
and 134, respectively. Figure 8-5 illustrates noise contours for Alternative C at EI Toro. 
This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen the impacts of the project. 

The Alternative C 65 CNEL contour line would include 9.2 square miles of land for OCX 
and 1.07 square miles of land for JW A. The 65 CNEL for the existing military aircraft 
operations at MCAS El Toro include 6.3 square miles of land and for JW A, the existing 
conditions include 0.75 square miles of land. Therefore, Alternative C would increase the 
area affected by the 65 CNEL surrounding the EI Toro site by 2.9 square miles, compared to 
an increase of 3.5 square miles for the Proposed Project. At JWA, Alternative C would 
increase the area affected by the 65 CNEL by 0.32 square mile, compared to 0.05 square 
mile for the Proposed Project. 

The Proposed Project would increase noise sensitive land uses within the OCX 65 CNEL by 
three churches and one private school compared to existing conditions. However, this 
alternative would avoid the impacts of the Proposed Project on the three churches, but the 
private school would still be affected by the 65 dB CNEL. In general, the 65 CNEL line for 
this alternative is located within the much larger (28.8 square mile) MCAS El Toro A1CUZ 
65 CNEL. However, the Alternative C 65 CNEL line does exceed the A1CUZ 65 CNEL 
boundary north of the El T oro site and, therefore, Alternative C has the same impacts of the 
Proposed Project outside the A1CUZ 65 CNEL line. 

EIR No. 563 concluded that a civilian airport at MCAS El Toro would result in significantly 
greater number of total operations compared to historical military levels of use, both 
throughout the day and during the nighttime hours. Although the Proposed Project and 
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Alternative C would have significantly fewer operations than the Community Reuse Plan 
analyzed in EIR No. 563, the number of forecast civilian operations is still substantially 
greater at El Toro than the existing conditions level of military operations. 

As discussed earlier, the CNEL calculation factors in the number of daily operations and 
assigns a "penalty weighting" to operations occurring during the nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 
7 a.m.). However, the substantial increase in the number of operation, particularly during 
nighttime hours, may be considered a significant impact of Alternative C independent of the 
CNEL computation. 

The noise levels identified for the Proposed Project as well as Alternative C will be 
considered an annoyance by some residents and nighttime events will cause some sleep 
disturbance regardless of the levels of significance prescribed by regulatory agencies. 
Therefore, a mitigation measure for sleep disturbance is proposed in Section 4.4. With this 
mitigation measure, Alternative C impacts are reduced but remain significant similar to the 
Proposed Project. 

8.5.4.5 Air Quality 

Alternative C would have greater impacts due to JWA operations, but would have fewer 
impacts at the EI Toro site than under the Proposed Project. The local and regional impacts 
of this alternative would likely be similar to the Proposed Project. Construction impacts 
would also likely remain significant and unavoidable, similar to the air quality impacts 
identified for the Proposed Project. Air toxics impacts would also be similar to those under 
the Proposed Project. This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen the air quality 
project impacts. 

Short-Term (Construction) Impacts 

Total on-site construction emissions under Alternative C would be similar to those of the 
Proposed Project. Construction of an airport to airport connector system under this 
alternative would add to the total project construction emissions, but may not increase the 
total peak daily emissions depending on the construction scheduling. Nevertheless, 
Alternative C would result in significant unavoidable short-term construction emissions 
impacts similar to the Proposed Project. 

Operational Air Quality Impacts 

Emissions Inventories 

Direct air pollutant emissions associated with airport operations, including aircraft, GSE, 
energy consumption, and vehicular trips, are shown in Table 8.5-4 for this alternative. Air 
pollutant emissions under this project alternative are very similar to those under the 
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Proposed Project, due to similar total number of air travel passengers projected. I Although 
project site emissions at OCX are larger than the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative and the 
Nonaviation Plan Alternative, like the Proposed Project, this alternative would reduce 
regional VMT compared to No Project conditions because more of the demand would be 
serviced in Orange County. With lower regional VMT, this alternative would result in lower 
total regional emissions than the No Project or ETRPA Alternative. See Table 8.5-5. 

Table 8.5-4 
Phase 4 Alternative C - Project Direct Air Pollutant Emissions (PoundslDay) 

CO NOx ROO SOx PMIO 
Aircraft 12.457.43 14,964.43 1,249.39 966.37 157.78 
OCX 5,294.64 12,038.99 773.56 690.50 102.62 
JWA 7,162.79 2,925.44 475.83 275.87 55.16 

GSElAPU 19,532.10 1,732.62 568.00 67.81 73.02 
OCX 10,975.79 1,096.30 342.46 50.98 47.01 
JWA 8,556.31 636.32 225.54 17.73 26.01 

Fuel StoragelDispensing -- -- 83.46 -- --
OCX -- -- 72.50 -- --
JWA -- -- 10.96 -- --

Airport Roadways 661.56 141.48 213.35 8.67 8.99 
OCX 540.79 126.57 209.14 8.02 7.76 
JWA 120.77 14.91 4.21 0.65 1.23 

Airport Parking 411.07 34.65 14.36 11.24 3.45 
OCX 314.59 27.22 4.37 8.19 3.17 
JWA 96.48 7.43 9.99 3.05 0.28 

Energy Consumption 126.10 726.50 6.80 74.50 24.80 
OCX 88.10 507.50 4.70 52.00 17.30 
JWA 38.00 219.00 2.10 22.50 7.50 

Vehicular TrafficJ 17,145 6,802 1,392 446 3,470 
l~j~71 ~ ~ 440 ~ 

OCXl 12,826 5,055 1,052 339 2,576 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

JWA 4,319 1,747 340 107 894 
Total 501333.26 241401.68 3,527.36 1,574.59 3,738.04 

4K,::,z(i1 21!9~~ ~ ~ ~ 

Source: CH2M Hill and LSA Associates, Inc., 200 I 

ROC emissions obtained by multiplying HC emissions reported by EDMS by a factor of 1.14 
SOx emissions are not reported by the URBEMIS7G model. 
Revised calculation of average trip length. This revision does not impact any of the significance detenninations made in 
connection with the project. 

For a more detailed emissions inventory discussion, please see the Proposed Project 
discussion in Chapter 2.0 ofthis supplemental analysis. 
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Table 8.5-5 
Regionwide Emissions Inventory Alternative C Phase 4 

(pounds/Day Unless Noted) 

CO NOx ROC 
Aircraft EI Toro 5,294.64 12,038.99 773.56 

JWA 7,162.79 2,925.44 475.83 
Other Airports 66,392.26 72,068.29 9,570.54 
Total Regional 78,849.69 87,032.72 10,819.93 

GSE EI Toro 10,975.79 1,096.30 342.46 
lWA 8,556.31 636.32 225.54 

Other Airports 91,932.50 9,231.57 2,720.06 
Total Regional 111,464.60 10,964.19 3,288.06 

Energy EI Toro 88.10 507.50 4.70 
JWA 38.00 219.00 2.10 

Others 544.00 3,132.00 29.00 
Total Regional 670.10 3,858.50 35.80 

Fuel EI Toro -- -- 72.50 
JWA -- -- 10.96 

Other Airports -- -- 481.74 
Total Regional -- -- 565.20 

Airport Roadways EI Toro 540.79 126.57 209.14 
JWA 120.71 14.91 4.21 

Other Airports 3,170.27 643.34 145.87 
Total Regional 3,831.83 784.82 359.22 

Airport Parking EI Toro 314.59 27.22 4.37 
JWA 96.48 7.43 9.99 

Other Airports 1,981.71 170.63 27.35 
Total Regional 2,392.78 205.28 41.71 

Roads EI Toro! 12,826.00 5,055.00 1:052.00 
II,lS400 4,841 go . P4J 00 

JWA 4,319.00 1,747.00 340.00 
Other& Airport~ 2,755,094.00 489,631.00 70,441.00 

J,:;!lJ,S II 00 4 38 ,PCi II 00 CiCi,Cigl 00 
Total Regionag 2,772,239.00 496,433.00 71,833.00 

l,:;!a3,034 00 4PO,O~Ci 00 Ci:;!,g:;!4 00 

TOTAL (pounds/day) 2,969,448.00 599,278.51 86!942.92 
~~5,zU300 51U~OI 51 U,01l3 Dl 

Change from 2020 No Project (9,914.601 {J14.85} (635.36} 
(pounds/day) ~aS!+la.CiO~ ~ijOg+ PP~ ~a!i4S,:;Za~ 

SCAQMD Threshold for Operation 
550 55 55 

(pounds/day) 

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., 200 I. 

SOx PMIO 
690.50 102.62 
275.87 55.16 

5,484.71 788.94 
6,451.08 946.72 

50.08 47.01 
17.73 26.01 

597.93 338.51 
665.74 411.53 

52.00 17.30 
22.50 7.50 

319.00 107.00 
393.50 131.80 

-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --

8.02 7.76 
0.65 1.23 

68.30 52.60 
76.97 61.59 

8.19 3.17 
3.05 0.28 

52.63 20.77 
63.87 24.22 

339.00 2,576.00 --a8a 00 l,IP1.00 
107.00 894.00 

48,560.00 6,344.00 
411,gPCi 00 Ci,44S 00 
48,996.00 9,814.00 
4P,48Ci.00 g,SalOO 
562647.16 11,389.86 
i::z,oa::Z,'6 U,Ig::z 86 

(243.1O} {29.54} 
34.,gQ ~alO U~ 

150 150 

I Revised calculation of average trip length. This revision does not impact any of the significance detenninations made in 
connection with the project. 

2 Typographical correction, 
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Dispersion Analysis 

The Proposed Project would result in several exceedances of the I-hour standard for N02 at 
JW A and OCX and continue the exceedances of the State 24-hour standard for PMro at OCX 
and JW A. Although no airport dispersion analysis was conducted for this project 
alternative, these local criteria pollutant hot spots found under the Proposed Project may also 
occur under this alternative. 

At intersections in the vicinity of the project sites, CAL3QHC model was used to assess 
the CO concentrations. Tables 8.5-6 and 8.5-7 show that the I-hour and 8-hour CO 
concentrations would be below the State and federal CO standards of 9 ppml20 ppm and 
9 ppml35 ppm, respectively. Therefore, similar to the Proposed Project, no CO hot spots 
would occur from project related vehicular traffic trips under this alternative. 

Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts 

This alternative would avoid some of the impacts identified under the Proposed Project at 
MCAS EI Toro but have greater impacts than under the Proposed Project at JW A. 
Therefore, air toxic impacts would likely be similar to those under the Proposed Project. 
Impacts would be reduced with the mitigation measures recommended for the project but are 
anticipated to remain significant after mitigation. 

8.5.4.6 Topography 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have greater impacts at JW A and 
slightly less impact at the EI T oro site than the Proposed Project. With the mitigation 
measures proposed for the Proposed Project, the impacts of this alternative would be 
reduced to a level of insignificance. This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen 
the impacts of the project. 

With the exception of the JW NOCX connector, the facilities to be developed and constructed 
for this alternative are very similar to those of the Proposed Project. Since development of the 
MCAS EI Toro site under Alternative C is similar to that described for the Proposed Project, 
no significant impacts related to topography would occur. 

Operations and construction at JW A under Alternative C would be similar to the current 
usage, and would not entail expansion of the airport acreage although it would require some 
facilities improvements in previously developed or disturbed areas. Therefore, Alternative C 
would not raise potential impacts related to topography. 
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TableS.S-6 
Pbase 4 Alternative C - Predicted One Hour Ambient Carbon Monoxide Concentration for 

Intersections wltb tbe Higbest Volume and Worst Level of Service (LOS) 

J""""''' ChapmJIl 7.0 7.0 7.2 7.0 7.0 7.2 6 .• 7.2 6.9 6 .• U 

CITY OF SANTA ANA" 

-""Mlln 7.1 7.2 7.1 7.2 6.9 6.9 U 7.1 6.9 70 '.7 
Mau. &: Sunflower 7.0 7.1 '.7 7.1 '.6 7.0 '.6 6.S '.7 U 71 

o,and " Ed. '.9 7 .• 7.0 7.3 7 .• 7.1 '.7 7.0 '.6 7 .• '.9 

CITY OF T\lS'l1N" 

N!:wpon" £d;_ 7.2 7.1 '.9 7.1 '.7 67 ••• •. 7 '.7 7.0 ••• 
Von Ka!mu" s.n..... 7.0 7.1 7.1 '.9 ••• 7.1 '.7 '.9 ••• ••• '.7 
TUOIin _" £dinpr 7.1 7.0 6.9 7.1 6.7 ,.9 ••• '.7 '.9 7.0 ••• 
ern' or JRVlNIU 

Jamboree &. Bamnea U '.0 , .. S.6 S.l S.S S.l B S.S 5.4 !.S 
Jamboree a: Main 5 .• U S.7 S.4 5.2 5.' S.l 5.' 5.1 5.1 S.' 
CuJve:r &: IrvifICI Cent« S.' S.' S.7 5.7 U S.4 S.' 1.5 S.l S.S 5.' 
Jamboree a: Alk::ln S.' S.' S.7 S.' S.I S.S 5.1 ••• SA S.' S.' J ... """",,_ 5.7 S.' 5.' S.6 S.I '.1 S.l S.l S.l I.' I.' 
Red Hlll &. MacArthur '.7 , .. I.S S.6 S.I SA I.' D S.l I.' SA 
Jemey a: lr'vinc eeDter I.' S.S S.S 5.7 1.4 S.' 1.1 S,) SA 1.7 S.I 

"'-sRd W ... " Itvine 5.1 5.2 5.1 I.' 1.1 '.1 '.1 S.l '.9 '.9 S.I 

Red Hill " MIl. S.' S.S S.S S.' S.I S.l S.l S2 1.2 S.l S.I 
Perimeter &: Irvine S.l l.l S.l S.I S.O '.9 S.O S.l ••• ' .. S.I 

CITY or lAGUNA BEACHI4 

MoW"", " EI T oro s .• S.' S.S I.S S.I 1.1 S.4 SA 5.0 Sl S.I 

CITY or LAGUNA BILLS'4 

EI Toro '" AYd. Car10la 5.4 , .. S.' S,) 5.0 S.2 S.O S.O S.2 1.2 S.I 

CITY OF LAD FOIIJ:Sl" 

El Toro" RookIiold I.' I.S S.6 S.l 1.1 S,) l.l S.l 1.1 S.l U 

• ~ Concenuationt an in paru pel' million (ppm) 
I • RECI SW COIlNEk 
2 • REC2 SE CORNER 
l. REel NIl CORNER 

• • REC4 NW COIlNEll 
I·REC5 S. DEPARTURE·MIDBLOCK 
• • REC6 N. APPROACH. MID BLOCK 
7. REC7 8. DEPARTURE· MID BLOCK 
• • RECI W. APPROACH· MID BLOCK 
9.REC9 N. DBPARTURE·MIDBLOCK 
10·RECIO S. APPROAClI-MJDBLOCK 
11 • RECII W. DEPARTURE· MID BLOCK 
Il·RECI2 RAPPItOACH·MIDBLOCK 

6.7 

6.S 

'.9 

'.7 

6.9 
'.9 
7.0 

5.' 
U 
S.S 
5.7 
I.' 
S.7 
S.l 
S.l 
1.2 
5.1 

1.1 

S.l 

S.' 

13 ~ the ambient ~ CO corw:entration. 6.10 ppm, obtained by multipt1iaa I rolkk (ICIOr to tho ICIQOIld hiabutone-how CO c:once:nttation at die ncarat aif morutoriaa station. 
C .. ual 0ruJIt' County AU Mooi ..... SW.,. betweenlho _ 1996 II> 2000, ia added II> "'" co!wIaIed.,.. hour I"".IL 

14 ~ The "tenl one-hour CO ~ 4.6 ppm. obtained by multiplyiOS I ronbD (..:tor to die NCODd kip. one-bout CO ~n at tho nearesl air monitoring Italian, 
_"'" V.lley Air MotU"'"'" Slation bcrw_ d!o _ 1996 .. 2000. ~ added .. "" coIwllllcd one hour I"" .... 
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Table 8.5-7 
Pbase 4 Alternative C - Predicted Eigbt Hour Ambient Carbon Monoxide Concentration for 

Intersections witb tbe Hi2best Volume and Worst Level of Service 

\fI1fI.~U;_~??' 
].5 lambome &: Chapman 5.2 52 5.4 s.2 s.2 34 5.1 5.' 5.2 5.1 5.1 5 .• 

Ctn' OF SANTA ANA" 

IS' MaeArthur It Mllin 5.3 5.4 5.3 5.' 5.2 5.2 5.1 U 5.2 5.2 5 .• 5,1 

152 Mai.n &: Sunflower H 5.] 5,. 5.] 5,0 5,2 5,0 ••• 5,. 5,1 5] 5,2 .. Orand .& Edinger 5,2 5.2 5,2 5.4 5.2 5,3 5,. 52 5. 5.2 5.2 50 

Ctn' OF TVS1'JN" 

03 NlI:'WJX>rt &: Edi",. 5,' 5,3 5,2 5.4 5,. 5.0 5,0 5,. 50 H 5 .• 5,2 

lIS Von KamtIn &: 8&rt1rteI 5,2 5,] 5,] H 5,. 5,] 5,. 5,2 5.0 5,. 5,0 5.2 
95 Tustin IlandI &: Edinau 5,3 5,2 5.2 5,3 5.0 5,2 5,0 5,0 5,2 5.2 5,0 5.2 

Ctn' OF IRVINEu 

116 Jamboree &: Barr ....... U 3,' 3.6 ],6 3.4 3.5 ],. 3,5 H 3,5 3,5 ],7 

1S6 Jambonoo A Mol. M ],6 3,7 ),5 ),) 3,5 ),. 3.5 )' ),. B ),5 

98 Culver &; mine Center ),6 ),6 ],7 3,7 l.4 ),5 3.S ).5 ),. ).5 B )5 

Il' I_AAl", ),6 3,6 J.7 3,6 J.) ),5 l.l 3.5 ),5 ),5 ),5 ),7 

t75 I_AM_ 3,' 3,5 ),5 ),6 ),] ),' 3,' ).4 J.4 ).5 ),5 3,5 

151 IItdHUIa: __ 3,7 ),5 ),5 3,6 ],) ),5 ),5 ).4 J.4 ],5 ),5 ),7 

tOO Jeff'rey &: Irvine em. )6 ),5 ],5 ),7 3,5 ),6 )) 1. ),5 3,7 ),) ).4 

12l ACQCH Rd. West 4lnine ),) ].3 ),) ],5 ),) ).) 3.) ),) ),1 ).1 ],) l.l 
Jl) RedHiI1&Mai. B ),5 ),5 ),6 I,) ). J.) ),] ),) ),3 ),) ),) 

)20 Perimeter &: Irvine ),. ). JA 3,3 ).2 ).1 ),2 ),) ),0 3,0 H J) 

CITY OF LAGUNA Bi:ACJt4 

299 MOultort It £1 Toro ),5 ),5 J.S ),5 ),) ),. ),5 ),5 )2 ). 3,3 ),1 

crrv OF LAGUNA RllJ..S14 

280 EI Toro&: Ava. Cadota 1,5 B 3.5 14 ).2 ],] ),2 ),2 ),3 ],) ),] 1,' 

CIT\' OF LAn FOREST" 

271 EI T oro A lIodd"idd ),6 J.S ),6 B 3,) ),. ),) ),. ),) ),. J.4 1.5 

Note: '" - Conc:cmrationl8l1 in parts per minion (ppm) 
1 • REel SW CORNER 
2 • 1lIlC2 SE CORNER 
) .1lIlC3 NE CORNER 

•• REC' NW CORNER 
5.RECl SDEPARTURE·hnDBLOCK 
6· REC6 N. APPIlOACH. hnD BLOCK 
7.REO H, DEPARTURE. hnD BLOCK 

a .1lIlC8 W, Al'PIIOACH·1dlD BLOCK 
•• REC9 N, DEPARTURE· hnD BLOCK 
10·1lIlC1O S,Al'PROACH·hnDBLOCK 
II ·1lIlC11 W, DEPARTURE. hnD BLOCK 
12 ·1lIlC12 E. AI'PIlOACH· hnD BLOCK 
I) • Th<I_ ...... ___ CO ............... ',6 ppm, oblli.edby -plylns' .,lIbll<t ratto' to doe _ biP"'eip'-boor co_ It .... n..- ,if .... itorin • .....,., 

c.ntral Orup eoun", Air Monitorina SlIlion _. doe,.... of 1996 '" 2000, II added "'111,...- of .... eaI",I,1AOd _lMIlt m.l.iplled by ,,,,,,_ fattor of .,7, 

14 .. Th, __ , oisf\t-hout co ~ 2.9 ppm, obtained by multiplymsa rollback r.c:.or to the ~ hip. ei .... -hwr ~ at the neuat air moftitorinS Itation, 
__ Valley Air Mooitoring SIIlio. IHoIweeoIl1e _ of 1996 .. 2000, is added '" doe proIhICI of doe ealcuI.lAOd .......... levels muhiplied by ,penioIaItf_ of 0,7 , 
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8.5.4.7 Soils, Geology and Seismicity 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have greater impacts at JW A and 
slightly less impact at the El Toro site than the Proposed Project. With the mitigation 
measures proposed for the Proposed Project, the impacts of this alternative would be 
reduced to a level of insignificance. lbis alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen 
the impacts of the project. 

With the exception of the JW AJOCX connector, the physical area to be developed/redeveloped 
and constructed for Alternative C is very similar to that under the Proposed Project. 
Development on the MCAS EI Toro site under Alternative C would be very much like that 
assumed for the Proposed Project, and would not significantly differ in its potential impacts 
related to soils or local geologic features. Alternative C also does not entail additional risk 
based on projected earthquake events beyond those discussed for the Proposed Project. 

Operations and construction at JW A under Alternative C would be similar to current usage, 
and would not entail expansion of the airport acreage. Therefore, Alternative C would not 
raise potential impacts related to soils, geologic features or seismicity. 

8.5.4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have greater impacts at JW A and 
slightly less impact at the EI Toro site than the Proposed Project. With the mitigation 
measures proposed for the Proposed Project, the impacts of this alternative would be 
reduced to a level of insignificance. lbis alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen 
the impacts of the project. 

With the exception of the JWAJOCX connector, the facilities to be developed and constructed 
for Alternative C are very similar to those of the Proposed Project. As discussed in Section 4.8 
(Hydrology and Water Quality), the Proposed Project will not result in significant adverse 
impacts related to drainage and surface water quality. Because most issues related to drainage 
at the MCAS El Toro site can be addressed adequately through proper design and engineering, 
it is anticipated that Alternative C could be developed for use as a civilian airport without 
significant adverse impacts related to hydrology. Similarly, as discussed in Section 4.8, 
operations can be conducted and controls implemented to minimize potential project-related 
adverse impacts to surface water quality. Consequently, development of this alternative is 
unlikely to result in significant adverse impacts to surface water quality. 

The JW AJOCX connector will have additional impacts related to both runoff and water 
quality associated with the connector corridor and facility between the two aitports. The 
drainage impacts can be mitigated using proper engineering design and construction 
practices; similar to those assumed for the roads and runways under the Proposed Project. 
Impacts to surface water quality from construction and operation of this connector can be 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Alternatives 
1-125 



mitigated, using Best Management Practices (BMPs) and other permit requirements to 
minimize adverse impacts related to water quality, similar to the Proposed Project. Therefore 
this alternative will not result in significant adverse drainage and surface water impacts after 
mitigation. 

No groundwater will be pumped from the MCAS EI Toro site under this alternative so there 
will be no impacts to local groundwater levels or basin storage under this alternative. 
Groundwater quality impacts under this alternative will be the same as those discussed for 
the Proposed Project in Section 4.8, associated with the base closure plan remediation. 
Therefore, this alternative will result in no significant adverse impacts after mitigation 
related to groundwater. As with the Proposed Project, no hazardous waste remediation 
activities at the MCAS EI Toro site are included as a component of this alternative. 

In summary, the hydrology and water quality impacts of Alternative C will be slightly 
greater than the level of impacts under the Proposed Project because of the connector and the 
increased aviation activities at JW A. 

8.5.4.9 Biological Resources 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have greater impacts at JW A and 
slightly less impact at the EI Toro site than the Proposed Project. With the mitigation 
measures proposed for the Proposed Project, the impacts of this alternative would be 
reduced to a level of insignificance. This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen 
the impacts of the project. 

The aviation land use and airfield component for the MCAS El Toro site and the 
corresponding nonaviation component are very similar to the Proposed Project. Alternative 
C project components that require construction occupy nearly the same areas and closely 
parallel functions identical to those under the Proposed Project. The primary difference 
between Alternative C and the Proposed Project is the airport-to-airport connector. 
However, the physical improvements that comprise Alternative C have nearly identical 
biological resource impacts as to the Proposed Project. 

The direct impacts of Alternative C also include the loss of approximately 139 acres of 
agricultural land, which is the same acreage loss estimated for the Proposed Project. This 
impact results in reduced foraging opportunities for raptor species similar to the Proposed 
Project. Other direct impacts (i.e. native plant communities, wildlife, wildlife dispersion 
corridors and special interest species) are also very similar. There are some slight 
differences in potential impacts as a result of noise exposure and aircraft overflights, since 
the aircraft operations differ at both the MCAS El Toro and JW A sites. However, noise and 
overflight characteristics are not substantively different between Alternative C and the 
Proposed Project and are not expected to result in significant adverse biological resource 
impacts at Siphon Ridge, the Habitat Reserve, the San Joaquin Hills or Upper Newport Bay_ 
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The CNEL and SEL values at these locations are discussed in detail in the Biological 
Resources Technical Report. 

8.5.4.10 Public Services and Utilities 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have greater impacts at JW A and 
slightly less impact at the EI Toro site than the Proposed Project. With the mitigation 
measures proposed for the Proposed Project, the impacts of this alternative would be 
reduced to a level of insignificance. This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen 
the impacts of the project. 

The airport-to-airport light rail system that is unique to Alternative C would require some 
level of police security, emergency and medical service, and transit planning. Mitigation to 
implement the needed services would reduce any potential impacts of Alternative C on 
public services to below a level of significance. Alternative C is nearly identical to the 
Proposed Project in all other aspects so the provision of public services would not be 
impacted. 

As described in Section 4.10 (Public Services and Utilities), the Proposed Project is not 
anticipated to result in significant adverse impacts related to utilities at EI Toro site or JW A. It 
is anticipated that the utilities needs at EI Toro and JW A under Alternative C could be served 
by existing or currently planned utilities, or extensions/expansions of existing utility 
infrastructure, without significant adverse impacts after mitigation. similar to the Proposed 
Project. Mitigation similar to that for the Proposed Project would reduce the potential adverse 
impacts of this alternative related to utilities infrastructure and services at EI Toro and JWA to 
below a level of significance. 

8.5.4.11 Natural Resources and Energy 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have greater impacts at JW A and 
slightly less impact at the EI Toro site than the Proposed Project. With the mitigation 
measures proposed for the Proposed Project, the impacts of this alternative would be 
reduced to a level of insignificance with the exception of the unavoidable adverse impact to 
loss of Prime Agricultural Lands. This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen 
the impacts of the project. 

The land use/airfield, nonaviation land use and associated infrastructure components for this 
alternative are virtually identical to those of the Proposed Project. The primary exception is 
the light-rail, airport-ta-airport link planned under Alternative C. 

As discussed in Section 4.11 (Natural Resources and Energy), the Proposed Project will not 
result in significant adverse impacts related to natural resources and energy at either JW A or 
the MCAS EI Toro site, with the exception of unmitigatable significant impacts to 
agricultural resources on the MCAS EI Toro site. There are no agricultural resources at 
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JW A. The incremental increase in regional energy consumption associated with operation 
of the JW AlOCX connector would be minor. Consequently, although energy consumption 
would be greater for this alternative than for the Proposed Project, no significant adverse 
impacts to energy resources will occur with the implementation of this alternative. 

This alternative and the Proposed Project would have the same level of significant adverse 
unmitigatable impacts associated with loss of agricultural resources at the MCAS EI Toro 
site. There are no agricultural resources existing at JW A; therefore, no impacts at JW A 
would result from this alternative. 

8.5.4.12 Aesthetics, Light and Glare 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have greater impacts at JW A and 
slightly less impact at the MCAS El Toro site than the Proposed Project. With mitigation 
measures, the impacts of this alternative would be reduced to a level of insignificance at 
both JWA and MCAS EI Toro sites. This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen 
the project impacts. 

The visual effect of Alternative C at the MCAS EI Toro site would be very similar to that of 
the Proposed Project. The primary differences between Alternative C and the Proposed 
Project are the addition of a people mover (APM) passenger and baggage transport system 
between JW A and OCX. 

The JWAlOCX connector would be an elevated fixed guideway system along SR-133 to the 
1-405 corridor, then along the 1-405 Freeway right-of-way to MacArthur Boulevard and then 
to JW A. Examples of "people mover" systems are shown in Technical Report No.6, 
Alternatives Definition Report (OCAA, November, 1999), Figures 1-4 through 1-6. 
Provision of an elevated guideway system for passenger and baggage connection between 
the two airport sites would impact the existing visual setting along the freeway corridor by 
creating an upper level structure that currently does not exist. The new structure would 
block views from the freeway corridor. The terminal points of this system at OCX and JWA 
would be visible from existing roads and the 1-405 Freeway. 

The views from the majority of the vantage points described in Section 4.12 would not 
change substantially from those of the Proposed Project. Vantage Point 8 would show the 
connection of the elevated APM system as it enters the terminal. Light and glare effects of 
this alternative would be similar to those of the Proposed Project, with some potential 
additional lighting from the APM facility along the freeway route and at the OCX terminal. 

No significant runway improvements would be made at JW A, and the terminal would be 
expanded by lengthening both concourses and increasing the size of the RON area; no 
expansion of the existing boundaries of JW A would be required. The APM connecting JW A 
with OCX would enter the terminal area at JW A by way of MacArthur Boulevard and 
terminate in a station adjacent to the existing terminal. The addition of this passenger 
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system would be visible from existing roads and the 1-405 Freeway adjacent to JW A. No 
scenic vistas or views would be blocked or altered by the addition of this structure, as the 
area is urbanized; the system would further intensify the urbanized effect of the visual 
setting. Compared to the Proposed Project, additional lighting and potential glare would be 
generated by the APM system as it connects with the JW A terminal. 

In conclusion, the aesthetic impact of Alternative C would not be less than those of the 
Proposed Project. 

8.5.4.13 Cultural Resources 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have the potential for greater 
impacts at JWA and slightly less impact at the MCAS EI Toro site than the Proposed 
Project. With mitigation measures, the impacts of this alternative at either site would be 
reduced to a level of insignificance. This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen 
the project impacts. 

The effects of Alternative C on cultural resources at the MCAS El Toro site would be 
approximately the same as with the Proposed Project. As the cultural resources within the 
disturbance area (construction and operations) are not considered significant (SHPO 
concurrence to be included in the DOD's EIS), no significant impacts would be caused by 
this alternative, as with the Proposed Project. 

Under Alternative C, improvements at JW A would be made within the boundaries of the 
existing airport site. For Alternative C, there would be no additional or new effects on 
cultural resources since there is no known archaeological, paleontological or historic 
resources on the already developed airport property. 

8.5.4.14 Recreation 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have greater impacts at JW A and 
slightly less impact at the MCAS EI Toro site than the Proposed Project. With the 
mitigation measures proposed for the Proposed Project and additional mitigation related to 
noise impacted recreation uses around JW A, the impacts of this alternative would be reduced 
to a level of insignificance. This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen the 
impacts of the project. 

Alternative C would have approximately the same effects related to recreational resources in 
the MCAS EI Toro area as the Proposed Project. The area of construction with Alternative 
C would be, for all practical purposes, the same as that of the Proposed Project. Therefore, 
no adjacent off-road trails would be physically impacted with Alternative C similar to the 
Proposed Project. Development at the MCAS EI Toro site with Alternative C would have 
the same effect regarding consistency with County and City General Plan Recreational 
policies, goals and objectives, in that nonaviation land uses would be included on-site 
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similar to the Proposed Project. In addition, Alternative C would not differ from the project 
in that it would not exceed Thresholds of Significance ii and iii in Section 4.14. 

Given the alignment of the JW AlOCX connector, impacts to existing recreational facilities 
would be limited to temporary disruption of use of on-street Class II bikeways adjacent to 
OCX and JW A during construction of the connector facility. The temporary impact to on
street bikeways would be less than significant with implementation of standard construction 
detour measures. No off-road trails or site specific recreational areas would be physically 
impacted by the airport to airport connector. 

Compared to the Proposed Project. Alternative C would have substantially the same impact 
on recreational facilities and planned future facilities within the 65 CNEL contour. The 
overall noise impact on the use of area recreational facilities would be similar to the impacts 
of the Proposed Project. 

The airport to airport connector would be located within existing freeway right of way and 
along existing highways, such that recreational facilities such as off-street trails and parks 
would not be affected. Alternative C would result in slightly enlarged noise contours around 
JW A; however, this increase would be minimal, and not anticipated to include any 
additional recreational facilities within the 65 CNEL noise contour compared to existing 
conditions. 

8.5.4.15 Public Health and Safety 

Compared to existing conditions the overall potential for accidents is greater with this 
alternative. The increase in accident potential is not deemed to be significant as an 
extraordinary risk is not created. This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen 
project impacts. 

A viation Safety 

Compared to the Proposed Project, there would be an increase of approximately 79,500 air 
carrier and air cargo opemtions and a decrease of approximately 42,000 general aviation 
operations at JW A. Under this scenario, the potential air carrier and air cargo accident risks 
at JW A would increase by approximately 117.8% to reflect the number of increasing 
aviation activity diverted from OCX to JW A and the potential accident risks for general 
aviation at JWA would decrease by 11.7% correspondingly. At OCX, there would be an 
estimated decrease of 101,500 air carrier and air cargo opemtions and an estimated decrease 
of 7,000 general aviation opemtions. Under this condition, the potential air carrier and air 
cargo accident risks at OCX would decrease by approximately 36.6% to reflect the fewer 
number of opemtions at OCX and the potential general aviation accident risks would 
decrease by 31.8% correspondingly. Compared to the Proposed Project relative to on
airport and off-airport fatal accidents per million opemtions, there would be no significant 
adverse impacts related to aviation safety at the MCAS EI Toro site or at JW A. 
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Compared to the existing conditions, there would be an increase of approximately 56,992 air 
carrier and air cargo operations and a decrease of approximately 10,624 general aviation 
operations at JW A. Under this scenario, the potential air carrier and air cargo accident risks 
at JW A would increase by approximately 63.3% to reflect the nwnber of increasing 
operations and the potential general aviation accident risks would slightly decrease by 3.2% 
correspondingly. Compared to the existing conditions, there would be no significant adverse 
impacts related to aviation safety at JW A. 

8.5.4.16 Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Wastes 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have greater impacts at JW A and 
slightly less impact at the MCAS El Toro site than the Proposed Project. With the 
mitigation measures proposed for the Proposed Project, the impacts of this alternative would 
be reduced to a level of insignificance. This alternative would not avoid or substantially 
lessen the impacts of the Proposed Project. 

Construction of facilities required under both the Proposed Project and Alternative C would 
require ground-disturbing activities. Under Alternative C, the impacts of greatest concern, 
when dealing with soil and groundwater contamination, are human exposure and the spread 
of contaminants in the environment. Since the preferred approach to the transit connector is 
an elevated system, no significant excavation is expected. 

If PCE levels in the groundwater exceed regulatory levels at the time of construction, 
treatment would be required before the extracted water could be discharged. 

The impacts of Alternative C related to hazardous materials and hazardous wastes are the 
same as under the Proposed Project. 

8.5.4.17 Socioeconomics 

Under this alternative, a total of29,1 00 jobs would be created for the Airport System Master 
Plan, including almost 22,900 jobs at the MCAS El Toro site and 6,200 jobs at JW A in 
2020, representing a net increase of 20,200 jobs at MCAS El Toro site, and 4,100 jobs at 
JW A, over existing 1998 conditions. The total nwnber of jobs generated under this 
alternative is marginally lower than under the Proposed Project. However, there are 
differences in the distribution of jobs between the two alternatives. The nwnber of jobs 
generated at the El Toro site under Alternative C will be lower than the nwnber of jobs 
generated under the Proposed Project. However, a greater nwnber of jobs would be 
generated at JW A under Alternative C than under the Proposed Project. 

As with the Proposed Project, economic activity on the MCAS El Toro and JW A sites, as 
well as expenditures by visitors arriving by air through the two airports, would stimulate 
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additional off-site job growth. The number of off-site jobs stimulated by the airport system 
under Alternative C would be similar to the level under the Proposed Project. 

Given the marginal difference in the total number of jobs generated under the Proposed 
Project and Alternative C, at 29,500 and 29,000 jobs respectively, the magnitude of impacts 
under Alternative C related to inducing substantial growth or concentration of employment, 
consistency with adopted regional forecasts, and increased demand for housing, including 
low and moderate income housing, would be similar to that of the Proposed Project. 
Therefore, the impacts of Alternative C will not be substantially different from the impacts 
of the Proposed Project. This alternative would not avoid or measurably lessen the impacts 
of the Proposed Project. 

8.5.4.18 Risk of Upset 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have greater impacts at JW A and 
slightly less impact at the EI Toro site than the Proposed Project. With the mitigation 
measures proposed for the Proposed Project, the impacts of this alternative would be 
reduced to a level of insignificance. This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen 
the impacts of the Proposed Project. 

As discussed in Section 4.18 (Risk of Upset), the Proposed Project would not result in 
significant adverse impacts to public health and safety resulting from project-related risk of 
upset conditions. The ultimate build out and phased development of this alternative will 
entail a level of operations similar to the Proposed Project, with similar levels of risk of 
upset potential associated with jet fuel storage and delivery requirements. Consequently, 
this alternative would not result in significant adverse impacts to public health and safety. 

8.5.5 Feasibility 

Technical Report 13, published March 18, 1999, provided a detailed analysis of the OCX
JW A connector system to evaluate the feasibility of Alternative C. In order to allow 
passengers to connect effectively between the short-haul flights at JW A and the longer haul 
flights at OCX, it would be necessary to build and operate a connector system between the 
two airports which would, in effect, allow the two facilities to function as a single airport. 
Without this connector, the market segmentation between the two airports is not feasible. 
Also, it is assumed that regulatory perimeter rules would define the roles of the two airports. 

The costs of the connector were found to be unreasonable to the extent they would impose 
unnecessary burdens on the Orange County air traveling public and the airlines that serve 
them. The total costs per rider for a two-way connector trip were estimated to be between 
$103 and $110 (in 2020 dollars), assuming the connector would be implemented in Phase 4 
when connector costs could be spread over a greater number of passengers. If the connector 
were to begin service in 2005, the cost per rider would be $248 (in 2005 dollars) for a two
way connector trip. Most of these connector costs would be absorbed ultimately by the 
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passenger in the form of higher ticket prices, and such an increase would be unacceptable to 
the airlines and passengers. 

8.5.6 Conclusions 

For the reasons noted above, Alternative C is infeasible. In addition to infeasibility, the 
impact analysis demonstrates that this alternative would: 

• Meet the general project objectives except to optimize project cost/revenues. 

• Increase aviation noise impacts at JW A and regional air quality impacts. 

• Decrease aviation noise impacts near OCX compared to the Proposed Project, but 
impacts on sleep disturbance and recreation uses would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

Have land use, General Plan consistency, traffic, sleep disturbance, noise impacts on 
recreation uses, local and regional air quality impacts, construction air quality impacts, toxic 
air contaminant impacts, soils, geology, seismicity, hydrology, water quality, biological, 
public services, natural resource, energy, aesthetics, light and glare, cultural, recreational, 
public health, safety, hazardous materials/wastes, socioeconomics, and risk of upset impacts 
the same or similar to the project. 
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8.6 ALTERNATIVE F: JWA - SHORT- TO LIMITED 
LONG-HAUL WITH LIMITED GENERAL AVIATION; 
NO AVIATION REUSE AT FORMER MCAS EL 
TORO 

This section presents the potential impacts of Alternative F as measured against the existing 
setting, as well as a comparison of the alternative's impacts to those of the Proposed Project 
at build out. In those instances in which the comparison of the alternative to the Proposed 
Project is materially affected by the phasing of the project, i.e., in those instances in which 
the impacts of the Proposed Project during the phasing years are materially different from 
those impacts at year 2020, a comparison of the alternative's impacts to those of the 
Proposed Project for the applicable phasing year is also provided. 

This alternative was selected for analysis because it has the potential to avoid significant 
unavoidable aircraft noise and aircraft air quality emission impacts at the EI Toro site while 
still feasibly attaining some of the objectives of the Proposed Project. 

8.6.1 Aviation Uses 

Under Alternative F, JW A would continue to provide short- and medium-haul domestic 
passenger service (with limited long-haul service), and there would be no aviation reuse at 
MCAS El Toro. JWA would also provide all-cargo service to short-, medium-, and limited 
long-haul destinations. JW A would not be constrained by existing limits on passengers or 
aircraft operations under this alternative. The airport would accommodate as much 
passenger demand as possible, estimated to be approximately 14 MAP in 2020, by 
expanding airport facilities to the extent possible within the existing airport property limits, 
approximately four percent (0.6 MAP) of which would be passengers with connecting 
flights. JW A is also forecast to annually handle approximately 180 thousand tons of 
domestic cargo. Alternative F would include 29 jet aircraft gates and 8 commuter aircraft 
gates, 19 Remain Overnight (RON) aircraft parking spaces, 13,820 vehicle parking spaces, 
and approximately 1.14 million square feet of terminal area. There would be minimal 
general aviation service at JW A, which would allow the airport to accommodate expanded 
commercial service. The general aviation runway would be closed. The main runway would 
be extended from 5,700 feet to 6,800 feet. General aviation activity would be displaced to 
private or municipal airports in Orange County or other counties. Figure 8-6 depicts 
Alternative F. 

The environmental analysis of this alternative focuses on the impacts of the alternative at 
JW A. This alternative does not propose or include any physical changes at the EI Toro site. 
However, if Alternative F were selected and implemented, it necessarily would result in the 
adoption of a nonaviation plan for the EI Toro site, possibly one similar to the ETRPA 
Nonaviation Alternative. To understand the full impacts of Alternative F along with the 
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ETRP A Nonaviation Alternative, for example, the reader should review the impacts of both 
alternatives as addressed in this section. 

8.6.2 Nonaviation Revenue Support Uses 

Alternative F does not propose nonaviation uses at JW A and does not include any physical 
changes at the EI Toro site. However, approval of Alternative F would lead to the adoption 
of a nonaviation plan for the EI Toro site. 

8.6.3 Attainment of Project Objectives 

This alternative will not meet the general project objectives for reuse of MCAS EI Toro. 
Alternative F will also not meet the general aviation, existing land use restrictions, and 
General Plan implementation objectives. It will have a major adverse impact on general 
aviation as the more than 500 general aviation aircraft now at JW A would have to be 
relocated. Alternative F also does not encourage growth of service opportunities, and it does 
not implement the two airport system. This alternative will partially further the other 
aviation related objectives. 

8.6.4 Environmental Impacts of Alternative F 

8.6.4.1 Land Use 

This alternative would have no land use impacts at the El Toro site since all development 
would occur at JW A. However, this alternative would have greater adverse land use impacts 
at JW A than the Proposed Project. Based on this analysis, the alternative would not avoid or 
substantially lessen impacts compared to the project. 

JW A under Alternative F will serve almost twice as many commercial air passengers as are 
currently served at JW A. This win require a runway extension and facilities expansion. The 
JW A site is surrounded by business parks, light industrial uses, and airport serving 
businesses, which are compatible with intensified airport use at JW A, therefore; the 
intensification of on-site land uses associated with Alternative F will not have significant 
impact on adjacent off-site land uses. However, as a result of a larger 65 CNEL noise 
contour, this alternative will have a significant effect on existing residential uses compared 
to no significant effect under the Proposed Project (see Section 8.4.4.4). 

8.6.4.2 General Plan Consistency 

This alternative would impact General Plan consistency issues at the EI Toro site, although it 
would not raise General Plan issues with respect to JW A. Amendments to the County Noise 
Element and AELUP are not required for JW A because the new noise contours related to the 
increase in the aviation activity at JW A would be within the 1985 JW A Master Plan 
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contours. Although this alternative avoids aviation uses at the EI Toro site, a nonaviation 
use at El Toro would require a County General Plan Amendment to replace Measure A 
policies designating the EI Toro site for commercial airport development and amendments to 
reflect the absence of aviation noise and associated land use restrictions. 

Under the Proposed Project, the Land Use, Noise, Public Services and Facilities, and Safety 
eler~nts of the General Plan are proposed to be amended. 

8.6.4.3 Transportation and Circulation 

lbis alternative would have greater adverse traffic impacts at JW A than the Proposed 
Project. Additionally, since this alternative would meet less existing and future County 
aviation demand, the alternative would result in higher regional vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) compared to the Proposed Project. This alternative would not avoid or lessen 
measurably the project impacts because JW A impacts would be increased and because the 
foreseeable development of the EI Toro site with nonaviation uses would generate adverse 
impacts greater than the project due to higher regional VMTs. 

The AM and PM peak hour and ADT traffic generated by JW A with build out of 
Alternative F is summarized in Table 8.6-1. Refer to Section 11.0 in the 1999 Traffic 
Analysis Technical Report for detailed information on the methodology applied to produce 
trip generation estimates for Alternative F. 

Table 8.6-1 
Trip Generation Summary - Alternative F 

For the JW A site, no changes to the connections that currently provide access between JW A 
and the surrounding circulation system are envisioned under Alternative F. Primary access 
to the passenger terminal would be provided by the existing entryways from MacArthur 
Boulevard at the Michelson Drive and 1-405 southbound ramp intersections and from SR-55 
via the existing JW A direct connector ramps. The parking areas that replace the existing 
general aviation facilities in the southeast part of the airport would be accessed from 
Campus Drive via the existing Airport Way intersection. The parking areas that replace the 
existing general aviation facilities in the southwest part of the airport would be accessed via 
the existing general aviation entryway from Baker Street east of Red Hill Avenue. 

Table 8.6-2 compares, in summary, the Alternative F highway impacts to the existing 
conditions and existing conditions plus Proposed Project. There is minimal comparison 
between the existing plus Proposed Project versus the Alternative F impacts due to the large 
differences between the scope of the project (two airports) and the alternative (one airport). 
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Table 8.6-2 
Summary Comparison of Traffic Impacts for Alternative F to 

Existing Conditions and Existing Conditions Plus Project 

IMPACI'ED ARTERIAL ROADS 

Laguna Canyon (1-405 to 

ARTERIAL ROADWAYS 

Portola (Sand Canyon to Foothill Culver (Bryan to Trabuco) 
Toll Road) 

ofEI Toro) IMPACTED FREEWAY RAMPS 

1-405 at Jamboree (SB Off-Ramp) 

5 at Sand Canyon (NB Direct 
On-Ramp) 

IMPACTED FREEWAY 
SEGMENTS 

1-405 at MacArthur (SB On-Ramp) 1-5 V"'1J"Y to north of SR-55) 
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SB-southbound WB-westbound 

However, Table 8.6-2 indicates that under Alternative F traffic impacts will occur in the 
vicinity of JW A, while under the Proposed Project impacts will result primarily in the EI 
Toro vicinity (refer to Section 11.0 in the 1999 Traffic Analysis Technical Report for 
detailed summaries of the Alternative F traffic volumes and LOS, as well as comparisons 
between existing plus committed conditions with and without Alternative F for intersections 
and arterial roadways within the traffic analysis study area, and refer to Section 11.0 in the 
2001 Traffic Analysis Technical Report Addendum for comparable information for 
freeway/tollway mainline segments and freeway/tollway ramps within the traffic analysis 
study area). 

A comparison of the impacts of Alternative F to the Proposed Project during the phasing 
years may also be made. As discussed in detail in Section 4.3.6.6 of this Draft EIR No. S73, 
as supplemented, under the Proposed Project phasing years, four intersection locations, two 
arterial roadway segments, one continuous freeway mainline segment and one freeway ramp 
would be significantly impacted under Phase 1 conditions (2OOS), five intersection locations, 
two arterial roadway segments, one continuous freeway mainline segment and one freeway 
ramp would be significantly impacted under Phase 2 conditions (20 I 0), and nine intersection 
locations, two arterial roadway segments, one continuous freeway mainline segment and two 
freeway ramps would be significantly impacted under Phase 3 conditions (20IS). At Phase 
4 build out, the Proposed Project would result in significant impacts not previously 
identified to four freeway/tollway mainline segments and four freeway/tollway ramps. See 
Draft Supplemental Analysis Section 4.3.6.S. In each case, however, the identified impacts 
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will be mitigated to a level below significant during the applicable phasing year (see Section 
4.3.7.2, Table 4.3-20). 

In evaluating traffic impacts under Alternative F, the reader should keep in mind that 
approval of this alternative would lead to adoption of a nonaviation plan for the El Toro site 
such as the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative analyzed in Section 8.10. 

8.6.4.4 Noise 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have no aviation noise impacts at the 
El Toro site, but would have greater adverse noise impacts at JW A than existing operations 
and the Proposed Project. Alternative F would increase the 60 and 65 CNEL contours at 
JW A from the 1998 contours somewhat, but not to the extent where they exceed those of the 
1985 Master Plan contours. The number of individual commercial aircraft events will also 
increase substantially under this alternative. This alternative assumes that these operations 
would all be accommodated during existing operations hours, and no increase in the number 
of nighttime operations is expected under this alternative at JW A. However, the substantial 
increase in the number of operations may be considered a significant impact of Alternative F 
independent of the CNEL computation, as it was for El Toro under the Proposed Project and 
various other alternatives. The number of affected residences inside the 60 and 65 dB CNEL 
contours is greater under Alternative F than either existing conditions or the Proposed 
Project (Table 8.4-4). 

In conclusion, this Alternative would avoid 'aircraft noise impacts at the El Toro site. Also 
see Figure 8-7, which depicts noise contours for Alternative F. 

Adoption of this alternative would probablY lead to approval of a nonaviation land use plan 
for the El Toro site, such as the ETRPA Nonaviation Alternative. For analysis of the noise 
impacts of a nonaviation land use plan, refer to Section 8.3. 

8.6.4.5 Air Quality 

As described below, Alternative F would result in: 1) significant unavoidable short-term 
construction impacts greater than under the Proposed Project; 2) significant regional impacts 
greater than the Proposed Project under all development scenarios due to Orange County 
generated demand being serviced at other regional airports outside of the County similar to 
the No ProjectINo Alternative; and 3) significant local air quality impacts at JWA greater 
than the Proposed Project resulting from aircraft operations at JW A. This alternative, 
however, would avoid the significant local air quality impacts of the Proposed Project 
resulting from aircraft emissions at OCX. This alternative may, however, result in the 
adoption of a nonaviation plan for the El Toro site that could have local CO hot spot impacts 
greater than the Proposed Project. 
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Shon-Term(Consuucuon)lmpacts 

Under this alternative, there would be a facility expansion and runway extension at JW A. 
Construction emissions would be greater than those of the Proposed Project at JW A. With 
respect to MCAS EI Toro, this alternative may lead to the adoption of a nonaviation 
alternative similar to the ETRPA Nonaviation Alternative. Construction emission impacts at 
MCAS EI Toro under this scenario could be greater than those of the Proposed Project due 
to higher density or intensity land uses being proposed. Therefore, this alternative would 
result in significant and unavoidable construction emissions that could be greater than the 
Proposed Project under all development scenarios and would not avoid or substantially 
lessen impacts compared to the Proposed Project. 

Operational Air Quality Impacts 

Emissions Inventories 

Under this alternative, total annual passenger and total annual aircraft LTD operations at 
JWA would be greater than those of the Proposed Project. Alternative F's direct air 
pollutant emissions associated with airport operations, including aircraft, GSE, energy 
consumption, and vehicular trips, are shown below in Table 8.6-3. 

When compared to the direct air quality emissions associated with the Proposed Project at 
build out, Alternative F would have greater CO, NOx, and PM]O emissions at JW A but lower 
ROC emissions. 

Air pollutant emissions, including airport operations at other airports in the region and VMT 
required for air travel passengers to get to these airports, are shown in Table 8.6-4 for this 
alternative. The regional air quality impacts under this alternative would be significant and 
would be greater than under the Proposed Project. These regional air quality impacts, 
however, would be less than under the No Project Alternative. 
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Table 8.6-3 
Phase 4 Alternative F - Project Direct Air Pollutant Emissions (PoundslDay) 

.. 
. .. CO' NOx ROC! SOx PMIO 

Aircraft 2,073.72 5,146.14 205.17 349.98 65.49 
OCX -- -- -- -- --
JWA 2,073.72 5,146.14 205.17 349.98 65.49 

GSE/APU 9,605.97 622.45 246.59 15.13 26.49 
OCX -- -- -- -- --
JWA 9,605.97 622.45 246.59 15.13 26.49 

Fuel StoragelDispensing -- -- 4.76 -- --
OCX -- -- -- -- --
JWA -- -- 4.76 -- --

Airport Roadways 198.12 26.61 7.23 1.21 2.10 
OCX -- -- -- -- --
JWA 198.12 26.61 7.23 1.21 2.10 

Airport Parking 154.99 12.02 16.02 4.90 0.47 
OCX -- -- -- -- --
JWA 154.99 12.02 16.02 4.90 0.47 

Energy Consumption 52.80 303.60 2.80 3l.10 10.40 
OCX -- -- -- -- --
JWA 52.80 303.60 2.80 3l.10 10.40 

Vehicular Traffic 7,417 3,000 583 185 1,535 

OCX -- -- -- -- --

JWA 7,417 3,000 583 185 1,535 
Total 19,502 9,111 1,066 587 1,640 

Source: CH2M Hill and LSA Associates, Inc., 2001 

ROC emissions obtained by mUltiplying HC emissions reported by EDMS by a factor of 1.14. 
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Table 8.6-4 
Regionwide Emissions Inventory Alternative F Phase 4 

(pounds/Day Unless Noted) 

Aircraft EIToro 
JWA 

Other Airports 
Total Regional 

GSE EIToro 
JWA 

Other Airports 
Total Regional 

Energy EI Toro 
JWA 

Others 
Total Regional 

Fuel EIToro 
JWA 

Other Airports 
Total Regional 

Airport Roadways EI Toro 
JWA 

Other Airports 
Total Regional 

Airport Parking EI Toro 
JWA 

Other Airports 
Total Regional 

Roads EI Toro 
JWA 

Others Airports l 

Total Regional! 

TOTAL (pounds/day) 

Change frorn 2020 No Project 
(pounds/day) 

SCAQMD Threshold for Operation 
(pounds/day) 

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., 200 I. 

I Typographical correction. 

CO 

--
2,073.72 

78,722.06 
80,795.78 

--
9,605.97 

102,215.15 
111,821.12 

--
52.80 

620.00 
672.80 

--
--
--
--
--

198.12 
3,524.86 
3,722.98 

--
154.99 

2,203.37 
2,358.36 

--
7,417.00 

2,768,580.00 
2,:;lSS,:;l0:;l.00 
2,775,997.00 
2,:;lCiJ,124 00 
2,975~68.04 

::,116;:,4115 04 

P!994.562 
~1iI,s;n ~,~ 

550 

NOX ROC SOX 

-- -- --
5,146.14 205.17 349.98 

80,454.54 10,959.04 6,126.26 
85,600.68 11,164.21 6,476.24 

-- -- --
622.45 246.59 15.13 

10,264.12 3,024.28 664.81 
10,886.57 3,270.87 679.94 

-- -- --
303.60 2.80 31.10 

3,568.00 33.00 365.00 
3,871.60 35.80 396.10 

-. -- --
-- 4.76 --
-- 535.63 --
-- 540.39 --
-- -- --

26.61 7.23 1.21 
715.29 162.18 43.04 
741.90 169.41 44.25 

-- -- --
12.02 16.02 4.90 

189.72 30.42 58.51 
201.74 46.44 63.41 

-- -- --
3,000.00 583.00 185.00 

493,807.00 71,290.00 48,891.00 
4~1 !;J~ iii 00 Ci~!:;lSJ 00 4~,OSIiI 00 
496,807.00 71,873.00 49,058.00 
4~4!~JIiI 00 :;lO,JJ(i 00 4~!~4~ 00 
598,109.49 87!100.12 56,717.94 
5115,540.411 115,56;1,1;: 5Ci,gg;z,g4 

{l,483.87} {478. 161 {172.32} 
~~!4S~,OO ~I ,OO(i SJ~ ~~~~~ 

55 55 150 

PMIO 
--

65.49 
887.12 
952.61 

--
26.49 

376.36 
402.85 

--
10.40 

122.00 
132.40 

--
--
--
--
--

2.10 
58.49 
60.59 

--
0.47 

23.10 
23.57 

--
1,535.00 
8,292.00 
1iI!~ II 00 
9,827.00 
1l,1iI4Ci 00 

11,399.02 
11,41,11 g;: 

{20.382 

~ 

150 
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Dispersion Modeling 

At intersections in the vicinity of the project sites, the CAL3QHC model was used to assess 
the CO concentrations for Alternative F. Tables 8.6-5 and 8.6-6 show that the I-hour and 8-
hour CO concentrations would be below the State and federal CO standards. No CO hot 
spots would occur from vehicular traffic trips caused by this alternative. 

Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts 

This alternative would avoid impacts at the EI Toro site but would increase impacts at the 
JW A site. Impacts would be reduced with the mitigation measures recommended for the 
project but are anticipated to remain significant after mitigation. 

8.6.4.6 Topography 

Under Alternative F the main runway at JWA (Runway 19R-IL) would be extended 1,100 
feet to the north; however, no expansion of overall airport acreage is planned. Under 
Alternative F, terminal expansion would potentially require minor grading, but because the 
site is essentially flat, there would be no significant impact related to topography. Therefore, 
Alternative F would not be expected to result in adverse impacts related to topography at 
JW A, similar to the result found for the Proposed Project. As noted above, approval of this 
alternative would lead to the adoption of a nonaviation alternative for the EI Toro site. 
Therefore, this alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen the impacts of the project. 

8.6.4.7 Soils, Geology and Seismicity 

This alternative would implement improvements at JW A within the existing developed area 
of the site. Therefore, no significant impacts related to soils, geology, or seismicity would 
occur, similar to the Proposed Project. Under Alternative F the main runway at JW A 
(Runway 19R-IL) would be extended 1,100 feet to the north; however, no expansion of 
overall airport acreage is planned. Therefore, Alternative F would not result in adverse 
impacts related to soils, geologic features or seismicity, similar to the Proposed Project. No 
aviation uses would be developed at the EI Toro site. However, this alternative would lead 
to the adoption of a nonaviation plan for the EI Toro site and would not, therefore, avoid or 
substantially lessen impacts of the project. 
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Table 8.6-5 
Phase 4 Alternative F - Predicted One Hour Ambient Carbon Monoxide Concentration 

for Intersections with the Highest Volume and Wont Level of Service (LOS) 

Jamboree .t Chapman 7 .• 7.0 7.2 7.0 7.0 7.2 6.1 7.2 6.1 6.& 6.7 6.6 

CITY OF SANTA ANA U 

MIICArlhu.ItMain 7.1 7.2 7.2 7.3 7.0 6.9 6.' 7.1 6.' 7.0 6.7 6.9 

Main &: Sunflower 7.0 7.1 6.1 7.1 6.7 7.0 6.6 6.5 6.7 U 7.1 6.9 

G<and It &li"ser 6.9 7.0 7.0 7.3 7.0 7.1 6.7 6.9 6.6 7.0 6 .• 6.7 

CITY 0' TUSTIN" 

Newport" £dlnler 7.2 7.1 6.8 7.2 6.7 6 .• 6.' 6.7 6.7 7.0 6.6 6.9 
Von Karman &. Barranee 7 .• 7.1 7.1 6.9 6.6 7 .• 6.7 6.9 '.6 6.S 6.7 7.0 
TUllia Ranch &: Edina« 7.2 7.0 6 .• 7.1 6.7 6.9 6 .• 6.7 6 .• 6 .• 6 .• 7.0 

CITY OF IRVlNE'-t J_"_ S.9 6 .• 5.' S.7 5.3 5.5 5.3 !.! 5.5 5.4 5.5 5 .• 

Jamboree" MaiQ 5.7 5.7 57 SA 5.2 5.4 5.3 5.4 5.3 5.4 5.4 5.7 

Jamboree &. Ahon 5.6 5.' 1.7 5.1 5.2 1.5 12 5.4 5.4 5.4 5.4 5.7 

Culver &. Irvine Ccmer 5.' 5.6 5.7 5.7 5.2 I.' H 5.5 l.l 5.5 5.' 5.5 

Jamboree &: Michelsofl 5.7 5.' 1.4 5.6 5.1 5.3 5.3 5.3 1.3 5.' H 5.4 

Red Hill " MaeAnhur 5.7 5.5 5.5 5.' 5.0 5.' 5.4 5.' 5.3 I.' H 5.7 

Von Kannan &: Mlin 5.1 5.7 5.8 5.1 5.3 5.7 5.2 5.3 5.3 5., 5.1 5.5 
Rcd HltI & Main 5.5 5.' 5.5 5.6 U 5.' 5.2 5.3 5.2 1.2 5.2 5.2 
Von Karman It Michelson 5.4 5.' 5.3 5.2 5.0 5.1 5.1 5 .• 5.0 12 5 .• 5.1 MIo_" C"" .... 5.7 SA 5.' 5.5 1.0 5.1 5.1 5.2 S2 5.2 5.1 5.3 

Culv«" Michelson SA 5.5 1.2 5.2 5.0 5.2 5.1 5.0 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.4 

CITY OF LAGUNA BEACH" 

Moulton &. 61 TOto 5.4 5.4 5.' 5.1 5.1 1.3 5.2 I.' 5 .• 53 5.1 5.1 

CITY OF LAGUNA BILLS" 

EI foro" Avd. Carlota I.' 54 5.' 1.3 5 .• 5.3 5 .• 5.1 5.2 5.2 5.1 5.3 

'" ~ Con.centrlttons Ire in pllCta per million (ppm) 

1 • kEe I SW CORNER 
2 • kEel Sl! CORNEll. 
3 • kEC3 NE CORNEll. 
•• REC4 NW CORNEll. 
5· REe5 S. DEPARTUI!E· MID BLOCK 
•• kEe. Ii. APPROACH· MID BLOCK 
7· kEe7 E. Di!PAR1lJlU!· MID BLOCK 
8· RECS W. APPROACH· MID BLOCK 
•• REC9 Ii. DEPARTURE· MID BLOCK 
10· RECIO S. APPROACH· MID BLOCK 
11· kEel! W. DEPARTUI!E· MID BLOCK 
12·REC12 E. APPROACH· MID BLOCK 
13 - The ambient ono-bow CO concenuatioo, 6.1 ppm. obtained by muJtiplyiq & roIJbut flador to lhe second hi*,,*i o~ CO eonc:.cntratkm" the nelf'Ctt .ir monit.orina .Halian. 

Centrll Otanp County Air MonilOrina Stltioll betWeen the rem 199610 2000, is added to lb. ~ ono holU lewlI. 
14 - The Jmbi_ ono-bour CO eot'Icatnlioo, 4.6 ppm. obWneci by multiplying. rollback faRol' to the H«md hipest one-hQur CO coneentr.uon at the nearest air monitoring Jtation. 

SaddJebd Valley Air MonitoriAl St.aI:ion between the )'W' 1996 to 2000, if added to the cakulatt:d one hour Jevela, 
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Table 8.6-6 
Phase 4 Alternative F - Predicted Eight Hour Ambient Carbon Monoxide Concentration 

for Intersections with the Highest Volume and Worst Level of Service (LOS) 

iJ!4ImI'fiMllW_~1!JR~~"'.~ 
CITY OF OMNGE" 

345 Jamboree & C1!opnwt 5.l 5.l 5.4 5<2 5,l SA H U SJ H 5<0 M 

CfIY OF SA.NTA ANA U 

154 
__ &Maio 

5<3 u 54 H 5<2 5.l 5<2 U 5<2 5<1 5<0 U 
152 Main&_ 5.l 5<3 5.1 5<3 M 5<2 5<0 U 5<0 5J 5<3 5.2 
90 G<ud&I!d ...... 5.l 5.2 5.2 M 5.1 5<3 5.0 5<1 5.0 5.1 52 5.0 

CITY OFTIlSTINu 

93 N"'l"'I1&I!d ...... SA u H H S.O 5.0 5.0 5.0 5<0 5<2 5.0 U 
115 Von Kannm k BlIlVICl 5.l 5.3 5.1 5.2 5.0 5<' 5.0 5.2 5.0 4.9 5<0 5.2 
95 Tum. RanclI k Edi_ SA 5.2 5<2 U 5.0 5.2 5<0 5.0 5.l 52 5.0 5<2 

ern' or UlVlNJ;" 
116 JamboRe &; Bamnca U 3.9 3.6 n l.4 3.5 U 3<5 35 3.5 U U 
156 Jamboree &: Main n D 3.7 U U l.S l.4 U 3.4 l.5 l.5 3.7 
U4 J ... _&AI ... ).6 ).6 3.7 l.5 U l.S H B l.S l.S 3.5 37 
9. Culver" Irvine Center M l.6 '<7 3<7 U B '.5 U 3.4 3.5 U U 
175 Jamboree &: MidtclMN'l 3.7 ,<5 lS H U u l.4 U l4 l.5 U U 
lSI RodHlII& MocAnhur n U 3.5 3.6 3.2 B l.S 3.5 U 3.5 3.4 3.7 
ISS Von Kaman &: Main B l.7 D 3.S l.4 3.7 U 3.4 U 3.5 l.4 lS 
III Rod Hill & Mai. l.5 ,<6 3.5 3.6 U U U l.4 l.l 3.l l.l U 
174 Von Karman. It, MidleJaan l.5 U l.4 3.3 3.2 U U U l.2 U l.2 3.4 
186 MaoAnhur k Cam"", D U H U '<2 U U U U U )) H 
177 CulvCf" MididlOtl 3.5 3<5 U U H U U n 3.3 l.l l.4 3.5 

Crr\' OF LAGlINA BEACH" 

299 Maul ... &ElT .... l.5 H l.S U l.l l.' U l.5 32 )4 U U 

Crr\' OF LAGIlliA HILLS" 

2&0 III T oro & Avd Carioca H H U U H U '<2 l.l 3.l U U H _: 
•• ~ ... m pull pet milllo4 (ppnI) 
1 ·1UlC1 SW CORNER 
2 .1II!C2 SE CORNER 
3·1UlC3 NE CORNER 
•• 1II!C4 NW CORNER 
S ·1UlC5 S. OEl'ARTIlIII!· MlIl BLOCK 
6·lUlC6 N.It.PPROACH· MID BLOCK 
7 .1II!C7 Il. DEl'ARTIlIII!- MIll BLOCK 
8·llIlClI W. APPROACH - MlIl BLOCK 
9· REC9 N.OEl'ARTIlIII!-MlIlBLOCK 
to -IUlCIO S< APPROACH - MIll BLOCK 
II -1UlC1I W. DEI'ARTIlIII!· MlO BLOCK 
12 -1UlC12 1l.lt.PI'P.0ACH - MlO BLOCK 
1)· TIle ... biM! coitIht·hour CO _" Hppm, oblll.od by multiplyi ...... lIbod< _ I01I>o_lUg ..... "sbI·hour _ .... ,,11>0_ aiT .... ioorittg ........ 

CenInoI!lraop Cl:iuoIy Air MomIDri ... Sliltinn _11>0 , .... or 1996 ., 2000. i. odd«!., 11>0 """"'" or 11>0 caI""-l_ '-11 _plied by. ponillcn! r_ orO.'< 
14 ~ Tho ambient eight-hour CO concenttatio«l. 2.9 ppm, obtained by multiplyina" roUbJek fIc:tof 10 ibe tee.Oftd hiabat.~ ~ II: die neanat air monitoriq I1a1bt. 

Saddlebtck Valley Air MonilOrina Station between the years of 199610 2000, is Idded to 1110 ~ of1lle cabllated one-hour lev. multiplied by a p«rJiaIem: tactof oro,7. 
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8.6.4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Since all improvements would occur within the existing developed area of JW A, this 
alternative will incur hydrology and water quality impacts at JW A similar to the Proposed 
Project. No aviation uses would be developed at the EI Toro site. However, this alternative 
would lead to adoption of a nonaviation plan for the El Toro site and would not, therefore, 
avoid or substantially lessen impacts of the project. 

8.6.4.9 Biological Resources 

Since the biological resource component at JW A is very limited, no direct or indirect 
impacts would be expected at JWA under Alternative F. For indirect impacts, the biological 
resource issues would not be substantially different from the Proposed Project. There would 
be some slight differences in impacts as a result of noise exposure and aircraft overflights 
since the aircraft operations differ at JW A. Noise and overflight characteristics are different 
between Alternative F and the Proposed Project, because the 60 CNEL contour is longer for 
Alternative F. However, this difference would not result in adverse impacts to biological 
resources in the Newport Back Bay. This alternative would not, therefore, avoid or 
substantially lessen the impacts of the project. 

8.6.4.10 Public Services and Utilities 

This alternative would have greater adverse impacts at JW A than the Proposed Project. Due 
to the plan to expand JW A in Alternative F, a need for increased fire and emergency 
medical, police services, and transit to the area would likely arise. Like the Proposed 
Project, mitigation measures prescribed in section 4.10 (Public Services and Utilities) would 
reduce staffing impacts to below a level of significance. 

As described in Section 4.10 (Public Services and Utilities), the Proposed Project is not 
anticipated to result in significant adverse impacts related to utilities. Alternative F could also 
be served with utilities without significant adverse impacts after mitigation, similar to 
conditions under the Proposed Project. Depending on the specific land uses and utility services 
and infrastructure needs associated with Alternative F, a utility infrastructure different from 
that anticipated under the Proposed Project may be necessary to most effectively provide utility 
services under this alternative. Mitigation similar to that for the Proposed Project would 
reduce adverse impacts of this alternative related to utilities infrastructure and services to 
below a level of significance. This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen the 
impacts of the project. 

Alternatives County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 
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8.6.4.11 Natural Resources and Energy 

This alternative would have greater adverse impacts at JW A than the Proposed Project. As 
discussed in Section 4.ll (Natural Resources and Energy), the Proposed Project would not 
result in significant adverse impacts related to natural resources, with the exception of 
significant adverse impacts to agricultural resources on the El Toro site, which could not be 
mitigated to below a level of significance. This alternative could reduce or avoid the project 
impacts on agricultural soils depending on the reuse alternative selected for the El Toro site. 
Section 8.3 analyzes the impacts of a nonaviation alternative for the El Toro site. There are 
no natural or agricultural resources at JW A. 

Implementation of the Proposed Project also would result in a less than significant increase 
in regional energy consumption, associated primarily with construction and operation of a 
new international airport at the MCAS El Toro site, as compared to existing conditions. 
Under this alternative, the temporary increase in energy consumption associated with 
construction activities at MCAS EI T oro would be replaced by a lower level of effort to 
expand JW A. From a regional standpoint, this alternative also would realize lower energy 
consumption levels associated with airport operations compared with the two-airport system 
of the Proposed Project. This energy savings would be offset somewhat, however, by 
increased highway travel, as the shortfall in forecasted demand for air travel service forces 
air travelers to drive to other airports within the region than would be required with the 
Proposed Project. 

The ultimate build out and phased development of Alternative F would require more intense 
construction efforts, and entail a higher level of operations at JW A than the Proposed 
Project. Therefore, the impacts related to natural resources and energy would be greater to 
JW A under Alternative F because of the higher level of operations and higher energy 
consumption. In conclusion, this alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen impacts 
compared to the project. 

8.6.4.12 Aesthetics, Light and Glare 

This alternative would have greater impacts at JW A compared to the Proposed Project. 
With mitigation measures, the impacts of this alternative would be reduced but would 
remain significant. This alternative would lead to adoption of a nonaviation reuse plan for 
the EI Toro site similar to the ETRPA Nonaviation Alternative. Refer to Section 8.3 for an 
analysis of this alternative. 

Physical changes to the JW A site under Alternative F include extension of the main 
commercial runway (Runway lL-19R) from 5,700 feet to 6,800 feet, which is the maximum 
extension allowable within the existing property boundary of the airport. The existing 
terminal concourse would be lengthened by several hundred feet on the north and south ends 
to provide additional aircraft gates. An additional terminal would be created to the south 
and connected to the existing terminal. Additional parking would be provided in all 
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remaining areas around the new terminal, and additional long-term parking would be 
provided in the general aviation areas on the southeast and southwest of the airport. 
Additional off-site parking would likely be necessary for this alternative. Expansion of 
access roadways to JW A would be necessary to accommodate the expanded passenger 
service under Alternative F. Expansions would potentially include the existing direct access 
from SR-55, Campus Drive, and MacArthur Boulevard at Michelson Drive. 

Alternative F would increase the intensity of development on and around the JW A site, 
whereas the Proposed Project would make no substantial aesthetic changes to the site (a 
slight reduction of commercial service is proposed). The potential effects of light and glare 
under this alternative would be greater than those of the Proposed Project due to the 
increased services at the airport, especially evening (the nighttime curfew is assumed to 
continue for commercial flights) aircraft light and glare impacts on nearby residential areas 
(e.g. Santa Ana Heights). Ground level light and glare impacts would be reduced to a level 
of insignificance with County Standard Condition of Approval LG 1. In conclusion, this 
alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen impacts compared to the project at the 
JWAsite. 

8.6.4.13 Cultural Resources 

Improvements at JW A under Alternative F would occur within the physical confines of the 
existing airport site. Like the Proposed Project, there would be no additional or new effects 
on cultural resources since there are no known archaeological, paleontological or historic 
resources on the already developed JW A airport property. Approval of this alternative 
would lead to adoption of a nonaviation plan for the EI Toro site, which could potentially 
impact cultural resources more than the Proposed Project Therefore, this alternative would 
not avoid or substantially lessen impacts compared to the project. 

8.6.4.14 Recreation 

Under Alternative F, noise impacts on the use of area recreational facilities in the JW A area 
would increase due to the enlarged 65 dB CNEL contours resulting from the increased 
commercial aviation and cargo services under this alternative. This alternative would avoid 
aviation noise impacts on recreation uses at the EI T oro site but would increase aviation 
impacts from aircraft noise on the use of trails, parks, and other recreational facilities at the 
JW A site. Approval of this alternative would lead to adoption of a nonaviation plan for the 
El Toro site similar to the ETRPA Nonaviation Alternative. Refer to Section 8.3 for an 
analysis of the nonaviation plan impacts. 
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8.6.4.15 Public Health and Safety 

A viation Safety 

Compared to the Proposed Project, under Alternative F there would be an increase of 
approximately 97,900 air carrier and air cargo operations and a decrease of approximately 
352,400 general aviation operations at JW A. Under this scenario, the potential air carrier 
and air cargo accident risks at JW A would increase by approximately 145.0% to reflect the 
number of increasing aviation activity diverted from OCX to JW A. The potential accident 
risks for general aviation at JW A would decrease by 98.2%. Since there is no aviation 
activity at OCX under this alternative, there would be zero aviation risks. Compared to the 
Proposed Project relative to on-airport and off-airport fatal accidents per million operations, 
there would be no significant adverse impacts under this alternative related to aviation safety 
at the MCAS El Toro site or at JW A. 

Compared to the existing conditions, there would be an increase of approximately 75,392 air 
carrier and air cargo operations and a decrease of approximately 321,024 general aviation 
operations at JW A. Under this scenario, the potential air carrier and air cargo accident risks 
at JWA would increase by approximately 83.8% to reflect the number of increasing 
operations and the potential general aviation accident risks would decrease by 98.00/0 
correspondingly. 

8.6.4.16 Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Wastes 

Under this alternative, aviation facilities would be expanded to the maximum available 
capacity within the existing airport property limits at JW A. Hazardous waste handling 
practices would remain unchanged at JW A; however, an increase in hazardous materials 
consumption, particularly jet fuel, commensurate with the expansion of aviation facilities 
would result. 

Like the Proposed Project, any use of hazardous materials and/or generation of hazardous 
waste at JW A under Alternative F would be regulated by applicable State law, federal law, 
and regulations pertaining to worker protection, hazardous materials storage and use, and 
hazardous waste generation and disposal. Implementation of these regulations will reduce 
potential impacts associated with the presence of these hazardous substances to below a 
level of significance. This alternative would lead to adoption of a nonaviation alternative at 
the EI Toro site similar to the ETRPA Nonaviation Alternative. Refer to Section 8.3 for an 
analysis of nonaviation impacts. 
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8.6.4.17 Socioeconomics 

Under this alternative, 8,500 jobs would be generated at JW A in 2020, which represents a 
net increase of 6,400 jobs at JWA over existing 1998 conditions. The number of jobs 
generated at JW A under this alternative would therefore be substantially greater, at 
approximately 5,200 jobs, than the number of jobs generated at JWA under the Proposed 
Project. Under this alternative, it is assumed that the MCAS EI Toro site would develop 
with a range of nonaviation uses similar to those shown in the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan. 
This development would result in an estimated 50,700 jobs, 13,600 persons, and 5,900 
housing units being located on the site in 2020. This level of activity is significantly higher 
than the level anticipated under the Proposed Project. In total, this alternative is projected to 
generate 59,000 jobs, 13,600 persons, and 5,900 housing units on the project site. This 
figure is significantly higher than the number of jobs, persons, and housing units expected 
under the Proposed Project. 

As with the Proposed Project, economic activity on the JW A and MCAS EI Toro sites, as 
well as expenditures by visitors arriving by air at JW A, would stimulate additional off-site 
job growth. Given the higher total number of on-site jobs for MCAS El Toro and JWA and 
the lower number of air passengers served by this alternative, the number of off-site jobs 
stimulated by the airport system could be similar to the Proposed Project. 

Given the greater number of jobs generated under Alternative F, at 59,000 jobs versus 
29,500 jobs under the Proposed Project, the magnitude of impacts related to induced growth 
or concentration of population and employment in the area, and increasing demand for 
housing, including low and moderate income housing, would be significantly higher than 
under the Proposed Project. However, the additional demand for housing created by project 
related employment would be partially offset by the housing to be developed on the MCAS 
EI Toro site under this alternative. The employment, population, and housing projections 
under Alternative F would also be inconsistent with the adopted regional forecasts, as under 
the Proposed Project. In conclusion, this alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen 
Proposed Project impacts. 

8.6.4.18 Risk of Upset 

The ultimate build out and phased development of this alternative would entail no aviation 
reuse at the EI Toro site and a market-driven increase in operations at JW A. General 
aviation operations would be eliminated and the main JW A runway would be extended to 
accommodate expanded commercial service. 

This alternative would generate an increase in demand for jet fuel at JWA, as well as 
associated tank truck jet fuel transport operations since JWA (unlike OCX) is not served by 
pipelines. Additional requirements for fuel storage capacity on the JW A site also would be 
required. Under this circumstance, the risk of upset potential at JW A would be higher than 
under the Proposed Project. As discussed in Section 4.18 (Risk of Upset), the Proposed 
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Project would not result in significant adverse impacts to public health and safety resulting 
from project-related risk of upset conditions after mitigation. Therefore, this alternative 
would not avoid or substantially lessen impacts compared to the project at JW A, but would 
avoid aviation impacts at the EI Toro site. 

8.6.5 Feasibility 

This alternative is feasible from a physical standpoint in that the existing main runway can 
be extended to serve the intended market role (short- and medium-haul and limited long
haul). The existing short general aviation runway can also be converted to a taxiway. The 
existing terminal building can be expanded to accommodate the projected demand. The 
present facilities can be expanded to meet projected demand in this alternative with some 
exceptions. Some vehicle parking would be located off-airport. In addition, facilities for in
flight catering would be located off-airport. No space would be available at the airport for 
aircraft maintenance. 

From an operational standpoint, the single runway for JW A is capable of supporting a 
limited long-haul market role. However, it is not feasible for the runway in this alternative 
to accommodate operations by unlimited long-haul or full international service. General 
aviation operations can be accommodated on a very limited basis, however, the more than 
500 JW A based general aviation aircraft must be relocated to other general aviation airports 
in the region. Furthermore, since the airport would be reduced to a single runway, it could 
be subject to periods of closure if the runway was under repair or otherwise unusable. 

From a market perspective, the alternative allows some growth in passenger service beyond 
today's passenger levels and some growth in all-cargo service. It does not accommodate a 
substantial portion of Orange County's long-term air travel needs, including general aviation 
demand. 

The costs for Alternative F, described in ASMP Technical Report 6, Volume 2, Appendix D 
are described as "order of magnitude" because they were prepared without the benefit of a 
master plan. They can be used, however, in a general comparison with the capital costs of 
the Proposed Project. The order of magnitude cost for Alternative F was estimated at $350 
million. The net revenue for this alternative would be expected to be less than other aviation 
"build" alternatives due to the lower level of airport activity . 

In conclusion, this alternative would be physically feasible, but would result in operational 
and development limitations, and would not meet the market objectives of the project. 
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8.6.6 Conclusions 

Alternative F does not: 

• Encourage growth of air service opportunities; 
• Implement two airport system; 
• Enhance GA opportunities for O.C. residents; and 
• Take advantage of existing land use restrictions. 

In comparison to the Proposed Project. Alternative F would result in significant regional air 
quality impacts and short-term construction impacts greater than the Proposed Project, 
greater local air quality impacts at JW A compared to the Proposed Project, and additional 
land use impacts, traffic impacts, noise impacts, public services and utilities impacts, natural 
resources and energy impacts, and aesthetics, light and glare impacts at JW A than under the 
Proposed Project. 

This alternative would lead to adoption of a nonaviation alternative for the EI Toro site 
similar to the ETRP A Nonaviation Alternative. Refer to Section 8.3 for conclusions 
regarding nonaviation uses. 

Alternatives County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 
1-152 



8.7 ALTERNATIVE G: JWA - LIMITED 
INTERNATIONAL; NO AVIATION REUSE AT 
FORMER MCAS EL TORO 

This section presents the potential impacts of Alternative G as measured against the existing 
setting, as well as a comparison of the alternative's impacts to those of the Proposed Project 
at build out. In those instances in which the comparison of the alternative to the Proposed 
Project is materially affected by the phasing of the project, i.e., in those instances in which 
the impacts of the Proposed Project during the phasing years are materially different from 
those impacts at year 2020, a comparison of the alternative's impacts to those of the 
Proposed Project for the applicable phasing year is also provided. 

This alternative was selected for analysis because it has the potential to avoid aircraft noise 
and aircraft air quality emission impacts at the EI Toro site while still feasibly attaining 
some of the objectives of the Proposed Project. 

8.7.1 Aviation Uses 

In Alternative G, the former MCAS El Toro is assumed to be a nonaviation use and JWA 
provides short, medium, and long-haul domestic and international air passenger service for 
an estimated 25.0 MAP, nine percent (2.2 MAP) of which are passengers with connecting 
flights. JW A is also forecast to annually handle approximately 40.0 thousand tons of 
international cargo and 1.23 million tons of domestic cargo. JW A would not be constrained 
by existing limits on passengers or aircraft operations under this alternative, and it is 
assumed that the airport would accommodate all of the demand in these categories projected 
for the airport beyond 2005 (estimated to be approximately 25 MAP in 2020 as described in 
the ASMP). To enable the airport to handle this demand, a major program for the 
acquisition of property would be required. Property to be acquired would include existing 
developed property north of JWA, extending the airport boundary west to SR-55, and a 
triangular shaped area to the east bound by Campus Drive, MacArthur Boulevard, Bristol 
Street, and Jamboree Road. New runway facilities, terminal facilities, parking, cargo 
facilities, and support facilities would be necessary. The closure of the general aviation 
runway, a 2,300-foot extension to the main runway, and a new 6,700-foot runway are 
envisioned in this alternative to accommodate the projected demand. Alternative G would 
include 52 jet aircraft gates, 11 commuter aircraft gates, 29 RON aircraft parking spaces, 
21,500 vehicle parking spaces, and 1.84 million square feet of terminal area (Figure 8-8 
depicts Alternative G). There would be no aviation reuse ofMCAS EI Toro. 

Under this alternative, there would be no aviation reuse of MCAS EI Toro. Accordingly, the 
environmental analysis of this alternative focuses on the impacts of the alternative at JW A. 
However, if Alternative G were selected and implemented, it would lead to adoption of a 
nonaviation plan for the EI Toro site, possibly one similar to the ETRPA Nonaviation 
Alternative analyzed in Section 8.3. To understand the full impacts of Alternative G along 
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with the ETRPA Nonaviation Alternative, for example, the reader should review the impacts 
of both alternatives as addressed in this section. 

8.7.2 Nonaviation Revenue Support Uses 

Alternative G does not propose nonaviation uses at JW A and does not include physical 
changes at EI Tom. However, as noted above, approval of Alternative G lead to the 
adoption of nonaviation uses at El Toro, possibly similar to the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan 
Alternative addressed in Section 8.3. 

8.7.3 Attainment of Project Objectives 

This alternative would not meet the general project objectives for reuse of MCAS El Toro. 
Alternative G will further most of the aviation related objectives, but not to the same extent 
as the Proposed Project This alternative does not meet the general aviation objectives. It 
will have a major impact on general aviation as the more than 500 general aviation aircraft 
now at JW A would have to be relocated. This alternative will not meet the existing land use 
or General Plan implementation aviation objectives. This alternative does not encourage 
service opportunities such as international service, and this alternative does not implement 
the two airport system to avoid impacts of a single system. 

8.7.4 Environmental Impacts of Alternative G 

8.7.4.1 Land Use 

This alternative would have no land use impacts at the MCAS El Toro site since all 
development would occur at JW A. This alternative would have significant adverse land use 
impacts at JW A. 

Under Alternative G, JWA would be expanded to accommodate 25 MAP, requiring the 
acquisition of a considerable amount of developed land outside the current property 
boundary. The land acquisition would occur primarily to the west, extending the JWA 
boundary to SR 55, and to the southeast, adding a large triangular shaped area south of 
Campus Drive and MacArthur Boulevard. 

There are residential land uses west of SR 55, the western boundary of JW A under 
Alternative G. Alternative G proposes 60 acres of parking at JWA along SR 55. Parking lot 
lighting has the potential to be a significant impact to the nearby residential uses, if not 
appropriately mitigated. The residences would not be directly impacted by the airport 
expansion, as the existing freeway separates the two uses. 

JW A acquisition to the southeast under this alternative would include the addition of a 
triangular shaped area of land bound by Campus Drive, MacArthur Boulevard, and Bristol 
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Street. A small portion of this area would front on Jamboree Road. The existing land uses 
in this triangular area are primarily commercial, offices and light industrial. A large number 
of businesses, primarily commercial offices, would be displaced. Campus Drive and Birch 
Street would no longer extend through this area under Alternative G. 

The existing JW A boundary along Campus Drive south of the MacArthur intersection places 
the existing airport facilities across the street right-of-way from business park uses, generally 
office and light industrial. The acquisition of the additional area east of Campus Drive 
would result in a similar situation, with business park uses across from the MacArthur 
Boulevard boundary of the acquisition area. Under this alternative, the SR 73IBristol Street 
boundary of JW A is extended further south. The Bristol Street right-of-way forms a large 
barrier between the airport uses in the acquisition area and the Bristol Street commercial 
frontage and residential uses behind the frontage. 

The extended runways needed under Alternative G will result in an extension of the ROF A 
area to the south and the tunneling of SR 73 under the ROF A. The significant transportation 
improvements needed in this area may result in the acquisition of additional properties along 
Bristol Street, and potentially impact the business frontage, the existing golf course, and 
possibly the residential areas behind the gold course. The extent of these impacts is not 
known at this time, but they are potentially significant. 

The existing long-term parking to the north of JW A and the 405 freeway would remain. 
Some additional property acquisition for parking could be required. The primary potential 
off-site effects of the long-term parking use are nighttime lighting and vehicular noise, 
which do not conflict with the typical daytime use of nearby office buildings; therefore, the 
long-term parking use is compatible in the business park setting where it is located. 

The land acquisition needed for the extension of the ROF A to the south and related 
transportation improvements under this alternative would involve the acquisition of property 
south of Bristol Street. In addition, two major JW A acquisition areas, west to SR 55 and 
southeast to SR 73, involve the displacement and relocation of a large number of existing 
businesses. The extent of the acquisition south of Bristol and the related impacts are not 
known at this time. The two major acquisitions to the west and southeast will disrupt 
businesses, but will not disrupt or divide residential communities, because there are no 
residences in these areas and, therefore, no established residential neighborhoods. 

The new boundaries of JW A under this alternative are major streets or highways, including 
SR 55 on the west and SR 73IBristoi Street and MacArthur Boulevard on the east. These 
major streets create a physical separation between the JW A acquisition areas and adjacent 
uses. The adjacent uses across MacArthur Boulevard are primarily office and light industrial 
that would not be significantly affected by operational characteristics of the airport, such as 
stationary noise sources, periodic emissions of fumes or odors related to engine startups or 
testing, and lighting for nighttime activities. The land uses across SR73IBristoi are 
primarily community commercial uses with residential neighborhoods behind the Bristol 
Street frontage. The land use impacts associated with this alternative, such as stationary 
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noise, fumes, and lighting, may exceed the threshold of significance by creating substantial 
incompatibilities between this alternative's land uses and adjacent existing and planned land 
uses. These impacts may be mitigatable through such measures as screen walls, light fixture 
hoods and/or automatic timers, the careful placement of buildings and building openings, 
and other measures. 

Overall, the land use impacts of Alternative G on the JW A area are greater than those of the 
Proposed Project. With respect to El Toro, as noted above, this alternative would lead to 
adoption of a nonaviation plan for the El Toro site. If for example, the ETRP A Nonaviation 
Alternative were adopted, this would result in land use impacts at the El Toro site greater 
than the Proposed Project. Therefore, this alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen 
Proposed Project land use impacts. 

8.7.4.2 General Plan Consistency 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have significant general plan 
consistency impacts at the El Toro site and at JW A. 

Alternative G involves significant changes to JW A that will result in new runways and 
expanded noise contours, among other changes. These modifications necessitate 
amendments to the AELUP and the Noise, Land Use, Safety, and Public Services and 
Facilities Elements of the County General Plan. The change in airport boundaries will 
require changes to the Land Use, Noise, and related general plan elements of adjacent 
jurisdictions, including the Cities of Costa Mesa, Newport Beach, Irvine, Santa Ana, and 
Tustin. 

With respect to the EI Toro site, Alternative G is inconsistent with the Measure A provisions 
of the County General Plan and would require more extensive amendments to adopted plans 
than the Proposed Project. Therefore, the impacts of Alternative G related to general plan 
consistency are greater than the impacts projected to occur under the Proposed Project. 
Adoption of the ETRPA Nonaviation Alternative for the EI Toro site also would be 
inconsistent with the County General Plan. Therefore, this alternative would not avoid or 
substantially lessen Proposed Project general plan consistency impacts. 

8.7.4.3 Transportation and Circulation 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have significant adverse 
transportation and circulation impacts at JW A. This alternative would result in adoption of a 
nonaviation plan for the EI Toro site likely similar to the ETRP A Nonaviation Alternative 
(Section 4.3), which would have significant unavoidable adverse impacts. Therefore, this 
Alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen project impacts. 
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The AM and PM peak hour and ADT traffic generated by JW A with build out of Alternative 
G is summarized in Table 8.7-1. Refer to Section 12.0 in the 1999 Traffic Analysis 
Technical Report for detailed information on the methodology applied to produce trip 
generation estimates for Alternative G. 

Table 8.7-1 
Trip Generation Summary - Alternative G 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour ADT Existing 
Project Component In I Out I Total In lOut I Total ADT 
JWA 3,533 I 2,575 I 6,108 3,579 I 3,422 I 7,001 116,424 47,450 

Table 8.7-2 compares, in summary, the Alternative G highway impacts to the existing 
conditions and existing conditions plus Proposed Project. There is minimal comparison 
between the existing plus project versus the Alternative G impacts due to the large 
differences between the scope of the project (two airports) and the alternative (one airport). 
In addition, Alternative G would require the removal of a large portion of the existing 
development surrounding JW A, along with the removal of existing trip generators. 

In addition, a comparison of the impacts of Alternative G to the impacts of the Proposed 
Project during the phasing years may also be made. As discussed in detail in Section 4.3.6.6 
ofthis ~EIR No. 573, as ilwppl'il1R~.g, under the Proposed Project phasing years, four 
intersection locations, two arterial roadway segments, one continuous freeway mainline 
segment and one freeway ramp would be significantly impacted under Phase I conditions 
(2005), five intersection locations, two arterial roadway segments, one continuous freeway 
mainline segment and one freeway ramp would be significantly impacted under Phase 2 
conditions (20 10), and nine intersection locations, two arterial roadway segments, one 
continuous freeway mainline segment and two freeway ramps would be significantly 
impacted under Phase 3 conditions (2015). At Phase 4 build out, the Proposed Project 
would result in significant impacts not previously identified to four freeway/tollway 
mainline segments and four freeway/tollway ramps. See Draft Supplemental Analysis, 
Section 4.3.6.5. In each case, however, the identified impacts will be mitigated to a level 
below significant during the applicable phasing year (see Section 4.3.7.2, Table 4.3-20). 
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Table 8.7-2 
Summary Comparison ofTraflic Impacts for Alternative G to 

Existing Conditions and Existing Conditions Plus Project 
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The acquisition of a substantial amount of developed property and roadway infrastructure 
around JW A (i.e., outside the existing JW A property boundary) in the Cities of Costa Mesa 
and Newport Beach would be required to accommodate the runway extension and airport 
facility requirements for expanding JWA under Alternative G. The elimination of existing 
and planned development in the Costa Mesa and Newport Beach areas that would need to be 
acquired would result in a reduction of approximately 75,000 average daily trips, 6,200 AM 
peak hour trips and 6,900 PM peak hour trips in the immediate vicinity of JW A under year 
2020 conditions. The JW A access concept anticipated in the analysis of Alternative G takes 
into consideration the effects of the existing roadway infrastructure that would be acquired, 
as well as the impact that the runway extension required under Alternative G would have on 
the Bristol StreetlSR73 corridor immediately south of JWA. The JWA site access/roadway 
reconfiguration plan for Alternative G is described as follows for three general areas 
surrounding JW A. 

Northeast (1-405 Freeway/MacArthur Boulevard) 

Under Alternative G, the JW A airport terminal area would be expanded along the west side 
of MacArthur Boulevard to a point south of the existing MacArthur BoulevardN on Karman 
Avenue intersection. Such an expansion of the air terminal and other associated airport 
facilities would eliminate the existing City of Newport Beach land uses and roadway system 
in the area bounded by MacArthur Boulevard, Campus Drive, North Bristol Street, and 
Jamboree Road. Master Plan of Arterial Highway (MP AH) facilities that would be 
eliminated in this area include Campus Drive and Birch Street between MacArthur 
Boulevard and North Bristol Street. The existing direct connector ramps between SR-55 and 
the terminal would be retained as would the terminal access provided from MacArthur 
Boulevard at the Michelson Drive and 1-405 southbound ramp intersections. In addition. 
terminal entryways would be provided from MacArthur Boulevard at the Campus Drive and 
Von Karman Avenue intersections. 

South (Bristol Street/SR-73) 

In addition to being affected by the JW A terminal expansion mentioned previously, the 
Bristol StreetlSR-73 corridor south of JW A would be impacted by Runway Object Free Area 
(ROF A) requirements associated with the extended JW A runways needed under Alternative 
G. The ROFA area would extend across SR-73 to a point south of existing South Bristol 
Street. It is assumed that SR-73 would tunnel under the ROF A area in its existing alignment 
and that North Bristol Street and South Bristol Street would be reconstructed south of the 
ROFA as a standard two-way primary arterial road from Red Hill Avenue to Birch Street 
and that Irvine Avenue would intersect the realigned Bristol Street from the south but would 
not extend north of Bristol Street. North Bristol Street and South Bristol Street east of Birch 
Street are assumed to remain in place as they are currently constructed. The elimination of 
Campus Drive and the realignment of Bristol Street would also result in the elimination of 
the existing SR-73 on- and off-ramps northwest of Campus Drive. It is anticipated that a 
new northbound SR-73 on-ramp would be constructed from North Bristol Street south of 
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Birch Street but that a new southbound SR-73 off-ramp would not be constructed since an 
off-ramp to South Bristol Street currently exists south of Birch Street. 

West (Red Hill A venue/SR-55) 

In Alternative 0, the City of Costa Mesa area bounded by the current JW A property 
boundary and 1-405, SR-SS and SR-73 would be acquired and utilized for air cargo 
operations, various airport support facilities and public parking areas. It is anticipated that 
Red Hill Avenue would be retained, although realigned, as a four-lane arterial through this 
area, as would the connections of Paularino A venue and Baker Street between Red Hill 
Avenue and the existing SR-SS collector/distributor roadway system. Entryways to the 
public parking and air cargo areas would be provided from Red Hill Avenue at the Paularino 
Avenue and Baker Street intersections. 

Approval of this alternative would lead to adoption of a nonaviation plan for the EI Toro site 
such as the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative analyzed in Section 8.3. The traffic 
impact analysis for the ERTP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative concludes that traffic impacts 
cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance. Therefore, a combination of 
Alternative 0 and a nonaviation plan for the EI Toro site would result in a total traffic 
impact that could not be mitigated to acceptable levels. 

8.7.4.4 Noise 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have significant adverse noise 
impacts at JW A because of the increased use of this airport. Under Alternative 0, a large 
increase in the land area affected by the 60 and 65 CNEL noise contours would occur in 
comparison both to the 1998 and the 1985 Master Plan airport noise contours. The total 
number of daily jet carrier operations (arrivals and departures) would be more than 900 per 
day under this alternative (see Table 8.1-1). Under this alternative, the forecast number of 
commercial aircraft operations could not be accommodated unless the existing nighttime 
noise restrictions at JW A were removed. As discussed earlier, the CNEL calculation factors 
in the number of daily operations and assigns a "penalty weighting" to operations occurring 
during the nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.). However, the substantial increase in the 
number of operations, particularly during nighttime hours, is considered a significant impact 
of Alternative 0 independent of the CNEL computation. See Table 8.4-4, which shows the 
land use comparison with noise contours for 1998 and year 2020 alternatives for JW A. Also 
see Figure 8-9, which depicts noise contours for Alternative O. 

Adoption of this alternative would probably lead to approval of a nonaviation land use plan 
such as the ETRPA Nonaviation Alternative analyzed herein for the El Toro site. For 
analysis of the noise impacts of a nonaviation land use plan, refer to Section 8.3. In 
conclusion, compared to the Proposed Project, this alternative would avoid aircraft noise 
impacts at the EI Toro site and surrounding areas. However, this alternative would generate 
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substantially greater impacts than the Proposed Project in the vicinity of JW A, including 
sleep disturbance. 

8.7.4.5 Air Quality 

Compared to existing physical conditions (1998), Alternatives would have significant 
construction, regional and local air quality impacts. This alternative would not avoid or 
substantially lessen the Proposed Project's impacts because: a) local impacts at JWA would 
be increased, and b) this alternative would lead to adoption of a nonaviation pan for the El 
Toro site, which could have local CO hot spot impacts not found under the Proposed Project 
and regional impacts that are greater than the Proposed Project in light of the increase in 
VMT caused by demand being met at other regional airports outside Orange County. See 
Section 4.2 for an analysis of air quality impacts of a potential nonaviation plan for the El 
Toro site. 

Short- Term (Construction) Impacts 

Under this alternative, new runway facilities, terminal facilities, parking, cargo facilities, and 
support facilities at JWA would be necessary. Construction emissions would be greater than 
those of the Proposed Project at JW A. Under this alternative, there would be no aviation 
reuse at MCAS El Toro. Therefore, construction emissions would likely be similar at this 
site to those associated with the Nonaviation Alternative. When the construction impacts for 
the Nonaviation Alternative are added to construction emissions at JW A, the total 
construction emissions could exceed the Proposed Project and would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

Operational Air Quality Impacts 

Emissions Inventors 

Under this project alternative, JWA will serve up to 25 MAP at build out. Total annual 
passengers and total annual aircraft L TO operations are less than those of the Proposed 
Project. Direct air pollutant emissions associated with airport operations, including aircraft, 
GSE, energy consumption, and vehicular trips, are shown below in Table 8.7.3 for this 
alternative. 
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Table 8.7-3 
2020 Alternative G - Project Direct Air Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day) 

, " CO NOx ROC· SOx PM" 
Aircraft 4,021.51 10,622.78 368.32 672.44 125.82 

OCX -- -- -- -- --
JWA 4,021.51 10,622.78 368.32 672.44 125.82 

GSElAPU 17,588.19 1,203.18 462.52 27.61 52.78 
OCX -- -- -- -- --
JWA 17,588.19 1,203.18 462.52 27.61 52.78 

Fuel StorageiDispensing -- -- 27.15 -- --
OCX - - -- -- --
JWA -- - 27.15 -- --

Airport Roadways 344.51 68.41 15.64 4.07 4.48 
OCX -- -- -- -- --
JWA 344.51 68.41 15.64 4.07 4.48 

Airport Parking 249.31 20.21 25.27 8.10 0.91 
OCX -- -- -- - --
JWA 249.31 20.21 25.27 8.10 0.91 

Energy Consumption 94.20 542.20 5.00 55.60 18.50 
OCX - -- -- -- --
JWA 94.20 542.20 5.00 55.60 18.50 

Vehieular T raffle 10,288 4,161 809 268 2,129 

OCX - -- _. .. -

JWA 10,288 4,161 809 268 2,129 
Total 32,586 16,608 1,703 1,036 2,331 

Source: CH2M Hill and LSA Associates, Inc., 2001 

I ROC emissions were obtained by multiplying HC emissions reported by EDMS by a factor of 1.14. 
2 SO" emissions are not reported by the URBEMIS7G model. 

Regional air pollutant emissions, including airport operations at other airports in the region 
and VMT required for air travel passengers to get to these airports, are shown in Table 4.7-2 
for this alternative. Regional vehicle miles traveled for this alternative would be higher than 
existing conditions (1998) and the Proposed Project (Phase 4) because of the regional 
diversion issue. Therefore, this alternative would result in significant regional emissions 
that are greater than under the Proposed Project. These regional emissions, however, would 
be less than under the No Project Alternative. See Table 8.7-4. 
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Table 8.7-4 
Regionwide Emissions Inventory Alternative G Phase 4 

(PoundslDay Unless Noted) 

Aircraft EI Toro 
JWA 

Other Airports 
Total Regional 

GSE EI Toro 
JWA 

Other Airports 
Total Regional 

Energy EI Toro 
JWA 

Others 
Total Regional 

Fuel EIToro 
JWA 

Other Airports 
Total Regional 

Airport Roadways EI Toro 
JWA 

Other Airports 
Total Regional 

Airport Parking EIToro 
JWA 

Other Airports 
Total Regional 

Roads El Toro 
JWA 

Othef6 Airports I 

Total Regional1 

TOTAL (pounds/day) 

Change from 2020 No Project 
(pounds/day) 

SCAQMD Threshold for Operation 
(pounds/day) 

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., 2001. 

1 Typographical correction. 
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-- -- --
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10,564.33 3,221.74 633.95 

-- -- --
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-- -- --
-- 27.15 --
-- 488.50 --
-- 515.65 --
-- -- --
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20.21 25.27 8.10 

293.44 47.04 90.52 
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132.50 

--
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57.82 
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0.91 

35.72 
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The CAL3QHC model was used to assess the CO concentrations at intersections in the 
vicinity of the project sites. Tables 8.7-5 and 8.7-6 show that the I-hour and 8-hour CO 
concentrations would be below the State and federal CO standards. Similar to the Proposed 
Project, no CO hot spots at JW A would occur from project related vehicular traffic trips 
under this alternative. Local CO hot spots, however would likely occur at the MCAS 
Et Toro site similar to those under the Nonaviation Alternative. 

Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts 

This alternative would avoid toxic air contaminant aviation impacts at the El Toro site but 
would increase impacts at the JW A site. Toxic air contaminant impacts would also result 
from development of the MCAS EI Toro site as nonaviation. 

8.7.4.6 Topography 

Under Alternative G, the acreage of JW A would be expanded to meet a substantially 
increased volume of passenger traffic. In order to accomplish this, additional land 
surrounding the airport would be purchased. Expansion of the existing JW A runway would 
result in significant impacts to topography due to grading in order to extend the runway 
south by approximately 1,000 feet and north by approximately 1,300 feet. In addition, this 
alternative requires the addition of a runway to the JW A site, which would also result in 
significant impacts related to topography due to the grading necessary to create the addition. 
Based on these identified impacts, this alternative would result in a greater level of impacts 
related to topography than that identified under the Proposed Project. Therefore, this 
alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen impacts compared to the project. 

8.7.4.7 Soils, Geology and Seismicity 

This alternative would have no significant impacts at the El T oro site but would have 
significant adverse impacts at JW A. 

Under Alternative G, the acreage of JW A would be expanded to meet the increased volume 
of passenger traffic. Expansion of the existing JW A runway would result in significant 
impacts related to soils, geology, and seismicity because of the necessity for runway 
extensions south by approximately 1,000 feet and north by approximately 1,300 feet. 
Another aspect of this alternative is the development of an additional parallel runway. The 
soils in the northern part of the JW A site are classified as part of the Omni soil association 
and are potentially highly expansive. The northern expansion area would be into a flood 
prone and high liquefaction area. Although it is anticipated that construction design would 
include mitigation measures, the impacts related to soils, geology, and seismicity would be 
greater under this alternative than those identified under the Proposed Project. 
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Table8.7~S 
Phase .. Alternative G - Predicted One Hour Ambient Carbon Monoxide Concentration for 
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Table 8.7-6 
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With regard to the MCAS El Toro site, the impacts related to soils, geology, and seismicity 
would be similar to those identified in Section 8.3 for the ETRP A Nonaviation Alternative. 
This alternative would not, therefore, avoid or substantially lessen impacts compared to the 
project. 

8.7.4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

This alternative would have significant adverse impacts at JW A. The hydrology and water 
quality impacts of Alternative G at JW A would be greater than the level of impacts under 
the Proposed Project due to the increased aviation activities. These impacts could be 
mitigated using proper engineering design and construction practices, similar to those 
described under the Proposed Project. With regard to the EI Toro site, the impacts related to 
hydrology and water quality would be similar to those identified in Section 8.3 for the 
ETRP A Nonaviation Alternative. This alternative, therefore, would not avoid or 
substantially lessen impacts compared to the project. 

8.7.4.9 Biological Resources 

This alternative would have significant adverse impacts at JW A. At JW A there are 
substantial new facility improvements required to accommodate the increase in aviation 
operations. Compared to the Proposed Project, the physical improvements for Alternative G 
would impact additional non-native, ornamental vegetation but would not likely impact 
native plant communities. The most substantive change in the environment would be 
associated with the increase in aircraft activity and commensurate increases in noise 
exposure and overflights in Newport Back Bay. These increases do represent a substantial 
adverse change from the Proposed Project as well as from existing conditions. CNEL values 
in the Upper Newport Bay would range from in excess of 65 dB CNEL to over 70 dB 
CNEL. Depending upon the receptor location, this represents a CNEL increase of 5 to 10 
dB. Alternative G ranges between 3 and 9 dB CNEL greater than for existing conditions, 
and between 4 and 10 dB CNEL greater than the Proposed Project conditions. 

Due to the increase in noise exposure, adverse impacts to nesting behavior as a result of the 
CNEL increase are anticipated. Local listed species that reside in the Upper Newport Bay 
include Califomia gnatcatcher, California least tern, Belding's savannah sparrow, California 
brown pelican, and clapper rail. However, the SEL impacts are not anticipated to change 
because of the similarity of the aircraft fleet mix under Alternative G and the Proposed 
Project. Therefore, no increase in the startle response is anticipated. Regardless, the 
increase in overflights, coupled with the higher average noise exposure could result in 
additional adverse impacts to biological productivity in the Upper Newport Bay. Regarding 
the EI Toro site, this alternative would result in impacts similar to the ETRP A Nonaviation 
Alternative. In summary, this alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen impacts 
compared to the project. 
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8.7.4.10 Public Services and Utilities 

This alternative would have significant adverse impacts at JW A. Alternative G would 
expand JW A beyond its current property limits and would substantially increase the MAP 
served, which would generate the need for increased fire and emergency medical, police 
services, and transit service in the area. Mitigation measures prescribed in Section 4.10 
(Public Services and Utilities) would be applied, which would reduce the impacts of 
increased service needs. With demand for additional public services at both MCAS El Toro 
and JW A areas, Alternative G would have greater impacts to public service providers and 
facilities than the Proposed Project. 

As described in Section 4.10 (Public Services and Utilities), the Proposed Project is not 
anticipated to result in significant adverse impacts related to utilities at the EI Toro site or at 
JW A. It is anticipated that the utilities needs at EI T oro under Alternative G would be similar 
to the anticipated needs under the ETRP A Nonaviation Alternative. Therefore, this alternative 
would not avoid or substantially lessen impacts compared to the project. 

8.7.4.11 Natural Resources and Energy 

As noted in Section 4.1 1 (Natural Resources and Energy), the Proposed Project would not 
result in significant adverse impacts to natural resources and energy, with the exception of 
impacts to agricultural resources at MCAS EI Toro, which could not be mitigated to below a 
level of significance. This alternative could reduce or avoid the project impacts on 
agricultural soils depending on the reuse plan selected for the EI Toro site. However, a 
nonaviation plan such as the ETRPA Nonaviation Alternative (Section 8.3) would have 
greater impacts than the project on agricultural soils. There are no natural or agricultural 
resources at JW A. 

Implementation of the Proposed Project also would result in a less than significant increase 
in regional energy consumption, associated primarily with construction and operation of a 
new international airport at the MCAS EI Toro site, as compared to existing conditions. 
Alternative G also would realize lower energy consumption levels associated with airport 
operations. This energy savings would be offset, however, by increased highway miles 
traveled, as the shortfall in forecasted demand for air travel service forces air travelers to 
drive to other airports within the region than would be required with the Proposed Project. 
In summary, this alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen impacts compared to the 
project. 

8.7.4.12 Aesthetics, Light and Glare 

This alternative would have greater impacts at JW A compared to the Proposed Project. 
Because significant expansion of the JW A site would be required for Alternative G, 
substantial alteration of the existing visual setting would take place under this alternative, 
whereas the Proposed Project would not substantially modify the existing visual appearance 
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of JW A. Visual impacts of this alternative could be reduced to a level of insignificance with 
adequate mitigation; however, the impact of aircraft light and glare on nearby residential 
uses, mainly Santa Ana Heights, would be unavoidably significant. 

Alternative G would require property acquisition of the developed area east of the airport 
between Campus Drive, MacArthur Boulevard, Bristol Street (SR-73), and Jamboree Road. 
In addition, property to the west of the airport beyond Red Hill Avenue would be needed for 
a new runway and aviation support uses. At the JW A site, Alternative G would have a 
significantly greater visual impact than that of the Proposed Project, which would not alter 
the existing visual effect on the surrounding land uses. Since the existing setting is one of 
intensive urban development, the expansion of facilities under Alternative G would not have 
a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, or damage scenic resources such as rock 
outcroppings, trees, historic buildings, or a scenic highway; such scenic resources are not 
present in the immediate JW A area. The effects of light and/or glare at the JWA site under 
this alternative would be more adverse than the existing setting and the Proposed Project. 
With the County Standard Condition of Approval LG 1 (Appendix L), the effects of the 
increased ground-level light and glare would be reduced to below the level of significance. 
However, the added nighttime aircraft light and glare impacts would be significant after 
mitigation. In summary, this alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen impacts 
compared to the project. 

8.7.4.13 Cultural Resources 

This alternative would have impacts at JW A similar to the Proposed Project. The records 
search referenced in Section 4.13, Cultural Resources, included the expansion area between 
MacArthur Boulevard, Campus Drive, and Bristol Street that would be required for 
development of Alternative G at JW A. The majority of the expansion area southeast of 
JW A has not been surveyed for historic or prehistoric archaeological resources because the 
area is intensely developed with office and commercial buildings. The surveys that have 
been conducted were at locations at the periphery of the expansion area. Similar to Proposed 
Project conditions, no prehistoric or historic archaeological sites or properties of historic 
significance were found in the few surveys at the periphery of the area. 

In summary, this alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen impacts compared to the 
project. 

8.7.4.14 Recreation 

This alternative would have greater impacts at JW A than those under the Proposed Project. 
Alternative G would expand the physical area of JW A and interrupt trail use and/or encroach 
into the golf courses south of JW A. On-street bikeways would be impacted by enlargement 
of JWA and required realignment of area streets such as Redhill Avenue. The extent of 
encroachment or interruption of use would be determined with a more precise level of 
planning for Alternative G. In addition, noise impacts on recreational use of trails and parks 
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in the area would increase from existing conditions and the Proposed Project. Significant 
noise related recreational impacts would occur under Alternative G since the 65 dB CNEL 
contour would be expanded to areas beyond the existing 1998 65 dB CNEL contour. 

In summary, this alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen impacts compared to the 
project. 

8.7.4.15 Public Health and Safety 

Compared to existing conditions, the overall potential for accidents under this alternative is 
less than the Proposed Project. This alternative would avoid aviation accident impacts at the 
EI Toro site and lessen the aviation accident potential at JWA due to a reduction in GA 
operations. 

A viation Safety 

Compared to the Proposed Project, there would be an increase of approximately 234,700 air 
carrier and air cargo operations and a decrease of approximately 313,700 general aviation 
operations at JW A under this alternative. Under this scenario, the potential air carrier and 
air cargo accident risks at JWA would increase by approximately 347.7% to reflect the 
number of increasing aviation activity and the potential accident risks for general aviation at 
JWA would decrease by 87.4% correspondingly. Since there is no aviation activity at OCX, 
under this alternative, there would be zero aviation risks. Compared to the Proposed Project, 
relative to on-airport and off-airport fatal accidents per million operations, there would be no 
significant adverse impacts related to aviation safety at the MCAS El T oro site or at JW A. 

Compared to the existing conditions, there would be an increase of approximately 212,192 
air carrier and air cargo operations and a decrease of approximately 282,324 general aviation 
operations at JW A. Under this scenario, the potential air carrier and air cargo accident risks 
at JWA would increase by approximately 235.7% to reflect the number of increasing 
operations and the potential general aviation accident risks would decrease by 86.2% 
correspondingly. Compared to the existing conditions, there would be no significant adverse 
impacts related to aviation safety at JW A. 

8.7.4.16 Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Wastes 

Under this alternative, expansion of runway facilities at JW A would have a moderate 
potential to result in excavation of contaminated soils. Although it is not presently known if 
subsurface contamination exists within runway expansion areas, there is a possibility that 
petroleum hydrocarbon contamination may be encountered from leaking underground 
storage tank sites in the vicinity. However, construction activities would be required by 
state and federal law to ensure that any hazardous waste contamination encountered during 
construction is reported and handled to the satisfaction of the appropriate local agencies. 
Therefore, with the application of existing laws governing hazardous waste remediation, the 
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impacts of Alternative G related to soil and groWldwater contamination would be anticipated 
to be less than significant. The impacts of Alternative G related to hazardous materials and 
hazardous wastes at JW A, however, would be greater than Wlder the Proposed Project. 

Any use of hazardous materials anellor generation of hazardous waste Wlder Alternative G 
would be regulated by applicable State law, federal law, and regulations pertaining to worker 
protection, hazardous materials storage and use, and hazardous waste generation and 
disposal. Implementation of these regulations would reduce potential impacts associated 
with the presence of these hazardous substances to below a level of significance. In 
summary, this alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen impacts compared to the 
project. 

8.7.4.17 Socioeconomics 

Under this alternative, approximately 700 acres of surroWlding land would have to be 
acquired to accommodate the projected aviation activities. Much of this land is currently 
developed with commerciallindustrial uses, which would have to be displaced and relocated. 
Therefore, Wlder the threshold of significance related to displacement of a large number of 
persons, this alternative would have a significant adverse impact that is not anticipated Wlder 
the Proposed Project. No existing housing units would be displaced Wlder this alternative. 

Under this alternative, an estimated 17,500 jobs would be provided at JWA in 2020, 
representing a net increase of 15,400 jobs over existing 1998 conditions. The total number 
of jobs generated Wlder this alternative would be substantially lower than Wlder the 
Proposed Project. However, the number of jobs at JW A Wlder Alternative G substantially 
exceeds the jobs projected at JW A Wlder the Proposed Project. Under this alternative, it is 
assumed that the MCAS EI Toro site would develop with a range of nonaviation uses similar 
to those shown in the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan. This development would result in an 
estimated 50,700 jobs, 13,600 persons, and 5,900 housing units being located on the site in 
2020. This level of activity is significantly higher than the level anticipated Wlder the 
Proposed Project. In total, this alternative supports 68,200 jobs, 13,600 persons, and 5,900 
housing units on the project site. This figure is significantly higher than the number of jobs, 
persons, and housing units expected Wlder the Proposed Project. 

As with the Proposed Project, economic activity occwring at the JW A and EI T oro sites, as 
well as expenditures by visitors arriving by air through JW A, would stimulate additional off
site job growth. Given the higher number of on-site jobs and fewer air passengers served by 
this alternative, the number of off-site jobs Wlder Alternative G would be similar to the 
Proposed Project. 

Given the greater number of jobs generated Wlder Alternative G, at 68,200 jobs versus 
29,500 jobs Wlder the Proposed Project, the magnitude of impacts related to induced growth 
or concentration of population and employment, and increasing demand for housing, 
including low and moderate income housing, would be greater than Wlder the Proposed 
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Project. The additional demand for housing created by project related employment would be 
partially, but not completely, offset by the housing to be developed on the EI Toro site under 
this alternative. 

In summary, this alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen impacts compared to the 
project. 

8.7.4.18 Risk of Upset 

The ultimate build out and phased development of this alternative would entail no aviation 
reuse at the EI Toro site and a market-driven increase in operations at JW A. An increase in 
operations under this alternative would entail an approximate three-fold increase in ultimate 
commercial passenger service levels at JW A over the existing cap. This growth in passenger 
service would also generate a substantial increase in demand for jet fuel at JW A, as well as 
associated diesel-fueled tank truck jet fuel transport operations since JW A (unlike OCX) is 
not served by pipelines. Additional requirements for fuel storage capacity on the JW A also 
could be required. Under this circumstance, the risk of upset potential at JW A would be 
higher than that under the Proposed Project. 

As discussed in Section 4.18 (Risk of Upset), the Proposed Project would not result in 
significant adverse impacts to public health and safety resulting from project related risk of 
upset conditions. Therefore, this alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen impacts 
at JW A, but would avoid aviation impacts at the EI Toro site. 

8.7.5 Feasibility 

This alternative is feasible from a physical standpoint in that the existing main runway can 
be extended to serve an expanded market role (limited international). However, significant 
acquisition of developed property adjacent to the airport is required in order to provide space 
for additional airfield development and required terminal facilities. 

From an operational standpoint, the primary runway for JW A is capable of supporting a 
limited international market role. However, it is not feasible for the runway in this 
alternative to serve operations by all commercial aircraft types. The runway length would 
not be capable of supporting full international service. This alternative provides a limited 
amount of space for general aviation. As such, general aviation operations can be served on 
a very limited basis, and the more than 500 JW A based aircraft must be relocated to other 
general aviation airports in the region. 

From a market perspective, this alternative provides for substantial growth in passenger and 
cargo service beyond today's levels. It does not however meet all of the project market 
objectives. 
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From a fiscal perspective, the order of magnitude cost for Alternative G is estimated at 
$4.3 billion as described in ASMP Technical Report 6. These are identified as "order of 
magnitude" costs since they have been prepared without the benefit of a master plan 
($4.3 billion is 54 percent higher than the Proposed Project's cost). 

8.7.6 Conclusions 

• This alternative would increase the adverse effects of noise compared to the Proposed 
Project, No Project, and all other alternatives. It is the only one of the alternatives 
evaluated with existing residences (446 homes) inside the highest impact 70 CNEL noise 
contour. It has 6,954 residences inside the 60 CNEL contour, 4,540 more than the 
Proposed Project. 

• The feasibility of this alternative is questionable from a financial standpoint. The "order 
of magnitude" capital cost estimate is $4.3 billion, 54 percent higher than the Proposed 
Project. Compared to the Proposed Project, the reserve potential is much less due to 27 
percent fewer passengers and fewer revenue generating airport compatible uses. 

• This alternative fails to meet a major objective of satisfying, a substantial portion of 
Orange County's general aviation demand. 

• The altemative does not fulfill the LRA's objective of implementing a two commercial 
airport system. 

• The alternative does not take advantage of existing land use restrictions within the Policy 
Implementation Line (PIL). 

• The alternative does not meet as much of the Orange County commercial aviation 
demand as the Proposed Project alternative. The runway length would not be capable of 
supporting full international service. Therefore, the alternative does not meet all of the 
project market objectives. 

• This alternative would result in significant local and regional air quality impacts and air 
quality impacts related to construction greater than the Proposed Project. Toxic air 
contaminant health risk impacts would also be significant under this alternative. 
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8.8 ALTERNATIVE J: JWA - STATUS QUO 
AVIATION ROLES; OCX FULL INTERNATIONAL 
WITH WIDELY-SPACED RUNWAYS 

This section presents the potential impacts of Alternative J as measured against the existing 
setting, as well as a comparison of the alternative's impacts to those of the Proposed Project 
at build out. In those instances in which the comparison of the alternative to the Proposed 
Project is materially affected by the phasing of the project, i.e., in those instances in which 
the impacts of the Proposed Project during the phasing years are materially different from 
those impacts at year 2020 build out, a comparison of the alternative's impacts to those of 
the Proposed Project for the applicable phasing year is also provided. 

This alternative was selected for analysis because it has the potential to avoid the impacts of 
easterly departures (and the potential for westerly departures) while still obtaining most of 
the objectives of the project. 

8.8.1 Aviation Uses 

The airport roles and expected aviation activity levels for Alternative J would be the same as 
for the Proposed Project. Under this alternative, however, MCAS El Toro would be 
developed with two parallel north-south runways, with a centerline separation of 3,000 feet. 
This would provide greater separation of the arrival and departure streams of aircraft to 
increase the aircraft arrival rate under instrument weather conditions. It would also create a 
large "infield" area between the runways for the development of terminal or other aviation 
related facilities. Figure 8-10 depicts Alternative J. 

8.8.2 Nonaviation Revenue Support Uses 

The nonaviation land uses proposed under Alternative J are the same as assumed for the 
Proposed Project. 

8.8.3 Attainment of Project Objectives 

This alternative meets the general project objectives for reuse of the base except special 
planning opportunities and minimize environmental impacts. Alternative J also meets the 
aviation related objectives, with the exception of existing land use restrictions. However, 
the greater separation of the runways will subject large areas of existing and planned noise 
sensitive uses to aviation noise impacts exceeding 65 CNEL. For this reason, this Draft EIR 
proposes to reject this alternative. 
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8.8.4 Environmental Impacts of Alternative J 

The airport role and MAP levels would be the same as with the Proposed Project. therefore 
most of the impacts would be identical or similar to those addressed for the Proposed 
Project. except that aviation noise impacts would be much more adverse than with the 
Proposed Project. Because this alternative would have the identical or similar impacts 
compared to the Proposed Project. the following analysis focuses on the topical areas where 
there are measurable differences between the alternative and the Proposed Project. 

8.8.4.1 Noise 

Compared to existing conditions. this alternative would have the same impacts at JW A as 
the project; however. the impacts surrounding the El Toro site would be significantly worse 
than the Proposed Project. This alternative would not. therefore. avoid or substantially 
lessen the project impacts. 

The Alternative J 65 CNEL contour line would include 13.97 square miles ofland for OCX 
and 1.49 square miles of land for JW A. The 65 CNEL for the existing military aircraft 
operations at MCAS El Toro include 8.0 square miles of land and. for JWA. the existing 
conditions include 1.49 square miles of land. Therefore. Alternative J would increase the 
area affected by the 65 CNEL surrounding the El Toro site by 5.97 miles compared to an 
increase of 5.7 square miles for the Proposed Project. At JWA. Alternative J would impact 
the same area affected by the 65 CNEL. 

The Proposed Project would increase noise sensitive land uses by three churches and one 
private school compared to existing conditions at the El Toro site (see Table 8.2-3). This 
alternative would result in 525 residences in the vicinity of El Toro located in areas subject 
to aviation noise levels of 65 to 70 CNEL compared to zero residences in the vicinity of 
El Toro impacted by the 65 to 70 CNEL for the Proposed Project and existing conditions 
(see Table 8.2-4). This represents a significant adverse impact that could not be reduced 
through mitigation measures. This is due to the proposed addition of the westerly runway 
complex. which would result in aircraft approaches over existing homes south of the El Toro 
site. Departures from this new westerly runway complex would fly close to existing homes 
in the Northwood Pointe area of Irvine and over planned residences in north and northeast 
Irvine. Figure 8-11 illustrates the year 2020 dB CNEL contours for Alternative J. 

As discussed earlier. the CNEL calculation factors in the number of daily operations and 
assigns a "penalty weighting" to operations occurring during the nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 
7 a.m.). However, the substantial increase in the number of operations, particularly during 
nighttime hours, may be considered a significant impact of Alternative J independent of the 
CNEL computation for the same reasons identified for the Proposed Project and other 
relevant alternatives. 
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8.8.4.2 Biological Resources 

Compared to existing conditions, this alternative would have no significant impact at JW A, 
but would have significant adverse impacts at the EI Toro site similar to the Proposed 
Project except as noted below. The mitigation measures proposed for the Proposed Project 
would reduce any impacts of this alternative to a level of insignificance. 

The elimination of the east-west runway would reduce aircraft noise exposure in the federal 
Habitat Reserve. For Alternative J, the 60, 65 and 70 CNEL contours do not overlay any of 
the Habitat Reserve. This would be a beneficial impact of Alternative J as the noise 
exposure from aircraft overflights is substantially reduced. However, the habitat in the 
preserve has included relatively high densities of gnatcatcher occupation. Even during the 
military aircraft utilization of the east-west runway, and the corresponding noise exposure in 
the preserve, there were relatively high densities of California gnatcatcher. Therefore, the 
reduction in noise exposure within the preserve boundary would not result in a 
corresponding increase in gnatcatcher density. The quality and extent of the habitat in the 
preserve contributes to the density of occupation, rather than indirect influences resulting 
from noise exposure. 

The north-south runway, being separated by 3,000 feet, results in an increase in the width of 
the CNEL contours at Siphon Ridge to the north. The noise is essentially spread out over a 
wider geographic area, although the closure point of the CNEL contours (e.g. 65, 70) is not 
substantially changed from the Proposed Project. This condition is consistent for both the 
70 CNEL contour as well as for the 65 CNEL contour. The closure point for the 65 CNEL 
contour extends further to the north well beyond the south facing slopes of Loma Ridge, into 
the Santiago Hills. The most significant biological resource at Siphon Ridge is coastal sage 
scrub habitat and the California gnatcatcher. However, since the proposed federal habitat 
area has one of the densest occupations by California gnatcatchers in Orange County in an 
area subject to decades of very high military aircraft noise, there appears to be no correlation 
between aircraft noise and adverse habitat impacts. Therefore, Alternative J would not have 
a significant adverse impact on the Siphon Ridge coastal sage scrub habitat area. 

8.8.4.3 Public Health and Safety 

Compared to the Proposed Project, the overall aviation activity levels and aircraft accident 
risks at JW A and the MCAS El Toro site would remain the same because the level of aircraft 
operations would be the same. The change in runway configuration would not significantly 
affect aviation accident risk. 
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8.8.5 Feasibility 

This alternative requires significant land acquisition for runway construction at OCX and 
requires major modifications to SR133, the Eastern Transportation Corridor (including the 
construction of a bridge to allow a new parallel runway and associated taxiway to pass over 
SR133), and potentially modifications to Irvine Boulevard. 

From an operational standpoint, the runway configuration at OCX does not allow departures 
to the east. This increases airspace interactions with JW A and other traffic to the north, and 
does not take full advantage of the existing Policy Implementation Line (PIL). This 
alternative would create new noise impact areas north and south of OCX outside the PIL. 

From a market perspective, this alternative provides for substantial growth in passenger and 
cargo service beyond today's levels, and also accommodates Orange County's general 
aviation demand. 

8.8.6 Conclusions 

Conclusions regarding Alternative J are as follows: 

• This alternative increases airspace intersections by directing more air traffic towards 
the JW A primary approach corridor, towards a VFR flyway between Corona and 
Los Alamitos (V-8-21), and towards airspace used by Ontario Airport departing aircraft. 
It fails to take advantage ofless active airspace to the east ofEI Toro. 

• This alternative requires significant land acquisition and requires significant major 
Modifications to SR 133, the Eastern Transportation Corridor, and potential 
modifications to Irvine Boulevard. 

• This alternative does not take full advantage of existing land use restrictions inside the 
Policy Implementation Line (PIL) and creates new noise impacts areas north and south 
ofOCX. It causes 5425 residences to be within the OCX 65 CNEL contour, and 3,411 
residences to be within the OCX 60 CNEL contour. 
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8.9 ALTERNATIVE OCX AIRPORT RUNWAY LAYOUT 
(WILDLANDS RANCH ALTERNATIVE) 

This section presents the potential impacts of the Wildlands Ranch Alternative as measured 
against the existing setting, as well as a comparison of the alternative's impacts to those of 
the Proposed Project at build out. In those instances in which the comparison of the 
alternative to the Proposed Project is materially affected by the phasing of the project, i.e., in 
those instances in which the impacts of the Proposed Project during the phasing years are 
materially different from those impacts at year 2020 build out, a comparison of the 
alternative's impacts to those of the Proposed Project for the applicable phasing year is also 
provided. 

In April 1998, a proposed El Toro runway layout consisting of a "V" configuration was 
submitted by Mr. Charles E. Griffin to the Orange County Register. Throughout 1998, 
regular updates of the concept were distributed by Mr. Griffin, including submittals to the 
Orange County Board of Supervisors. On November 24, 1998, and December 1, 1998, Mr. 
Griffin submitted responses to the Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact 
Report No. 573. These included conceptual sketches of an alternative airport runway layout. 
On April 7, 1999, Mr. Griffin submitted his then latest iteration of the proposed alternative 
to the County of Orange. A review of this submittal was conducted as part of this EIR. 
Subsequently, a later concept was submitted to the County on October 5, 1999. This 
submittal contained significant modifications to the April 7 concept. This concept was also 
reviewed. The description of the alternative presented herein is based on the information 
contained in both the April 7 and October 5, 1999, submittals. Each submittal is addressed 
separately in this EIR subsection. 

8.9.1 Aviation Uses 

The following is a chronology of materials submitted by Mr. Griffin that have been received 
by the County of Orange EI Toro Master Development Program and their aviation planning 
consultants. 

(i) April 26, 1998 - Submitted to the Orange County Register. The submittal offers a 
concept of reorienting runways so flight paths are over non-residential areas. The 
concept is based on a 3 degree glide slope to Runway 16. 

(ii) May 20, 1998 - Submitted to the Orange County Register. The concept is similar 
to the April 26 submittal, except the concept is based on a glide slope greater than 
3 degrees. 

(iii) July 21, 1998 - Submitted to the Orange County Board of Supervisors. The 
submittal provides further documentation of the proposed concept, including 
additional documentation of TERPS issues. The concept represented in this 
submittal is based on a 3 degree glide slope to Runway 16 and Runway 2. 
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(iv) July 28, 1998 - Submitted to the Orange County Board of Supervisors. The 
submittal expresses an opinion on an issue that the separation of parallel runways 
should be at least 2,500 feet and preferably 5,000 feet for simultaneous IFR 
operations, per FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13. 

(v) August 11, 1998 - Submitted to the Orange County Board of Supervisors. The 
submittal expresses the opinion that FAA should not approve an Airport Layout 
Plan that includes parallel runways with centerline spacings of less than 2,500 feet 
and therefore will also not approve funding of runway improvements proposed by 
alternatives considered by Orange County. 

(vi) September 1, 1998 - Submitted to the Orange County Board of Supervisors. The 
submittal was in response to proposed modifications of Airport Community 
Concepts B and C. The submittal contains a conceptual runway layout entitled 
"Alternative Airport and Open Space Plan Year 2020 Concept C As Recommended 
by the FAA in Advisory Circular AC 150/5300-13". The runway layout depicts 
extension of the north-south runway on the south end to Bake Parkway. 

(vii) November 24, 1998 - Comments submitted on the Notice of Preparation of Draft 
EIRNo.573. 

(viii) December 1, 1998 - Comments submitted on the Notice of Preparation of Draft 
EIR No. 573. The submittal proposes a standard approach angle of 3 degrees to 
Runway 16. 

(ix) April 7,1999 - Submitted to the El Toro Master Development Program in response 
to the Notice of Availability of Final EIR No. 563 Draft Supplemental Analysis. 
The submittal contains a concept plan entitled, "The Airport and Wildlands Ranch 
Plan Year 2020 Concept V". The concept plan is dated 1123/99. The concept is 
based on an approach angle of 3.1 degrees to Runways 16 and Runway 01. 

(x) May 7, 1999 - Submitted to the EI Toro Master Development Program Office to 
offer comments on the "Green Airport Plan" dated April 29, 1999 and addresses 
water quality issues related to San Diego Creek and Serrano Creek. The submittal 
indicates an approach angle of 3.1 degrees is possible to Runway 16. 

(xi) October 5, 1999 - A document entitled "The Alternative Airport Runway Layout 
Long V and Short V FAA TERPS Analysis Feasibility Study". The submittal 
includes an alternative layout in which the north-south runway is maintained north 
of the A T&:Si Metrolink railroad tracks. A 3.3 degree glide slope is indicated for 
approaches to Runway 16. The submittal also includes the original runway 
concept in which the north-south runway is extended to Bake Parkway with 
approaches to Runway 16 using a 3.1 degree glide slope. 
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8.9.1.1 General Features of the Wildlands Ranch Alternative 

The description of the concept provided by the proponent provides general infonnation 
related to the proposed runway configuration. The alternative proposed did not address all 
aspects of the project, so assumptions were made with respect to the following information: 

(i) Information describing the role and the design demand level of OCX. 

(ii) Infonnation regarding the role and design demand level of JW A. 

(iii) Infonnation regarding the extent and specific location of airfield, terminal, landside and 
access facilities. 

The "V" runway configuration utilizes the existing Runway 16L-34R and a new Runway 1-
19. In the April 7 submittal. the south end of the existing Runway 16L-34R is proposed to 
be extended 7,000 feet. Since a total runway length of 18,000 feet is proposed and the 
existing runway length is 10,000 feet, it is inferred that the north end of the runway is 
extended 1,000 feet. A new 12,000 foot Runway 1-19 is proposed, and is generally aligned 
with the SR-133 Freeway. In the October 5, 1999 submittal, Runway 16L-34R is not 
extended as far to the south. The Runway 34R threshold is located within the "Measure A" 
boundary and does not extend into the "south panhandle" of the base property. 

The rationale for the alternative runway configuration is to redirect air traffic patterns over 
vacant land southwest of MCAS EI Toro, to permit the use of Runway 16 for arrival 
operations, and to eliminate the use of the existing east-west runways. 

The first phase of this alternative would operate with no changes to the current Runways 
16L and 16R. Runway 16L would initially be used for landing from the north, and 16R 
would be used for takeoffs to the south. Runway 34L would be used during Santa Ana wind 
conditions for VFR circle approach from the southwest, and 34R would be used for takeoffs 
to the north. Runways 7Rl25L and 7L125R are used only as a concourse for gateways to 
temporary tenninals for initial operations, until the new tenninal is constructed. The new 
Runway 1/19 would be constructed to allow simultaneous operations as FAA budget and 
grant funds are allocated. The new runway would be aligned with SR 133, and a three mile 
wide corridor of undeveloped land (wildlands) would become public land south of the Irvine 
Spectrum complex and extending to Crystal Cove State Park. This alternative also calls for 
Runway 16L134R to be extended across the railroad tracks to Bake Parkway as FAA funds 
become available. 

The proposed initial phasing of this alternative would require an approach glide slope of 3.3 
degrees, which would preclude precision instrument approaches by all aircraft with an 
approach speed of 141 knots or more. 
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8.9.1.2 Attainment of Project Objectives 

This alternative limits operations by certain aircraft types that could use MCAS EI Toro. 
Aircraft with approach speeds of 141 knots or more (termed as Approach Category D) would 
not be provided a precision instrument approach to the primary arrival runway and, 
therefore, would not be accommodated by this alternative. The limitation on Approach 
Category D aircraft does not encourage the growth of air service opportunities such as 
international, domestic long haul, and cargo. As such, while this alternative allows a greater 
portion of locally generated air traffic demand to be served, it is not to the same degree as 
the Proposed Project. Certain business jet models are also affected by the Category D 
limitation and, therefore, general aviation opportunities are not fully enhanced. This is 
described in more detail later in this section in the evaluation of the short "V" alternative. 

This alternative does not meet the objective of taking maximum advantage of the historical 
compatible land use regulation around MCAS EI Toro, because the runway configuration, 
and hence noise contours, are substantially different from the military operation. While the 
alternative is intended to direct flights over vacant areas, these areas are planned for 3,000 to 
5,000 homes and other noise sensitive uses in the City of Irvine and County General Plan. 

8.9.1.3 OCX Facility Improvements for the Wildlands Ranch 
Alternative (April 7, 1999, Submittal) 

Figure 8.12 summarizes the basic features of this alternative for OCX described below. 

Airfield 

Runway 16 is proposed as the primary arrival runway and the landing threshold of Runway 
16 is assumed to be displaced approximately 7,100 feet, based on interpretation ofa drawing 
dated January 23, 1999, and included in the proponent's submittal of April 7, 1999. The 
landing threshold of Runway 34 is also shown to be displaced an equivalent distance. Based 
on the configuration of the Inner Safety Zone depicted by the proponent's submittal, 
approximately 8,300 feet of runway length is available for takeoff on Runway 16. This is 
considerably less than the existing runway length of 10,000 feet and runway lengths 
included in other alternatives (Le., more than 12,000 feet). It appears that the right-tum after 
takeoff proposed in this alternative would start too soon, and protection zones should 
actually be slightly farther south. 

A new runway oriented in a northeast-southwest direction, and designated as Runway 1-19 
is proposed along the northwest side of the base boundary, generally aligned parallel with 
SR 133. It is planned to be 12,000 feet long. The landing threshold of Runway 1 is shown 
to be displaced by approximately 1,100 feet. 

It is proposed to use Runways 16 and 1 for landings, and Runways 19, 16 and 34 for 
takeoffs under this alternative. The submittal specifies a 3.1 degree glide slope for the 
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proposed precision instrument approaches for Runways 16 and I. This is considered non
standard as it exceeds a standard glide slope of 3 degrees. Almost all commercial airports in 
the United States are equipped for precision instrument approaches with standard 3 degree 
glide slopes. 

The runway centerline to parallel taxiway centerline separation scales to a dimension of 400 
feet. 

Evaluation of Proposed Airfield 

Several aspects of the proposed airfield are discussed here. These include approach slope, 
capacity, runway length available for landing, runway markings, airfield geometrics, taxiway 
system and construction issues. 

Approach Slope 

The Alternative provides a non-standard approach angle of 3.1 degrees. Very few major 
commercial airports have non-standard glide slopes, and the other airfield alternatives 
considered in this EIR are based on a standard approach angle of3 degrees. 

Capacity 

The capacity of this alternative is limited due to the fact that only one runway is available for 
anivals. Substantial delays will result during peak anival periods at 2020 demand levels. 
The Proposed Project includes two runways that can be used for anivals during prevailing 
weather conditions. While one runway can accommodate off-peak anival periods, the 
second runway provides the ability to reduce delays during peak anival periods. 

Data contained in FAA guidelines (FAA Advisory Circular 150/5060-5, Airport Capacity 
and Delay) indicate that the Proposed Project provides 25 to 30 percent more runway 
capacity than the "V" configuration. Therefore, the "V" runway configuration will not 
accommodate traffic as efficiently as the Proposed Project and will be subject to escalating 
delays during peak periods. 

Runways 

Analysis of precision instrument approaches from the north in accordance with TERPS was 
conducted by the aviation planning team. The TERPS analysis concluded that the required 
location of the landing threshold for a 3.1 degree glide slope is approximately 8,200 feet 
south of the end of the existing Runway 16L. Therefore, the landing threshold for Runway 
16 needs to be located approximately 2,000 feet further south than depicted under this 
alternative. The maximum amount of runway extension to the south (towards Bake 
Parkway) that is usable for landings on Runway 16 is approximately 6,200 feet Such an 
extension would provide a landing distance of approximately 8,050 feet. This landing 
distance is significantly less than landing distances provided by other alternatives 
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(approximately 9,900 to 10,400 feet). This is a marginal runway requirement to be used for 
the planning of the primary arrival runway at a new commercial airport with operations and. 
role as forecast for the Proposed Project. 

While the landing distances provided by other alternatives are greater than this alternative, it 
is also noted that other alternatives are based on a standard, 3-degree glide slope. The 
runway configuration in this alternative is operationally inferior to the other alternatives due 
to the combination of steeper approach angle and. reduced landing length. Compared to 
other alternatives, the available landing length is unacceptable. 

Runway Markings 

The placement of Runway Protection Zones under this alternative (Figure 8.12) suggests that 
Runway 34 will be retained for precision instrument approaches. Therefore, it will be 
necessary to provide precision runway markings for both Runways 16 and 34. This will 
require relocating the landing threshold of Runway 34 approximately 4,200 feet to the south 
to accommodate runway markings. This may impact precision instrument approaches from 
the south. It would also displace arrival SENEL contours by an equivalent amount to the 
south, increasing single event noise levels in some existing residential areas. 

Airfield Geometries 

The runway centerline to taxiway centerline separation of 400 feet is not adequate to 
accommodate future New Large Airplane (NLA) models that may operate at the airport. A 
separation distance of 600 feet is required. The airfield geometrics of the Proposed Project 
are such that NLA operations can be accommodated. 

Taxiway Operations 

The separation of the runway centerline to the face of the termina1 concourse that is parallel 
to Runway 16-34 is approximately 1,000 feet as shown in Figure 8.12. This precludes 
development of dual parallel taxiways along the terminal, which suggests a high potential 
for bottlenecks and aircraft delays on the ground due to pushbacks and maneuvering to and 
from parking positions. Parallel taxiways for Aircraft Design Group V are possible under 
this alternative but would limit the size of aircraft at concourse parking positions to aircraft 
with fuselage lengths of approximately 125 feet, rendering the gates unusable by the 
majority of the commercial aircraft fleet. 

The extension of Runway 16-34 to the south as proposed in this alternative results in long 
taxi distances for aircraft arriving on the primary arrival runway, on the order of two miles. 
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Construction Issues 

This airfield concept requires considerable fill on the south end. The construction of 
runways under this alternative requires that several roads and ground access infrastructure be 
tunneled under runways. These include: 

i) Main airport entrance road 
ii) Airport perimeter road 
iii) Alton Parkway 
iv) AT8tSiMetrolink railroad tracks and Borrego Canyon Wash 
v) Irvine Boulevard 

The south end of the airfield will require significant fill. It is through this area of fill that 
Alton Parkway, the airport perimeter road and the railroad would be tunneled. The south 
end of the extension of Runway 16-34 is located in the City of Irvine, and pursuant to the 
State Aeronautics Act, City approval may be required. However, City approval of any 
airport facility would be inconsistent with the City's position on the Reuse Plan (see City 
Council Resolution 99-01 and Measure D, November, 1998). 

Terminal and RON Parking 

A linear terminal complex is proposed between the "V" shaped runways. Details on the 
terminal have not been documented by the proponent, however, based on the concept 
drawing the terminal provides approximately 9,000 linear feet of ramp frontage to 
accommodate aircraft contact gates at the tenninal. This is considerably less ramp frontage 
and fewer gates than that provided by the terminal concept under the Proposed Project which 
provides over 11,500 feet of ramp frontage. 

The face of the concourse that is parallel to Runway 16-34 is approximately 1,000 feet from 
the runway centerline. As previously indicated, this prevents the development of dual 
parallel taxiway capability which is important for efficient airfield operations. The terminal 
setback from the runway also affects the size of aircraft in terms of tail heights that can park 
at the terminal (in accordance with obstruction criteria specified in Federal Aviation 
Regulations Part 77, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace). Aircraft parking areas need to 
be sufficiently separated from the runway so that parked aircraft are not obstructions as 
defined in FAR Part 77. If an aircraft parking limit line is assumed at a distance of 300 feet 
from the face of the terminal concourse in this alternative, the maximum tail height 
permitted at this line is 28.6 feet above the elevation of the nearest point of the runway 
centerline. Tail heights of the MD-ll and B747 exceed 57 and 64 feet, respectively, and 
would be precluded from parking at the concourse, as well as other aircraft that would be 
obstructions under FAR Part 77. 

Remain Overnight Parking (RON) is not indicated on the concept drawing included in the 
proponent's submittal of April 7, 1999 (Figure 8-12). 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Alternatives .... 



Access and Parking 

Terminal Access 

Primary access to the tenninal complex would be provided at Trabuco Road and 
Barranca/Alton Parkways near the Irvine Transportation Center (lTC). Trabuco Road would 
cross under the proposed Runway 1-19 and connect directly to the tenninal loop road. A 
new access road from Barranca/Alton Parkways would cross over the railroad tracks and 
connect to the terminal loop road north of the proposed Airport Transportation Center 
(ATC). Secondary terminal access would be provided by Marine Way which would be 
realigned at the south end of Runway 1-19. 

It is assumed that the terminal loop road is at-grade (as there is no indication or provision for 
ramps in the proponent's submittal). Vehicles would circulate counterclockwise along the 
terminal loop road. 

Assessment 

The connection of Trabuco Road to the terminal loop road poses some technical and safety 
concerns. 

The technical aspect pertains to the need to provide adequate distance from edge of the 
runway area for vertical gradient. A gradient of six percent, the standard used in other 
alternatives, could be accommodated over a distance of approximately 330 feet. The 
Alternative does not provide such distance. Thus, a steeper, substandard gradient would have 
to be used. 

The safety aspect pertains to connecting the depressed segment of Trabuco Road directly to 
the tenninalloop road immediately at the end of the tunnel. This intersection would have to 
be signalized. Due to the depression, drivers could not readily see the oncoming intersection, 
making it prone to accidents. Warning signals would need to be installed in the tunnel to 
alert drivers of the signal ahead. Furthermore, vehicles would be queued in the tunnel on 
Trabuco Road due to signalization. This could result in unsafe conditions since drivers of 
vehicles entering the tunnel could not immediately see the end of the queue. Vehicle queuing 
within the tunnel is also expected to result in an unhealthful concentration of vehicle fumes. 

Angular bends on the terminal loop road, particularly the ones in front of the north and south 
terminal buildings, could result in traffic bottlenecks due to vehicles slowing down at bends. 
A single level terminal road suggests the potential for congestion due to the mixing of 
arrival and departure traffic which is separated by multi-level terminal roads in the Proposed 
Project. 
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Parking 

This alternative provides three parking areas on a total of approximately 125 acres. All 
parking areas are inside the terminal loop road. It is assumed that these areas would 
accommodate short term, long term and employee parking as well as rental car facilities. 

Assessment 

The total parking area provided in this alternative is roughly equal to the on-site short term, 
long term, employee and rental car areas provided in the Proposed Project. If this alternative 
is to accommodate the same air passenger level as forecast for the Proposed Project, 
additional remote areas would have to be provided. In the Proposed Project, remote parking 
areas are conveniently located in the Northern Panhandle. This alternative does not have 
such area that could be easily accessed from the terminal. The parking area shown on the 
east-side of Runway 16-34 is not ideally suited for remote public parking. 

Furthermore, since all parking areas in this alternative are inside the terminal loop road, 
employee and rental car traffic would have to mix with terminal (short term, long term and 
curbside) traffic. This would substantially add to the volume of traffic using the terminal 
loop road and, together with the eff'ect of roadway bends discussed above, could lead to 
severe traffic congestion on the terminal loop road. 

Non-Terminal Roadway Access 

Primary access to the air cargo area would be provided by Alton Parkway. Although there 
are existing 1-5 interchanges at Alton Parkway and Bake Parkway, their location would force 
air cargo truck traffic to use local streets. 

The tunnel section of Irvine Boulevard under Runway 1-19 raises similar safety and air 
quality concerns as discussed for Trabuco Road. Westbound traffic on the Irvine Boulevard 
tunnel would immediately encounter the signalized intersection at the SR 133 northbound 
on/off'ramps on exiting the tunnel. Also, traffic would be queued under the tunnel on the 
westbound approach to the intersection, which could result in unsafe driving and air quality 
conditions. 

8.9.2 OCX Facility Improvements for the Wildlands 
Ranch Alternative (October 5, 1999, Submittal) 

Figure 8-12A summarizes the basic features of this alternative (Wildlands Ranch Plan 
Alternative 1) for OCX described below. Figure 8-12B (Wildlands Ranch Plan Alternative 
2) presents a variation of the alternative. 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Alternatives 
1-117 



8.9.2.1 Airfield 

The major difference between this concept and that reflected in the April 7 submittal is that 
the north-south runway (16-34) is not extended as far south in order to locate runways 
entirely within the "Measure A" boundary. This results in a potential runway length of 
12,000 feet which is achieved by constructing 1,000 foot extensions on each end of the 
existing Runway 16L-34R. Runway 16 would be the primary arrival runway. The runway 
would be equipped for precision instrument approaches with a specified glide path angle of 
3.3 degrees. The proponent states that 8,000 feet of runway would be available for landing 
which suggests the landing threshold is displaced 4,000 feet. 

The primary departure runway, Runway 19, is proposed in the concept at a length of 10,000 
feet, and expandable to a length of 12,000 feet. The ultimate length is achieved by 
constructing a 2,000-foot extension on the end of Runway 19. Runway 1 is also equipped 
for precision instrument approaches. The submittal specifies a 3.1 degree glide slope for 
Runway I. The runway is proposed for arrivals during Santa Ana wind conditions and also 
to accommodate arrivals of Approach Category D aircraft. The elevation of the end of 
Runway I is indicated at 300 feet MSL. This is approximately 60 feet more than the 
existing ground elevation and will require significant fill. 

The proposed airfield of the October 5, 1999, submittal (Alternative 1) is assessed below 
with respect to those factors considered for the April 7, 1999 submittal. 

Approach Slope 

A non-standard approach angle of 3.3 degrees is specified for the primary arrival runway, 
Runway 16. This precludes use of the runway for arrival operations by aircraft with 
approach speeds of at least 141 knots. This includes the following aircraft commercial 
transport aircraft: L-lOll, DC-IO-30, DC-IO··~m, DC-8-61, DC-8-63, MD-ll, B747 (all 
models), B777, B767-300, B757-3oo and the B737-800. It also precludes approaches by 
Gulfstream II, IV and V, and Lear 35 business jets. The submittal suggests a strategy for 
accommodating Approach Category D aircraft whereby Runway 1 is used for arrivals by 
these aircraft. As explained herein, this would be a "counter-flow" or head-to-head 
operation and raises safety and capacity concerns. 

A 3.3 degree glide slope would have landing minimums of 250 foot decision height and 
visibility of % miles. These are slightly higher than standard Category I minimums of 
200/Y2. 

Runway 16 Approach 

The development of the instrument approach procedure for Runway 16 contained in the 
submittal does not include adverse obstacle assumptions and allowance for precipitous 
terrain. These factors are typically applied by FAA in the development of instrument 

Alternatives County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 
1-1 •• 



procedures and most likely would be applied for instrument procedures at El Toro. These 
were applied in the previous assessment of instrument approach procedures conducted as 
part of the Airport System Master Plan and are prudent for the planning of a newairport. l 

Considering these allowances and the proposed approach procedure for Runway 16, it is 
found that a 3.3 degree glide slope is not possible for the proposed landing threshold. In 
order to provide a 3.3 degree glide slope the landing threshold would have to be displaced an 
additional 1,900 feet to the south. If the proposed landing threshold is retained, a glide slope 
angle of 3.6 degrees would be required to provide adequate obstacle clearance. 

The options of additional displacement of the landing threshold or a steeper (3.6 degree) 
glide slope required to implement an acceptable approach procedure, render the proposed 
concept of Runway 16 arrivals not feasible for a new commercial airport. Even if a 3.3 
degree approach procedure could be developed in accordance with standard FAA practices, 
it is not a desirable basis for planning the main arrival runway at a commercial airport. 

Runway 1 Approach 

An analysis of the proposed approach for Runway I concluded that a glide slope of 3.1 
degrees is possible for the proposed landing threshold location and elevation. 

Runway 19 Departures 

Departures on Runway 19 will require a minimum climb rate of 300 feet per nautical mile to 
an altitude of 1,600 feet MSL before resuming a standard rate of climb. 

Approach Category D Aircraft Limitations 

The steep glide slope proposed for Runway 16 prevents the use of the runway for arrival 
purposes by aircraft with approach speeds of 141 knots and greater. It is estimated that this 
restriction would affect 29,700 aircraft arrivals projected for the Proposed Project in 2020 
(see Table 8.9-1), or 21 percent of all commercial aircraft arrivals forecast for OCX in 2020. 

As may be noted in Table 8.9-2, several market segments are particularly impacted, 
including passenger arrivals on Asia-Pacific routes (100 percent of arrivals), Atlantic routes 
(72 percent), and domestic long-haul routes (33 percent of arrivals), as well as all-cargo 
arrivals on international routes (94 percent of arrivals) and domestic routes (32 percent of 
arrivals). If these operations cannot be accommodated at the airport, the ability of the airport 
to provide the range of services envisioned under the Proposed Project would be severely 
limited, particularly for international passenger and cargo markets. 

I Instrument Flight Procedures Analysis Final Report. K&M Consultants. May 1998. 
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Table 8.9-1 
Summary of Arrivals by Type of Aircraft Impacted by Sbort "V" 

Alternative Airport Runway Layout at OCX in 2020 

1,583 5% 
OCI0 631 2% 
MDll 4,853 16% 
737-800 1,599 5% 
747 4,894 16% 
757-300 1,064 4% 
767-300/400 (some) 5,695 19% 
777 6,558 22% 

Total 29,698 100% 

Source: P&D Aviation 
NOTE: [I] Number of Category D aircraft operations based on the projected fleet mix reflected 

in the Proposed Project. 
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Table 8.9-2 
Summary of Impact Short "V" Alternative Airport Runway Layout on Projected 

Aircraft Arrivals at OCX in 2020 

Regional/Commuter 19,950 0 0% 
SbortHaul 36,400 543 1% 
Medium Haul 27,650 3,544 13% 
Long Haul 23,150 7,635 33% 
Subtotal-Domestic 107,150 11,721 11% 

Latin America 5,650 867 15% 
Atlantic 2,900 2,091 72% 
Asia-Pacific 8,850 8,850 100% 
Canada/Other 1,000 III 11% 
Subtotal-International 18,400 11,918 65% 

Source: P&D Aviation 
NOTE: [1] Number of Category D aircraft operations based on the projected fleet mix reflected in the 

Proposed Project. 
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Alternative Category C equipment providing similar lift capacity is available to substitute 
for some of the aircraft impacted by the restriction. Examples of alternative aircraft include 
the A320/321 and B737-400 for the B737-800, and the A300 and A330 for the B757-300 
and B767-300/400. However, there are effectively no alternative non-Category D aircraft 
available to replace the larger aircraft affected by the restriction. 

The fleet mix of individual airlines that choose to provide service at the airport will dictate 
the availability of these particular aircraft types. Since most domestic airlines and many 
international airlines have at least some of the impacted aircraft types in their fleet, it is 
reasonable to expect that a constraint at OCX that would restrict the flexibility of the airlines 
to assign equipment to the airport would place OCX at a competitive disadvantage relative 
to other airports in the region without such restrictions. This would further limit the ability 
of OCX to provide the range of services anticipated under the Proposed Project. 

The submittal suggests a strategy for acconunodating Category D arrival operations. This is 
achieved by using Runway 1 for arrivals. The proposed strategy involves a counterflow 
operating configuration in which departures from Runway 16 would track outbound in the 
opposite direction of arriving aircraft. Such an operating mode raises safety and capacity 
concerns. 

Capacity 

The assessment of capacity issues for the April 7 submittal also applies to the October 5, 
1999, submittal. However, the concept is less efficient than the April 7 submittal from the 
standpoint that it suggests an operating mode that promotes counterflow operations. This 
operating mode is proposed as a means of overcoming limitations on arrivals by Approach 
Category D aircraft that are inherent in the alternative. 

The assessment of Category D limitations concluded that approximately 21 percent of the 
forecast fleet mix cannot use Runway 16 (the primary arrival runway) and must use Runway 
1 for arrivals. Use of Runway I for arrivals will close down the primary departure runway 
(Runway 19) during these periods. Considering that Category D arrivals can be expected on 
a regular basis throughout the day suggests that inefficiencies at best can be expected due to 
the frequent need to change operating configuration of the runways. 

Flight Tracks 

Proposed flight tracks are basically "straight-in" and "straight-out" for arrivals and 
departures with the exception of departures on Runway 16. The proposed departure 
specifies a right turn be conunenced shortly after takeoff, followed by a left turn so that the 
departure track parallels that of Runway 19. The turning departure is intended to avoid 
residential conununities of Laguna Village, Leisure World and Laguna Hills. The ability to 
avoid these noise sensitive areas and follow the depicted flight tracks will be controlled by 
the point at which turns actually occur and the radius of turn that is executed. 
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The following comments are based on data depicted on an exhibit entitled "Proposed Flight 
Paths The Alternative Airport" contained in the October 5, 1999, submittal. The submittal 
indicates that the right turn out on departure will be initiated approximately 5,000 feet from 
brake release with a turn radius of approximately 1 nautical mile. After turning 
approximately 50 degrees from the runway heading, a left turn is executed to parallel the 
departure track of Runway 19. 

This is not representative of the flight tracks that could be expected by the proposed 
operation. First, many aircraft would commence the proposed initial right turn out farther 
south than depicted. A distance of 8,000 feet from brake release is reasonable, and it is 
understood that some aircraft would require longer distances. Taking this into account, the 
proposed departure track would then over fly the northern edge of the noise sensitive area. 
Secondly, larger turn radii than that which has been assumed would direct the departure 
track farther south such that a greater portion of residential area is over flown. The flight 
track as shown does not reflect the normal range of ground tracks that can be expected due 
to dispersion. Lastly, the flight track is based on the assumption that a departure procedure 
involving the proposed double turns will be implemented. If a procedure based on only a 
right turn is employed, this would result in over flight of the greatest portion of the Laguna 
Village area. 

Runway Length A vailable for Takeoff 

Geodetic computations of the runway end coordinates given for Runway 1-19 indicate a 
length of 9,333 feet (versus a length of 10,000 feet depicted in the submittal). Taking into 
account the need to provide required runway object free area, a takeoff length of 
approximately 9,000 feet is available on Runway 19 with the "Short V" Alternative Runway 
Layout presented in the submittal. This takeoff distance is significantly less than the takeoff 
distances provided by other alternatives (takeoff lengths greater than 11,000 feet are 
available under the Proposed Project). 

Runway Length A vail able for Landing 

The review of the Runway 16 approach procedure concluded that the proposed landing 
threshold location cannot be assumed to provide a 3.3 degree approach slope. A 3.6 degree 
glide slope is possible for the proposed landing threshold location. In order to provide a 3.3 
degree glide slope the landing threshold would need to be displaced an additional 1,900 feet 
to the south. Considering the need to provide 1,000 feet of Object Free Area beyond the 
stop end of the runway results in an available landing distance of approximately 5,800 feet. 
This landing distance is significantly less than the landing distances provided by other 
alternatives (as previously indicated to be approximately 9,900 to 10,400 feet). 
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It was previously stated that geodetic computations of the runway end coordinates given for 
Runway 1-19 indicate a length of 9,333 feet. When requirements for runway object free area 
are taken into account this results in an available landing distance of approximately 8,400 
feet for the Short V configuration. This landing distance is significantly less than the 
landing distances provided by other alternatives. 

Airfield Geometries 

The conclusions stated for the April 7 submittal apply to this alternative airport 
configuration. 

Taxiway Operations 

Previously stated inefficiencies of the April 7 submittal due to the inability to provide dual 
parallel taxiways in the terminal area are also inherent in this concept. 

8.9.2.2 Terminal and RON Parking 

A linear terminal complex is proposed and is located in between the "V" shaped runways. A 
difference between this concept and the April 7 submittal is that retail uses previously 
proposed in the terminal building appear to have been eliminated with the building area used 
for aircraft gates. This would provide an additional 1,100 feet of ramp frontage 
(approximately 10,100 feet overall). This is less than that provided by the preferred terminal 
concept (which provides over 11,500 feet of ramp frontage). 

As previously described for the April 7 submittal, the setback of the terminal from the 
runway will limit the heights of aircraft that can park along the face of the building. RON 
parking is not included in the concept. 

8.9.3 Nonaviation Revenue Support Uses 

Although not specifically included in the proponent's information about this alternative, it is 
assumed that nonaviation uses similar to those included in the Proposed Project would be 
included. Because of the runway configuration, this alternative would not have the same 
space available for the wildlife habitat area and preservation of existing agricultural uses as 
the Proposed Project. 
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8.9.4 

8.9.4.1 

Environmental Impacts of Wildlands Ranch 
Alternative 

General Impacts 

As previously discussed, this alternative presents serious technical and feasibility concerns. 
Due to these unresolved issues, the alternative could not feasibly attain most of the project 
basic objectives. With respect to environmental impacts, while some impacts under this 
alternative would be similar to those of the Proposed Project, this alternative would not 
avoid or substantially lessen impacts projected to result from the Proposed Project. In fact, 
this alternative would result in a number of impacts that would be greater than the Proposed 
Project, including noise and biological resources, as discussed below. 

8.9.4.2 Noise 

Review of this alternative indicates it may produce the greatest noise impacts of any 
alternative considered in the El Toro Master Planning Process. 

This alternative, as presented by the Proponent, includes several noise footprints which are 
referenced as produced by the County's consultants. In fact, none of the noise contours 
included in the proponent's submittal were generated or reviewed by the County except for 
those that are direct reproductions of contours provided by the County consultants for the 
Proposed Project. Noise contours which are purported to reflect SENEL and CNEL 
contours for this alternative were not produced by the County consultants and are not 
credible representations of the noise footprints that would be created by this alternative. 

This alternative assumes departures to the south on Runways 19 and 16. The Runway 19 
departures would not expose existing residential uses to noise levels in excess of 65 CNEL. 
However, the track from Runway 19 would overfly a portion of the Irvine Meadows 
Amphitheater and near the Irvine Medical Center. The associated noise levels would 
probably exceed FAA Part 150 recommended noise levels for such uses as well as exceed 
County of Orange and City of Irvine noise standards for such uses. 

The Runway 16 departures assume a right turn "as soon as possible." It is these right turns 
that cause the greatest noise impact on existing noise sensitive uses. If the turns do not 
occur very early, the 65 dB CNEL contour would likely impact most of the residential areas 
of Laguna Village, part of Laguna Hills and potentially Laguna Woods. Should residential 
uses be allowed in the Irvine Spectrum area by the City of Irvine, then these residential areas 
would also be impacted by planes taking off of Runways 19 and 16. The extent of the noise 
impact will depend on where aircraft departing Runway 16 make their turns and how small a 
radius is used for those turns. For the CNEL contour to impact no residential uses, the turns 
would have to be completed prior to reaching the present end of Runway 16, not the 
proposed relocated end of Runway 16. This would require a very sharp turn very early in 
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the departure procedure. This turn would be highly unlikely for heavy aircraft and 
subsequent late turns by heavy aircraft would impact Laguna Village, Laguna Hills and 
Leisure World. Given the typical dispersion associated with this right turn, the expected 65 
dB CNEL contour would impact more residential uses than any other Alternative 
considered. Other than this alternative, only Alternative J impacts residential uses with noise 
in excess of 65 dB CNEL. 

These conclusions were based on the size and shape of the CNEL contours shown for 
Alternative A but applied to the runway configuration under this alternative. The Alternative 
A contours were assumed because the runway capacity of this alternative is less than the 
Proposed Project. If noise contours for the Proposed Project are applied, the impacts would 
be greater than those indicated above. 

The 65 CNEL for this alternative would affect seven residential planning areas in the City of 
Irvine and the City's Sphere of Influence. While there are few, if any, residential units 
currently constructed in these planning areas, all of them include major future residential 
planned communities or villages that would be affected by the 65 CNEL. The departure 
corridor would result in a 65 CNEL affecting approximately 1,200 dwelling units proposed 
in Planning Area (PA) 33, 2,030 units allocated by the City General Plan to PA 17, and 750 
units allocated to PA 18 for a total of 3,980 dwelling units. In addition to these units, the 65 
CNEL could affect dwelling units in P A 22 and the Laguna Laurel Planned Community 
depending on the extent of the 65 CNEL and the fmal development plan for the Laguna 
Laurel Planned Community (this planned community would permit up to 2,042 dwelling 
units). 

The arrival corridor 65 CNEL for this alternative would affect PAs 2, 5, and 9 in the City's 
Sphere oflnfluence, which also include planned residential units. However, most of the area 
affected by the 65 CNEL has been enrolled in the NCCP Program. The approach corridor 
65 CNEL would also affect residential development planned in the East Orange General 
Plan. However, no zoning or development plans have been proposed for these future 
residential areas, so the impact cannot be estimated reliably. Based on plans available, the 
alternative is expected to impact 3,000 to 6,000 future homes. 

Mitigation of the 65 CNEL impacts on existing and future residential development is not 
feasible. There is no mitigation for exterior noise levels of 65 CNEL or higher that would 
reduce the effects of aircraft noise on existing housing. In addition, amendments to the City 
of Irvine and County General Plans to eliminate or relocate thousands of future residential 
units is infeasible because there are no alternative locations for the 3,000 to 6,000 future 
units affected by the 65 CNEL. Most of the remaining unentitled lands (30,000+ acres) in 
central Orange County have been enrolled in the NCCP Program. In addition, amendment 
to the City's Conservation/Open Space Plan to accommodate transfer of dwelling units is 
not considered feasible and may require a City ballot measure. Purchase of the development 
rights for these units would be prohibitively high. 
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For these reasons, this alternative would have a significant adverse noise impact, which 
would not be reduced by feasible mitigation measures. Therefore, this alternative would 
have the greatest adverse noise impact of any of the alternatives analyzed herein. 

8.9.4.3 Biological Resources 

This alternative is substantially different from any of the other alternatives considered in 
several ways. One of the differences is how the concept accommodates the federal Habitat 
Reserve. The nonaviation land use component does accommodate a wildlife habitat area, 
although the southerly portion of this area is substantially narrower than under Proposed 
Project. 

Under this alternative, the extension of existing Runway 16L-34R restricts available open 
space to the extreme east side of the MCAS EI Toro site. This more narrow, constricted area 
requires the realignment and reconfiguration of the federal Habitat Reserve. South of the 
proposed Jeronimo Road extension there is a narrow area reserved for wildlife use. The area 
is constrained by the runway extension on the west and the airport property to the east. This 
narrow segment of the wildlife area extends an estimated 7,000 feet before a new wildlife 
corridor underpass is provided at Bake Parkway. The width of the wildlife area is estimated 
at 500 feet, with the runway and manicured aviation land to the west and an industrial park 
immediately adjacent to the east. This alternative relocates the wildlife underpass at 1-5 to 
the San Diego Creek outlet, rather than at Serrano Creek. This relocation lengthens the 
wildlife habitat area on the MCAS EI Toro site. To accommodate this area, the Alternative 
requires the realignment of Serrano Creek to join with San Diego Creek, south of Bake 
Parkway. This realignment represents a new impact to soft bottom habitat not reflected in 
the Proposed Project. 

The most substantive difference between this alternative and the Proposed Project is the 
wildlife habitat area configuration. In addition to the changes discussed on the southern 
portion of the area, there are some modifications to the north. The access into the Habitat 
Reserve occurs further to the east and accommodates a new equestrian use. 

This alternative does not share some of the project components discussed for the Proposed 
Project, or they vary in their locations. For example, there is no provision for Astor Road. 
The AltonIBarranca intersection is relocated and reconfigured. There is no provision for the 
future Rockfield alignment, which is inconsistent with the Master Plan of Arterial 
Highways. Serrano Creek is realigned to the east with a new culvert requirement at Bake 
Parkway to transition into San Diego Creek. These modifications constrain and lengthen the 
Wildlife Habitat area, subjecting this area to additional nighttime illumination and to more 
contiguous aircraft activity, and reduce golf and agricultural open space buffers relative to 
the Proposed Project. The alternative is not expected to be as functional for wildlife 
movement as that proposed as part of the Proposed Project due to the narrower width and 
proximity to more indirect aviation activities along the runway extension. 
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With the exception of differences in the wildlife habitat area, this alternative is not expected 
to generate substantially different direct impacts on biological resources than under the 
Proposed Project. Direct impacts to native plant communities, wildlife, wildlife dispersion 
corridors and special interest species are very similar to the Proposed Project. Indirect 
impacts resulting from aircraft overflights are discussed below. 

The flight tracks under this alternative are also substantially different from the Proposed 
Project. Similar to Alternative J, there are no direct overflights associated with the federal 
Habitat Reserve due to the elimination of the east-west runway. The aircraft overflights are 
generally reversed and aircraft generally land from the north and depart to the south. One of 
the purposes of this runway configuration is to direct overflights into a different area of the 
San Joaquin Hills, rather than having overflights over the populated Aliso Viejo area. These 
overflights would occur in the Shady, Bommer, Moro Canyon areas, that are a part of the 
NCCP reserve. Similar to the Proposed Project, these overflights are not expected to result 
in substantially new biological resource impacts. 

8.9.5 Conclusions 

The alternative limits operations by certain aircraft types. The limitation does not encourage 
the growth of air service and general aviation opportunities. Service opportunities such as 
international, domestic long haul, and cargo are not accommodated by the alternative. Thus, 
aviation demand is not served, and economic growth is not enhanced to the same degree as 
the Proposed Project. The alternative is technically inferior to the Proposed Project and 
other alternatives with respect to several airport planning issues. The alternative also 
impacts residential land uses to noise in excess of 65 dB CNEL. 
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8.10 LAND USE ALTERNATIVES AT FORMER MCAS 
EL TORO 

This section evaluates possible alternatives to the nonaviation uses on the MCAS EI Toro 
site under the Proposed Project for the purpose of reducing any significant adverse impacts 
pertaining to the nonaviation uses to below the level of significance. In both alternatives, the 
aviation-related land uses of the Proposed Project would remain the same as described in 
Chapter 3.0. These alternatives to the nonaviation uses do not affect the ability of the 
Proposed Project to meet the general project and aviation related objectives. 

8.10.1 Nonaviation Revenue Support Area Alternative 1 

In summary, this alternative was selected for analysis because it has the potential to lessen 
the project impacts on Prime Agricultural Soils, traffic, and traffic related impacts while still 
obtaining most of the objectives of the project. 

Figure 8-13 shows the proposed Nonaviation Revenue Support Area Alternative 1 land use 
plan and Table 8.10-1 shows the proposed land uses and acreages by parcel. In summary, in 
comparison to the Proposed Project, this alternative would: 

1. Delete the Business Park uses in Planning Area 7 and retain the existing agricultural 
uses to reduce the loss of Prime Agricultural Soils. 

2. Relocate the Regulation Golf Course from the southerly portion of Planning Area 3 
(thus retaining approximately 120 acres of Prime Agricultural Soils to the northerly 
portion of Planning Area 2 replacing (a) Regional Park uses and (b) Cuiturall 
Institutional uses planned in the Proposed Project (formerly military housing areas). 
Culturalllnstitutional uses would be reduced from approximately 80 acres to 
approximately 40 acres in Planning Area 2. Approximately 160 acres of Regional 
Park uses would be reclassified to Golf Course uses. The equestrian stable area in 
the Proposed Project (Parcel 2-2) would remain unchanged (approximately 36 acres). 

3. Relocate the Vehicle Maintenance Yard and the State Department of Education 
Warehouse from Planning Area 5 to Planning Area 3, deleting an equal area of 
Regional Park uses in the high aircraft noise portion of Planning Area 3. This 
change from the Proposed Project would reduce the loss of farm lands by about 64 
acres in Planning Area 5. 

4. Relocate the proposed Executive Golf Course from Planning Area 7 to the location 
of the existing (former military) golf course in Planning Area 3. This change would 
reduce the loss of Prime Agricultural Soils in Planning Area 7 by approximately 98 
acres. 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Alternatives 
1-111 



Table 8.10-1 
Nonaviation Revenue Support Area Alternative 1 
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8.10.2 Environmental Impacts of Nonaviation Revenue 
Support Area Alternative 1 

Compared to the Proposed Project, this alternative is intended to reduce the project impacts on 
traffic (and traffic related impacts such as air quality and highway noise) and on Prime Farm 
Lands. This alternative would result in a net reduction in Regional Park acreage, a net increase 
in £ann lands, and elimination of the Business Park as further described below. In addition, 
this alternative reduces the aircraft noise impacts on recreational uses by reducing the planned 
recreation areas in the high noise impact areas (i.e., 70+ CNEL). 

The alternative would also reduce the development costs for Regional Park uses and 
CulturallInstitutional uses, and eliminate development costs for the Business Park. The 
alternative would slightly increase revenues from farm land leases, reduce revenues from 
CulturallInstitutional and Regional Park uses, and eliminate revenue from the Business Park. 

Land Use 

Compared to the Proposed Project, this alternative would result in a reduction in the lands 
planned for the Business Park and CulturallInstitutional uses, an increase of approximately 
379 acres of farm lands, and relocations of the recreational uses, the Vehicle Maintenance 
Yard, and the State Department of Education Warehouse uses. No changes are proposed to 
aviation uses, aviation support uses, habitat uses, or other public facilities (e.g., homeless 
providers, IRWD. aCTA rail yard and ANG). As with the Proposed Project, there would be 
no significant impact related to land use compatibility. 

General Plan Consistency 

The adjustments to nonaviation revenue support use do not affect the need for General Plan 
Amendments compared with the Proposed Project. 

Transportation and Circulation 

This alternative would reduce the trips generated by the Project as follows: 

LAND USE 
Business Park 
CulturallInstitutional 
Regional Park 
Agricultural Uses 
Tota) 

CHANGE IN TRIP GENERATION: 
AM PEAK PM PEAK TOTAL 

-1,735 .1,566 -15,775 
·390 ·350 -3,920 
·149 -179 ·3732 
+4 

-2,270 
+4 

·2,091 
+798 

-22,629 
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% CHANGE 
(·1000/0) 
(-50010) 
(-810/0) 

(+4800/0) 
(N/A) 
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In summary, this alternative would reduce the Proposed Project trip generation as follows: 

PROJECT CASES: TRIP GENERATION FOR OCX AREA: 
AM PEAK PM PEAK TOTAL 

Proposed Project: 11 ,498 12,796 176,123 
Alternative: 9,228 (-20%) 10,705 (-16%) 153,494 (-13%) 
Existing Conditions: 2,200 2,300 25,400 

This alternative would reduce the peak hour trip generation by 20 percent in the morning 
peak hour and 16 percent in the afternoon peak hour, which is a significant reduction. This 
alternative could result in a measurable reduction in peak hour conditions east and southeast 
of the OCX project area. 

Elimination of the Business Park and relocation of the Executive Golf Course would have a 
measurable reduction in trips on Rockfield Drive, Alton Parkway, Bake Parkway, Barranca 
Parkway, and the 1-5 Freeway ramps in the vicinity of the Business Park site. The relocation 
of the Vehicle Maintenance Yard and State Warehouse would reduce trips on Portola 
Parkway between Sand Canyon and the Foothill Tollroad and increase by an equal amount 
the trips on Irvine Boulevard between Sand Canyon and Bake Parkway. This increase 
would be partially offset by reductions in trip generation for Culturalllnstitutional uses and 
regional park uses. The increase in agricultural trips and relocation of Regulation Golf 
Course trips would have insignificant effects. 

The traffic impacts of the Proposed Project are reduced by mitigation measures to a level of 
insignificance. Therefore, this alternative would not result in a different conclusion 
regarding project impacts. However, this alternative would reduce the extent and costs of 
required mitigation for traffic impacts, and would reduce traffic impacts in congested areas 
to the east and south of the project site, especially in the Spectrum and Lake Forest areas. 

A viation Compatibility 

The alternative would virtually eliminate recreational uses (i.e., golf course areas) within the 
Safety Zones for the Proposed Project and retain most of the existing agricultural uses 
located in these Zones. In addition, this alternative would virtually eliminate Regional Park
type uses within high aviation noise areas (i.e., 70+ CNEL). 

Since Golf Courses and Regional Park-type uses proposed in the Safety Zones and high 
aviation noise areas are considered compatible land uses, the Proposed Project would not 
result in recreational uses being incompatible with aviation activities. Therefore, this 
alternative would not change the conclusions of the Proposed Project impact analysis. 

Air Quality and Highway Noise 

This alternative would reduce the highway traffic (mobile source) air quality emissions by 
about 13 percent, and total on-site generated project emissions by approximately 5 percent. 
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Highway noise impacts in the project area would be reduced significantly compared to the 
project case on Rockfield Drive in and near the site, and to a lesser degree on Bake Parkway, 
Alton Parkway, and Barranca Parkway. Highway noise would be reduced on Portola 
Parkway near the project site to a less than significant leveL However, highway noise would 
be increased on Irvine Boulevard in and near the project site to a less than significant leveL 

This alternative would not result in a different conclusion regarding project impacts. 
However, this alternative would measurably reduce the total project air quality emissions 
due to mobile sources, and would measurably reduce highway noise impacts in some areas 
near the project site. 

Recreation 

This alternative would reduce the amount of active and passive types of recreational uses 
included in the proposed regional park area, retain the project proposals for equestrian 
stables, and Executive Golf Course and a Regulation Golf Course, and increase farm land for 
an overall insignificant change in total open space. Therefore, this alternative would have 
approximately the same effects as the Proposed Project in providing open space in the 
rapidly urbanizing central and southern Orange County area. This alternative would 
preserve less open space, however, than would be preserved by the No Project/No Activity 
Alternative, but the alternative would provide a larger amount of active recreational uses 
(Le., two golf courses) compared to the No Project case. 

However, this alternative would result in a large reduction in Regional Park-type uses 
compared to the Proposed Project. The demand for active (e.g., ballfields) and passive (e.g., 
picnicking) Regional Park-type uses in the project area is significant, and recreational 
surveys for the project and studies by the County and nearby cities demonstrate a significant 
urunet need. This alternative would reduce or eliminate the opportunity to meet this 
demand. Therefore, this alternative would be inferior to the Proposed Project in meeting the 
demand for Regional Park-type recreational uses. 

Natural Resources and Energy 

This alternative would increase the amount of agricultural lands from approximately 139 
acres under the Proposed Project to approximately 517 acres. Per Section 4.1.6 of the Draft 
EIR, the Department of Navy leased approximately 1,040 acres for agricultural uses at the 
OCX site, of which 726 acres have been classified as "Prime Farmland" and 92 acres have 
been classified "Farmland of Statewide Importance" by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Natural Resources Conservation Service. 

According to Section 4.11.1.1, P. 4-453 and Figure 4-91 ofFEIR 563, all of Planning Area 5 
(approx. 269 acres), portions of Planning Area 3 (approx. 175 acres), portions of Planning 
Area 7 (approximately 245 acres) and a portion of Planning Area 8 (approx. 40 acres) are 
classified Prime Farmlands. Note, however, that since the U.S. Department of Agriculture's 
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classification, Marshburn Detention Basin has been constructed, reducing the lands 
classified as Prime Fannland by approx. 39 acres to a total of230 acres in Planning Area 5. 

Of these Prime Fannlands, 166 acres (72 percent) would be retained in Planning Area 5,131 
acres (75 percent) would be retained in Planning Area 3, and 203 acres (83 percent) would 
be retained in Planning Area 7. All of the Prime Fannland in Planning Area 8 would be lost 
due to the ROFA and RPZ proposed for OCX. In total, of the 726 acres classified Prime 
Fannland (687 acres after construction of Marshburn Basin), approximately 500 acres would 
be retained by this alternative. Note that the construction of the Rockfield Drive extension 
in Planning Area 7, although not required for this alternative, would remove approximately 
seven acres of Prime Fann Land. 

Figure 4-453 also shows that portions of Planning Area 7 (approximately 82 acres) and a 
portion of Planning Area 3 (approximately ten acres) are classified Fannland of Statewide 
Importance. Virtually all of this land is located in the Runway Obstacle Free Area (ROF A) 
or the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) proposed for OCX. According to FAA Advisory 
Circular AC 15015200-33, the FAA recommends that no agricultural activities be conducted 
in the ROF A and related zones to ensure safe, efficient aircraft operations. Therefore, the 
ROF A and RPZ for the Proposed Project and this alternative would result in the loss of 
approximately 67 acres of Fannland of Statewide Importance. In addition, the proposed 
location of the IRWD Aqueous Waste Treatment Plant in Planning Area 7 would remove 
another nine acres of these F annlands for a total loss of approximately 76 acres. 

In conclusion, the Nonaviation Revenue Support Area Alternative 1 would significantly 
reduce the loss of fannland compared to the Proposed Project. The alternative would, 
however, result in a significant loss of fannland compared to the No Project/No Activity 
Alternative. 

In regard to Fannlands of Statewide Importance, the ASMP includes an alternative that 
would locate all of the ROF A and RPZ on the north side of the "TAS~ Metrolink railroad 
in the unincorporated area. This alternative could reduce the loss ofFannlands of Statewide 
Importance from 76 acres to approximately 10 acres ofloss, which would reduce the impacts 
to a level of insignificance. 

CulturaVlnstitutional Uses 

This alternative would reduce the Culturalllnstitutional acreage by over 50 percent from the 
Proposed Project, which could potentially result in the site being unsuitable in size to 
accommodate the proposed branch university. However, this site would still be large 
enough to accommodate the remaining Culturalllnstitutional uses proposed by the project 
(e.g., Sheriff's education center, etc.). Therefore, this alternative would be expected to have 
an adverse impact on accommodating a portion of the demand for a branch university in 
southern Orange County. 
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Feasibility 

This alternative would reduce development costs for nonaviation uses, so economic feasibility 
is enhanced. 

Conclusion 

Under this alternative, the level of development at MCAS EI Toro would be less intense than 
with the Proposed Project. This would result in slight differences in effects from the 
Proposed Project, for example, fewer trips and fewer jobs created. Most of the impacts 
would be similar to, or slightly less than. the impacts of the Proposed Project. The primary 
difference in effects is that more agricultural land would be preserved although the impacts 
would remain significant under this alternative. However, for many of the impact categories 
for which this alternative results in slightly less than the Proposed Project, the Proposed 
Project does not result in significant unmitigated impacts; thus implementation of this 
alternative would not reduce any significant impacts. For these reasons, this Draft EIR 
proposes to reject this alternative. 

8.10.3 Nonaviation Revenue Support Area Alternative 2 

In summary, this alternative was selected for analysis because it has the potential to avoid 
project impacts on Prime Agricultural Soils and lessen impacts on traffic and traffic related 
impact while still attaining the objectives of the project. 

Under Nonaviation Area Alternative 2, nonaviation uses proposed are shown in Table 8.10-2 
and Figure 8-13. Compared to the Proposed Project, this alternative is intended to reduce 
the project impacts on traffic (and traffic related impacts such as air quality and highway 
noise) and on Prime Farm Lands. Compared to the Proposed Project, this alternative would 
result in a net reduction in: 

a Regional Park acreage 
b. Golf Course acreage 
c. Proposed County Wildlife Habitat area 
d. Business Park area 
e. CulturallInstitutional uses 

This alternative would result in a net increase in farm lands compared to the Proposed 
Project. In addition, this alternative reduces the aircraft noise impacts on recreational uses 
by reducing the planned recreation areas in high noise impact areas. 

The alternative would also reduce the development costs for Regional Park uses and the 
CulturallInstitutional uses and eliminate development costs for the Business Park, the 
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Table 8.10-2 
Nonaviation Revenue Support Area Alternative 2 
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Executive Golf Course, and the proposed Wildlife Habitat Area. The alternative would 
slightly increase revenues from farm land leases, reduce revenues from Cultural/lnstitutional 
and regional park uses, and eliminate revenue from the Business Park. In summary, this 
alternative would: 

1. Delete the Business Park (87 acres ), Executive Golf Course (98 acres), and County 
Wildlife Habitat Area (40 acres) in Planning Area 7 and retain the existing 
agricultural uses, to reduce the loss of existing farm lands by approximately 283 
acres in Planning Area 7. 

2. Relocate the Regulation Golf Course from the southerly portion of Planning Area 3 
(thus retaining approximately 120 acres offarm lands in ParceI3-1e) to the northerly 
portion of Planning Area 3 replacing (a) regional park uses and (b) Cultural! 
Institutional uses planned in the Proposed Project (formerly military housing areas). 
Relocation of the golf course would permit conversion of the existing (former 
military) golf course (a net area of 62.36 acres after reductions for proposed aviation 
and other uses) to the proposed Irvine Ranch Water District (IRWD) Aqueous Waste 
Treatment Plant site (9 acres) and to agricultural uses (approximately 53 acres). This 
agricultural area could accommodate the relocation of nursery uses from Planning 
Area 5 required by the proposed parking area in Parcel 5-9a. The proposed County 
Wildlife Habitat Area in Planning Area 3 (approximately 104 acres) would be 
eliminated and the existing agricultural uses would be retained. 

3. Cultural/lnstitutional uses would be reduced from approximately 80 acres to 
approximately 8 acres in Planning Area 2, and 72 acres would be reclassified to golf 
course use for the Regulation Golf Course. Approximately 195 acres of regional 
park uses would be reclassified to golf course uses. The equestrian stable area in the 
Proposed Project would remain unchanged (approximately 36 acres). 

4. Relocate the Vehicle Maintenance Yard (57.4 acres) and the State Department of 
Education Warehouse (6.18 acres) from Planning Area 5 to Planning Area 3. This 
change from the project plan would reduce the loss of farm lands by 64 acres in 
Planning Area 5. 

8.10.4 Environmental Impacts of Nonaviation Revenue 
Support Area Alternative 2 

Land Use 

Compared to the Proposed Project, this alternative would result in a reduction in the lands 
planned for the Business Park, Golf, Regional Park-type uses, proposed County Wildlife 
Habitat Area, and CulturalJlnstitutional uses. This alternative would increase the amount of 
existing agricultural uses retained by the project from 139 acres to 738 acres, an increase of 
approximately 600 acres. Finally, this alternative would relocate the Regulation Golf 
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Course, the Vehicle Maintenance Yard, and the State Department of Education Warehouse 
uses compared to the Proposed Project. No changes are proposed to aviation uses, aviation 
support uses, or other public facilities (e.g., homeless providers, IRWD, OCTA rail yard, 
andANG). 

This alternative would reduce the CulturallInstitutional acreage by 90 percent, which would 
result in the site being WlSwtable in size to accommodate the proposed branch university and 
virtually all the other CulturallInstitutional uses. However, this site would still be large 
enough to accommodate the small CulturallInstitutional uses. 

General Plan Consistency 

The adjustments to nonaviation revenue support use do not affect the need for General Plan 
Amendments compared with the Proposed Project. 

Transportation and Circulation 

This alternative would reduce the trips generated by the Proposed Project as follows: 

LAND USE 
Business Park 
CulturallInstitutional 
Regional Park 
Agricultural Uses 
Total 

CHANGE IN TRIP GENERATION: 
AM PEAK PM PEAK TOTAL 

-1,735 -1,566 -15,775 
-796 -716 -7,956 
-149 -179 -3732 
+6 +6 +1,200 

-2,674 -2,455 -26,263 

-I. CHANGE 
(-100%) 
(-90%) 
(-81%) 

(+736%) 
(N/A) 

In summary, this alternative would reduce the Proposed Project trip generation as follows: 

PROJECT CASES: TRIP GENERATION FOR OCX AREA: 
AM PEAK PM PEAK TOTAL 

Proposed Project: 11,498 12,796 176,123 
Alternative: 8,824 (-23%) 10,341 (-19%) 150,222 (-15%) 
Existing Conditions: 2,200 2,300 25,400 

This alternative would reduce the peak hour trip generation by 23 percent in the morning 
peak hour and 19 percent in the afternoon peak hour, which is a significant reduction. This 
alternative could result in a measurable reduction in peak hour conditions east and south east 
of the OCX project area. 

Elimination of the Business Park and the Executive Golf Course would have a measurable 
reduction in trips on Rockfield Drive, Alton Parkway, Bake Parkway, Barranca Parkway, 
and the 1-5 Freeway ramps in the vicinity of the Business Park site. The relocation of the 
Vehicle Maintenance Yard and State Warehouse would reduce trips on Portola Parkway 
between Sand Canyon and the Foothill Tollroad and increase by an equal amount the trips 
on Irvine Boulevard between Sand Canyon and Bake Parkway. This increase would be 
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almost entirely offset by reductions in trip generation for CulturaIllnstitutional uses and 
regional park uses. The increase in agricultural trips and relocation of Regulation Golf 
Course trips would have insignificant effects. 

The traffic impacts of the Proposed Project are reduced by mitigation measures to a level of 
insignificance. Therefore, this alternative would not result in a different conclusion 
regarding project impacts. However, this alternative would reduce the extent and costs of 
required mitigation for traffic impacts, and would reduce traffic impacts in congested areas 
to the east and south of the project site, especially in the Spectrum and Lake Forest areas. 

A viation Compatibility 

Compared to the Proposed Project, the alternative would eliminate recreational uses (Le., 
golf course areas) and proposed County Wildlife Habitat Areas within the Safety Zones for 
the Proposed Project and retain almost all of the existing agricultural uses located in these 
Zones. The ROF A and RPZ would remove small amounts of existing agricultural uses. In 
addition, this alternative would eliminate Regional Park-type uses within high aviation noise 
areas (i.e., 70+ CNEL). 

Since Golf Courses, Regional Park-type uses, and proposed County Wildlife Habitat areas 
proposed in the Safety Zones and high aviation noise areas are considered compatible land 
uses, the Proposed Project would not result in open space uses being incompatible with 
aviation activities. Therefore, this alternative would not change the conclusions of the 
Proposed Project impact analysis. 

Air Quality and Highway Noise 

Compared to the Proposed Project, this alternative would reduce the highway traffic (mobile 
source) air quality emissions by about 15 percent, and total on-site generated project 
emissions by approximately 7 percent. Highway noise impacts in the project area would be 
reduced significantly compared to the project case on Rockfield Drive in and near the site, 
and to a lesser degree on Bake Parkway, Alton Parkway, and Barranca Parkway. Highway 
noise would be reduced on Portola Parkway near the project site to a less than significant 
level. However, highway noise would be increased on Irvine Boulevard in and near the 
project site to a less than significant level. 

The local and regional air quality impacts of the Proposed Project are reduced by mitigation 
measures to a level of insignificance. Therefore, this alternative would not result in a 
different conclusion regarding project impacts. However, this alternative would measurably 
reduce the total project air quality emissions due to mobile sources, and would measurably 
reduce highway noise impacts in some areas near the project site. 
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Recreation 

Compared to the Proposed Project, this alternative would eliminate the amount of active and 
passive types of recreational uses included in the proposed Regional Park area and in the 
Executive Golf Course. However, this alternative would retain the project proposals for 
Equestrian Stables (approximately 36 acres) and a Regulation Golf Course (238.5 acres), and 
increase farm land for an overall insignificant change in total open space. Therefore, this 
alternative would have approximately the same effects as the Proposed Project in providing 
open space in the rapidly urbanizing central and southern Orange County area. This 
alternative would preserve less open space, however, than would be preserved by the No 
Project/No Activity Alternative, but the alternative would provide a larger amount of active 
recreational uses (Le., golf course) compared to the No Project case. 

This alternative would result in a large reduction in regional park-type uses. The demand for 
active (e.g., ball fields) and passive (e.g., picnicking) regional park-type uses in the project 
area is significant, and recreational surveys for the project and studies by the County and 
nearby cities demonstrate a significant unmet need. This alternative would reduce or 
eliminate the opportunity to meet this demand. Therefore, this alternative would be inferior 
to the Proposed Project in meeting the demand for regional park-type recreational uses. 

Natural Resources and Energy 

This alternative would increase the amount of farm lands from approximately 139 acres 
under the Proposed Project to approximately 738 acres. Per Section 4.1.6 of the Draft EIR, 
the Department of Navy leased approximately 1,040 acres for agricultural uses at the OCX 
site, of which 726 acres have been classified as "Prime Farmland" and 92 acres have been 
classified "Farmland of Statewide Importance" by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Natural Resources Conservation Service. 

According to Section 4.11.1.1, P. 4-453 and Figure 4-91 ofFEIR 563, all of Planning Area 5 
(approximately 269 acres), portions of Planning Area 3 (approximately 175 acres), portions 
of Planning Area 7 (approximately 245 acres), and a portion of Planning Area 8 
(approximately 40 acres) are classified Prime Farmlands. Note, however, that since the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture's classification, Marshburn Detention Basin has been 
constructed, reducing the lands classified as Prime Farmland by approximately 39 acres to a 
total of230 acres in Planning Area 5. 

Of these Prime Farmlands, this alternative would retain in agricultural use 166 acres (72 
percent) in Planning Area 5, 175 acres (100 percent) in Planning Area 3, and 245 acres (100 
percent) in Planning Area 7. However, all of the Prime Farmland in Planning Area 8 
(approximately 40 acres) would be lost due to conflicts with the ROF A and RPZ for OCX. 

In total, of the 726 acres classified Prime Farmland (689 acres after construction of 
Marshburn Basin), 586 acres of Prime Farm Land would be retained by this alternative. 
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Note that the extension of Rockfield Drive, although not required for this land use 
alternative, would remove approximately seven acres of agricultural lands in Planning Area 
7 when constructed to implement the Master Plan of Arterial Highways. 

Figure 4-453 also shows that portions of Planning Area 7 (approximately 82 acres) and a 
portion of Planning Area 3 (approximately ten acres) are classified Farmland of Statewide 
Importance. Virtually all of this land is located in the Runway Obstacle Free Area (ROFA) 
or the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) proposed for OCX. According to FAA Advisory 
Circular AC 150/5200-33, the FAA recommends that no agricultural activities be conducted 
in the ROF A and related zones to ensure safe, efficient aircraft operations. Therefore, the 
ROFA and RPZ for the Proposed Project and this alternative would result in the loss of 
approximately 67 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance. 

In conclusion, the Nonaviation Revenue Support Area Alternative 2 significantly reduce the 
loss of farmland compared to the Proposed Project. The alternative would, however, result 
in a significant loss of fann land compared to the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative. 

In regard to Farmlands of Statewide Importance, the ASMP includes an alternative which 
would locate all of the ROF A and RPZ on the north side of the A r8L~i' Metrolink railroad 
in the unincorporated area. This alternative could reduce the loss of Farmlands of Statewide 
Importance from 67 acres to approximately 10 acres of loss, which could reduce the impacts 
to a level of insignificance. 

Final EIR 563IFSA EIR 563 concluded that the CRP would not have a significant adverse 
impact on prime fann lands. Therefore, this alternative would not result in a different 
conclusion regarding project impacts. 

Feasibility 

Under this alternative, the development costs for nonaviation development are reduced, 
which increases the feasibility of the alternative. 

Conclusions 

Under this alternative, the level of development at MCAS EI Toro would be less intense than 
with the Proposed Project. This would result in slight differences in effects from the 
Proposed Project, for example, fewer trips and fewer jobs created. Most of the impacts 
would be similar to, or slightly less than, the impacts of the Proposed Project. The primary 
difference in effects is that more agricultural land would be preserved although the impacts 
would remain significant under this alternative. However, for many of the impact categories 
for which this alternative results in slightly less than the Proposed Project, the Proposed 
Project does not result in significant unmitigated impacts; thus implementation of this 
alternative would not reduce any significant impacts. The Draft EIR proposes to reject this 
alternative because it eliminates active recreational uses such as ballfields, which are needed 
to meet demand in South County. 
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8.11 

8.11. 1 

ALTERNATIVE K: JWA - STATUS QUO 
AVIATION ROLES; ALTERNATIVE AIRPORT SITE
FULL DOMESTIC TO FULL INTERNATIONAL; 
NO AVIATION REUSE AT MCAS EL TORO 

CEQA Requirements for Alternative Sites 

Section 15126.6 (Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed Project) of the 
CEQA Guidelines specifically describes the types of alternatives to a Proposed Project that 
should be evaluated in an EIR. Section 15126.6(f)(2) provides the following guidance on 
identifYing and considering alternative sites for Proposed Projects: 

(A) Key question. The key question and first step in analysis is whether any of the 
significant effocts of the project would be avoided or substantially lessened by 
putting the project in another location. Only locations that would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the Significant effocts of the project need be considered 
for inclusion in the EIR. 

(B) None .feasible. If the lead agency concludes that no .feasible alternative locations exist, 
it must disclose the reasons for this conclusion, and should include the reasons in the 
EIR. For example, there may be no .feasible alternative locations for a geothermal 
plant or mining project, which must be in close proximity to natural resources at a 
given location. 

(e) Limited new analysis required Where a previous document has sufficiently analyzed 
a range of reasonable alternative locations and environmental impacts for projects 
with the same basic purpose, the lead agency should review the previous document. 
The EIR may rely on the previous document to help it assess the feasibility of 
potential project alternatives to the extent the circumstances remain substantially the 
same as they relate to the alternative. 

8.11.2 Previous Studies of Alternative Airport Sites 

Over the last approximately 30 years, a number of studies have been conducted regarding 
the siting of an airport in addition to JW A to serve all or some of the anticipated increase in 
demand for air travel in Orange County. These prior studies considered a wide range of 
possible sites and evaluated these candidate locations based on a number of characteristics, 
including suitability for aviation uses, ground transportation, physical site constraints and/or 
environmental considerations. Given the large number of sites that have been considered for 
an additional airport in Orange County, a detailed description of the site evaluation and 
history of environmental documentation is contained in Appendix J. A table summarizing 
the potential environmental impacts and other constraints of each alternative site (Table J-A) 
is included in Appendix J. A brief summary of the prior studies follows. 
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EIR No. 102, Orange CoWlty Airport Alternative Futures (DMJM 1978), identified several 
alternative airport sites to assist JWA in serving aviation demand in Orange County. EIR 
No. 102 did not evaluate either the potential environmental impacts of these alternative airport 
sites or the ability of these sites to accommodate a civilian airport. The following eight 
alternative airport sites were identified in EIR No. 102, as discussed in detail in Appendix J: 

(i) Mesa de Colorado (Rancho California) 
(ii) Ontario International Airport 
(iii) Naval Air Station (NAS) Los Alamitos 
(iv) Camp Pendleton 
(v) Chino Hills 

(vi) Long Beach Airport 
(vii) Bell Canyon 

EIR No. 508 (CoWlty of Orange, 1985), prepared in support of the JW A Master Plan and Santa 
Ana Heights Land Use Compatibility Program. evaluated a number of alternative sites for 
airports which would have accommodated some or all of the expanded flight activity planned 
for JW A. These sites, which are discussed in detail in Appendix J, are: 

i) Camp Pendleton 
ii) Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC), Los Alamitos 
iii) Ontario and Los Angeles International Airports and Long Beach Airport (Combined 

Alternative) 
iv) Santiago Canyon 
v) San Pedro Bay/Long Beach Harbor 
vi) Chino Hills 

A relatively recent study related to alternative airport sites was the Airport Site Consensus 
Team Final Report (The Planning Center 1990). That study identified a wide range of possible 
sites and considered potential advantages and disadvantages of each site. The report evaluated 
20 sites and identified four that were considered potentially able to serve Orange COWlty air 
service demand. These sites, which are discussed in detail in Appendix J, are: 

(i) Potrero Los Pifios 
(ii) South Camp Pendleton 

(iii) Cristianitos Canyon 
(iv) March Air Force Base (AFB) 

On JWle 12, 1990, the Orange COWlty Board of Supervisors approved a motion to :find that 
none of the four sites recommended by the Airport Site Coalition Consensus Team were 
appropriate for master planning at that time. On December 4, 1990, the Board of Supervisors 
voted to support planning efforts for a commercial airport at George Air Force Base, including 
a rail linkage. 
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Final EIR No. 563 (P&D 1996), prepared in support of the reuse of MCAS EI Toro, 
considered the four possible alternative sites identified in the 1990 Consensus Report. 
Technical Report 6 to EIR No. 563, Alternatives Definition Report for the MCAS EI Toro 
Master Development Program, identified three possible alternative sites for an airport to 
serve Orange County demand: the AFRC Los Alamitos, Cristianitos Canyon and Camp 
Pendleton. The sites considered in EIR No. 563 and Technical Report 6 are discussed in 
detail in Appendix J. FEIR No. 563 concluded that none of the sites was feasible for the 
CRP project, as explained in Appendix J. 

8.11.3 Alternative Sites Evaluated for EIR No. 573 

As part ofEIR No. 573, no additional feasible sites were found in Orange County, and none 
that would satisfy the project objectives or that would avoid or substantially lessen the 
potential adverse impacts of the Proposed Project. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(f), there are no additional sites to be considered for the Proposed Project. 
For further information, see Section 8.14.1.5, New Airport Site Only. 

In addition, to the extent that increased use of other existing airports in the region to 
accommodate Orange County demand which would otherwise be served in Orange County 
under the Proposed Project could be considered an "off-site" alternative, the environmental 
effects of such a scenario are summarized, to the extent practicable, in the No ProjectINo 
Activity Alternative (see particularly the relevant discussion in Section 8.2.4 of this EIR). 
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8.12 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

8.12.1 Introduction 

Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires an analysis of a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the Proposed Project. In particular, subsections (I) and (e)(2) in relevant part 
state: 

(I) "The specific alternative of "no project" shall also be evaluated along with its 
impact: (2) If the environmentally superior alternative is the "no project" alternative, 
the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other 
alternatives." 

Section 8.2 summarizes the impacts of the No Project/No Activity Alternative in comparison 
to the Proposed Project in detail. 

8.12.2 No Project/No Activity Impacts Summary 

As analyzed in Section 8.2 and Table 8.13-1, the No Project/No Activity Alternative would 
not be the environmentally superior alternative because it would have greater adverse 
environmental impacts than the Proposed Project, in summary, as follows: 

• The aviation alternatives, the ETRPA Nonaviation Alternative, and the project would 
generate less regional VMT. 

• The aviation alternatives (except Alternative F) and the project would generate less 
regional air quality emissions than the No Project/No Activity Alternative. 

• While the No Project/No Activity Alternative would avoid increased aviation operations 
and sleep disturbance impacts near the EI Toro site, this alternative would increase 
operations and sleep disturbances at JW A and regional airports where the impacts would 
be worse due to the large number of noise sensitive uses within the 65 CNEL at regional 
airports. 

For these reasons, the No Project/No Activity Alternative would not be the environmentally 
superior alternative. 
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8.12.3 Environmentally Superior Alternative 

Based upon the comparisons in Table 8.13-1, Alternative A, because it creates less noise, 
transportation, local air quality emissions, toxic air contaminants due to aircraft, natural 
resources and energy impacts than the Proposed Project, although creating greater regional 
VMT and air quality impacts, is the environmentally superior alternative. For the 
nonaviation revenue support land uses. Alternative LU-2 is the environmentally superior 
alternative because it substantially reduces the loss of agricultural soils, trip generation, and 
local air quality emissions while retaining substantially the benefits of proposed recreation 
uses and public facilities. 
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8.13 COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

A comparison of the key impacts of each of the alternatives analyzed in this EIR is provided 
in Table 8.l3-l. 
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Table 8.13-1 
Comparison of Key Impacts of Alternatives Relative to the Proposed Project 

• In those instances in which the comparison of the alternative to the Proposed Project is materially affected by 
the phasing, a footnote has been added to identify those differences. 

.. SiSRifiQIiR& 19QaI air '1yal~' iJHpaats will Ret 9QQUr until S9H1:fiimi al"tiF ::lOIO +AtSIl iHl:plWtIi mill ~t Hl:itigailld 
i9 a 111\,111 ~1I1~w tllil It'~l 9fsiSRifiQaDQII. 

Legend: I 
S 
+ 

= 
NA 

Alternatives 

= Impacts are insignificant after mitigation. 
= Impacts are significant after mitigation. 
= Impacts are substantially greater than the Proposed Project. 
= Impacts are substantially less than the Proposed Project. 

Impacts are similar to the Proposed Project 
Not Applicable. 
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8.14 AL TERNA '"IVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED 

lbis section discusses alternatives to the Proposed Project that have been considered but 
rejected from further consideration. The alternatives that have not been carried forward for 
further consideration were eliminated, generally, if screening analyses indicated that the 
scenario: 

(i) had a serious operational or environmental deficiency and/or was clearly inferior to 
one or more scenarios retained for further study; 

(ii) was infeasible or would have failed to meet significant and substantial goals and 
criteria, as established in the Community Reuse Plan and further refmed for the 
ASMP; 

(iii) did not offer significant advantages over another scenario retained for further study, 
or; 

(iv) was closely bracketed by two other scenarios that were carried forward for further 
consideration, or was a closely-related variant of a scenario that had been carried 
forward. 

The following subsections describe these alternatives and the specific reasons for 
eliminating them from further consideration in this EIR. 

8. 14. 1 One-Airport Scenarios Not Carried Forward 

8.14.1.1 JWA Only - Status Quo with Runway Extension 

Under this alternative, the role of JW A would remain unchanged, but the main runway 
would be extended 1,100 feet to the north for a total runway length of 6,800 feet. The 
northerly extension would allow some commercial aircraft operating at JW A to have greater 
takeoff weights, enabling them to travel farther and/or carry more passengers. It would also 
provide an added margin of safety. In order to accommodate a significant amount of 
commercial passenger demand beyond 8.4 MAP, general aviation would be eliminated at 
JW A and the short runway closed. lbis alternative was eliminated from further 
consideration, because it was concluded that this scenario offered no significant advantage 
over Alternative F, while having the same failures to achieve project objectives as set forth 
in Alternative F in Section 8.4.3. 
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8.14.1.2 JWA Only - Enhanced Service 

Under this alternative, the role of JW A would include additional long haul service. The 
improvements needed, the elimination of general aviation, and the conclusions for this 
alternative are the same as for Alternative 8.14.1.1, above. 

8.14.1.3 JWA Only - Enhanced Service with Reduced General 
Aviation 

Under this alternative, the role of JW A would be expanded to include full long-haul service. 
The main runway would be extended 1,100 feet to the north for a total runway length of 
6,800 feet. This alternative was eliminated from further consideration, because it was 
concluded that this scenario offered no significant advantage over Alternative G, while 
failing to attain the same project objectives as discussed in Section 8.5.3. 

8.14.1.4 MCAS EI Toro Only 

Ten alternatives were evaluated which involved closing JW A to all aircraft operations and 
developing MCAS EI Toro to varying degrees of passenger and other service. None of the 
single-airport scenarios that would close JW A has been considered further, because the 
general aviation facilities at JW A would become unavailable to Orange County general 
aviation users or would need to be replaced at MCAS E1 Toro. If all JW A general aviation 
activity were relocated to MCAS EI Toro, it would significantly affect the ability ofMCAS 
EI Toro to accommodate growth in commercial air passenger and cargo needs. The project 
objectives to follow the County's General Plan and board direction to utilize a two airport 
system would also not be attained. 

8.14.1.5 New Airport Site Only 

Under this alternative, a new airport site would have been developed to serve Orange 
County. JWA would be closed to all aircraft operations, and MCAS EI Toro would have 
been reused for nonaviation purposes. Three potential new airport sites were identified for 
this analysis based on prior airport site selection studies in Orange County (AFRC Los 
Alamitos and a Cristianitos Canyon site in Orange County, and Camp Pendleton in San 
Diego County). No determination has been made here of the suitability of any of the three 
sites for a commercial airport with full domestic to :full international service (see 
Section 8.12). 

This scenario has not been carried forward because a guideline established by the Board of 
Supervisors in adopting the CRP was that a system of two airports, including commercial 
service at JW A, is favored. Alternative K consists of a two-airport system, with commercial 
service at JW A and a new commercial airport site serving Orange County. Furthermore, 
there is considerable uncertainty and speculation regarding the feasibility of both of the 
Orange County sites suggested. With the Camp Pendleton site about ten miles from the 
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Orange County border, it would not be a suitable replacement for JW A. The County has no 
access to the ownership of the Pendleton and Los Alamitos sites, and they remain under 
military ownership and control. There are no plans pending to close either of those bases. 
As set forth in Section 11.3.3.3 on page 11-56 of EIR No. 563, the Cristianitos Canyon site 
was rejected because it would be only a medium haul facility (maximum runway length 
6,800 feet), is within the ten mile Emergency Planning Zone for the San Onofre Nuclear 
Power Plant, and it would result in greater environmental impacts than the Community 
Reuse Plan. See also the discussion in Section 8.11, Appendix J to this EIR, and the studies 
referenced in Appendix J. 

8.14.2 Unlinked Two-Airport Scenarios Not Carried 
Forward 

8.14.2.1 Alternative D 

Under this alternative, MCAS El Toro would be developed to provide full domestic and 
international passenger and cargo service, and general aviation service, as in the Proposed 
Project. However, JW A would serve only general aviation. No major facility improvements 
would be needed at JW A. Runway improvements at MCAS El Toro would be the same as 
the Proposed Project and Alternative C. Although this alternative was the closest refined 
altemative to CRP Alternative A, this alternative was rejected because it does not meet the 
project objective of a two airport system, and because it causes greater environmental 
impacts than the Proposed Project. 

8.14.2.2 Alternative H: JWA - Status Quo; MCAS EI Toro - Full 
Domestic with 10 MAP Limit 

The airport roles and airfield improvements for this alternative would be the same as for 
Alternative A. except that MCAS El Toro would be constrained to 10 MAP. The limited 
service at OCX would result in twice as many passengers being served at JW A in 2020 
compared with the Proposed Project (10.8 MAP compared with 5.4 MAP). This alternative 
has been rejected because it does not meet the project objectives. Less than two-thirds of the 
County's air passenger service demand would be served by Alternative H. The regional air 
quality benefits of serving nearly all the demand in Orange County would be lost. Noise 
impacts around JW A would increase. Figure 8-9 depicts Alternative H. 

8.14.2.3 Alternative I: JWA - Status Quo; MCAS EI Toro - Full 
Domestic with 15 MAP Limit 

A viation Uses 

The airport roles and airfield improvements for this alternative would be the same as for 
Alternative A, except that MCAS EI Toro would be constrained to 15 MAP. Because of this 
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limitation, JW A would serve slightly more passengers in 2020 than under the Proposed 
Project, 7 MAP compared with 5.4 MAP. JWA currently (1998) serves approximately 7.5 
MAP. This alternative has been rejected because it does not meet the project objectives. 
Alternative I would serve less than two-thirds of the County's aviation passenger demand, 
will reduce the potential economic benefits of the project, would not take full advantage of 
the noise buffer around EI Toro, and would not reduce regional air quality impacts to the 
extent feasible under the Proposed Project. 

8.14.2.4 JWA -- Status Quo/MCAS EI Toro -- General Aviation 
and Cargo 

This scenario was the Community Reuse Plan (CRP) Alternative B. JW A would have 
retained its existing role, while MCAS El Toro would have been devoted to general aviation 
and cargo use only. The airfield at MCAS EI Toro would consist of two closely-spaced 
parallel runways, the existing Runway 16R-34L and a new 4,200-foot runway with a runway 
centerline separation of 700 feet. The CRP and associated Environmental Impact Report 
No. 563 concluded that the CRP Alternative A was superior to the CRP Alternative B. For 
the reasons stated in EIR No. 563, this scenario was not carried forward for further study. 

8.14.2.5 JWA -- Status Quo/MCAS EI Toro -- Limited International 

Under this alternative, JW A would have continued its existing role. MCAS El Toro would 
have provided limited international service, including limited service to overseas 
destinations in addition to service to North and Central America. The runway configuration 
at JWA would have been unchanged. MCAS EI Toro would have had the same runway 
improvements as Alternative A. The role of MCAS El Toro in this scenario would have 
been between that of Alternatives A (MCAS El Toro full domestic, including international 
to North and Central America) and S (MCAS El Toro full international). The effects of this 
alternative are adequately tested by Alternatives A and S, so it was not be carried forward 
for further analysis. 

8.14.2.6 JWA (North Flow) -- Status Quo/MCAS EI Toro -. Full 
International with Wide Parallel Runways 

This alternative is similar to Alternative J, except JW A would have operated in 
predominantly north-flow (aircraft landing and departing to the north), rather than the 
existing south-flow operations. North flow operations at JW A have been examined in the 
airspace analysis of Alternative J. Therefore, further study under a separate scenario was not 
needed. 
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8.14.2.7 JWA -- Status Quo/MCAS EI Toro -- Full International 
with Realigned Runways 13/31 

Under this alternative, JW A would have operated as status quo, and one or more of the 
runways at MCAS EI Toro would have been realigned to a northwest-southeast (Runway 
13/31) direction. The purpose of the realignment would have been to minimize the presence 
of high terrain in the approach and departure paths. This scenario would be similar to 
Alternative B, except for the MCAS El Toro runway configuration. The realignment of 
runways would not take full advantage of the non-residential areas within the County Policy 
Implementation Line (PIL) and, in fact, exposes new noise sensitive areas to aircraft noise 
impacts. For this reason, a separate alternative with realigned runways was not carried 
forward. 

8.14.2.8 JWA -- Expanded Role/MCAS EI Toro -- General Aviation 
and Cargo 

Two alternatives would have expanded passenger service roles for JWA (ranging from full 
domestic to limited international), with only general aviation and cargo at MCAS EI Toro. 
Runways at JWA would have been extended to 6,800 to 8,000 feet, while MCAS EI Toro 
would have had the same runway two-runway configuration discussed previously. In a two
airport system with MCAS El Toro, long-haul and international service is more suited to 
MCAS EI Toro due to its longer runways and ample space for the necessary terminal 
facilities. Runways of 6,800 to 8,000 feet would not efficiendy provide full domestic and 
limited international service, respectively at JW A. The project objectives to serve Orange 
County's aviation demand and take advantage of economic and land use opportunities 
prescribed by the availability of El Toro would not be met. Thus, these scenarios were not 
considered further. 

8.14.2.9 JWA -- Expanded Cargo or Passenger Roles/MCAS 
EI Toro -- Short- and Medium-Haul 

Three alternatives would have expanded the role of JW A (either all-cargo service or full 
domestic or limited international passenger service), while MCAS El Toro would have 
assumed JW A's current role. These alternatives all would have forced JW A to assume a role 
that requires longer runways and more space than presendy exists at the airport. Although, 
the main runway at JW A would have been extended from 6,800 to 8,000 feet, it would not 
have adequately accommodated the roles envisioned in these alternatives. On the other 
hand, the long runways at MCAS EI Toro would have been underutilized by the short- and 
medium-haul role there. Alternatives with JW A fulfilling the primarily short- and medium
haul role and MCAS EI Toro serving longer flights (such as Alternatives A, B, H, I and 1) 
provide a better balance considering existing facilities and available space at the two 
airports. The studied alternatives take better advantage of the economic and land use 
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opportunities with EI Toro to meet the project objectives to serve Orange County's aviation 
demand. Therefore, these three scenarios were not carried forward for further study. 

8.14.2.10 JWA -- General Aviation and Cargo/MCAS EI Toro 
Long-Haul or Limited International 

Two alternatives envisioned JW A with general aviation and all-cargo service, and MCAS EI 
Toro with long-haul to limited international passenger service. The main runway at JW A 
would have been extended to 6,800 feet. MCAS EI Toro would have had intersecting pairs 
of close parallel runways. The 6,800-foot runway length at JW A would not have adequately 
accommodated expanded all-cargo service. Furthermore, there are no facilities and little 
space to support an all-cargo role there. The longer runways at MCAS EI Toro make that 
airport more suited to the all-cargo role. Thus, this alternative fails to meet the project 
objectives to take advantage of economic and land use opportunities at EI Toro to meet 
Orange County's aviation demand. 

8.14.2.11 JWA -- General Aviation and Short-HauIlMCAS EI Toro -
Limited or Full International 

Here, JW A would have had a general aviation and short-haul role, while MCAS EI Toro 
would have provided limited to full international passenger service. The runway 
configuration at JW A would have remained unchanged. MCAS EI Toro would have had 
intersecting pairs of close parallel runways. These alternatives are very similar to 
Alternative B, the primary difference being medium-haul service at JW A in Alternative B. 
Demand forecasts have shown that with short- and medium haul service at JW A it would 
attract fewer passengers with Alternatives A and B than served today. Therefore, it is more 
appropriate to consider medium-haul service at JW A, as in Altematives A and B. Moreover, 
Alternative C tests the general aviation and short-haul role at JW A. For these reasons, these 
two scenarios were not carried forward. 

8.14.2.12 JWA -- General Aviation/MCAS EI Toro -- Full Domestic 

In this scenario, JW A would have served only general aviation, while MCAS EI Toro would 
have had a full domestic role. This scenario would be similar to Alternative D, except 
MCAS EI Toro would not provide international service. It is concluded that Alternative D 
will adequately test the limits of effects under this scenario, and therefore this scenario was 
eliminated from further consideration. 
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8.14.2.13 JWA -- General Aviation/MCAS EI Toro -- Full 
International 

This alternative is CRP Alternative A: general aviation at JW A and all-cargo and full 
international passenger service at MCAS EI Toro. Under this alternative, JWA would have 
retained its existing runway configuration. MCAS EI Toro would have had the same airfield 
configuration as Alternative A. The more refined and detailed Alternative D would have 
had the same roles as this alternative, but would have had extended runways at MCAS El 
Toro (within the existing MCAS EI Toro property). The longer runways at MCAS EI Toro 
would have provided the greater takeoff length needed for intercontinental flights. This 
scenario does not appear to have a significant advantage over Alternative D, and thus was 
not carried forward for further study in its original form. For the reasons stated in Section 
8.14.2.1, the CRP has evolved in its more refined form, and with Board direction for a two 
airport system, into the Proposed Project, Alternative B. 

8.14.2.14 General Aviation/MCAS EI Toro -- Full International with 
Parallel Runways Separated by 2,500 Feet 

This alternative would have been similar to Alternative J, but with a narrower runway 
separation to reduce impacts to SR133. The 3,000-foot separation of Alternative J could 
potentially permit simultaneous landings or departures on the two runways during IFR 
conditions. While a separation of 2,500 feet allows a simultaneous departure and arrival, it 
does not allow simultaneous arrivals or departures. Furthermore, the area between the 
runways for terminal development would be smaller than desirable for tenninal 
development. This scenario offers no significant advantage over Alternative J, and was not 
carried forward for further consideration. 

8.14.3 Linked Two-Airport Scenarios Not Carried 
Forward 

8.14.3.1 JWA - Short- to Medium-Haul/MCAS EI Toro - Long
Haul to Full International 

Alternative C examines a linked two-airport system with short-haul service at JW A and 
medium-haul to full international service at MCAS EI Toro. This alternative is a variation 
of that concept, whereby JW A would assume a greater role in the split of activity. Demand 
forecast studies have shown that JW A would serve 10.1 MAP by 2020 with short-haul 
service only (Alternative C). Because of the lack of terminal capacity beyond the 10 MAP 
range at JWA, and because the longer runways at MCAS EI Toro would be more suited to 
the longer-haul operations, this scenario would offer no significant advantage over 
Alternative C, in the context of project objectives to take advantage of economic and land 
use opportunities at EI Toro to serve Orange County's aviation demand. Further, the 
expense of the people mover system connecting the two airports is infeasible. 
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8.14.3.2 JWA - Full Domestic/MCAS EI Toro - International Only 

The reasons for not carrying foIWaro this alternative are similar to those for the preceding 
alternative. In this case, however, the full domestic role is significantly less suitable for 
JW A than the short-haul role of Alternative C, because of the limited capability to extend 
the main runway within airport property. Furthermore, the split of activity between the two 
airports in this alternative would place the majority of passengers at JW A, which does not 
have the space on-airport to accommodate it. The scenario would also require a very large 
number of passengers to connect between the two airports on the people mover system, the 
cost of which is infeasible. 
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9.0 

9.1 

INVENTORY OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND 
STANDARD CONDITIONS 

INTRODUCTION 

Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21081.6 requires state and local agencies to adopt programs 
for the monitoring and reporting of the implementation of mitigation measures addressing the 
significant adverse environmental impacts of projects agencies approve subject to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). As part of this Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the 
County Board of Supervisors will adopt a Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP), consistent with 
the requirements ofPRC Section 21081.6 and the State CEQA Guidelines. The MMP will be used 
by the County of Orange for monitoring the implementation of the mitigation measures applicable 
to the selected reuse alternative. 

The mitigation measures identified earlier in Sections 4.1 to 4.18 are listed in this section, by 
environmental parameter. These measures may be refined or deleted, or new measures added., by 
the Board of Supervisors in the Final EIR and the MMP. 

9.1.1 Standard Conditions of Approval 

The Proposed Project includes a number of County of Orange Standard Conditions of Approval 
(COAs) (see listing at end of chapter). These COAs, listed in Appendix L, serve to implement 
various County regulations and policies, and to provide protection to the environment. These 
COAs are part of the Proposed Project and, as a result, are themselves project features which can 
avoid or substantially reduce potential adverse impacts of the Proposed Project on the 
environment. The County will ensure that each COA incorporated in the Proposed Project is 
properly implemented as an integral part of the land use review compliance process. 

9.2 MITIGATION RELATED TO LAND USE 

9.2.1 Final EIR No. 563 Mitigation Measures 

The findings for EIR No. 563 included three land use mitigation measures concerning 
subsequent amendments to the Orange County General Plan and the need for surrounding cities 
to consider adopting proposed mitigation. These mitigation measures are as follows: 

LU~1 Subsequent to the adoption of the MCAS EI Toro Community Reuse Plan and concurrent 
with the preparation of an airport master plan or other development plans for the MCAS 
El Toro site, the County of Orange shall prepare amendments to the Orange County 
General Plan for consideration by the Board of Supervisors to ensure consistency 
between the adopted Community Reuse Plan and the Orange County General Plan. 
These amendments would be subject to the discretion of the Board of Supervisors. 
Further, the Board of Supervisors shall consider zone changes to allow the variety ofuses 
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under the Reuse Plan. These zone changes will be considered at subsequent stages of the 
planning process, when appropriate, such as at the Master Plan level. 

Relationship to EIR No. 573. General Plan amendments are proposed as part of the project. No 
zone changes are requiredfor the Proposed Project due to the County's exemption from its own 
zoning, enacted after EIR No. 563. Thus, LU-J is still applicable and will be implemented upon 
approval of the Proposed Project. 

The County of Orange does not have land use authority in adjacent jurisdictions; 
therefore, the County included Measures LU-2 and LU-3 for consideration by the 
adjacent jurisdictions. 

LU-2 The County of Orange shall coordinate any General Plan Amendments, when deemed 
necessary, with adjacent jurisdictions and adjacent landowners. The person responsible 
for this coordination shall be the County of Orange Director of Planning and 
Development Services or his designee. 

LU-3 Surrounding cities should also consider specific impacts resulting from the proposed 
project, and adopt proposed mitigation, as feasible, in accordance with their local land 
use jurisdiction. 

Relationship to EIR No. 573. Mitigation Measures LU-2 and LU-3 are within the responsibility 
and jurisdiction of another public agency, and not the County of Orange. See CEQA Guideline 
Section J509J(a)(2). Mitigation Measures LU-2 and LU-3 remain applicable to the Proposed 
Project. 

9.2.2 Additional Precautionary Mitigation Measures 

LU-4 Prior to the execution of leases, the County will review compatibility with adjacent and 
nearby uses and include requirements that minimize off-site impacts. These additional 
requirements will include compliance with all hazardous waste disposal protocols, the 
provision of a solid perimeter screen wall or fence, hoods for light fixtures to direct rays 
on site, and other site improvements or measures determined to be necessary to protect 
nearby property owners and lessees. 

LU-5 Prior to execution of leases for agricultural uses, the County will review compatibility 
with adjacent nearby uses, and include the following requirements where appropriate: 

• Restricting the agriculture use to row crops; 
• Prohibiting livestock; 
• Requiring low volume watering, as applicable; 
• Containing runoff on site or directing it to adequately sized public storm sewers; 
• Prohibiting aerial spraying of pesticides; 
• Requiring the application of integrated pest management practices; 
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• Requiring watering before and after any activities that disturb soil to reduce dust 
emissions; 

• Conducting soil moisture monitoring; 
• Maintaining farm equipment in good operating condition; 
• Requiring the use of mulch, cover crops, crop residue management, surface 

roughening, minimum tillage, or other methods to control dust when the land is 
fallow; 

• Requiring the use of gravel or other surface material on highly traveled farm roads to 
reduce dust emissions; and 

• Restricting vehicle speeds and public access to unpaved farm roads. 

LU-6 The County will use its best efforts to ensure that nearby cities adopt and/or maintain 
existing restrictions on undesirable land uses or developments. 

9.3 MITIGATION RELATED TO GENERAL PLAN 
CONSISTENCY 

9.3.1 Final EIR No. 563 Mitigation Measures 

LU-J Subsequent to the adoption of the MCAS EI Toro Community Reuse Plan and concurrent 
with the preparation of an airport master plan or other development plans for the MCAS 
EI Toro site, the County of Orange shall prepare amendments to the Orange County 
General Plan for consideration by the Board of Supervisors to ensure consistency 
between the adopted Community Reuse Plan and the Orange County General Plan. 
These amendments would be subject to the discretion of the Board of Supervisors. 
Further, the Board of Supervisors shall consider zone changes to allow the variety of uses 
under the Reuse Plan. These zone changes will be considered at subsequent stages of the 
planning process, when appropriate, such as at the Master Plan level. 

Relationship to EIR No. 573. The Proposed Project includes the General Plan Amendment. 
There is no longer a need for a zone change due to the County's exemption from its Zoning 
Code. Thus, LU-l is still applicable and will be implemented upon approval of the Proposed 
Project. 

LU-2 The County of Orange shall coordinate any General Plan Amendments, when deemed 
necessary, with adjacent jurisdictions and adjacent landowners. The person responsible 
for this coordination shall be the County of Orange Director of Planning and 
Development Services or his designee. 

LU-3 Surrounding cities should also consider specific impacts resulting from the Proposed 
Project, and adopt proposed mitigation, as feasible, in accordance with their local land 
use jurisdiction. 
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Relationship to EIR No. 573. Mitigation Measures LU-2 and LU-3 are within the responsibility 
and jurisdiction of another public agency, and not the County of Orange. See CEQA Guidelines 
Section J509J(a)(2). Mitigation Measures LU-2 and LU-3 remain applicable to the Proposed 
Project. 

9.3.2 Additional Mitigation Measures 1 

GPC-l The County of Orange will submit the Board of Supervisors approved Airport System 
Master Plan (ASMP) to the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) within 30 days of 
Board approval of the ASMP. The County will use its best efforts to obtain ALUC 
approval of the ASMP as the 20 year plan for both airports, and ALUC adoption of 
necessary amendments to the AELUP. 

GPC-2 Prior to any landowner/developer application for a proposed zone change within the 
Proposed Project's 65 dB CNEL contour, the County of Orange shall negotiate with 
affected landowners to reallocate land uses, densities/intensities, development 
standards, and development allocations/forecasts to be compatible with the 65 dB 
CNEL contours. 

GPC-3 The City of Irvine can and should amend its General Plan to reflect the Proposed El 
Toro Project, including the General Plan designations for the portion of the site in the 
City of Irvine but under the jurisdiction of the LRA (Proposed Project Planning Area 
7), and changes to the General Plan designations in the City's Sphere of Influence 
where inconsistent with the Proposed Project CNEL contours. 

GPC-4 Subsequent to adoption of the ASMP, the County shall use its best efforts to obtain 
SCAQMD's adoption of an updated AQMP, which replaces the obsolete military 
emissions budget for EI Toro with an emissions budget based on SCAG's 2001 RTP as 
it relates to the Proposed Project. 

Note: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section J 509 J (a)(2), ~hese measures are i.o-within the -- --
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency, and not the County of Orange. 

9.4 

9.4.1 

MITIGATION RELATED TO TRANSPORTATION AND 
CIRCULATION 

Final EIR No. 563 and EIR No. 563 Supplemental 
Analysis Mitigation Measures 

T -1 Before the County Board of Supervisors adopts an amendment to the Land Use Element 
or Transportation Element of the General Plan related to implementation of the 
Community Reuse Plan, or approves an airport master plan for an airport on the MCAS 

Land use compatibility mitigation measures in Section 4.1 ofthis EIR are designed with "LU;" therefore, the 
General Plan Consistency mitigation measures are designated "GPC" in this ElR. 
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EI Toro site, whichever comes first, the specific levels of capacity augmentation that 
would be applicable to the study area circulation system and other infrastructure will be 
identified by the Director of the Public Facilities and Resources Department in 
consultation with other responsible agencies for the selected reuse alternative, based on 
the best available socioeconomic data (i.e., OCP-96). 

Relationship to DEJR No. 573: The methodology and findings of this DEJR No. 573 
transportation and circuLation study fulfill the requirements of Mitigation Measure T-J. 
Therefore, Mitigation Measure T-J is no Longer applicable. 

T-2 Before the County Board of Supervisors adopts an amendment to the Land Use Element 
or Transportation Element of the General Plan, related to implementation of the 
Community Reuse Plan, or approves an airport master plan for an airport on the MCAS 
EI Toro site, whichever comes first, the Director of the Public Facilities and Resources 
Department will prepare an Area Traffic Improvement Action Plan ("Action Plan"). The 
Action Plan will contain the following: 

i) A defined land use and circulation phasing plan; 

ii) An analysis of the land use phasing plan demonstrating that, in compliance with 
the County's GMP and CMP, circulation improvements are implemented 
commensurate with development milestones; 

iii) A transit impacts analysis; 

iv) A discussion which identifies and assigns the project's obligation (full share or 
fair share) to fund road phasing improvements and development milestones, thus 
assuring that GMP and CMP LOS standards are met; 

v) An updated traffic study, prepared in conjunction with the Transportation 
Corridor Agencies (TCA), the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans), the Orange County Transit Authority (OCTA) and affected cities and 
major land owners, which uses the land use and circulation system capacity 
assumptions contained in the County General Plan (and, where applicable, the 
assumptions contained in the General Plans of adjacent jurisdictions); 

The traffic study will be conducted pursuant to the provisions of the County's Growth 
Management Plan (GMP) and Congestion Management Plan (CMP), and will include 
both an ADT and a peak hour analysis of the proposed project; 

The traffic study will also be governed by the County's Traffic Implementation Manual 
(TIM), including the General Plan requirement that, within the time frames established by 
the County's "traffic level of service policy," the necessary improvements to arterial 
highways, to which the project contributes measurable traffic, are constructed and 
completed to attain the Level of Service (LOS) D, as provided in the TIM. Intersections 
exempt from the County's "traffic level of service policy" include facilities under the 
jurisdiction of a city or the State or those included on the County's Deficient Intersection 
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List established pursuant to the Growth Management Element. However, where the 
Community Reuse Plan contributes measurable traffic to intersections on the Deficient 
Intersection List, the project will contribute on a pro-rata basis to the Deficient 
Intersection Fund; 

vi) A mitigation feasibility analysis and cost estimate, This analysis shall identify 
potential constraints in implementing any recommended traffic mitigation 
measures for roadways and intersections, so that the feasibility of implementing a 
particular traffic-related mitigation measure is assessed in conjunction with the 
feasibility analysis to be undertaken at the project-specific implementation phase 
of the Community Reuse Plan; and 

vii) A mitigation implementation plan. 

Relationship to DEIR No. 573: The methodology and findings of this DEIR No, 573 
transportation and circulation study and the ASMP and its supporting technical reports fulfill 
each of the individual requirements specified in Mitigation Measure T-2 for the preparation of 
an Area Traffic Improvement Action Plan. Therefore, Mitigation Measure T-2 is no longer 
applicable, 

T-3 Prior to issuing any building permits, the Director of the PY91ilil Falililiti~s aAQ R~ig~~i 

Planning and Development Services Department wiU-shall prepare a Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) Plan pursuant to the County Transportation Demand 
Management Ordinance, The TDM Plan will address such things as vanpooling, fleet 
pooling, ridesharing, public transit, alternative work hours, bikeways and other measures 
related to the mitigation of traffic through demand management. The TDM Plan also will 
establish a program to implement the following air quality mitigation measures which are 
components of the TDM Plan: AQ-15i, AQ-23, AQ-32, AQ-37, AQ-41, and AQ-42. 
Annual monitoring reports will be required. These reports will assess the implementation 
status of the required TDM Plan features. In addition, a transportation coordinator will 
be provided to sUpPOrt the TDM Plan, 

Relationship to DEIR No. 573: Mitigation Measure T-3 remains applicable to the Proposed 
Project, 

T -4 For highway facilities requiring mitigation for the second-tier Community Reuse Plan 
process, but that are not under the sole control of the County, mitigation will be 
coordinated with the affected jurisdictions consistent with Measure M countywide GMP, 
which requires the County to participate in the Inter-Jurisdictional Planning Forums 
(IJPFs) at the Growth Management Area (GMA) level to examine regional improvements 
needed within the affected GMA. Each IJPF develops an annual prioritized list of 
transportation improvement projects, which is approved by the UPF's elected officials 
and submitted to the Orange County Transportation Authority for funding consideration. 
The County will participate in development of the annual GMA Transportation 
Improvement Project List for each GMA affected by the project. 
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For intersections and highway links not under the sole control of the County to which the 
Project contributes measurable traffic, the County will identify improvements which will 
mitigate the Project impacts as governed by the applicable standards of the jurisdiction in 
which the intersection or highway is located, and the County will be responsible for the 
Project fair share of the mitigation costs. If a mitigation measure is unacceptable to the 
applicable jurisdiction, and the County or the jurisdiction identifies an alternative 
mitigation measure which is feasible and acceptable to the jurisdiction and the County, 
the County will be responsible for the Project fair share of the cost of the alternative 
improvement; or at the election of the jurisdiction, the County will provide funds to the 
jurisdiction equal to the fair share mitigation costs to permit the jurisdiction to make 
alternative improvements acceptable to the jurisdiction. 

Relationship to DEIR No. 573: Mitigation Measure T-4 remains applicable to the Proposed 
Project. A modified version that reftrs specifically to improvement locations which are not 
under the sole control of the County is therefore included in the additional transportation and 
circulation mitigation measures summarized at the end of this section. 

T-5 Before the County Board of Supervisors adopts an amendment to the Land Use Element 
or Transportation Element of the General Plan related to implementation of the 
Community Reuse Plan, or approves an Airport Master Plan for an airport on the MCAS 
EI Toro site, the Director of the Public Facilities and Resources Department will prepare 
a Comprehensive Phasing Plan (CPP) consistent with the County's Growth Management 
Element. With regard to road improvements, the CPP will identify road and 
infrastructure improvements and a financing plan, and include level of service 
requirements and take into account measurable traffic impacts on the circulation system 
within the MCAS EI Toro Community Reuse Plan Study Area 

Relationship to DEIR No. 573: Mitigation Measure T-5 remains applicable to the Proposed 
Project. A modified version that refers to the development of a CPP based on specific project 
related improvements is therefore included in the additional transportation and circulation 
mitigation measures summarized at the end of this section. 

T-6 In conjunction with Mitigation Measure T-5, the adopted CPP shall include a 
Development Phasing Plan, consistent with the County's Growth Management Element, 
to ensure that necessary road improvements or fair share funding are conditions of 
relevant phases of project development. 

Relationship to DEIR No. 573: Mitigation Measure T-6 remains applicable to the Proposed 
Project. A modified version that refers to the development of a CPP based on the phasing of 
specific project related improvements is therefore included in the transportation and circulation 
mitigation measures summarized at the end of this section. 
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T-7 Within one year after the approval of an amendment to the Land Use Element or 
Transportation Element of the General Plan related to implementation of the Community 
Reuse Plan, or approval of an Airport Master Plan for an airport on the MCAS EI Toro 
site, annual monitoring reports will be required to be prepared by the Director of 
Planning and Development Services for the project pursuant to the County's Performance 
Monitoring Program contained in the Growth Management Element of the General Plan. 

Relationship to DEIR No. 573: Mitigation Measure T-7 remains applicable to the Proposed 
Project 

9.4.2 DEIR No. 573 Additional Mitigation Measures 

T-8 Prior to issuance of building permits for the initial phase of the ASMP, the County will 
prepare a Comprehensive Phasing Plan (CPP) consistent with the County's Growth 
Management Element. The adopted CPP shall include a Development Phasing Plan. 
With regard to road improvements, the CPP will identify road and infrastructure 
improvements and a financing plan based on the circulation improvements listed in 
Tables 4.3-19 and 4.3-20 and their associated implementation dates and project funding 
obligations, thereby ensuring that necessary road improvements or fair share funding are 
conditions of relevant phases of project development. All improvements listed in Tables 
4.3-19 and 4.3-20 that are within the sole control of the County and are to be fully funded 
during project development must be constructed prior to or concurrent with issuance of 
occupancy permits for the project development phase that requires the improvements. 

T-9 Highway improvements listed in Tables 4.3-19 and 4.3-20 that are not under the sole 
control of the County are subject to the improvement identification and implementation 
procedures described in Mitigation Measure T -4. Prior to issuing any building permits 
for the initial phase of the ASMP, the County will enter into a cooperative agreement 
with the affected local jurisdictions and landowners outlining a course of action to 
participate on a fair share basis in the implementation of the planned circulation 
improvements listed in Table 4.3-20. Such an agreement will include conditions ensuring 
that the improvements listed in Table 4.3-20 would be constructed to the standards of the 
affected local jurisdictions. If in the event a cooperative agreement cannot be reached 
with local jurisdictions and adjacent landowners, County will request that OCT A mediate 
any outstanding issues and adopt a course of action to ensure implementation and funding 
mechanisms for the Master Plan of Arterial Highways. The County does commit to 
participate in an implementation and funding program based on the circulation 
improvements and project fair share percentages identified in Table 4.3-20. This 
implementation and funding program will be developed in concert with local jurisdictions 
and affected landowners, with participation by OCT A. 

T-IO Prior to final engineering design, for any project facility connecting to, or located within 
the right-of-way or property of Caitrans, the Transportation Corridor Agencies, and/or 
local jurisdictions, the County will enter into an agreement with affected agencies 
governing the design, operation and construction of the facility to ensure compatibility 
with the agency's facilities and operations. For project facilities connecting to toll roads, 
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the agreement with Caltrans and the Transportation Corridor Agencies shall address the 
project effect on toll revenues to ensure that revenues to the TCA are not reduced from 
their assumptions or forecasts effective at certification ofEIR No. 573. 

T-II Prior to the final engineering design for ASMP facilities or approval of leases for non
ASMP uses, the County will ensure that parking and loading facilities are incorporated to 
meet or exceed the County Zoning Code parking regulations. The County will ensure 
through construction design or lease implementation that parking and loading facilities 
are provided and maintained per the County Zoning Code parking regulations. 

Mitigation Measures T-12 and T-13, which are included in Section 5.4.3.2, address the 
cumulative transportation and circulation impacts of the project. 

T -14 Prior to issuing any building permits or construction contracts (whichever occurs first) for 
each phase of the ASMP, the County shall make every reasonable effort to enter into an 
agreement with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in order to 
coordinate each project phase with appropriate improvements identified in the Caltrans 
Traffic Operations Strategies (TOPS) program relative to freeway/tollway mainline 
impacts identified as a direct result of the proposed project. The TOPS program includes, 
as necessary, la) implementation of "intelligent infrastructure" improvements such as 
system-wide adaptive ramp metering, changeable message signs, traffic management 
centers, incident response systems, advanced traveler information systems, and real-time 
performance measurement systems; I b) implementation of physical operational 
improvements such as the construction of freeway auxiliary lanes (merge lanes provided 
before and after on-ramps), the modification of ramp/city street access, and the addition 
of short passing lanes and truck climbing lanes; 2) construction of HOY drop ramps and 
freeway to freeway HOY connectors, as well as closing HOY gaps that exist within 
corridors; 3) construction of improvements to freeway-to-freeway interchanges to 
minimize traffic flow disruptions and resulting congestion. 

The County commits to participate in the Caltrans TOPS program, including funding to 
the extent required by law, based on the project fair share percentages identified in Table 
4.3-20. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 (a)(2), implementation of the TOPS 
program is within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the 
County of Orange. 

T -IS Prior to issuance of building permits for the initial phase of the ASMP, the County shall 
ia"91lp9Rl~' tiAi P~i~ ~i~ iAi9 tAM Ipqag ~pg~ Mansp9Ra1i9a UiiRl68iliWRt 
A Ei9"iati9A (T~4 A) ("SP81¥H:Ym9tiQRn

) iA a.QgrQailgj Vtrilb .* Ai.li X 9f lb. RlQQ;QiQ 

DiQlaratiQA gf C9lt8Rantg, CQRditiQAS and R.~iitR'"tiQRi (CC"R.s) fgr the I"'iAS ~P'lQH:Ym 
nH., ia..lwliing a~' SIIofPIglRiA~ad;y a.A:1i alRialiili CC6J;Rs. Thg PRIRal?' g9.d 9f lbi 
nH. i~ '9 AlW .. i QlQHl:iQ8 (g·OO HHIO u,() aRli iUiAiAg p·gO g'OO P~() fiak PiR9Q 
uiRi .. war Wary .. l~tiAia iRa ~pi .. tRolHl it) ria work with the Irvine Spectrum Transportation 
Management Association and make every reasonable effort to formulate and implement a 
joint plan, consistent with Mitigation Measure T-3, to reduce morning (6:00 - 10:00 AM) 
and evening (3 :00 - 6:00 PM) peak period vehicular traffic within the Spectrum Area. 
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T-16 The development of each phase of the ASMP shall be subject to the trip generation 
restrictions identified in Tables 4.3-8, 4.3-12, 4.3-13, 4.3-15, and 4.3-11. Prior to 
issuance of building permits for each phase of the project, the County shall prepare a trip 
monitoring report demonstrating that the project's cumulative level of daily, peak hour 
and truck traffic is within the trip generation restrictions. A comprehensive traffic 
analysis shall be conducted prior to approval of any project development phase 
generating trips in excess of the trip generation limits listed in Tables 4.3-8, 4.3-12, 4.3-
13, 4.3-15, and 4.3-11. This traffic analysis shall include identification of appropriate 
transportation mitigation measures for the increased project trip generation in accordance 
with County and applicable jurisdictional guidelines. 

T -11 Prior to the commencement of construction of the off-site highway improvements listed 
in Table 4.3-20, the County shall prepare a Construction Management Plan. The 
Construction Management Plan shall set forth appropriate construction practices 
necessary to minimize the potential disruption to properties, pedestrians, bicyclists, and 
motorists during construction of off-site roadway improvements. The following items 
shall be included in the Plan: 

• Public Notice: Signs providing advance notice of work to be .done on a particular 
segment shall be posted for a period of two weeks prior to construction. Notification 
in a local newspaper shall be published two weeks prior to construction. Adjacent 
property owners and public service providers and utility companies shall also be 
notified two weeks prior to construction. 

• Traffic Routing: Signs shall be provided to route vehicular and bicycle traffic 
through segments under construction. In addition, signs that suggest possible 
alternate routes shall be posted. Construction vehicle access to construction sites 
shall occur at off-peak traffic hours. Construction vehicle access routes shall be 
directed around residential areas. In addition, traffic control personnel shall be 
provided as necessary to mitigate traffic congestion and to mitigate the impact to 
arterial service levels during construction in accordance with local, State, and federal 
standards. 

• Construction Staging: Storage of construction vehicles, equipment, and materials 
shall not occur in the immediate vicinity of residential areas and retail establishments. 

• Hours of Construction: Hours of construction shall conform to established County 
policy unless otherwise approved by the County. 

• Access to Properties: Construction activities shall be arranged so that access to 
properties will be maintained. 

Note: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section J509J(a){2), traffic mitigation measures may be 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the County of Orange. 
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9.5 MITIGATION RELATED TO NOISE 

9.5.1 Final EIR No. 563 Mitigation Measures 

N-I For Existing Residential and Other Existing Noise Sensitive Uses. CRP projected noise 
contours for the year 2020 show that there may be residential areas exposed to noise 
levels in excess of 65 dB CNEL. Other mitigation discussions in this report have 
described many noise abatement and noise mitigation measures that would reduce noise 
impacts associated with aviation operations associated with the CRP. The feasibility of 
implementing one or more of these measures will depend on numerous factors, not all of 
which are under the control of the County of Orange, and many of which cannot be 
known or predicted until the master plan level of planning occurs. Until a detailed master 
plan assessment of the need for and an assessment of the feasibility ofimplementing each 
alternative measure can be evaluated in terms of statutory authority and cost benefit, 
specific commitments to any noise control measure cannot be made at this time. 
Therefore, the detailed evaluation and selection of noise mitigation measures will be done 
as part of an Airport Master Plan environmental review process. However, the objective 
should be to identify operational measures which could reasonably reduce noise levels, in 
a manner which does not unreasonably or unnecessarily impair the utility of the facility 
as a commercial airport serving the Orange County community, preferably (and in some 
cases, necessarily) with the concurrence and cooperation of the airlines, other airport 
users, and the FAA (See the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 and Federal 
Aviation Regulation, Part 161.) 

N-2 For Undeveloped Land - Offsite. The County of Orange has a long history of enforcing 
the 1981 AICUZ boundary as a Policy Implementation Line as part of its General Plan 
Noise Element. Given the uncertainties both in the evolving FAA position and guidelines 
on noise compatibility, the inherent uncertainties in the planning process until a master 
plan is prepared for a civilian airport, and possible future military activity on the site until 
the military completes the base closure process, the fairest and most prudent course of 
action would appear to be to maintain the current noise requirements of the County's 
General Plan. However, an appropriate noise element amendment should be part of any 
Airport master planning process undertaken to implement the selected reuse plan. 

N-3 For Onsite Noise Sensitive Uses. The present review and design criteria used by the 
County of Orange as reflected in the County of Orange standard conditions of approval 
are adequate for any onsite development. Reuse of residential land uses or construction 
of new residential uses shall be restricted until the base closure is complete and a civilian 
master plan process is complete. 
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N-4 Measure for Traffic Related Noise. Offsite road noise associated with each of the reuse 
alternatives may result in noise impacts in the residential areas of Lake Forest. A detailed 
evaluation of road noise impacts in outdoor residential areas, and development of noise 
barrier designs or other programs which reduce the outdoor living areas to noise 
exposures of65 dB CNEL or less, shall be linked to the reuse of the project site and used 
to mitigate these road noise impacts. 

N-5 The County will, as part of the airport master planning process, identify specific noise 
control and mitigation actions which feasibly and effectively can be implemented in 
connection with the commencement of any civil aviation operations at El Toro, with the 
objectives being to identify and implement an operational scenario for a civilian airport at 
EI Toro which would result in CNEL contours which are no larger than, and if feasible, 
smaller than, the contours projected in Figure 4-55 of Final EIR No. 563 (See Figure 
4.1). The County will also identify and incorporate a feasible, effective and legally 
enforceable mechanism to implement that operational scenario. 

9.5.2 Proposed Mitigation Measures 

N-6 The County will participate in a fair share program to construct or extend existing sound 
walls at relevant portions of Trabuco Road between Yale and Jeffrey Road, and along 
Jeffrey Road just south of Irvine Boulevard, to reduce project caused traffic noise levels 
in any residential property to a level at or below 65 CNEL. 

N-7 For all project construction, the County will adhere to the County Noise Ordinance and, 
for off-site improvements in any incorporated areas, any existing applicable local 
jurisdiction noise ordinances regulating construction noise. 

N-S The County will construct and implement a noise monitoring system at OCX prior to the 
opening for public use of the passenger terminal facilities contemplated under the 
Proposed Project to be completed by the end of Phase 1 of the Proposed Project (2005). 
This noise monitoring system will include remote microphone stations at locations 
substantially as shown in Figure 4.4-52 of EIR 573. In addition, upon completion and 
County acceptance of the noise monitoring system, the County will implement a noise 
complaint and administration program and staffing comparable to its existing program at 
JWA. 

N-9 Prior to the initiation of scheduled commercial operations at EI Toro, the County will 
implement an 86 dB SENEL noise mitigation restriction for EI Toro during the hours of 
11 :00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. The noise level limit will be based upon quarterly energy 
average SENEL values for scheduled commercial operators by operator and aircraft type 
and will be enforced at the remote microphone stations installed and monitored pursuant 
to mitigation measure N-S. 
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9.6 MITIGATION RELATED TO AIR QUALITY 

9.6.1 Final EIR No. 563 Mitigation Measures 

AQ-I Prior to adoption of a construction level plan for the MCAS EI Toro site, the County 
of Orange will include mitigation measures related to construction based on the 
recommendations of the South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

Relationship to DEJR No. 573: This measure has been updated to reflect the current stage of 
planning. As revised, the measure is replaced by Mitigation Measure AQ-ll. 

AQ-2 The County of Orange will identify, as necessary, the need for a Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) program for the MCAS EI Toro site, as part of the 
construction level environmental documentation for the project. 

Relationship to DEJR No. 573: This measure has been updated to reflect the current stage of 
planning. As revised, the measure is replaced by Mitigation Measure A Q-12. 

AQ-3 In order to maintain consistency with the 1994 AQMP, the County of Orange will 
ensure that construction level environmental documentation for the project 
incorporates the appropriate mitigation measures identified in the 1994 AQMP that 
are applicable to airports. 

Relationship to DEJR No. 573: This measure has been updated to reflect the current stage of 
planning. As revised, the measure is replaced by Mitigation Measure AQ-13. 

AQ-4 The County of Orange will conduct additional traffic studies concurrently with 
construction level environmental documentation, to determine how to improve the 
capacity and minimize congestion at the intersection of Bake Parkway and Trabuco 
Road. If additional intersections are found in these detailed traffic studies to be 
adversely impacted, additional analysis to improve those intersections will also be 
conducted. 

Relationship to DEJR No. 573: The methodology and findings of this DEJR No. 573 
transportation and circulation study fulfill the requirements of Mitigation Measure AQ-4. 
Therefore, Mitigation Measure AQ-4 is no longer applicable. 

AQ-5 During design of the aviation uses on the site, the County of Orange will consider 
including electrical power outlets for landside passenger shuttles, including 
incorporation of electrical power outlets in the terminal, and parking lot design to 
accommodate electric shuttle vehicles. This would include providing electrical outlets 
for battery charging for passenger shuttles that serve hotels, rental car agencies, and 
other businesses. 

Relationship to DEJR No. 573: This measure has been updated to reflect the current stage of 
planning. As revised, the measure is replaced by Mitigation Measure AQ-14. 
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AQ-6 During design of the aviation uses on the site, the County of Orange will consider 
encouraging the use of alternative fuel vehicles powered by natural gas, propane, 
and/or other alternative fuels, and providing fuel storage facilities for these alternative 
fuels. 

Relationship to DEIR No. 573: This measure has been updated to reflect the current stage of 
planning. As revised, the measure is replaced by Mitigation Measure AQ-15. 

AQ-7 During the preparation of construction level environmental documentation for the 
project, the County of Orange or the airport operator will require that plans and 
procedures be prepared that includes the requirement for final design studies to 
minimize taxi-in and taxi-out times and reduce aircraft queuing times. These may 
include, but are not limited to, design features and specific operations procedures. 

Relationship to DEIR No. 573: This measure has been updated to reflect the current stage of 
planning. As revised, the measure is replaced by Mitigation Measure AQ-16. 

AQ-8 During design of the aviation uses on the site, the County of Orange will consider 
including electrical power and preconditioned air in the design of the terminal gates 
(jetways), to reduce emissions from operating aircraft engines at the gates. 

Relationship to DEIR No. 573: This measure has been updated to reflect the current stage of 
planning. As revised, the measure is replaced by Mitigation Measure AQ-17. 

AQ-9 During design of the aviation uses on the site, the County of Orange will consider 
including electrical power outlets for electric ramp vehicles, and for battery charging 
for ground support equipment. 

Relationship to DEIR No. 573: This measure has been updated to reflect the current stage of 
planning. As revised, the measure is replaced by Mitigation Measure AQ-18. 

AQ-lO During design of the aviation uses on the site, the County of Orange will consider 
incorporating hydrant fueling systems for commercial jet aircraft operations. 

Relationship to DEIR No. 573: This measure has been updated to reflect the current stage of 
planning. As revised, the measure is replaced by Mitigation Measure AQ-19. 
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9.6.2 Mitigation Measures Updating Final EIR No. 563 
Mitigation 

Construction Emissions 

AQ-Ila: Dust Suppression 

During construction of the Proposed Project, the County of Orange and its contractors will be 
required to comply with regional rules, which would assist in reducing short-term air pollutant 
emissions. SCAQMD Rule 402 requires implementation of dust suppression techniques to 
prevent fugitive dust from creating a nuisance off-site. SCAQMD Rule 403 requires that 
fugitive dust be controlled with the best available control measures so that the presence of such 
dust does not remain visible in the atmosphere beyond the property line of the emission source. 
Applicable dust suppression techniques from Rule 403 are summarized below. Additional dust 
suppression measures in the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook are included as part of the 
project's mitigation. Implementation of these dust suppression techniques can reduce the 
fugitive dust generation (and thus the PMIO component) from grading by 50 percent. 

Applicable Rule 403 Measures: 

• Apply non-toxic chemical soil stabilizers according to manufacturers' specifications, to all 
inactive construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more). 

• Water active sites at least two times daily. (Locations where grading is to occur will be 
thoroughly watered prior to earth moving). 

• All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be covered, or should 
maintain at least two feet of freeboard in accordance with the requirements of California 
Vehicle Code (CVC) section 23114 (freeboard means vertical space between the top of the 
load and top of the trailer). 

• Pave construction access roads at least 100 feet onto the site from main road. 

• Traffic speeds on all unpaved roads shall be reduced to 15 mph or less. 

Additional SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook Dust Measures: 

• Revegetate disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 

• All excavating and grading operations shall be suspended when wind speeds (as 
instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 mph. 

• All streets shall be swept once a day if visible soil materials are carried to adjacent streets 
(recommend water sweepers with reclaimed water). 

• Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto paved roads, or wash 
trucks and any equipment leaving the site each trip. 
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The following mitigation measures shall be implemented by the County and its contractors 
during all phases of construction of the project to supplement the above standard SCAQMD 
measures to further reduce the fugitive dust air quality impacts: 

AQ-Ilb: Dust Suppression 

• Apply Penzsuppress or comparable soil binders consistent with manufacturer's specifications 
to all unpaved parking and staging areas and unpaved road surfaces. Penzsuppress and other 
similar materials are capable of binding unpaved roads and surfaces, reducing fugitive dust 
emissions generated by vehicles traveling over the unpaved surfaces by 90%. 

AQ-Il c: Dust Suppression 

• All locations where scrapers, dozers and compactors will be traveling on exposed earth shall 
be watered four times per day and soil binders shall be used daily as necessary, consistent 
with manufacturers directions. When combined with mitigation measure AQ-lla this will 
reduce fugitive dust emissions from equipment travel on exposed earth by 80%. 

AQ-lld: Dust Suppression 

• All demolition materials shall be wet crushed. By wetting all demolition materials before 
crushing, the fugitive dust emissions from demolition are reduced by approximately 88%. 

AQ-lle: Dust Suppression 

• Increase watering from twice a day to four times daily during initial storage pile placement 
and maximize application of non-toxic soil binders according to manufacturer's 
specifications to exposed stock piles (i.e., gravel, sand, dirt) with five percent or greater silt 
content. This mitigation measure will reduce fugitive dust from storage piles by 90%. 

AQ-Ilf: Dust Suppression 
• All grading equipment will be mounted with TrueFog dust suppression technology or 

comparable technology. This technology sprays a very fine mist of water around the 
construction equipment. This mist combines with the fugitive dust in the air causing it to fall 
back to the ground. When combined with mitigation measure AQ-Ila this will reduce 
fugitive dust emissions from grading by 75%. 

AQ-Ilg: Exhaust Emission Reduction 

The SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook outlines several mitigation measures that will be 
utilized by the County and its contractors to minimize the potential impact from equipment 
exhaust emissions during all construction phases. These mitigation measures are listed below: 

• Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference. 

• Provide temporary traffic control during all phases of construction activities to improve 
traffic flow (e.g., flagperson). 
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• Schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow to off-peak hours (e.g., between 7:00 
p.m. and 6:00 a.m. and between 10:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m.). 

• Develop a construction traffic management plan that includes, but is not limited to: 

Rerouting construction trucks off congested streets. 
Consolidating truck deliveries. 
Providing dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment 
on-site and off-site. 

• Suspend all construction equipment operations during second stage smog alerts. For daily 
forecast, to identify second stage smog alerts, the following number should be called: 
(300) l4l 401,l1-800-288-7664 (l-800-CUT-SMOG) (Los Angeles and Orange counties). 

• Use electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel power generators whenever 
feasible. 

• Use electricity from power poles rather than temporary gasoline power generators whenever 
feasible. 

• Develop a construction management plan to minimize the use of construction fleet vehicles 
and equipment. 

• Prevent utility and delivery trucks from idling on-site longer than two minutes. 

The following additional mitigation measures to reduce vehicle/equipment emissions shall be 
implemented by the County and its contractors to supplement the above standard SCAQMD 
measures to reduce the construction air quality impacts during all construction phases (unless 
otherwise noted): 

AQ-llh: Exhaust Emission Reduction 

• All on-site mechanic and foreman trucks and vehicles will be required to meet Super Ultra 
Low Emission Vehicle (SULEV) or Zero Emission Vehicle (ZEV) emission standards. 

AQ-li i: Exhaust Emission Reduction 

• Off-road construction equipment shall comply with the requirements 40 CFR (9,86, and 89) 
Tier 2 emission requirements, which provide for strict emission limit requirements for 
construction vehicles. Federal regulations require that all new off-road construction 
equipment meet the Tier 2 emission requirements by Phase 1 (The date of implementation is 
dependent upon the horsepower rating of the engine.) All equipment used for the Proposed 
Project will be required to meet the regulations beginning on the first day of construction. 

AQ-Ilj: Exhaust Emission Reduction 

• All off-road construction equipment shall comply with the requirements of AQMP Measures 
M9 and M 1 0 limiting brake horsepower/per hour emissions to 2.5 grams of NOx. All new 
off-road construction equipment will be required to meet the CARB's 2.5 glbhp-h emissions 
threshold by Phase 1. All equipment used for the Proposed Project will be required to meet 
the regulations beginning on the first day of construction. 
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AQ-Ilk: Exhaust Emission Reduction 

• The use of selective catalytic reduction (SCR) or comparable technology shall be used for all 
on-site construction equipment. SCRs and other emission reduction technologies capable of 
reducing NOx emissions by at least 70% will be available, and must be installed on all off
road construction equipment, beginning on the first day of construction. 

AQ-III: Exhaust Emission Reduction 

• All off-road construction equipment shall be fitted with a particulate trap with a minimum 
80% PMIO reduction efficiency, which will substantially reduce soot from diesel engine 
exhaust. 

AQ-II m: Exhaust Emission Reduction 

• All on-site construction equipment and all construction material delivery trucks shall be 
required to use low sulfur diesel fuel (15 ppm). Low sulfur fuel contains up to 97% less 
sulfur than standard diesel fuel, which allows for the use of exhaust control devices that 
substantially reduce air pollution from construction vehicles. Several of the new 
technologies, including SCR and the new on-road diesel engines, require the use of low 
sulfur diesel fuel to function properly and to avoid damage. 

AQ-Iln: Exhaust Emission Reduction 

• All construction material delivery trucks shall be required to meet the 2000 EPA on-road 
diesel regulations. Effective in Phase 1, all new on-road diesel truck will be required to meet 
strict emission regulations that will dramatically reduce NOx, PMIO, and SOx emissions. All 
on-road material delivery trucks serving the Proposed Project will be required to meet the 
new regulations before any material deliveries or debris hauling can be performed. 

AQ-Ilo: Exhaust Emission Reduction 

• To the maximum extent permitted by law and regulations, the County and its contractors 
shall require that construction workers be housed (Monday through Friday) on-site in 
trailers/mobile homeslRVs or reused military housing, and shall provide raillbuslmetro 
passes or clean vehicle shuttle service for those construction workers that will not be housed 
on-site. 

AQ-Ilp: Exhaust Emission Reduction 

• The County and its contractors shall provide clean-fleet shuttles to major rail transit stations 
and multi-modal centers during the construction phases of the project. The Irvine 
Transportation Center is located adjacent to the OCX project site. 
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AQ-llq: Exhaust Emission Reduction 

• The County and its contractors shall develop an on-site rock crushing facility to recycle and 
reuse demolition debris (rock/concrete) to reduce material delivery and debris hauling trips. 
This will reduce material delivery and debris hauling emissions by approximately 6%. 

AQ-llr 

• Construction schedules shall be adjusted consistent with the market availability of 
technology required for construction equipment. 

AQ-I1s: Asphalt Paving 

• The construction contractors shall utilize emulsified asphalts that do not contain volatile 
hydrocarbons in lieu of cutback asphalts to avoid VOCIROC emissions associated with 
cutback asphalts. 

AQ-II t: Architectural Coatings 

• The County and its contractors shall minimize the amount of architectural coatings by 
utilizing spray equipment that have high transfer efficiencies, such as the electrostatic spray 
gun and manual paint applicators (rollers, brushes, sponge). 

AQ-II u: Architectural Coatings 

• The construction contractors shall maximize, to the extent feasible, the use of precoated 
materials or materials that have natural surfaces (marble, glass) that do not require the 
application of architectural coatings. The building surface areas used for the project shall be 
at least 70 percent precoated or composed of natural surfaces. 

AQ-II v: Architectural Coatings 

• The County shall use low or zero VOC content paints wherever feasible to reduce VOC 
emissions from architectural coatings. 

AQ-II w: Asbestos Removal 

• All asbestos removal activities shall comply with the requirements ofSCAQMD Rule 1403. 

Operational Emissions 

The significant operational emissions impacts identified for the Proposed Project would be 
mitigated by the following feasible mitigation measures: 

AQ-12 Consistent with Mitigation Measure T-3 in Section 4.3 of Draft EIR No. 573, prior to 
issuing any building permits, the Director of the Planning and Development Services 
P\lglj~ va~iliti.1l aa.d R.iiQW~.ii Department shall prepare a Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) Plan for the MCAS EI Toro site pursuant to the County 
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AQ-13 

AQ-14 

AQ-IS 

Transportation Demand Management Ordinance. The TDM Plan will address such 
things as vanpooling, fleet pooling, ridesharing, public transit, alternative work hours, 
bikeways and other measures related to the mitigation of traffic through demand 
management. The TDM Plan also will establish a program to implement the 
following air quality mitigation measures which are components of the TDM Plan: 
AQ-ISi, AQ-23, AQ-32, AQ-37, AQ-41, and AQ-42. Annual monitoring reports will 
be required. These reports will assess the implementation status of the required TDM 
Plan features. In addition, a transportation coordinator will be provided to support the 
TDMPlan. 

Prior to commencement of construction, the County and its contractors shall 
incorporate into construction programs the appropriate mitigation measures 
applicable to airports identified in the 1994 and 1997 AQMPs. The 1997 AQMP 
contains one "Off-Road Mobile Source Control Measure" for aircraft (1997 AQMP 
Number MIS). MIS reflects U.S. EPA adoption of nationwide emission standards 
for new aircraft engines. The focus of MIS is on the U.S. EPA since the federal 
government has sole authority over these emission sources. MIS is a mitigation 
measure that is to be implemented by and within the control of agencies other than 
the County of Orange. Other AQMP mitigation measures applicable to the non
aircraft portion of an airport are also included in these mitigation measures. 

The County of Orange shall include electrical power outlets for landside passenger 
shuttles, including incorporation of electrical power outlets in the tenninal and 
parking lot designed to accommodate electric shuttle vehicles no later than the 
opening of the new tenninal, contemplated to occur at the end of Phase I. This would 
include providing electrical outlets for battery charging for passenger shuttles that 
serve hotels, rental car agencies, and other businesses associated with airport 
operations. 

Prior to opening Phase I, the County of Orange shall require the following mitigation 
measures applicable to alternative fuels: 

a) For airport owned and operated (directly or by contract) vehicles, the County shall 
require County owned airport support vehicles to use conventional or alternative 
fueled vehicles that achieve exhaust emissions equivalent to a SULEV or better. 
The type of alternative fuel vehicles selected shall reflect the appropriate power 
technology available at the time of vehicle acquisition. The County shall design 
the tenninal area with the necessary infrastructure to fuel these vehicles. 

b) The County shall require third party vehicles (such as shuttles, trucks and vans) 
using tenninal areas to use low emission alternative fuels (comparable to SULEV 
emissions or better) and will provide all reasonably necessary facilities to fuel 
these vehicles. These facilities shall be provided no later than the opening of the 
new tenninal, contemplated to occur at the end of Phase I. 
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AQ-16 

AQ-17 

c) The County shall provide preferential parking for alternative fueled vehicles in 
connection with all phases of the Proposed Project sufficient to encourage the 
increased use of alternative fuel vehicles in the fleet mix for the Basin. 

d) The County shall include in its bid proposals for rental vehicles and taxicab 
services in connection with operations in all phases of the Proposed Project a 
provision that requires the use of conventional or alternative fueled vehicles at the 
airport that achieve emissions equivalent to a SULEV or better, in compliance 
with SCAQMD Rule 1194. 

e) The County shall use incentives to encourage the use of alternative fueled rental 
cars using on-airport RAC facilities. 

f) The County shall use solar and/or low emission water heaters. 

g) The County shall use central water heating systems. 

h) The County shall use incentives to encourage the use of alternative fueled 
vehicles or engines in commercial vehicles using the terminal areas, in cargo 
vehicles entering the airport. The County shall require all leaseholders with diesel 
vehicles in their fleets to commit to 90% clean diesel fueled vehicles by Phase I. 
The County shall also require that diesel fueled delivery and service trucks 
coming to the site to serve leaseholders be clean diesel fueled by completion of 
Phase I. Clean diesel fueled vehicles are those that comply with the final federal 
rule regarding on-road diesel emissions issued in December, 2000, 40 CFR Parts 
69,80, and 86. 

i) The County shall require an average vehicle ridership (A VR) of 1.5 passengers 
for project employees, ensure that employees for both the airport and non-aviation 
land uses are provided information on carpooling and mass transit systems in an 
effort to increase the average vehicle ridership (AVR) and reduce traffic 
congestion and air pollutant emissions; and make available to the public 
information on mass transit systems through the use of signage, pamphlets, m: 
information kiosks, or the County's website to promote the usage of mass transit 
and reduce traffic congestion as well as air and noise pollution. 

Prior to final design, the County shall ensure that fmal design for each phase of the 
project will maintain the ASMP features to minimize taxi-in and taxi-out times and 
reduce aircraft queuing times. These features incorporate airfield and terminal design 
and location of the terminal (selected to facilitate ready access to the airfield). 

The County of Orange shall include electrical power and preconditioned air in the 
design and construction of the OCX terminal gates (jetways) during each phase of the 
project, to reduce emissions from operating aircraft engines at the gates. These 
facilities allow airlines to avoid emissions associated with running the aircraft's 
auxiliary power unit while it is parked at the gate. The County of Orange shall advise 
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the tenant airlines in writing that the County supports the use of electrical power and 
preconditioned air at the OCX and JWA tenninal gates (jetways) in order to reduce 
emissions from operating aircraft engines at the gates. This measure is partly within 
the responsibility and jurisdiction of the airlines. 

AQ-18 The County of Orange shall include electrical power outlets at OCX for electric ramp 
vehicles, and for battery charging for ground support equipment. The facilities will 
allow the airlines to convert their GSE to clean fuels. The facilities will be provided 
no later than the opening of the new tenninal, contemplated to occur at the end of 
Phase!. 

AQ-19 The County of Orange shall incorporate hydrant fueling systems for commercial jet 
aircraft operations at OCX. In addition, all new fuel handling and storage facilities 
will comply with the latest emission reduction regulations. These facilities will be 
provided consistent with the contemplated phasing of these facilities. 

AQ-20 The County of Orange shall advise tenant airlines in writing that the County supports 
the use of single or reduced engine taxiing to the extent that it would provide 
identifiable air quality benefits to the local community and the region, and if and to 
the extent, that it is determined by the FAA and the airlines to be a safe and efficient 
operational procedure for air carrier aircraft at OCX and JW A. This measure is 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of the FAA and airlines. 

9.6.3 Additional Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure HM-2, in Section 4.16, Hazardous Wastes and Hazardous Materials Use, 
addresses compliance with SCAQMD Rule 1403, Asbestos Emissions From 
DemolitionlRenovation Activities during the project construction period. 

Additional mitigation measures were also identified for this air quality analysis that were not 
considered applicable at the time EIR No. 563 was prepared. All of these mitigation measures 
will be implemented no later than the opening of the new tenninal, contemplated to occur at the 
end of Phase 1, unless otherwise specified. 

AQ-21 The County of Orange will use its best efforts, in cooperation with airport users and 
FAA, to achieve a percentage of Runway 34 departures that would be sufficiently 
greater than fifty (50) percent of such departures occurring on Runway 34R from and 
after the end of Phase 2 of the project, after the year 2010, to result in a one hour & 

a.m:tlilal al=ithAl.uQ mllaa (A ,"4) N02 value at the Irvine Transportation Center less 
than 0.25 g O~J4 ppm. This mitigation measure is within the responsibility and 
jurisdiction of the FAA and the FAA can and should approve this measure. 

AQ-22 The County of Orange shall implement a program at the Proposed Project for the use 
or conversion of at least 64 percent of ground support equipment (GSE) to electric 
powered by Phase 2 and 83.5 percent by Phase 4. 
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AQ-23 The COWlty of Orange shall provide free shuttles for passengers and employees from 
the Airport Transportation Center to the terminal. 

AQ-24 The County of Orange shall install a monitoring system to ensure compliance with 
alternative fuel measures for airport shuttles and taxis at Ocx. 

AQ-25 The COWlty of Orange shall use lighting controls and energy efficient lighting at 
OCX in the design of airport facilities. 

AQ-26 The COWlty of Orange shall use energy efficient low pressure sodium parking lot 
lights at OCX. 

AQ-27 The County shall purchase electricity for OCX and JWA from "'green," non-polluting 
sources. Energy efficient building design shall be employed for the airport terminal 
to reduce consumption of electricity and gas. The energy efficient design shall 
include, but not be limited to, the following measures: orient terminal buildings 
design to the north for natural cooling and include passive solar design (e.g., 
daylighting); use fuel cells to produce heat and electricity; use light colored roof 
material to reflect heat; and use energy efficient or low emission appliances. 

AQ-28 The COWlty of Orange shall use energy efficient and automated controls for air 
conditioners at OCX. 

AQ-29 The COWlty of Orange shall provide preferential parking spaces for carpools and 
vanpools and provide 7 ft. 2 inches minimum vertical clearance in parking facilities 
for vanpool access at OCX. 

AQ-30 The COWlty of Orange shall implement an on-site circulation plan in parking lots to 
reduce vehicle queuing at OCX. 

AQ-31 The COWlty of Orange shall provide for on-site employee services such as food 
services, financial services, etc., at OCX. 

AQ-32 The COWlty of Orange shall construct on-site bus turnouts and passenger shelters at 
Ocx. 

AQ-33 The COWlty of Orange shall require all construction deliveries to be made with clean 
fuel vehicles. 

AQ-34 The COWlty shall promote the use of clean-fueled cargo vehicles through on-airport 
access pricing at cargo facilities for clean fuel trucks (CNG, LNG). 

AQ-35 The COWlty shall design the parking facilities to encourage pay-on-foot (before 
getting into car) to minimize idle time. 
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AQ-36 The County shall provide free parking, charging stations, and preferential parking 
locations for electric vehicles in all (including employee) lots. 

AQ-37 The County shall establish airport shuttle bus services from significant trip origin 
locations in the region. 

AQ-38 The County shall manage curbside drop-off by controlling traffic flows and providing 
coupon incentives for passengers to use shuttle van services. 

AQ-39 The County shall use clear signing and information systems on roadways to direct 
traffic through airport. 

AQ-40 The County shall require that contractors or lessees implement a home dispatching 
system where airport employees receive routing bus schedule by phone or 
electronically instead of driving to work at airports. 

AQ-41 The County shall include bicycle parking facilities, such as bicycle lockers and racks. 

AQ-42 The County shall include showers for pedestrian and bicycling employees' use. 

AQ-43 The County of Orange will attempt to enter into a Memorandum of Agreement with 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District and the California Air Resources 
Board to conduct toxic emission concentration measurements in the vicinity of JW A 
and OCX and provide the Orange County Board of Supervisors with annual reports 
regarding these measurements. This monitoring effort will allow the County to 
correlate the actual measured concentrations with those predicted in this SA. The 
County anticipates that this monitoring effort will support the conclusion that the 
modeling results of this SA incorporate worst case assumptions and are conservative 
similar to what was found at SeaTac Airport in connection with its monitoring efforts. 
This mitigation measure is partially within the control of SCAQMD and CARB and 
they can and should approve and implement this measure. This miti8ati9R m8as~ is 
par,liall~r mithiR tlw ~9Rt.91 9£:!IC A QUO aRQ C A ~ aRQ dwy ~aR aRQ iJQQWQ apPJP9"8 
aHg ilRplim~Rt tAi .. IRgai\lfci 

AQ-44 Prior to commencement of construction, the County shall use its best efforts to obtain 
RECLAIM Program Credits allocated to El T oro from the federal government as a 
part of the BRAC process in order to offset the NOx and SOx emissions of the 
project. This mitigation measure is within the jurisdiction of the federal government, 
which can and should implement this measure. 

AQ-45 The County shall centralize the airport rental car facilities and provide a consolidated 
shuttle service. 

Note: Mitigation Measures numbered AQ-13, AQ-20, AQ-21, AQ-43, and AQ-44 are within the 
jurisdiction and control, in whole or part, of public agencies or entities other than the County of 
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Orange. Therefore, these mitigation measures are not relied upon in this Supplemental Analysis 
to determine significance of adverse impacts after mitigation. 

The following mitigation measures were considered to reduce the health risk impacts associated 
with the proposed project. 

TAC-l 

TAC-2 

TAC-3 

TAC-4 

The County shall require that a minimum of lO-6-±..,percent of all commercial 
GSE will be powered with electric power by Phase I) and ~rcent by 
Phase 2 (see Mitigation Measure AQ-22). 

The County shall require that 400 Hz power and preconditioned air be provided 
at each commercial aircraft gate, eliminating the need for jet aircraft to use 
APUs (see Mitigation Measure AQ-17). 

The County shall require that all lightlmedium/heavy diesel vehicles 
transporting cargo or Jet-A fuel on OCX or JWA be in compliance with the new 
EPA and CARB rules for reducing diesel PM I 0 from exhaust. A reduction of 
80% of diesel exhaust PMIO from these sources is assumed with this measure 
(see Mitigation Measure AQ-15). 

The County of Orange will use its best efforts to enter into a Memorandum of 
Agreement with the South Coast Air Quality Management District and the 
California Air Resources Board to conduct toxic air contaminant measurements, 
to the extent possible, in the vicinity of JW A and OCX and to provide annual 
reports to the Orange County Board of Supervisors regarding the results of these 
monitoring efforts. This monitoring effort should allow the County to correlate 
the actual measured concentrations with those predicted in this SA. The County 
anticipates that this monitoring effort will support the conclusion that the TAC 
modeling results of this SA incorporate worst case assumptions and are 
conservative. If the actual measurements result in exceedances of established 
threshold levels, the County shall aggressively pursue the implementation of 
any new technological advances that may be available at that time to mitigate 
any exceedances. These measures may include, but not be limited to, aircraft 
engine emissions reduction technologies and low emission fuel replacements, 
both of which are currently in the development process by FAA and other 
private and public entities. 
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9.7 MITIGATION RELATED TO SOILS, GEOLOGY AND 
SEISMICITY 

9.7.1 Final EIR No. 563 Mitigation Measures 

G-l Mitigation Measure for Soils: Prior to acquiring a grading permit for project 
construction, the County of Orange will require preparation of a Geology Report and 
Preliminary and Final Soils Reports, to specifically assess the following: 

i) the shrink-swell potential of potentially expansive soils on the site and 
specifically address this issue with appropriate recommendations for soil 
treatments, grading procedures and/or foundation designs, as appropriate, for 
the planned land uses on the site. 

ii) the issues of possible hydroconsolidation and settlement of soils through the 
addition of irrigation water to the site and variations in groundwater levels in 
any possibly collapsible soils on the site. 

iii) the issues of soils removal and recompaction where necessary and the suitability 
of the soils on the site that will be excavated for use as structural fills on the 
MCAS El Toro site. 

The recommendations from the Geology and Soils report will be incorporated into the 
grading plan for the project to be followed by the County. 

G-2 Mitigation Measure for Fugitive Dust: Prior to obtaining a grading permit for project 
construction, the County of Orange will require the Geology Report and the Preliminary 
and Final Soils Reports to specifically assess grading control with special emphasis on 
controlling fugitive dust which could be generated during site preparation, grading and 
construction. These reports will specifically provide for establishing procedures for dust 
control and monitoring so that unacceptable levels of dust do not escape from the site. 
These dust control measures will be coordinated with the dust control measures described 
earlier in Section 4.5 (Air Quality). 

The standards and procedures developed in the reports will be incorporated into the 
grading plan to be followed by the County. 

G-3 Mitigation Measure for Seismicity: With regard to the potential for severe seismic 
shaking due to major earthquakes on any of the several active faults in southern 
California, the County of Orange will ensure that all structures on the MCAS EI Toro site 
will be designed in accordance with the seismic design provisions in the Geotechnical 
Report and of the Uniform Building Code to promote safety in the event of such an 
earthquake. 
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G-4 Prior to obtaining a grading pennit for project construction, the County of Orange will 
require that detailed geotechnical and hydrological reports be prepared specifically 
addressing any needed modifications to the existing drainages on the MCAS EI Toro site. 
These reports will also specifically address the issue of erosion control for the 
construction phase and long tenn operations of the planned land uses on the site. These 
geotechnical and hydrologic reports will also address surface runoff from the MCAS EI 
Toro site into the channels during construction and/or modifications of the channels and 
during grading for the planned land uses on the site, with specific recommendations to 
prevent soil erosion, siltation and debris influx into the drainage system. The reports will 
also address the ecological sensitivity of the down drainage areas such as San Diego 
Creek and Upper Newport Bay to increased runoff and siltation. Recommendations and 
procedures will be developed to ensure these sensitive areas are not subjected to 
increased runoff, siltation and debris influx as a result of the planned land uses on the 
MCAS EI Toro site. 

The standards and procedures developed in the reports will be incorporated into the grading plan 
to be followed by the County. 

9.8 

9.8.1 

9.8.1.1 

MITIGATION RELATED TO HYDROLOGY AND 
WATER QUALITY 

Mitigation Measures Identified in Final EIR No. 563 

Hydrology 

Final EIR No. 563 detennined that no significant hydrologic impacts would result from the CRP 
and, therefore, no hydrologic mitigation measures were identified. 

9.8.1.2 Water Quality 

Final EIR No. 563 detennined that the long-tenn water quality impacts associated with the CRP 
were potentially significant and adverse and, on that basis, identified the following mitigation 
measures to reduce potential impacts to a level below significant: 

WQ-I The County of Orange will require project developers to implement the appropriate 
measures, or participate in a fee program to finance such measures, for 
implementation of the County's sediment control program known as the "208 Plan" 
as documented in the Flood Control Master Plan for San Diego Creek. 

Relationship to DEIR No. 573: Mitigation Measure WQ-l is specifically directed at the CRP, 
which contemplated that private parties would develop the MCAS EI Toro site. Under the 
Proposed Project, the County will be the primary developer. As such, the County will ensure 
compliance with all 208 Plan-related directives, as appropriate. 
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WQ-2 Prior to issuance of grading permits and prior to any grading on the site, the project 
developers and/or the County of Orange will obtain appropriate 401 (Water Quality 
Certification), 402 (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System), 404 (dredge 
and fill) and 160111603 (streambed alteration) permits. 

Relationship to DEIR No. 573: Mitigation Measure WQ-2 remains applicable to the Proposed 
Project. See EIR No. 573 Mitigation Measure WQ-4. 

WQ-3 The County will assess any need for revisions to the San Diego Creek Flood Control 
Master Plan and require the project to pay its fair share of improvements to 
implement the San Diego Creek Flood Control Master Plan. 

Relationship to DEIR No. 573: The improvements to the MCAS El Toro drainage system that 
are part of the Proposed Project are consistent with and in furtherance of the San Diego Creek 
Flood Control Master Plan. Throughout project implementation, the County will continue to 
assess the Master Plan as it applies to the Proposed Project and pay its fair share for 
improvements, as appropriate. 

9.8.2 

9.8.2.1 

Mitigation Measures Identified In Final EIR No. 563, 
Final Supplemental Analysis 

Hydrology 

Seven mitigation measures related to hydrology impacts were recommended in the Supplemental 
Analysis to Final EIR No. 563. Four of the mitigation measures (HY-3 through HY-6) were 
directed toward impacts not caused by any of the reuse alternatives, including the CRP. Rather, 
these mitigation measures were deemed to be beneficial in reducing substantial regional flooding 
caused by previously existing off-base flows and to reduce excess Marshburn Channel outflow 
caused only in part by the CRP or other reuse alternatives. 

The following mitigation measures were recommended as a means to reduce flooding conditions 
related to the Marshburn Channel to non-significant levels. It also was noted the completion of 
the Marshburn Retarding Basin would enhance water quality significantly by reducing sediment 
loads within the channel. 

HY·l During the airport system master planning process (and by a date not later than the 
issuance of grading permits), the County of Orange will reconstruct and expand, or 
cause the appropriate entity to reconstruct and expand, the Marshburn Channel to a 
level capable of accommodating project-related flows (in the event such 
improvements have not already been completed prior to that time); and 

Relationship to DEIR No. 573: Interim improvements completed in 1997 to the Marshburn 
Channel (the expansion of the Marshburn Channel between Interstate 5 and Trabuco Road) 
constitute the effective implementation of Mitigation Measure HY-l. 
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HY-2 During the airport master planning process (and by a date no later than the issuance of 
grading permits), the County of Orange will construct, or cause the appropriate entity 
to construct, the Marshburn Retarding Basin to a level capable of accommodating 
project-related flows (in the event such improvements have not already been 
completed prior to that time). 

Relationship to DEIR No. 573: Interim improvements completed in 1998 to the Marshburn 
Retarding Basin constitutes the effective implementation of Mitigation Measure HY-2. 

The following mitigation measures to the Bee Canyon Channel were identified as a means to 
substantially reduce flooding at the southern base boundary and to substantially reduce regional 
flooding upstream of the base (both impacts not caused by any of the reuse alternatives). It also 
was noted that the completion of the Bee Canyon Channel would enhance water quality 
significantly by reducing sediment loads within the channel. 

HY-3 During the airport master planning process (and by a date no later than the issuance of 
grading permits), the County of Orange will reconstruct the Bee Canyon Channel in a 
manner which diverts excess flows into the Marshburn Retarding Basin at a level capable 
of accommodating project flows (in the event such improvements have not already been 
completed prior to that time). 

Relationship to DEIR No. 573: Interim diversion of excess flows from the Bee Canyon Channel 
into the Marshburn Retarding Basin completed in 1998 constitutes the effective implementation 
of Mitigation Measure HY-3. 

HY -4 During the airport master planning process (and by a date not later than the issuance 
of grading permits), the County of Orange will modify, or cause the appropriate entity 
to modify, the Bee Canyon Channel at Lambert Road to a level that will 
accommodate project-related flows (in the event such improvements have not already 
been completed at that time). 

Relationship to DEIR No. 573: Interim channel modifications at Lambert Road in 1998 
constitute the effictive implementation of Mitigation Measure HY-4. 

HY-5 During the airport master planning process (and by a date not later than the issuance of 
grading permits), the County of Orange will reconstruct, or cause to reconstruct, the Bee 
Canyon Channel stilling basin and related tail works near the southern base boundary to a 
level capable of accommodating project-related flows. 
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Relationship to DEIR No. 573: As noted in the Final Supplemental Analysis and relatedfindings 
adopted by the County, Mitigation Measure HY-5 (as well as Mitigation Measure HY-7) is 
directed at impacts not caused by the CRP. While CEQA does not require that such impacts be 
mitigated, the County will, as is its custom, work cooperatively with any governmental or private 
entities undertaking or responsible for any improvements recommended by Mitigation Measure 
HY-5 (and HY-7) during project implementation. In any event, as discussed in Section 4.8.6.1, 
Bee Canyonjlows exiting the base under the Proposed Project utilize only 75% of the channel's 
capacity, and mitigation is not required. 

The following mitigation measure related to the Agua Chinon Channel was identified as a means 
to substantially reduce regional flooding upstream of the base (an impact not caused by any of 
the reuse alternatives) and as a means to reduce excess outflow caused in part by any of the reuse 
alternatives. It was also noted that the completion of the Agua Chinon Retarding Basin would 
significantly enhance water quality by reducing sediment loads within the channel. 

HY-6 During the airport master planning process (and by a date no later than the issuance of 
grading permits), the County of Orange will construct, or cause the appropriate entity to 
construct, the Agua Chinon Retarding Basin north of MCAS El Toro to a level capable of 
accommodating project-related flows (in the event such improvements have not already 
been completed by that time). 

Relationship to DEIR No. 573: Completion of construction of the Agua Chinon Retarding Basin 
in 1997 constitutes the effective implementation of Mitigation Measure HY-6. 

The following mitigation measure, related to the Borrego Canyon Channel, was identified as a 
means to permit existing regional discharges, while limiting potential damage to the railroad, to 
non-significant levels: 

HY -7 During the airport master planning process (and by a date not later than the issuance 
of grading permits), the County of Orange will: (i) construct, or cause the appropriate 
entity to construct, a concrete-lined section or stilling basin in the Borrego Canyon 
Channel to a level capable of accommodating project-related flows; and, (ii) 
construct, or cause the appropriate entity to construct, improved railroad bridge 
supports and abutments at the juncture of the Borrego Canyon Channel and the 
acTA bridge to a level capable of accommodating project-related flows. 

Relationship to DEIR No. 573: As noted in the Final Supplemental Analysis and relatedfindings 
adopted by the County, Mitigation Measure HY-7 (as well as Mitigation Measure HY-5) is 
directed at impacts not caused by the CRP. While CEQA does not require that such impacts be 
mitigated, the County will, as is its custom. work cooperatively with any governmental or private 
entities undertaking or responSible for any improvements recommended by Mitigation Measure 
HY-7 (and HY-5) during project implementation. In any event, as discussed in Section 4.8.6.1, 
Borrego Channeljlows exiting the base under the Proposed Project are approximately 1% over 
existing conditions, utilizing only 75% of the channel's capacity, and mitigation is not required. 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measures HY-S and HY-7 was not recommended since these 
measures would improve conditions unrelated to the CRP. 

9.8.2.2 Water Quality 

The Supplemental Analysis determined that, under the CRP, water quality would not be 
significantly impacted as on-base sediment discharges would either decrease over existing levels 
(Marshburn, Bee Canyon Channels) or not be impacted (Agua Chinon, Borrego Canyon 
Channels). For this reason, the Supplemental Analysis did not propose mitigation measures 
related to water quality. 

9.9 

9.9.1 

MITIGA TION RELATED TO BIOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES 

Final EIR No. 563 Mitigation Measures 

Final EIR No. 563 did not include any mitigation measures for biological resources. 

9.9.2 Additional Mitigation Measures 

Although there are no identified direct significant impacts anticipated to result from 
implementation of the Proposed Project, the following mitigation program for biological 
resources includes precautionary or preventative measures to ensure that activities during 
construction do not cause nest abandonment by listed species such as the California gnatcatcher 
or raptor species such as nesting hawks. These measures are proposed because of the anticipated 
long-term construction activities necessary to implement the Proposed Project and the potential 
for indirect impacts that might occur in the areas closest to the Habitat Reserve during 
construction, such as noise, motion, and startle effects resulting from construction workers, 
equipment operation, and other activities. 

Direct impacts during construction are also addressed in this mitigation program. Precautionary 
measures are included to prevent impacts to streambed resources. Finally, mitigation measures 
that address general biological resources protection are provided. These general measures apply to 
all the protected species during construction of the Proposed Project. 

A Project Biologist will be identified to work with the County on the implementation and 
oversight of these mitigation measures. 
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9.9.2.1 Mitigation Measures for the Coastal California 
Gnatcatcher/Listed Species 

Pre· Cons true tion Measures 

The following measures will assist in avoiding and minimizing indirect construction related 
impacts on the California gnatcatcher. 

B-1 Prior to issuance of each grading peImit for any site preparation, clearing, grubbing, or 
grading within 500 feet of potential gnatcatcher habitat, the County will provide for pre
construction gnatcatcher surveys conducted by a qualified biologist to update their 
presence/absence status and location in relationship to the construction limits and 
activities. 

B-2 Prior to issuance of the applicable grading peImit, the County will provide for the 
mapping of special interest species and habitats within 500 feet of the project limits on 
the grading plans by a qualified biologist. California gnatcatcher habitat and other native 
habitats outside the construction limits will be designated on the grading plans and 
construction documents as Environmentally Restricted Areas (ERAs). ERAs are defined 
as areas that are permanently restricted to any unauthorized access or activities during 
construction. These ERAs will be marked on all construction documents. 

B-3 Prior to issuance of the applicable grading permit for areas in proximity to the Habitat 
Reserve and the Wildlife Habitat Area, especially where adjacent to gnatcatcher habitat, 
the County will prepare landscape plans/guidelines to avoid any potential indirect 
impacts associated with invasive weeds and plant material. These plans/guidelines will 
be reviewed by the Director of the Orange County Nature Reserve. 

B-4 Prior to issuance of each grading permit for any site preparation, clearing, grubbing, 
grading, building demolition or phase of the project, focused supplemental surveys will 
be conducted for listed species, including those not presently identified in this EIR, that 
may potentially occur within areas impacted by the project. Listed species are those 
designated as endangered or threatened by state and federal resource agencies. The 
focused, pre-construction surveys will be conducted by qualified biologists who possess 
any required peImits, as designated by the resource agencies. 

If the presence of such species is documented during the pre-construction surveys, and 
potential project impacts are considered to be significant, a mitigation plan will be 
developed. The mitigation plan will incorporate measures that will substantially reduce 
project impacts on occupied habitat through such methods as avoidance of occupied 
habitat or project phasing to avoid breeding periods. A monitoring plan may also be 
designed to ensure successful implementation of mitigation measures. 
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Construction Measures 

The following mitigation measures will avoid or substantially minimize direct and indirect 
construction related impacts on the California gnatcatcher. 

B-5 If active nest sites are found during the preconstruction surveys, the County will require all 
construction contractors to phase all site preparation, grading, clearing, grubbing, and 
construction activities within 500 feet of habitat occupied by nesting gnatcatchers to 
allow for the completion of nesting and breeding activities (approximately mid-February 
through mid-August). The implementation of this measure will be overseen and 
conducted by a qualified biologist. 

B-6 During all site preparation, grading, clearing, grubbing, and construction activities, the 
County will require all construction contractors to limit movement related to construction 
activity, including ingress and egress of equipment and personnel, to the designated 
construction limits in areas within 500 feet of habitat occupied by the California 
gnatcatcher. 

9.9.2.2 Mitigation Measures for Raptors 

Pre-Construction Measures 

The following measures will assist in avoiding and minimizing direct and indirect construction 
related impacts on any nesting raptor species. 

B-7 Prior to any site preparation, clearing, grubbing, or grading within 1,000 feet of potential 
raptor nest sites, the County will require that raptor nesting surveys be conducted by a 
qualified biologist to determine the potential presence and location of active raptor nests 
in relationship to the construction limits and activities. 

B-8 The County will require that all active raptor nests within 1,000 feet of the construction 
area limits be mapped on construction documents by a qualified biologist and designated 
as Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) prior to any site preparation, clearing, 
grubbing, or grading. An ESA is defined as an area temporarily restricted from any 
unauthorized construction access or activities. 

Construction Measures 

B-9 As a condition of the ESA, the County will require all construction contractors to 
temporarily restrict/prohibit all construction related activities within 1,000 feet of active 
nests to avoid potential impacts on raptor nesting activities. The majority of raptor 
breeding activity typically occurs between February 15 and July 15. The County will 
require that nesting sites be resurveyed toward the end of the breeding season to verify 
completion of the breeding cycle. The ESA designation will be removed by the County 
after the nesting activities are complete. 
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9.9.2.3 Mitigation Measure for Streambeds 

B-1O During final design, the County will provide for the mapping of jurisdictional waters and 
jurisdictional wetlands for San Diego Creek, Serrano Creek, Borrego Wash, and portions 
of Agua Chinon Wash designed to be retained. These jurisdictional limits will be 
designated on the grading plans and construction documents as Environmentally 
Restricted Areas (ERAs). ERAs are defined as areas that are permanently restricted to 
any unauthorized access or activities during construction. These ERAs will be marked on 
all construction documents. 

B-11 During final design, the County will modify the Runway 16L plan to shorten the 
"declared distance" by an estimated 200 feet. This shortening of the declared distance 
will allow the existing Borrego Wash and channel to be retained at its current location 
and configuration. This action will also allow the perimeter road to be retained such that 
there are no adverse impacts to Borrego Wash or improved portions of the channel. 

B-12 During final design, the County will modify the grading limits near the Agua Chinon 
channel, south of Runway 7RJ25L and retain the southerly portion for an estimated length 
of 400 feet. The portion of the channel to be retained will include the cross section of the 
ordinary high water mark within the Army Corps of Engineers jurisdiction. 

B-13 During final design of the golf course and the Wildlife Habitat Area, the County will 
incorporate Serrano Creek and its tributaries into the Wildlife Habitat Area and golf 
course design and designate them as ERAs, as referenced in Mitigation Measure 
B-I0. 

9.9.2.4 General Biological Resources Mitigation Measures 

B-14 The County will show and define all designated ERAs and ESAs on project construction 
documents. Restrictions related to construction activities near ERAs will be described. 
Restrictions related to when construction can and cannot be conducted in and near ESAs 
will be described. The County will require all construction contractors to comply with all 
ESA and ERA designations during all site preparation, grading, clearing, demolition, 
hazardous materials remediation, grubbing, and construction activities. 

B-15 Prior to any hazardous materials remediation, site preparation, grading or construction, the 
County will conduct orientation meetings for all construction personnel. These meetings 
will identify protected species in the project area, any defined ESAs and ERAs and 
restrictions related to them, and other information relative on the avoidance of impacts to 
protected species during construction. 

B-16 The County will require all project contractors to maintain and operate all construction 
equipment in good working order and consistent with the manufacturer's specifications for 
noise control and management The County will require all project contractors to document 
that all equipment used for site preparation, grading, demolition, clearing, grubbing, and 
hazardous materials remediation meets the manufacturers' noise specifications. 
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9.9.2.5 Cumulative Biological Resources Mitigation Measures 

Based on the Cwnulative Impact Analysis (Section 5.4.9), the following mitigation measure will 
avoid or substantially minimize cwnulative impacts for the Alton Parkway Extension: 

B-17 The County is the lead agency for a redesign of Alton Parkway. It will redesign the 
extension to minimize biological impacts to one acre or less of Waters of the U.s. and 
jurisdictional wetlands impacts. 

9.10 

9.10.1 

MITIGATION RELATED TO PUBLIC SERVICES AND 
UTILITIES 

Final EIR No. 563 Mitigation Measures 

PSU-l Concurrent with construction level environmental docwnentation, the County of 
Orange will coordinate with all utility and service providers including but not limited 
to, those identified below regarding the provision of needed services and utilities for the 
project. Each of these utility and service providers is subject to applicable internal 
regulations and local, state and, in some cases, federal statutes and regulations. In 
compliance with these regulations, arrangements will be made with each provider for 
needed services and utilities prior to implementation of the relevant phases of the 
project, thus avoiding any significant adverse project impacts. 

Orange County Sheriff's Department 
Orange County Fire Authority 
Orange County Public Library System 
Orange County Transportation Authority 
Cable Television Services 
Irvine Unified School District 
Integrated Waste Management Department 
Pacific Telephone 
Southern California Edison 
Southern California Gas Company 
Irvine Ranch Water District 

Relationship to DEIR No. 573: This mitigation measure was partially satisfied in the preparation of 
Section 4. 10 of EIR No. 573 (coordination regarding provision of services and utilities). The 
remainder of the measure (a"angements prior to implementation) has been updated to reflect the 
cu"ent stage of planning. As revised, the measure is replaced by Mitigation Measures PS-l 
throughPS-5 and U-I through U-4. Therefore, Mitigation Measure PSU-I is no longer applicable. 
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9.10.2 Additional Mitigation Measures 

PS-l The County of Orange will provide an area within the OCX terminal for a County 
Sheriff facili ty. 

PS-2 The County of Orange will comply with CCR, Title 27, by considering any potential 
effect of birds on aircraft in planning for the Proposed Project, as described in Section 
4.15, Public Safety. 

PS-3 The County of Orange will develop a waste reduction plan for the waste generated 
from demolition and construction of new facilities and operation of the Proposed 
Project in order to comply with State law ABA 939 prior to the commencement of 
construction for each phase. 

V-I During final design, existing utilities will be marked on the project plans as to 
whether each facility will be protected in place, removed or expanded/modified 
during construction. This will include all cable television, communications services, 
electrical, fuel, natural gas, domestic water, recycled water and waste water utility 
facilities on or immediately adjacent to the project site. 

V-2 Prior to any site preparation, grading or construction, the County will require all 
project contractors to contact a universal service alert organization. The purpose of 
this coordination will be to identify/verify the depth, height and location of existing 
utility facilities and notification procedures in the event of either a temporary 
disruption of service or accidental damage to a facility. This will include providers of 
cable television, communications services, electrical, fuel, natural gas, domestic 
water, recycled water and waste water facilities and services on and immediately 
adjacent to the project site. 

V-3 During final design, the County will coordinate with the appropriate service providers 
to ensure that planned project connections to the off-site distribution/collection 
systems are acceptable to the providers. This coordination will specifically address 
cable television, communications, electricity, natural gas, domestic water, recycled 
water and waste water service providers. 

V-4 During final design, the County will coordinate with The Irvine Company on 
identifying options to protect in place/relocate the existing wells and pipelines owned 
and operated by The Irvine Company on the project site. The requirements agreed to 
for the protection, relocation and/or reconstruction of these facilities will be 
documented in the project construction plans. 

PS-4 During final design for each phase of construction, the County will review the 
proposed transit facilities in Table 4.10-6 with OCTA to coordinate implementation 
of transit facilities with bus route programming and rail services. The County will 
obtain an agreement with OCT A, City of Irvine and rail agencies for the design of the 
proposed connection to ITC prior to the commencement of construction. 
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PS-5 Prior to approval of the Airport System Master Plan, the County will prepare a Fiscal 
Impact Report (FIR) analyzing the public facilities and services costs and revenues 
of the Proposed Project, including the effects on fire protection and emergency 
services. The FIR will be prepared in conformance with the County's FIR standards 
and policies. If the FIR concludes that there are negative fiscal impacts after 
mitigation on any facility or service, the FIR will recommend financing mechanisms, 
including but not limited to developer fees, assessment district financing, and/or tax 
increment financing (in the event of a redevelopment project area being created), for 
approval by the Board of Supervisors. 

9.11 MITIGATION RELATED TO NATURAL RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY 

9.11.1 Final EIR No. 563 Mitigation Measures 

NRE-l The California Code of Regulations (CCR) requires developers to incorporate 
features in building that are designed to be energy efficient, consistent with the 
recommendations of the affected utility companies and the specific requirements of 
Title 24 CCR "Energy Building Regulations." These regulations would apply to the 
development on the MCAS EI Toro site, and would reduce all potential impacts of 
the reuse alternatives related to energy resources to below a level of significance. 

Relationship to EIR No. 573: The requirements of Mitigation Measure NRE-J are fulfilled by the 
Proposed Project Airport System Master Plan which requires that all buildings are designed to 
be energy efficient. consistent with the recommendations of the affected utility companies and the 
specific requirements of California Code Regulations Title 24 (24 CCR). "Energy Building 
Regulations . .. 

9.11.2 Final EIR No. 563 Supplemental Analysis Mitigation 
Measures 

Of the eight mitigation measures analyzed in the Final EIR No. 563 SA, two were determined to 
be feasible in terms of reducing the conversion of prime agricultural land to urban uses with 
implementation of the CRP. The implementation of these mitigation measures would not reduce 
the CRP significant impact on agricultural lands to less than a significant leveL Therefore, the 
CRP impact upon prime agricultural land would remain an unavoidable significant impact. 

The following mitigation measures were identified in Final EIR SA to provide partial reduction 
of the CRP impact to converting prime agricultural land to urban uses: 

NRE AG-l The County, acting as the LRA for MCAS El Toro, shall use its best efforts to 
secure the conveyance of 40 acres of existing prime agricultural land on MCAS 
EI Toro from the Department of Navy for the benefit of the Orange County 
Sheriff-Coroner. The 40-acre conveyance will be used by the Orange County 
Sheriff-Coroner for permanent agriCUltural use in conjunction 1P9AQWIP!i9A with the 
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County's existing jail agricultural program at the James A. Musick Jail Facility. 
As a direct result of this mitigation, the conversion of prime agricultural land 
resulting from implementation of the Community Reuse Plan would be reduced 
from approximately 818 acres to 778 acres. 

NRE AG-2 As part of the interim reuse phasing strategy, the County, acting as the LRA for 
MCAS EI Toro, will use its best efforts to continue to make available for lease the 
acreage currently in agricultural use on the MCAS EI Toro site. This action will 
help compensate for the adverse economic impact resulting from base closure, 
and provide a revenue stream to maintain the base property until project buildout. 
The County will continue to make agricultural lands available for lease as long as 
the interim uses are consistent with the uses contemplated in the Community 
Reuse Plan, and as long as those uses do not compromise the County's ability to 
implement the Community Reuse Plan in a timely manner. However, interim 
agricultural use would not be allowed for a period longer than 10 years. 

Relationship to EIR No. 573: Final EIR No. 563 Supplemental Analysis Mitigation Measures 
NRE AG-l and NRE-AG-2 will be implemented on an ongoing basis with implementation of the 
Proposed Project. 

9.12 

9.12.1 

MITIGATION RELATED TO AESTHETICS, LIGHT 
AND GLARE 

Final EIR No. 563 Mitigation Measures 

Although there are no identified significant aesthetic impacts resulting from implementation of 
the Proposed Project, the following precautionary mitigation measures identified in FEIR No. 
563, as amended, are appropriate to be included as precautionary measures. 

AES-l As appropriate, all buildings will be designed and constructed using materials to 
reduce glare and, when possible, will be painted in warm earth tone colors, grays, 
blues and similar colors which reduce glare. 

Relationship to DEIR No. 573: This measure has been updated to reflect the current stage of 
planning. As revised, the measure is replaced by Mitigation Measure AES-3. 
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AES-2 Prior to approval of final site design, the County of Orange will ensure that all 
exterior light fixtures on the MCAS El Toro site will be the direct cut-off type of 
fixture with shields, non-glare bulbs, and frosted light shields, as necessary and 
appropriate, to reduce light spillage on and off the development site, particularly for 
uses adjacent to the Wildlife Habitat Area. 

9.13 MITIGATION RELATED TO CULTURAL RESOURCES 

9.13.1 Final EIR No. 563 Mitigation Measures 

CR-l Concurrent with, or prior to, construction level environmental documentation, the 
County will ensure that a cultural resources inventory of the MCAS EI Toro site will 
be conducted to determine whether there are any potentially NRHP eligible Cold 
War era structures and/or supporting features on the site and if any structures are 
architecturally significant. The survey will include recommendations regarding the 
management of any documented NRHP eligible structures. 

This mitigation measure has been implemented, and no further action is required regarding the 
cultural resources inventory. None of the buildings or structures at MCAS El Toro qualify for 
listing on the National Register. 

CR-2 Concurrent with, or prior to, construction level environmental documentation, the 
County will ensure that a report of the literature and records search and the field 
survey will be prepared. Mitigation may be required depending on the 
recommendations of this report. The report recommendations may include further 
testing, artifact collection, pre-grading salvage, and/or monitoring during soil 
disturbance. The report recommendations would be implemented during final 
design and grading, as appropriate. 

This mitigation measure has been implemented, and no further action is required regarding a 
literature and records search and field work. 

CR-3 Concurrent with, or prior to, construction level environmental documentation, the 
County will determine the need for a paleontological resources report for the MCAS 
El T oro site. The report recommendations would be implemented during final 
design and grading, as appropriate. 

The County has determined that fUrther study of the paleontological resources on the site is not 
required at this time and that implementation of County Standard Condition of Approval No. A7 
will be recommended for approval as a precautionary measure. 
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9.14 MITIGATION RELATED TO RECREATION 

9.14.1 Final EIR No. 563 Mitigation Measures 

FEIR No. 563 did not prescribe any specific mitigation measures for recreation. Mitigation 
Measure LU-I in the Land Use Section was cross referenced for mitigation of project 
consistency with the County of Orange General Plan Resources Element. 

9.14.2 Additional Mitigation Measures 

R-I Prior to the approval of design plans, specifications, and estimates (PS&E) for off-site 
roadway improvements, the County shall prepare a Construction Action Plan. The 
Construction Action Plan shall set forth appropriate construction practices necessary 
to minimize the potential disruption to properties, pedestrians, bicyclists, and 
motorists. The following items shall be included in the Plan: 

• Public Notice: Signs providing advance notice of work to be done on a particular 
segment shall be posted for a period of two weeks prior to construction. 
Notification in a local newspaper shall be published two weeks prior to 
construction. Adjacent property owners and public service providers and utility 
companies shall also be notified two weeks prior to construction. 

• Traffic Routing: Signs shall be provided to route vehicular and bicycle traffic 
through segments under construction. In addition, signs that suggest possible 
alternate routes shall be posted. Construction vehicle access to construction sites 
shall occur at off-peak traffic hours. Construction vehicle access routes shall be 
directed around residential areas. In addition, traffic control personnel shall be 
provided as necessary to mitigate traffic congestion and to mitigate the impact to 
arterial service levels during construction in accordance with local, State, and 
federal standards. 

• Construction Staging: Storage of construction vehicles, equipment, and materials 
shall not occur in the immediate vicinity of residential areas and retail 
establishments. 

• Hours of Construction: Hours of construction shall conform to established 
County policy unless otherwise approved by the County. 

• Access to properties: Construction activities shall be arranged so that access to 
properties will be maintained. 
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9.15 MITIGATION RELATED TO PUBLIC SAFETY 

Mitigation Measure GPC-l already proposes that the Airport Land Use Commission adopt an 
AELUP for the ASMP project at EI Toro. The revisions to the AELUP should reflect the 
standards for civilian aviation use of the MCAS EI Toro property, which will result in different 
accident risk and building height limitations in the surrounding communities than experienced 
with military activity. 

AELUP-consistent General Plan Amendments are proposed as part of the Proposed Project. 
Surrounding cities with jurisdiction over areas included in the OCX AELUP study area should 
also adopt the land use guidelines described here in their General Plans in order to achieve the 
required statutory consistency. 

9.16 MITIGATION RELATED TO HAZARDOUS WASTES 
AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS USE 

9.16.1 Final EIR No. 563 Mitigation Measures 

HM-I Prior to accepting the MCAS EI Toro property on which the presence of asbestos 
containing materials (ACMs) has been identified, the County of Orange or other 
transferee must ensure that all available information concerning ACMs has been 
provided, including the following: 

HM-2 

HM-3 

i) information regarding the type, location, and condition of ACMs 
ii) the results of any asbestos testing 

iii) description of asbestos control measures taken, if any 
iv) information regarding the costs or time necessary to remove existing ACMs 
v) the results of any site-specific asbestos inventory updates 

Prior to major renovations and/or the demolition of any structure(s) known to contain 
ACMs, the County of Orange or other transferee must ensure that all asbestos is 
removed and disposed of in accordance with applicable federal, state and local 
regulatory requirements. Of primary concern is South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 1403 (Asbestos Emissions from 
DemolitionlRenovation Activities). 

Prior to the renovation or demolition of any structure constructed prior to October 
1988, an asbestos survey must be conducted if the presence of ACMs is unknown. 
Asbestos in structures that will be retained for future uses must be managed 
according to an Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Plan to reduce the potential for 
fiber release and possible human health hazards. 
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HM-4 Prior to accepting the Wherry Housing and Saddleback TerraceNista Terrace 
Housing communities from the Navy, the County of Orange or other transferee shall 
ensure that all lead hazard abatement has been conducted. All abatement activities 
must be conducted in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local regulatory 
requirements. 

The Proposed Project does not contemplate any residential uses on the site or reuse of any 
residential units. 

HM-5 Prior to accepting any other residential property from the Navy, the County of 
Orange or other transferee shall ensure that lead-based paint and lead hazard surveys 
have been conducted for those properties. For properties that have been surveyed, 
the County of Orange or other transferee shall obtain all inspection and survey 
results and shall ensure that the survey reports contain sufficient data to adequately 
assess potential lead hazards. The County of Orange or other transferee must ensure 
that the appropriate lead-hazard information has been received, and that the property 
transfer contract contains a lead warning statement. 

The Proposed Project does not contemplate any residential uses on the site or reuse of any 
residential units. 

HM-6 If the County of Orange or other transferee agrees to conduct all required renovation 
and/or lead-based paint abatement activities on residential units at MCAS El Toro, 
these activities must be conducted in accordance with all applicable federal, state, 
and local regulatory requirements. 

The Proposed Project does not contemplate any residential uses on the site or reuse of any 
residential units. 

HM-7 Concurrent with construction-level environmental documentation, the County of 
Orange will ensure that mitigation is identified, as appropriate, related to the 
requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
General Construction Activities Storm water permit administered by the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region. Permit coverage must be obtained 
prior to beginning construction. 

Relationship to EIR No. 573: This mitigation is replaced by Mitigation Measure WQ-4 in 
Section 4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality. This permit requirement is carried forward to the 
construction phase of the project. 
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9.16.2 Additional Mitigation Measures 

Due to the nature of hazardous material and hazardous waste regulations, proposed land uses that 
involve the use, storage, handling, and/or disposal of hazardous materials or waste will be 
subject to all applicable federal, state, and local environmental regulations. These regulations are 
implemented by numerous government agencies as previously discussed. Each agency has 
established regulations regarding the proper management of hazardous materials and hazardous 
waste for specific operations and activities. The following mitigation is proposed to ensure 
compliance with these regulations and to reduce potential adverse impacts of the Proposed 
Project to below a level of significance. 

HM·8 The County shall require that monitoring for the presence of combustible gases, such as 
methane, shall be conducted by operators during all underground work conducted 
within 1,000 feet of the landfill refuse boundary and that, if gas levels exceed federal, 
state, or local standards, such a work shall cease until the gas levels have been 
remediated by the responsible agency or operators. 

HM·9 Prior to approval of permits for construction of new underground storage tanks, 
oil/water separators and associated piping systems, the County shall ensure that the 
facility'S design complies with applicable requirements pertaining to underground 
storage tank systems. At a minimum, these tanks shall be double walled and have 
overflow protection and leak detection systems with remote leak alarm monitoring. 

HM·IO Prior to issuance of permits for aboveground storage tanks, County shall require all 
AST operators to ensure that all aboveground tank system design includes appropriate 
secondary containment with no less than 110 percent of the tank capacity. 

HM-II Prior to issuance of permits for fuel storage areas, including aboveground tanks, County 
shall require all AST operators to ensure that runoff from all fuel handling facilities 
drains to an oiVwater separator with stormwater samplers and monitors. 

HM·12 Prior to issuance of permits for aboveground storage tanks, County shall require all 
AST operators to ensure that all aboveground tank systems comply, at a minimum, with 
the standards of the American Petroleum Institute (API). 

HM-13 Prior to the issuance of permits for fuel hydrant piping systems, County shall require all 
AST operators to ensure that these systems have double wall construction, a leak 
detection system, and remote leak alarm monitoring as required by existing regulations. 

HM-14 Prior to issuance of permits for future fuel farm facilities at the MCAS El Toro site, the 
County shall ensure that these facilities have a self-contained fire suppression system, 
including such features as foam cannons and above and below tank foam injection 
systems as required by existing regulations. 

HM·15 Prior to installation of USTs, the County shall ensure that all UST operators obtain 
proper permits for all future USTs from the Orange County Health Care Agency, 
RWQCB, SCAQMD, and Orange County Fire Authority. 
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HM-16 The County shall ensure that all fuel operators provide documentation of all fueling and 
maintenance facilities and activities involving hazardous materials to the Orange 
County Fire Authority prior to their construction and operation. 

HM-17 The County will require all operators (or operating agencies) of facilities storing fuels 
and hazardous materials to prepare Emergency Response Plans and submit Hazardous 
Materials Disclosure Forms to the Orange County Fire Authority as required by the 
agency, prior the issuance of penn its for these facilities. 

HM-18 Prior to commencement of uses, all BIP tenants shall be required by the County to 
implement any of the Mitigation Measures HM-l through HM-17 that are applicable to 
their use of leased property on the base, unless by agreement, the County or DON or 
other agency otherwise ensures compliance. 

HM-19 Prior to issuance of grading penn its, the County shall incorporate final design and site 
plan features which ensure that any site runoff will be directed away from IRP landfill 
Sites 3 and 5. 

HM-20 The County shall require all operators (or operating agencies) of facilities using and/or 
storing hazardous materials to maintain a current hazardous waste generator number for 
the facility as a tenn oflease. 

HM-21 The County shall not allow any pennanent storage of hazardous waste on the site by 
any operator (or operating agency) as a tenn and condition of their lease. 

HM-22 The County shall require all operators (or operating agencies) of facilities using and/or 
storing hazardous materials to provide to the County disclosures of hazardous materials 
inventories, and proof of acquisition of necessary pennits and compliance with 
applicable plans pertaining to hazardous materials storage and use and hazardous waste 
generation and disposal as a tenn and condition of their lease. 

HM-23 The County shall require all operators (or operating agencies) of facilities storing fuels 
and conducting fueling activities to receive FAA-approved training from the fire 
department. 

HM-24 The County shall ensure that all activities proposing to use hazardous materials or 
generate and dispose of hazardous waste provide all applicable infonnation concerning 
the nature of these activities to the Certified Unified Program Authority (CUPA) 
through the use of the Unified Program Consolidated Fonn. 

HM-25 The County shall ensure that no development on IRP Sites 3, 5, 8, 11, and 12 or 
development within 1,000 feet of Sites 3 and 5 occurs until appropriate remedial action 
has been implemented. The County will also ensure that no construction occurs on Site 
16 until appropriate remediation has occurred. Finally, if FFA signatory review 
determines potentially significant impacts to the project could occur from Site 7 or Site 
14, the County will ensure that no construction occurs on the site until appropriate 
remedial action has been implemented. 
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HM-26 The County shall provide notification and disclosure regarding existing hazardous 
waste conditions and the presence of regulated materials to all leasehold tenants at 
OCx. 

HM-27 The County shall require all leasehold tenants to submit hazardous waste manifests 
annually to OCHA for review to ensure that materials have been taken off-site and 
recycled properly. 

HM-28 The County shall ensure that all monitoring wells are accommodated through grade 
adjustment of the wellheads. 

HM-29 The County shall ensure, through lease agreements, that all leasehold tenants use 
registered persons/firms for application of fertilizers and pesticides. 

HM-30 The United States Department of the Navy should fully implement its Base Cleanup 
Plan and comply fully with its statutory obligations to remediate the MCAS EI Toro 
site. 

9.17 MITIGATION RELATED TO SOCIOECONOMICS 

9.17.1 Final EIR No. 563 Mitigation Measures 

SE-l If the Proposed Project is adopted, the County of Orange will submit updated 
employment, population, and housing growth forecasts for the project site to SCAG for 
their next scheduled update of regional growth forecasts that reflect the level of activity 
anticipated under the Proposed Project. 

9.18 MITIGATION RELATED TO RISK OF UPSET 

9.18.1 Additional Mitigation Measures 

RU-l Prior to commencement of aviation flight operations, the County shall make every 
reasonable effort to lease or otherwise obtain appropriate agreement and/or approval for 
the use of the Norwalk Pipeline and Santa Fe Pacific Pipeline Line Section 126 (LS-
126) for the purpose of conveying all jet fuel to the MCAS EI Toro site. The objective 
of this measure is to obviate the need for and eliminate the adverse impacts associated 
with highway truck transport of jet fuel. 

RU-2 At any such time that the County becomes the owner of the Norwalk pipeline, the 
County or its agents will inspect the pipeline on a regular basis to conform to the 
standard practice in the industry, will take corrective action to remedy any leaks, 
ruptures, or other hazards caused by the pipeline, and will pay any damages as required 
by law that are deemed by the appropriate authority to be the liability of the County. 
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9.19 MITIGATION RELATED TO CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

T-12 Prior to issuance of the first building permits for each phase of the Airport System Master 
Plan development, the County will determine if the phase's traffic plus cumulative 
development traffic requires any improvement listed in Tables 5.4-2 and 5.4-3. If any 
improvement is required, the County will enter into a cooperative agreement with the 
lead local jurisdictions responsible for the cumulative development impacts to participate 
on a fair share basis in the implementation of the planned and unplanned long-range 
circulation improvements listed in Table 5.4-2 and 5.4-3. The agreements will commit 
the County to participate in the implementation process (i.e., the establishment of funding 
mechanisms, the preparation of design plans, the performance of feasibility assessments, 
etc.) based on the project fair share percentages identified in Tables 5.4-2 and 5.4-3. 
Where the County is the lead, the County will prepare cooperative agreements and use its 
best efforts to obtain fair share participation by non-lead local jurisdictions. 

T-13 Prior to issuance of the first building permits for the Airport System Master Plan 
Development, the County will use its best efforts to obtain a cooperative agreement with 
the applicable lead jurisdictions to process amendments to the Orange County Master 
Plan of Arterial Highways (MP AH) as appropriate through the Orange County 
Transportation Authority (OCTA) for the unplanned long-range circulation 
improvements listed in Table 5.4-3 [i.e., Moulton Parkway and Laguna Canyon Road] 
with the County's participation in the MPAH process being based on the project fair 
share percentages identified in Table 5.4-3. 

Note: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 (a}(2), portions of these measures are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency, and not the County of 
Orange. 

Mitigation Measure B-17, listed earlier in Biological Resources, applies to cumulative impacts. 

9.20 STANDARD CONDITIONS 

The following standard conditions are incorporated in the Proposed Project: 

A4 Archaeology Grading Observation and Salvage 
A7 Paleontology Resource Surveillance 
Dl Drainage Study 
D2 Drainage Improvements 
D3 Off-Site Drainage 
D4 Master Plan of Drainage 
D5 Elevation Certificates and Finished Floor Elevations for Floodplains 
D6 Subordination of Easements 
D7 Regional Facility Improvements 
D8 Firm Map Revisions for Floodplains 
=D..;::.9 ____ Floodplain Easements 
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EPl Federal Endangered Species Act 
FDl Underground Storage Tanks 
FD2 Uniform Fire Code Implementation 
FD3 Waste Disposal 
FF4 General County Facilities 
FPl Fire Hydrants 
FP2 Water Availability 
FP4 Fire Access Roads 
FP5 Street Markings 
FP6 Traffic Signal Preemption Devices 
FP7 Fire Hazard Notification 
FP8 Fuel Modification 
FP9 Access Gates 
FPIO Combustible Construction Letter 
FPII Hazardous Materials 
FP12 Combustible Gas Mitigation 
FP13 Building Use Letter 
FP14 Architectural Building Plans 
FP15 Fire Suppression System 
FP16 Fire Alarm System 
FP17 Storage Tanks 
G I Geology Report 
G2 Grading Deviation 
G3 Financing/Conveyance Tentative Maps 
G4 Off-Site and Cross-Lot Grading/Drainage 
G5 Vector Control Measures 
G6 Preliminary Soils Report 
G7 Final Soils Report 
HM I Hazardous Materials 
NI Residential Noise 
N2 Non-Residential Noise 
N3 Overflight Notification 
N4 Department of Real Estate Report Information 
N5 Aviation Easement 
N6 Aircraft Noise Signs 
N7 Noise Generating Equipment 
N8 Multi-Family Dwelling Units 
N9 Construction Noise 
NIO Transportation Corridor Notification 
RCI Uniform Fire Code Implementation 
RC2 Waste Disposal 
SWI Solid Waste Collection Areas 
WQ I Pollutant Runoff 
WQ2 Pollutant Runoff 
WQ3 Chemical Management 
WQ4 NPDES General Stormwater Permit 
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10.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS FOUND NOT 
TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15128 states an EIR "shall contain a statement briefly indicating the 
reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be significant 
and were therefore not discussed in detail in the EIR. Such a statement may be contained in an 
attached copy of an initial study." 

The EIR addresses a full range of factors and issues. No topics or factors were eliminated from 
discussion in the EIR as a result of an Initial Study or other analysis. 
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Environmental Effects Found 
Not To Be Significant 





11.0 SUPPLEMENTAL PHASING ANALYSIS 

11.1 INTRODUCTION 

The Proposed Project analyzed in Draft EIR No. 573 is anticipated to be built out over a twenty 
(20) year period, with projected completion by approximately 2020. Consistent with traditional 
airport master planning practice, Draft EIR No. 573 defines and analyzes the Proposed Project 
as occurring in incremental five-year "phases," defined as follows: 

Phase 1 - EIR Certification (2000) to 2005 

Phase 2 - 2006 to 2010 

Phase 3 - 2011 to 2015 

Phase 4 - 2016 to 2020 

[Note: The actual calendar year during which each phase would occur is dependent upon the 
actual start date of airport related operations and/or construction.] 

At the Phase 2 level of completion, the Proposed Project would serve a forecast commercial 
passenger activity level of 18.8 million annual passengers ("MAP"); at Phase 4 build out, the 
Proposed Project would serve a forecast commercial passenger activity level of 28.8 MAP. 
Draft EIR No. 573 identifies those impacts associated with build out of the Proposed Project to 
the Phase 4 level, as well as those impacts anticipated to occur with each phase of the Proposed 
Project development. One of the specific purposes of Draft EIR No. 573 in providing this 
phasing analysis is to afford maximum flexibility to the Board of Supervisors in the scope of 
project implementation and approval. (Draft EIR No. 573 p. 3_2.)1 

Consistent with that purpose, this supplemental phasing analysis, in conjunction with the 
information presented in Draft EIR No. 573, as supplemented, provides the information 
necessary for the Board of Supervisors and the public to fully understand the Proposed Project 
both at the Phase 4 level and at the Phase 2 level. 

This supplemental analysis, which is to be read in conjunction with the information previously 
provided in Draft EIR No. 573, presents a summary of the information provided in Draft EIR 
No. 573 relative to a description of the project and its impacts at the Phase 2 level of 
implementation, supplemented by additional information where applicable. 

All ~references are to Draft EIR No. 573 (December 1999), unless otherwise noted. 
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11.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT AT PHASE 2 

A description of the Draft EIR No. 573 Proposed Project is provided in Chapter 3.0 at pages 3- t 
through 3-68. The Proposed Project consists of various actions related to the approval, 
adoption, and implementation (including construction and operation) of two plans: (1) an 
Airport System Master Plan for Orange County (ASMP) (published separately as, Draft, Airport 
System Master Plan for John Wayne Airport and Proposed Orange County International 
Airport (December 1999», and (2) a Base Transition Plan (BTP) for former Marine Corps Air 
Station (MCAS) El Toro ("El Toro" or "the base") (published separately as, Draft, Base 
Transition Plan (November 9, 1999). (3-1.) 

The BTP allows for some interim reuse of existing buildings and facilities at El Toro until 
implementation of the ASMP reaches a phase that requires the demolition of a specific facility, 
or its conversion to the permanent reuse contemplated by the ASMP. Under the BTP, a limited 
number of uses is scheduled to continue through Phases 3 and 4. 

The Airport System Master Plan consists of an Airport Master Plan for a civilian commercial 
airport at El Toro (El Toro Airport Master Plan) and an Airport Master Plan for John Wayne 
Airport (JW A) (JW A Master Plan). A detailed list of the anticipated project improvements both 
at El Toro and JWA is contained in Draft EIR No. 573 Table 3-9. 

The JWA Master Plan updates the County's 1985 Airport Master Plan for JWA. Under the 
Proposed Project, the Phase 4 forecast level of commercial passenger activity at JWA is 5.4 
MAP, which is less than is currently served at JW A. The Master Plan Update for JW A does not 
contemplate any expansion of existing commercial aviation facilities at JW A. Rather, the 
Master Plan Update projects are intended to expand the general aviation facilities and capacity 
at the airport. All of the JW A related project components are assumed to be completed by the 
end of Phase 2 of the Proposed Project. (3-3.) 

The El Toro ASMP presented in Draft EIR No. 573 Chapter 3.0 is composed ofa large number 
of phased project components, classified as either aviation or nonaviation uses. The aviation 
use passenger related facilities contemplated by the Proposed Project are designed to serve a 
forecast commercial passenger activity level of28.8 MAP by Phase 4. (3-3.) These facilities 
include a new terminal building, parking facilities, access roadways, airfield improvements, 
including aprons and the lengthening of all four runways at El Toro and the relocation of two 
of the four runways, as well as numerous airport support facilities. The various nonaviation 
uses planned for portions of the base are compatible with the planned commercial aviation use 
and would, in some cases, provide revenue support to the civilian redevelopment of the base and 
the development and operation of a commercial airport at El Toro. The general categories of 
the various project components, land uses, and improvements contemplated under the El Toro 
ASMP are summarized in Draft EIR No. 573 Table 3-1 (and listed in Draft EIR No. 573 
Table 3-9 in alphabetically designated categories "A" through "Y"). 
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At Phase 2 of the project, EI Toro would serve a forecast commercial passenger activity level 
of 18.8 MAP and 1.18 million tons of cargo. To serve this level of passenger activity, Phase 
2 of the project is composed of aviation components similar to those included in Phase 4 of the 
Proposed Project, although "downsized" to accommodate the reduced MAP levels. Specifically, 
at the Phase 2 level, the project includes a new terminal building with 44 jet gates, cargo (west) 
area, parking facilities, access roadways, numerous airport support facilities, and airfield 
improvements, including aprons and the reconstruction and lengthening of two runways at El 
Toro and the relocation (construction) of a third runway. (See Supplemental Phasing Analysis 
Table 3-9A, Summary List of Improvements At OCX And JWA Recommended for Phase 2 of 
the Airport System Master Plan.) 

Thus, Phase 2 of the project differs from the Proposed Project at build out (Phase 4) in three 
significant respects. First, the Terminal Building will be 1.4 million square feet in size at Phase 
2 compared to the Phase 4 terminal of 2.3 million square feet, and will include 44 jet gates 
versus 62 jet gates. Second, the fourth runway, Runway 7L-25R, would not be constructed until 
Phase 4l. Third, cargo facilities in Phase 2 will be smaller than Phase 4 with a corresponding 
reduction in cargo handling capacity from 2.0 I million tons in Phase 4 to 1.18 million tons in 
Phase 2. Full build out of the Terminal Building, as well as construction of Runway 7L-25R and 
additional cargo facilities, is scheduled to occur during Phases 3 and 4 of the Proposed Project. 
The land area required for aviation uses in Phase 2 is approximately 355 acres smaller than the 
land area required for aviation uses in Phase 4 (compare Draft EIR No. 573, Table 3-1 with 
Supplemental Analysis Table 3-IA). At Phase 2, these ±355 acres would not be developed for 
aviation uses, but rather would continue to be used for ongoing nonaviation uses, including 
interim uses of existing buildings, facilities, grounds, and agricultural leases. In addition to 
agricultural leases and golf course lands, Phase 2 includes interim reuse of existing buildings 
and facilities, including 80,000 sq. ft. of business park and 280,000 sq. ft. of warehouse floor 
area (Draft EIR No. 573 Table 7-4 Appendix D, Part I). 

With respect to nonaviation uses, at Phase 2 of the Proposed Project the proposed Regional Park 
and Wildlife Habitat Area are not yet fully developed. In all other respects, nonaviation revenue 
support uses are fully developed at the conclusion of Phase 2. 

Draft EIR No. 573, Figure 3-4 illustrates the proposed development of OCX by phases. 
Specifically, Figure 3-4 depicts the construction and development scheduled to occur during 
each phase by means of color coding. In this manner, Table 3-4 provides the reader with a view 
of the project at the Phase 2 level of implementation. 
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Table3-1A 
Proposed Project at Pbase 2 of Development - Uses! Acreages By Planning Area 

LAND USE PAJPARCEL ACRES LAND USE PAJPARCEL ACRES 

Agriculture 5·la 37.17 Cargo (west) 4·l1a 92.38 
Agriculture 3·lb 27.01 Cargo Total 92.83 
Agriculture 3·lc 13.03 
Agriculture 3·ld 0.37 In·flight Catering 2·12a 8.91 
Agriculture 7·le 61.35 Aviation/Industrial Related 2·12b 43.62 

Agriculture Total 138.93 Control Tower 2-12c 4.00 
FBO/Corporate Aviation 2·l2d 46.27 

Golf Course (North) 3-Ja 135.26 ARFF 2-12e 4.00 
Golf Course (North) 3·3b 51.25 Airline Maintenance 3·12e e 14.01 
Golf Course (South) 7·3c 43.18 Ground Services Equipment 4·12h 3.74 
Golf Course (South) 7·3d 28.44 Fuel Storage 4·12i 7.80 
Golf Course (South) 7·3e 8.80 Aviation Support Total 132.35 
Golf Course (South) 7·3f 17.24 

Golf Total 284.17 Vehicle Maintenance Yard 5·13a 53.84 
Food Distribution Warehouse 5·l3b 11.75 

Open Space 3-4a 0.78 IRWD Reservoir and Pumping 3·\3c 5.73 
Open Space 3-4b 0.53 Fire Station 3·13d 1.20 

Open Space Total 1.31 California Air National Guard 3·\3e 24.05 
Homeless Service Providers 4·l3f 28.29 

County Habitat Reserve 3·5b 20.64 IRWD Facility 7·13g 9.00 
Habitat Reserve Total 20.64 Fire Station 4·13h 1.00 

Public Facilities Total 1.34.86 
Restricted Open Space 8·6a 12.98 
Restricted Open Space 8-6b 4.64 Business Park 7·14a 6.24 
Restricted Open Space 8·6c 68.83 Business Park 7·14b 13.41 
Restricted Open Space 8-6d 32.45 Business Park 7·14c 34.07 
Restricted Open Space 8·6e 11.42 Business Park 7·14d 33.05 
Restricted Open Space 8·6f 16.29 Business Park Total 8(;.77 
Restricted Open Space 7·6g 38.02 
Restricted Open Space 7·6h 9.14 Roads and Easements 167.30 

Restrieted Open Spaee Total 193.77 Roads and Easements 167.30 

Marshburn Retarding Basin 5·7 38.87 Ongoing Uses 2·2a 191.79 
Retarding Basin Total 38.87 Ongoing Uses 2·2b 73.34 

Ongoing Uses 2·16 81.53 
Airfield Total g·8 1,120.49 Ongoing Uses 3·15a 13.09 

Airfield Total 1,120A9 Ongoing Uses 3·15b 29.09 
Ongoing Uses 3·15c 42.% 

Parking 5·9a 20.04 Ongoing Uses 3·15d 18.57 
Terminal and Parking 1·9b 422.26 Ongoing Uses 7·15e 14.15 

Terminal and Parking Total 442.30 Ongoing Uses 7·15f 20.22 
Ongoing Uses 4·12h 9.8 

Airport Shuttle Bus Yard 4-lOa 12.53 Ongoing Uses 4.12j 5.45 
Airport Transportation Center 4· lOb 9.34 Ongoing Uses 4·12i 6.5 

Transportation Facility Total 21.87 Ongoing Uses 3·11b 56.08 
Ongoing Uses 3·12e 32.40 
Ongoing Uses J.l2f 25.11 
Ongoing Uses 2·12a 8.16 
Ongoing Uses 2·12b 55.87 
Ongoing Uses 2·12d 8.01 
Ongoing Uses 5·9a 43.61 
Ongoing Uses 1·9b 58.84 

Ongoing Uses Total 355.09 

GRAND TOTAL 3,721.95 
Note: Code reference is to Land Use Plan figure. 
Original Source: The Planning Center 
Number of acres shown is approximate. 
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11.2.1 Proposed Project at Phase 2 - OCX Aviation 
Facility Improvements 

Draft EIR No. 573 presents the OCX aviation facility improvements that comprise the ASMP 
Proposed Project at Section 3.3.1, pages 3-6 through pages 3-16. To the extent such 
improvements under Phase 2 of the project differ from those described in Draft EIR No. 573 for 
Phase 4 of the project, such distinctions are illustrated below in an double underline/italicized 
wiKf/(jI,<I format - double underlined text indicates additions; striKf/(jI,'is indicate deleted text. 

The Phase 2 project aviation component includes three ~runways, a passenger tenninal 
complex, and supporting facilities for domestic ""~7iiii'-"QI;j.(jI",,,1 passenger service, air cargo, 
general aviation, and aviation related uses. The passenger tenninal complex will be located in 
Planning Area I, the northeast quadrant of the airport site, with the primary entry [offSR-133 
and the minor entry] at Sand Canyon Avenue and Trabuco Road (Figure 3-6) [unchanged from 
the original project description]. In addition to the multi-level tenninal, this area will include 
a parking structure, hotel, and other passenger serving facilities, such as car rental facilities. 

Phase 2 of the Master Plan improvements at OCX include the following: 

(i) Aviation Facilities and Infrastructure 

(a) Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) Easements 
(b) Backbone utility systems 
(c) Airfield 
(d) Lighting and navigational aids 
(e) Tenninal apron and remain overnight (RON) aircraft parking 
(1) Tenninal building area 
(g) Tenninal vehicle parking and support areas 
(h) Tenninal access and roadways 
(i) Non-tenninal roadways 
G) West cargo area 
{k) /iQu {;W'fll/ ~" 
(1) General aviation area 
(m) In-flight catering area 
(n) Air traffic control tower (A TCT) 
(.fl) 4i':PfJr:/ rg,sCJlfI "J.Jdjir,jigl.Jti~g ~4 Wf;J JfQci/il)' 
(p) Aviation industrial and related area 
(f) 4irp(jlr/ .,,,i,,tg,,,,,,,(,)(/ja,ilitiu 
(r) Aircraft maintenance area 
(s) Airport transportation center 
(t) Airport shuttle bus maintenance facility 
(u) Fuel delivery, storage and distribution facility 
(v) Ground support equipment (GSE) 
(w) Environmental facilities 
(x) Support systems, facilities and equipment 
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Phase 2 improvements are listed in Table 3-9A of this Supplemental Analysis, which provides 
the Planning Area location, phase of development, and the entity responsible for the 
development. A detailed description of Phase 2 and Phase 4 of the Proposed Project facility 
improvements is contained in the Airport System Master Plan/or John Wayne Airport and 
Proposed Orange County International Airport (ASMP), December 1999. The ASMP also 
illustrates the locations and proposed configurations of the facility improvements. 

11.2.1.1 Airfield 

Phase 2 of the Proposed Project will require the reuse and reconstruction of two existing MCAS 
EI Toro runways (16R134L and 7R125L) and the construction of one ~new runway,\: 
(16L134R "fila ;Z1.052), Il"'#.! fJj which will parallel its existing counterpart 16R134L. 
Construction of a new runway,\: is required because the centerline separation between the ~ 
p"irs fJjexisting parallel runways is 500 feet, which is 2000.00 feet less than the FAA standard 
for conducting simultaneous visual operations by large aircraft (FAA 1989). Because the 
separation distance between the existing MCAS El Toro parallel runway JNili~ does not meet 
current civilian airport standards for independent simultaneous aircraft operations in 
clearweather conditions, the ~new runway will be constructed at an offset distance from its 
parallel twin, sufficient to meet FAA requirements for operation under these conditions. The 
proposed airfield improvements at OCX would include the following: 

• Runway 16R124L will be reconstructed and extended at the north end 9hxis'iAg RWA\'<a3' 
lCiR 04 b "'ill 9. ~QoQ by approximately 1,500 feet, and the south end 9f d:&. Rom'\'a~r by 
approximately 900 feet, to an overall length of approximately 12,400 feet. 

• New Runway 16L134R will be constructed at a centerline separation of 800 feet from 
existing Runway 16R134L. The overall length of the new runway will be approximately 
12,100 feet. 

• To meet FAA criteria for new runway longitudinal gradient (slope), the central portion of 
existing Runway 7R125L will be overlain with a new surface, its eastern end will be 
lowered, and its western end raised. In addition, the western end of 7R125L will be 
extended by approximately 1,150 feet to a total length of 9,150 feet. 

• 4 ~'71tt RJlJal1lQ3' Zl. Q SIl, $I; '50 J£a~1 i". '".,Wfq, 11!;/' gg (;~(cud (;It Q cMtgrli ... " S¥Qr:.aJti9J;J 

9/7O/)}fa"lfr9~ fJxisti,:,g Illlt:llt t
",' 7R/251., 1.'itl:z Q gc"djgJ:lI sj1Ni~"r /p tllQl Qj(recQ14GIrutrtfld 

211T<1WQ)' Zll.O 5. 

• For each runway, new parallel taxiways and associated exit taxiways will be constructed. 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Supplemental Phasing Analysis 

11-1 



11.2.1.2 Terminal Building Area 

The proposed tenninal development will consist of a three-level main tenninal building with 
four ~two-Ievel pier concourses. The tenninal will be served by a three-level road and curb 
system and a multi-level parking garage connected by pedestrian bridges and underpasses to the 
tenninal. 

Figure 3-7 illustrates the proposed tenninal development. A conceptual rendering of the 
tenninal area is shown in Figure 3-8. A conceptual cross section shown on Figure 3-9 illustrates 
the three-level tenninal building and road system. The pedestrian bridge and underpass 
connection between the tenninal and multi-level parking garage are also shown. 

11.2.1.3 Cargo Facilities 

One ~sit~ at OCX (!?~g il9 Rl"~~ilifif 4Fg" ? "19" !?~g in Planning Area 4), totaling 79 .U(J 

acres, has ~been identified for air cargo use. ~tqgF The sites will accommodate21 ~ 
aircraffparking positions, 1,040,000 J,040,OOO square feetof cargo buildings, 163 ~truck 
docks, I 06 ~truck stagmg spaces, and 950 I, P(J(J automobile parking spaces at Phase 2 
completIOn. The proposed cargo facility arrangement offers extreme flexibility. The planned 
design features a contiguous assembly of cargo buildings in the west cargo area and two smaller 
buildings in the east cargo area. The modularized buildings will accommodate the great 
diversity of space needs of express, general cargo, and freight forwarding activity. The space 
will also accommodate United States Customs and the United States Postal Service offices. The 
building structures may be one- or two-story designs dependent on specific tenant needs for 
processing and storage areas. 

11.2.1.4 In-Flight Catering Area 

The site identified for in-flight catering at OCX (refer to [Draft EIR No. 573] Figure 3-1) is 
located at the northern comer of Planning Area 2. This site will be served by the East Access 
Road, which will intersect Irvine Boulevard near the site. It will also have a short and direct 
access route to the tenninal area (on the service road) for catering trucks. The in-flight catering 
site will accommodate two IJu:u catering finns, with relatively large-scale operations typical 
of an international airportEach site will be approximately 4.7 acres and can accommodate new 
flight kitchens as large as 100,000 square feet in two levels. Catering facilities will be 
developed by each of the tenants. 

11.2.1.5 Airport Rescue and Fire Fighting (ARFF) Facility 

The facility fonnerly housing the crash/fire/rescue operations at MCAS EI Toro is located in 
Planning Area 4 near the intersection of the runways. The building encompasses 11,440 square 
feet, has six bays, and was built in 1957. The building is in good condition and will ~erve 
as the OCX ARFF station through Phase 2 of project development. w.a Rqgsg""1;"ii ~gW 42 1i'l" 

jfacjlj~t 11,;11 b" ",,-,q,strl'ctlld jJ:J Pl.QJq74i74g 4r
"" 2 ~74 "jour "'1=g sit" ,,( fbg #l'grSllCU(J74 gf tl:J" 

1=J'".11'''jlf (r:6.for tg Kig.alr(l 1 ') 134is 74111t'/acilif;J' 11,;'1 i:JfrR'j l,,,lqicl,, "CCllUjrg.., In!j~,, 891'kll'"rd 
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by 1IIQJ' fjftilefill:l#re Jiw:t 4€'rle&s R,gQIii Q~1ii Ge€,g"dt,lty Qrlrless s#eets ne 4 (Ui'li' l'tQ(jg" will be 
Q4iQr;e~ "' Ifle Qirpgrl se~lir;rl rgQIii ~Iii wiU ilQ:l'rl liiir"'" Qr;€'rlSS Ig (jill Qir1lflld Qrfl'lS, Ifle 
pfilN6(1~g"r IfJr.,iRQ'; "",Ii g#qgr Q;r.pw=t f/1Ifila.rQ-.:J/s ltjQ J..lt'Q fir" QCCIM f!"fIlQ.r ,,~d 111(1 ~~ltlQ,;! 

A3 tS&iRJ r:h(l J1JG'11' 41lliK Ji'aciliA(JS 11'jll j~,l,'tlu Q ';" 70" GljuQre,fofJ/ b"ii"iJiS 

11.2.1.6 Aviation Industrial and Related Area 

The site identified for aviation industrial and related facilities at OCX is located south of the in
flight catering area in Planning Area 2. The 43 J.OJ-acre area will accommodate RON needs 
through Phase 2 (5 positions Ui Qr;I"e&), a ten-acre aircraft maintenance site, the ATCT site (four 
acres), and a variety of potential aviation industrial uses. (7.l QGrfllJ) 

11.2.1.7 Airport Maintenance Facilities 

TJq(1 ((iRg tee. sjtgjWr QirfJ"rt W,d14t"~QJlC(l INJd JfQc:;/iu" WQJI"§'lWfllat It'iU P(l Q/ t.I~g g"S' (I'Rii 

IJj RliiIN~i"g 4rflQ 3 Existing office buildings and shops in Planning Area 2 will be used for 
airport maintenance during Phases 1 and 2. 

11.2.1.8 Aircraft Maintenance Area 

The primary site identified for aircraft maintenance facilities at OCX (11. 4J'..acres) is located 
west of the airport maintenance area in Planning Area 3. A second smaner site (10 acres) is 
located in the aviation industrial and related area at the north end of Planning Area 2. The 
proposed primary aircraft maintenance site will accommodate on~ maintenance facility 
through Phase 2, f~ili1ii8~! and the smaller site will accommodate one facility through Phase 2. 

11.2.1.9 Airport Transportation Center 

The Airport Transportation Center (ATC) will be constructed g~ Sfll'fI" Qr;rflS in the southeast 
corner of Planning Area 4. This site is adjacent to the Southern California Regional Rail 
Authority (SCRRA) tracks, diagonally across from the Irvine Transportation Center (ITC). The 
ITC is a multi-modal transit facility providing an interface between rail and bus patrons. Air 
passengers arriving at the ITC (via public transit, Amtrak or Metrolink) will cross the railroad 
tracks by means of a pedestrian overcrossing. Shuttle buses operating approximately every five 
minutes will transport passengers between the A TC and the terminal complex. 

11.2.1.10 Fuel Delivery, Storage and Distribution Facility 

A bulk fuel storage facility will be located on an 7.7 ,J...J...acre site in Planning Area 4. The site 
will have a truck unloading area with 6 J4-unIoadmg positions (Plus additional space for truck 
staging and spare positions as needed). This fuel storage site would also include three pumps 
to distribute fuel from the truck unloading positions to the bulk storage tanks, an 
operations/pump control building, and a building for spill response and supplies. An additional 
pump and appurtenant pipelines would also be provided for spare pumping capacity as needed. 
Since fuel delivery by truck would operate on a daily basis, a four to five day fuel supply will 
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be needed. Three ~lOO-foot diameter, 30-foot high, aboveground storage tanks will ~ 
provid~ a five day supply of fuel in Phase 2. 

11.2.1.11 Ground Support Equipment (GSE) 

The 4.6 .J.4-acre site identified for ground handling facilities is at the western end of Planning 
AreaTadjacent to the parallel taxiway serving Runway 16L134R. The site will accommodate 
one ~ground support equipment (GSE) facility/""i/i'ills West of this site is a proposed 
location for an electrical substation to serve the GSE. To enhance air quality, GSE operators will 
be provided with facilities that accommodate vehicles powered by alternative fuels, such as 
electricity or natural gas. 

11.2.2 Nonaviation Revenue Support Uses at Phase 2 

Portions of the base are planned for various nonaviation uses that have been selected because, 
in addition to providing economic, social, and recreational benefits and opportunities to Orange 
County, they are compatible with the planned commercial aviation use. In some cases, these 
nonaviation uses provide revenue support to the civilian redevelopment of the base and the 
development and operation of a commercial airport at EI Toro. The nonaviation revenue 
support uses developed through Phase 4 build out of the project are described in Draft EIR No. 
573, Section 3.3.2. 

At Phase 2 of the project, the nonaviation revenue support component of the plan includes 
approximately 1,000 acres on the airport site to be used primarily for a variety of open space, 
recreation, and agricultural uses. Various public use facilities and a small business park are also 
included. All of these uses are described in Draft EIR No. 573, Section 3.3.2. A specific listing 
of the Phase 2 aviation and nonaviation land uses and acreages associated with these uses is 
included in Table 3-1A. 

With respect to nonaviation revenue support uses, there are two primary differences between 
the Phase 2 and Phase 4 development levels of the Proposed Project. First, at Phase 2 of the 
Proposed Project, the Regional Park is not yet fully developed; construction and development 
of the park are scheduled to be completed in Phase 4 (compare Draft EIR No. 573 Table 3-9 and 
Supplemental Analysis Table 3-9A). The second primary difference is that at the Proposed 
Project Phase 2 level, the Wildlife Habitat Area is not yet developed. Like the Regional Park, 
the Wildlife Habitat Area is scheduled for development in Phase 4 (compare Draft EIR No. 573 
Table 3-9 and Supplemental Analysis Table 3-9A). 

With these two exceptions, the description of nonaviation revenue support uses at Phase 2 is 
substantially similar to the Proposed Project at build out. 
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11.2.3 Base Transition Plan at Phase 2 

The BTP allows for some interim reuse of existing buildings and facilities at El Toro until 
implementation of the ASMP reaches a phase that requires the demolition of a specific facility, 
or its conversion to the permanent reuse contemplated by the ASMP. The buildings that will 
be reused are within PAs I through 4, primarily for interim business park or warehouse use. In 
PAs 3, 5, and 7, agriculture will also continue as an interim use on 586 acres. The BTP does 
not provide for interim leasing of buildings for residential uses. The Base Transition Plan, as 
developed through Phase 4 build out of the project, is described in Draft EIR No. 573, Section 
3.3.3. 

Draft EIR No. 573 Table 3-2 lists the nonaviation buildings/facilities that the BTP has identified 
as suitable for interim nonaviation reuse and indicates the planning phase in which each facility 
would continue as an interim use. The majority of these facilities is located in Planning Area 
1 and would be discontinued during Phase 1 of the ASMP. A small number offacilities would 
continue as interim uses into Phases 3 and 4 of the Project until required for ASMP 
implementation. At Phase 2 of the project, those BTP uses planned for Phases 3 and 4 would 
not yet be developed. 

11.2.4 Interim Aviation Uses at Phase 2 

Existing buildings that are suitable for civilian aviation use are listed in Draft EIR No. 573 
Table 3-3. While some are available only for the short-term period before Phase 1 construction 
is completed, many could be used throughout much of the 20-year planning period. These 
interim aviation uses would be unaffected at Phase 2 of the project. 

The initiation of commercial passenger service, air cargo service, and/or general aviation could 
occur during Phase 1 but before the Phase 1 improvements are fully completed. During this 
interim period, existing facilities would be used, perhaps with installation of some temporary 
facilities. 

11.2.5 JWA Facility Improvements for the Proposed 
Project at Phase 2 

Draft EIR No. 573 Section 3.3.5 describes the JWA Facility Improvements for the Proposed 
Project. As indicated by Table 3-9A, all JW A improvements are scheduled for construction and 
development during project Phases 1 and 2. Therefore, at Phase 2 all JW A facility 
improvements scheduled to occur under the Proposed Project will be completed. 
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'stem, and isecondary distribution lines and 'ofmain and secondary , Provider 

I 
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11.3 IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

As discussed above, Draft EIR No. 573 analyzes the environmental impacts associated with the 
Phase 4 build out of the Proposed ASMP Project. To the extent the impacts projected to result 
during the interim phasing years (Phases I through 3) differ from those impacts projected at 
build out, Draft EIR No. 573 analyzes such interim year impacts as well. 

This supplemental analysis excerpts portions of Draft EIR No. 573 relative to the interim year 
phasing impacts, generally, and where applicable, the impacts relative to Phase 2, specifically. 
Text originally appearing in Draft EIR No. 573 is presented in quotation marks with relevant 

page references. This section also serves to supplement the interim year phasing impacts 
analysis presented in Draft EIR No. 573 with additional analysis, where appropriate. When read 
in conjunction with the phasing year impacts analysis provided in Draft EIR No. 573, this 
supplemental phasing impacts analysis presents a comprehensive overview of the impacts 
associated with Phase 2 of the Proposed ASMP Project. 

The analysis reveals that at Phase 2 of the Proposed Project, impacts will be of a lesser degree, 
generally, than those impacts projected to occur at Phase 4 build out. Reduced passenger and 
cargo aircraft operations will result in a corresponding reduction in the degree of impacts 
including, but not limited to, reduced noise, air quality and transportation/circulation impacts. 
The levels of significance for all impact categories at Phase 2, however, are substantially similar 
to those levels at Phase 4 build out. This is due to the fact that while the degree of project 
impacts at Phase 2 is less than that at Phase 4 build out, impacts at the Phase 2 level, like their 
counterparts at Phase 4 build out, exceed the applicable CEQA thresholds of significance. These 
impact categories include noise, air quality and transportation/circulation. Like Phase 4 build 
out, transportation/circulation impacts at Phase 2 can be mitigated below the level of 
significant; noise and air quality impacts remain significant and unavoidable. 

All page, table and figure references contained here are to Draft EIR No. 573 (December 1999), 
unless otherwise noted. (Note: This section, as well as Draft EIR No. 573, intermittently refer 
to the ASMP as the ASMP, the proposed project or Alternative B; all such references are to the 
proposed project.) 

11.3.1 Land Use 

11.3.1.1 Physical Community Division 

"The Proposed Project at completion and during each of the four phases would not physically 
divide an existing community" (4.1-10), and, therefore, would not result in significant adverse 
impacts at the Phase 2 implementation level. 
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11.3.1.2 Compatibility With Adjacent Land Uses 

"The analysis of the proposed on-site uses [in DEIR No. 573 Sections 4.1.6.3 through 4.1.6.12] 
concludes that the Proposed Project does not create substantial incompatibilities between the 
project's land uses and adjacent off-site existing and planned land uses, in accordance with 
Significance Threshold ii. The order or timing of the on-site improvements will not alter this 
conclusion; therefore, the Proposed Project will not create substantial incompatibilities at the 
time of project completion or during any of the four phases." (4.1-11.) Accordingly, the 
Proposed ASMP Project would not result in significant adverse impacts at the Phase 2 
implementation level. (This conclusion is based on the Proposed Project's 65 CNEL noise 
contours. See Section 5.3.4, infra, noise impacts analysis.) 

11.3.2 General Plan Consistency 

"The Proposed Project's impacts are generally analyzed according to the planned phases of 
construction. However, project consistency with County and City General Plans is applicable 
to the project actions occurring prior to Phase 1. Therefore, the General Plan Consistency 
analysis is not subject to analysis by phase." (4.2-11.) The Proposed ASMP Project, therefore, 
will not result in significant adverse impacts at the Phase 2 implementation level. 

11.3.3 Transportation and Circulation 

"Table 4.3-14 summarizes the existing plus committed intersection locations, arterial roadways, 
freeway mainline segments, and freeway ramps that are significantly impacted by Phase 1 
(2005) of the Proposed Project. Under the existing conditions plus committed (by 2005) 
roadway network setting, four intersection locations would be significantly impacted, three of 
which would operate at LOS E and one of which would operate at LOS F, and two arterial 
roadway segments would be significantly impacted, both of which would operate at LOS F. 
Also, one freeway ramp and one continuous freeway segment would be significantly impacted 
and would operate at LOS F." (Draft EIR No. 573 Supplemental Analysis, supra, 3-10.) 
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Table 4.3-14 
Phase 1 (2005) Proposed Projeet Impact Summary 

Location Jurisdietion Location Jurisdiction 

IMPACTED INTERSECTIONS 

ETC East Leg NB & Irvine CountyrrCA Alicia & Paseo Valencia Laguna Hills 

Sand Canyon & Trabuco [1] County EI Toro & Rockfield Lake Forest 

IMPACTED ARTERIAL ROADWAYS 

Irvine (ETC East Leg to PA-2 County Laguna Canyon (south ofEI Toro) [I] County/Caltrans 
West Access Rd) Laguna Beach 

IMPACTED FREEWAY SEGMENTS 

1-5 (SR-55 to Newport) Caltrans 

IMPACTED FREEWAY RAMPS 

1-5 at Red Hill (SB On-Ramp) Caltransffustin 

[\] Facilities that are also significantly impacted in existing plus Proposed Project conditions (Table 4.3-\ 0) 

"Table 4.3-16 summarizes the existing plus committed intersection locations, arterial roadways, 
freeway mainline segments, and freeway ramps that are significantly impacted by Phase 2 
(2010) of the Proposed Project. Under the existing conditions plus committed (by 2010) 
roadway network setting, five intersection locations would be significantly impacted, four of 
which would operate at LOS E and one of which would operate at LOS F, and two arterial 
roadway segments would be significantly impacted, both of which would operate at LOS F. 
Also, one freeway ramp and one continuous freeway segment would be significantly impacted 
and would operate at LOS F." (Draft EIR No. 573 Supplemental Analysis, supra, 3-11.)1 

Table 4.3-16 
Phase 2 (2010) Proposed Project Impact Summary 

Location Jurisdiction Location Jurisdiction 

IMPACTEDINTERSEC110NS 

ETC East Leg NB & Irvine CountyrrCA Alicia & Paseo Valencia Laguna Hills 

Sand Canyon & Trabuco [l] County EI Toro & Rockfield Lake Forest 

Sand Canyon & 1-5 NB Ramps [\] lrvine/Caltrans 
IMPACTED ARTERIAL ROADWAYS 

Irvine (ETC East Leg to PA-2 County Laguna Canyon (south ofEI Toro) [1] County/Caltrans 
West Access Rd) Laguna Beach 

IMPACTED FREEWAY SEGMENTS 

1-5 (Sand Canyon to north ofSR-55) Caltrans 

IMPACTED FREEWAY RAMPS 

1-5 at Red Hill (SB On-Ramp) Caltransffustin 

[I] Facilities that are also significantly impacted in existing plus Proposed Project conditions (Table 4.3-10) 

The Draft EIR No. 573 transportation and circulation analysis trip generation data for Phase 2 assumed the 
full Phase 4 build out of all nonaviation land uses (e.g., business park, regional park, golf courses, etc.). (See 
Draft EIR No. 573 Table 7-3 Appendix D, Part \.) Therefore, the Draft EIR No. 573 transportation and 
circulation Phase 2 analysis is premised upon Phase 2 aviation land uses and Phase 4 nonaviation land uses. 
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11.3.3.1 Mitigation Measures 

Table 4.3-20A summarizes a set of potential circulation improvements that serve to mitigate the 
intersection, arterial roadway, freeway/tollway ramp, and freeway/tollway mainline impacts of 
the Proposed Project during the project's phased development from 2005 (opening phase) 
through Phase 2. The County's responsibility for implementing the proposed intersection, 
arterial roadway and freeway/tollway ramp mitigation improvements is noted on the summary 
table according to two types of improvements: 1) improvements wholly funded and constructed 
by the County, and 2) improvements whose implementation is contributed to by the County on 
a fair share basis (as mentioned earlier, the locations that require a fair share contribution by the 
project are forecasted to operate at unacceptable levels of service with or without the project). 

The County's share of the cost to implement each fair share improvement location is also noted 
on the summary table. The timeframe identified for the implementation of each improvement 
is based on the results of the existing plus committed project phasing impact analysis 
summarized in Chapter 3.0 of this Supplemental Analysis. (See Draft EIR No. 573 
Supplemental Analysis, supra, 3-14.) 

11.3.3.2 Level of Significance After Mitigation 

"The potentially significant adverse traffic impacts of the Airport System Master Plan Proposed 
Project would be reduced to below a level of significance based on the implementation of [Draft 
EIR No. 573] Mitigation Measures T -1 through T -17 described above. In the event that Traffic 
Operations Strategies (TOPS) improvements are not implemented prior to project phase 
completion, or if such improvements fail to mitigate the identified impacts to below a level of 
significance, the freeway/tollway mainline impacts will remain significant and unavoidable. 
Regarding off-site highway improvements that are not under the sole control of the County and 
are subject to the implementation procedures described in Mitigation Measures T -4 and T-9, in 
the event such off-site improvements are not implemented by the jurisdiction in which the 
improvements are located before completion of the project development phase that requires the 
improvements, the impacts at those unimproved locations will remain significant and 
unavoidable." (Draft EIR No. 573 Supplemental Analysis, supra, 3-20.) 
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Table 4.3-20A 
Proposed Project Impact Mitigation Improvements 

Date Funding Project 

Loation Jurisdiction Improvement Needed Obligation Share 

IMPACTED INTERSECTIONS 
ETC East Leg NB & Irvine County Add third EB through lane and 2005 Fully fund 100"10 

second NB right-tum lane 
Sand Canyon & Trabuco County Add third NB through lane 2005 Fully fund 100% 

Add second WB left-tum lane and [3] Fair share 13% 
convert EB right-tum lane to shared 
second through/right-tum lane [I] 

Sand Cyn & 1-5 NB Ramps Irvine Add third NB and SB through lanes 2010 Fully fund 100% 
Add second EB and WB through 2010 Fully fund 100% 
lanes, second WB left-tum lane and 
NB right-tum lane [2] 

Alicia & Paseo Valencia Laguna Hills Add second EB right-tum lane 2005 Fair share 6% 
EI Toro & Rockfield Lake Forest Add EB right-tum lane 2005 Fair share 9% 
IMPACTED ARTERIAL ROADWAYS 
Irvine (ETC East Leg to County Improve to six lanes 2005 Fully fund 100% 
PA-2 West Access Rd) 
Laguna Canyon (south of Countyl Improve to four lanes 2005 Fair share 6% 
EI Toro) Laguna Beach 

Date Project Share of 

Loation Jurisdiction Improvement Needed Future Traffic: 

IMPACTED FREEWAYITOLLWAY SEGMENTS 
1-5 at Red Hill (SB On- Caltransl egA"'" 'WO'f pt:efti:eRtiall.t tQ 
Ramp) Tustin Add a second metered mixed-flow lane 
1-5 (north of SR-55) Caltrans Implementation of Caltrans TOPS 
1-5 (Newport to SR-55) Caltrans entation of Cal trans TOPS 
1-5 (Sand Canyon to Caltrans Implementation of Cal trans TOPS 
Newport) 
Abbreviations: NB - northbound EB - eastbound 

SB - southbound WB - westbound 

[I] Only reqUired With the Trabuco RoadlETC Interchange option 
[2] Not required with the Trabuco RoadlETC interchange option 

2005 Fair share 

2010 10"10 
2005 13% 
2010 13%-15% 

[3] Since the Trabuco RoadlETC interchange is not needed to address impacts during the phased development of 
the Proposed Project, no specific date for implementing improvements associated with the interchange has been 
determined. 
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11.3.4 Noise 

11.3.4.1 Aviation Related Noise Impacts at MCAS EI Toro 

CNEL Contours for the Proposed Project 

"Developed using the assumptions described earlier, the 60, 65 and 70 dB CNEL contours for 
the Proposed Project for calendar year 2020 operations are shown on [Draft EIR No. 573] 
Figure 4.4-34. Interim years (2005, 2010 and 2015) CNEL contours for the Proposed Project 
are shown on Figures 4.4-35, 4.4-36 and 4.4-37, respectively." (4.4-67.) (See Draft EIR No. 
573, Figures 4.4-35, 4.4-36 and 4.4-37.) As Figure 4.4-36 indicates, there are no existing 
residential uses inside the 65 CNEL contour for the Phase 2 project. 

11.3.4.2 CNEL Contour Land Use Impacts for the Proposed 
Project 

"There are no existing residential uses inside the 65 CNEL contour for any of the phasing years 
or the 2020 project contour. Table 4.4-29a compares the land use effects of the Proposed 
Project in each of the phasing years (2005, 2010, 2015 and 2020)." (4.4-67.) Like the 2020 
proposed project scenario, the table indicates that while the Proposed Project will increase the 
total land area affected by the CNEL contours during Phase 2, there is little impact on 
incompatible uses. During Phase 1, there will be less total land area affected by the CNEL 
contours than the 1998 military contours. 

11.3.4.3 CNEL Receptor Locations for the Proposed Project 

Table 4.4-30a compares the CNEL at specific receptor locations for the Proposed Project for 
the years 2005, 2010, 2015 and 2020. (4.4.-70.) 

Noise impacts in terms of CNEL vary among the receptor sites. While several sites experience 
increases, only a few achieve levels above 60 CNEL, with the number increasing during each 
successive phase with increased aircraft operations. During Phase 1, two locations experience 
levels above 60 CNEL, those designated EO and LMA. Site EO is located north of the MCAS 
EI Toro site under the departure pattern for Runway 34. This site is currently undeveloped land 
owned by The Irvine Company in unincorporated Orange County. This is not considered an 
incompatible use. Noise levels at site EO would rise to 65.7 during Phase 2 and 67.0 during 
Phase 3. 
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Table 4.4-290 
Land Use Comparison Table, Military, CRP and Alternative B Year 200S, 2010, 201S, and 2020 

\_. -- ". -.,-_. - ......... "" 

AICUZ (PILl 1994 1998 Year 2020 Alternative B. By Year 
Militarv" Militarv' Military CRP AltA" 2005 2010 2015 2020 No Proiect 

Square Miles Within Contour: 
- 60 CNEL Contour 50.0 30.5 16.6 20.3 10.4 19.2 22 22 0 
- 65 CNEL Contour 28.8 18.9 6.3 9.1 4.2 8.2 9.8 9.8 

~ - 70 CNEL Contour 21.6 27.0 3 5.5 1.7 3.2 3.9 3.9 
Square Miles Within Contour On Base: 

- 60+ CNEL Contour 7.3 6.7 6.3 6.2 5 5.9 6.1 6.4 ( 
- 65+ CNEL Contour 7.0 6.0 4.8 4.8 3.3 4.5 4.7 4.9 0 
- 70+ CNEL Contour 6.4 5.2 2.9 3.2 1.7 2.9 3.1 3.2 0 

Square Miles of Residential: 
- 60+ CNEL Contour 7.0 1.8 0.3 0,8 0 0.3 0.6 0.7 0 
- 65+ CNEL Contour 0.8 0.2 0.0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 
- 70+ CNEL Contour 0.0 0.1 0.0 0,0 0 0 0 0 0 

Number of Residences Inside Contour: 
- 60+ CNEL Contour 18368 4723 672 2034 0 787 1574 1837 0 
- 65+ CNEL Contour 2099 630 0 318 0 0 0 0 0 
- 70+ CNEL Contour 0 330 0 0 0 0 0 0 ( 

Number of Public Schools Inside Contour: 
- 60 to 65 CNEl Contour 15 4 0 1 1 on base 1 on base 1 1 C 
- 65 to 70 CNEL Contour 1 on base 10nbase 1 on base 1 0 o 1 on base 0 0 
- inside 70 CNEl Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Number of Private Schools Inside Contour: 
- 60 to 65 CNEL Contour 7 4 4 3 1 3 3 3 0 
- 65 to 70 CNEl Contour 5 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 
- inside 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Number of Colleges Inside Contour: 
- 60 to 65 CNEL Contour 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
- 65 to 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
- inside 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Number of Hospitals InSide Contour: 
- 60 to 65 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
- 65 to 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
- inside 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Number of Churches Inside Contour: 
- 60 to 65 CNEL Contour 2 5 12 4 2 11 12 13 0 
- 65 to 70 CNEL Contour 13 6 0 8 0 0 2 3 0 
- inside 70 CNEL Contour 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

... n!:lt!:l I""'tn Iln"'~+A'" la ...... 1.~6 A.,.+",,~ .......... 1 .. _ ...... elo 1::..,'" 
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Table 4.4-30a 
Comparison ofCNEL Alternative B Years 2005, 2010, 2015, and 2020 , 

LocatioD 2005 2010 2015 2020 
AHI 49.6 55.2 56.6 56.0 
ANH 53.5 57.9 58.8 59.2 
AVI 56.8 59.2 60.1 60.5 
AV2 55.1 60.5 61.4 61.7 
AV3 56.3 58.6 59.5 59.9 
AV4 56.4 59.8 60.7 61.2 
CCI 50.5 53.0 53.7 53.8 
CHI 30.2 34.0 35.2 35.0 
DPI 50.0 53.5 54.4 55.0 
DP2 47.7 51.1 52.0 52.6 
EO 60.0 65.7 67.0 66.3 
FE 52.4 57.2 58.1 58.5 
FRI 55.1 57.5 58.1 59.4 
FRE 53.8 56.3 56.9 58.2 
[I 53.8 56.8 57.9 57.6 
12 46.2 49.2 50.3 50.2 
[3 41.5 44.4 45.4 45.7 
[4 38.8 41.8 42.7 42.8 
[5 40.9 43.8 44.8 45.4 
[6 32.5 36.4 37.5 37.4 
IMC 41.6 44.4 45.3 45.8 
LBI 40.8 43.3 44.3 44.6 
LB2 46.6 49.6 50.6 51.0 
LFI 46.8 51.3 52.1 52.4 
LF2 45.6 50.2 51.2 51.1 
LF3 53.6 56.! 56.8 56.0 
LF4 55.5 58.0 58.6 57.9 
LF5 54.0 56.5 57.1 56.7 
LHI 40.4 44.2 45.1 45.5 
LMA 61.5 63.3 64.2 64.5 
LNI 54.4 57.8 58.8 59.2 
LN2 47.2 51.6 52.5 52.9 
LWI 56.8 58.0 58.8 59.1 
LW2 55.9 62.2 63.1 63.4 
MHE 56.6 59.1 59.8 59.8 
MJD 56.7 59.9 60.8 61.2 
MV! 53.3 55.8 56.4 56.1 
MV2 58.3 60.7 61.4 61.4 
MVC 59.6 63.7 64.6 65.0 
01 43.7 47.0 48.0 48.1 
OCI 53.6 54.7 55.6 55.8 
OC2 58.6 59.9 60.7 61.1 
OC3 55.8 61.5 62.4 62.7 
OKE 49.3 51.1 52.0 52.4 
PHI 56.9 59.3 60.0 60.6 
SCC 58.3 60.7 61.4 60.8 
SMI 57.0 59.4 60.1 60.2 
SM2 55.9 58.4 59.0 58.9 
SM3 54.0 56.4 57.1 57.3 
SM4 46.5 49.0 49.6 50.2 

SM5 47.5 50,0 50.6 50.6 
SMA 55.5 58.8 59.7 60.2 
TI 41.2 44.2 45.3 45.2 
WCE 52.2 56.3 57.2 57.6 
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Noise impacts in tenns of CNEL vary among the receptor sites. While several sites experience 
increases, only a few achieve levels above 60 CNEL, with the number increasing during each 
successive phase with increased aircraft operations. During Phase 1, two locations experience 
levels above 60 CNEL, those designated EO and LMA. Site EO is located north of the MCAS 
EI Toro site under the departure pattern for Runway 34. This site is currently undeveloped land 
owned by The Irvine Company in unincorporated Orange County. This is not considered an 
incompatible use. Noise levels at site EO would rise to 65.7 during Phase 2 and 67.0 during 
Phase 3. 

Site LMA is a private school in a commercial area. Significantly, noise levels at the LMA 
location under 1998 conditions are 63.7 CNEL. During Phase 1, that level actually would 
decrease to 61.5, while rising to 63.3 during Phase 2 and 64.2 during Phase 3. The question of 
significant impacts for this site is resolved by the conditions of the Use Pennit for the 
establishment, which requires that the school have no outdoor uses and be insulated to protect 
it from military noise higher than the forecast civilian use noise. In other words, the existing 
legal conditions of use impose limitations which would be expected to, and were intended to, 
ensure compatibility with the forecast noise levels and aviation activity. Site MVC is also a 
private school in a commercial area operating under a Use Pennit similar to site LMA. Noise 
levels at MVC are 63.4 during 1998 conditions; they drop to 59.6 during Phase I, and rise to 
63.7 and 64.6 during Phases 2 and 3, respectively. 

Site L W2, a residential area in Laguna Woods, would experience a decrease in CNEL of5 dBA 
during Phase I, and increases of 2.2 dBA or less during Phases 2 and 3, but no increase in 
CNEL above 65 dBA. Sites A V2, MV2, MVC, OC3 and SCC would experience CNEL levels 
above 60 dBA under Phase 2 and Phase 3. Sites AVI, AV4, OC2, PHI and SMI would 
experience noise levels above 60 dBA during Phase 3 only. 

"In the approach corridor from the south, and the departure corridor to the east, most residential 
receptor locations will experience little differences in CNEL relative to 1998 military operations 
under the Proposed Project. Most changes range only between plus or minus one or two dBA 
CNEL during Phases 2 and 3, depending on the receptor location. These differences would be 
imperceptible to the average human, and none of the increases raise levels above 65 CNEL." 
(4.4-73.) 

"In the west corridor, where the military conducted FCLP operations, CNEL under the Proposed 
Project during the phasing years will decrease by as much as 12 dBA." (4.4-73.) 

11.3.4.4 SENEL Contours for the Proposed Project 

"[Draft EIR No. 573] Figures 4.4-38, 4.4-39 and 4.4-40 provide 86dB SENEL noise contours 
for nonnal runway use conditions. . .. ~xamination of the civilian SENEL contours indicate 
they are smaller than those for the military FIA-18 shown on Figure 4.4.-14. With the exception 
of the noisiest aircraft such as the 747-400, the MD-83 and the hushkitted 727, the 86dBA 
SENEL contours are contained within the noise buffer zone created by the AICUZ and the 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Supplemental Phasing Analysis 



County's land use PIL. The relative noisier aircraft are those forecasted to use OCX the least. 
The hushkitted 727 will use OCX under the Proposed Project only in the interim years and at 
relatively low activity levels. The 747-400 and MD-83 account for five percent of the 
departures on Runway 07 and six percent of the arrivals on Runway 34. Therefore, for the great 
majority of civilian aircraft using OCX under the Proposed Project, the 86 dBA SENEL 
contours will be confined to the existing noise buffer zone." (4.4-74.) 

This conclusion applies equally during the interim phasing years since the SENEL contours are 
aircraft-specific and, therefore, are the same during project build out as they are during the 
phasing years. This is because SENEL contours are based on single events of specific types of 
aircraft (e.g., 7373B2s, 757PWs). The fleet mix at OCX during each of the phasing years 
essentially is the same as the fleet mix during build out of the Proposed Project. (See Draft EIR 
No. 573 Tables 4.4-26 and 4.4-27.) 

11.3.4.5 SENEL at Receptor Locations for the Proposed Project 

The discussion presented in Draft EIR No. 573 at pages 4.4-74 - 77 with respect to SENEL at 
receptor locations applies equally to the proposed project during the interim phasing years, as 
well as project build out. This is because the SENEL impacts at receptor locations are 
essentially the same during project build out as they are during the phasing years. As previously 
discussed, SENEL contours are derived based on single events of specific types of aircraft, e.g., 
7373B2s,757PWs. Because the fleet mix at OCX during each of the phasing years essentially 
is the same as the fleet mix during build out of the Proposed Project, the SENEL at receptor 
locations essentially is the same for both. (See Draft EIR No. 573 Tables 4.4-26 and 4.4-27.) 
See Draft EIR No. 573, pages 4.4-74 through 4.4-77 for complete discussion regarding SENEL 

at receptor locations for the Proposed Project. 

11.3.4.6 Time Above Threshold Noise Levels for the Proposed 
Project 

" [ A] comparison based upon CNEL levels, as provided above, is the accepted standard and the 
only statistically significant methodology for predicting long-term community response to an 
airport noise environment. To assist in comparing the Proposed Project [during the phasing 
years] to the existing military operations and to further describe the noise environment 
associated with the Proposed Project, a Time Above ("TA") analysis was conducted." (4.4-78.) 

"Tables 4.4-34a and 4.4-34b compare time above thresholds data for the Proposed Project for 
the years 2005, 2010, 2015 and 2020 for exposure over 24 hours and night time hours, 
respectively." (4.4.-78.) During a 24-hour period, at the 85 dBA TA level, the Proposed Project 
during Phase 1, Phase 2 and Phase 3 creates impacts only at site EO and this site is 
undeveloped. The military aircraft show levels above 85 dBA at 28 sites. (See Draft EIR No. 
573 Table 4.4-34 for 1998 military TA.) 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Supplemental Phasing Analysis 

11-38 



Location 

AHI 
ANH 
AVI 
AV2 
AV3 
AV4 
eel 

HI 
DPI 
DP2 
EO 
FE 
FRI 
FRE 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
IMe 
LBI 
LB2 
LFI 
LF2 
LF3 
LF4 
LF5 
LHI 
LMA 
LNI 
LN2 
LWI 
LW2 
MHE 
MJD 
MVI 

Table 4.4-34a 
Time Above Data for Year 2020 Alternative 8 at Sensitive Receptor Locations 

Compared with Years 2005, 2010 and 2015, 24 Hour Exposure 
Year 1998 Year 2005 Year 2010 Year 2015 
24 Ho" .. 24 Hou .. 24 Hou .. 24 Hou .. 

Minules Above Minul .. Above Minuleo Above Minules Above 
65dBA 77dBA 85dBA 65<1BA 77dBA 85dBA 65dBA 77dBA 85dBA 65dBA 77dBA 85dBA 

0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 6.5 0.4 0.0 8.6 0.6 0.0 
18.3 3.4 0.2 9.6 0.0 0.0 30.2 0.1 0.0 36.3 0.2 0.0 
18.4 5.4 0.5 19.9 0.1 o.u 35.0 0.5 O.U 41.8 0.8 0.0 
18.6 5.3 0.5 16.0 0.0 0.0 44.4 0.9 0.0 52.6 1.3 0.0 
18.7 5.5 0.4 20.6 0.0 O.C 34.8 0.3 0.0 41.6 0.5 0.0 
18.8 6.0 0.5 20.9 0.0 0.0 43.6 0.8 0.0 51.4 I.l 0.0 
3.8 0.4 0.0 3.2 0.0 O.C 5.6 0.0 O.U 6.7 0.0 0.0 
0.6 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
19.3 I.l 0.0 1.2 0.0 O.C 5.8 0.0 O.C 8.5 0.0 0.0 
18.4 0.6 0.0 0.3 0.0 O.C 2.5 0.0 o.c 3.8 0.0 0.0 
0.5 0.0 0.0 9.6 1.9 0.3 20.5 4.4 I.U 25.7 5.8 1.4 
17.6 2.2 0.1 4.8 0.0 0.( 24.1 0.1 O.U 29.5 0.1 0.0 
7.6 1.6 0.5 8.9 0.2 0.( 16.3 0.3 ox 18.8 0.3 0.0 
7.0 1.5 0.4 7.4 0.0 0.0 13.3 0.0 0,( 15.4 0.0 ox 
7.8 0.8 0.2 7.3 0.3 0.0 12.6 0.3 0.( 16.0 0.3 0.0 
9.1 0.9 0.1 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0'< 1.1 0.0 0.0 
9.2 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.( 0.0 0.0 0.( 
8.7 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.( 0.0 0.0 0.0 
14.0 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0'< 0.0 0.0 0.( 
2.5 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0'< 0.0 0.0 0.0 
13.2 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 O.U 0.1 0.0 0.0 
17.7 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 
11.4 0.6 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 
13.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 O.U 0.4 0.0 0.0 
7.4 1.5 0.2 6.5 0.0 O.U 11.5 0.0 0.0 13.4 0.0 0.0 
6.9 1.6 0.4 10.3 0.2 0.0 18.9 0.3 0.0 21.8 0.3 0.0 
6.0 1.3 0.0 6.8 0.1 0.0 12.2 0.1 0.0 14.3 0.1 0.0 
2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 
19.2 6.9 1.3 31.4 2.1 0.0 54.8 3.8 0.1 64.8 5.1 0.1 
18.4 5.2 0.3 14.3 0.0 0.0 31.7 0.1 o.u 38.0 0.1 O.U 
14.9 0.5 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 2.5 0.0 o.u 3.7 0.0 0.0 
18.4 3.5 0.3 22.6 0.1 0.0 26.2 0.2 0.0 31.6 0.3 0.0 
18.1 4.4 0.6 19.8 0.1 0.( 51.3 2.1 0.0 60.4 2.9 0.0 
5.8 1.8 0.0 10.1 0.6 0.( 18.4 1.0 O.C 21.7 I.l 0.0 
18.8 6.1 0.6 21.6 0.1 0.0 43.5 0.8 0.0 51.4 1.2 0.0 
4.9 I.l 0.0 5.6 0.1 0.0 9.9 0.1 0.0 11.7 0.2 0.0 
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Year 2010 
24 Hou .. 

Min "I .. Above 
65dBA 77dBA 85dBA 

9.6 0.3 0 
41.1 0.1 0 
47.3 0.5 0 
59.8 0.9 U 
47.1 0.3 U 
58.6 0.7 C 

7.1 0 C 
0 0 0 

9.6 0 0 
3.9 0 ( 

29.4 6.1 1.1 
33.1 0.1 C 
25.3 0.7 ( 

21.1 0.2 { 

17 0.2 0 
0.6 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0.1 0 0 
1.5 0 0 
1.9 0 0 
0.3 0 0 
11 0 0 
20 0.1 0 

13.6 0 0 
0.2 0 0 

74.6 5.2 0 
43.7 0 0 

2.9 0 0 
35.4 0.2 0 
69.5 2.7 0 
25.1 0.8 0 
58.6 0.8 0 
11.2 0.1 0 
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Year 1998 Year 2005 Year 2010 Year 2015 Year 2020 
24 Hours 24 Hours 24 Hours 24 Hours 24 Houri 

Minules Above Minules Above Minules Above Minules Above Minules Above 
Location 65dBA 77dBA 85dBA 65dBA 77dBA 85dBA 65dBA 77dBA 85dBA 65dBA 77dBA 85dBA 65dBA 77dBA 85 dBA 

MV2 9.2 2.6 0.4 13.9 1.0 0.0 25.7 1.7 0.( 30.0 1.9 0.0 34.8 1.5 () 

MVe 19.5 6.9 0.8 28.1 0.5 OJ 59.6 3.8 0.( 70.4 5.3 0.0 81.3 5.2 0 
01 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.( 1.5 0.0 0.0 1.7 0 0 
OCI 18.2 2.2 0.3 8.4 0.1 0.0 9.2 0.1 0.( 11.8 0.1 0.0 12.3 0.1 0 
OC2 18.7 4.9 0.6 26.9 0.2 0.0 37.8 0.8 OJ 45.0 1.2 0.0 51.2 0.8 0 
OC3 18.7 4.8 0.6 19.1 0.0 0.0 49.1 1.6 0.( 57.9 2.3 0.( 65.5 2 0 
OKE 14.4 0.7 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.0 0.0 2.3 0 0 
PHI 8.6 3.1 0.7 11.1 0.7 0.0 20.4 1.1 0.0 23.8 1.3 0.0 29.5 1.3 0 
see 8.7 1.8 0.5 14.8 0.9 0.0 27.2 1.5 0.0 31.5 1.7 0.0 32.5 1.1 0 
SMI 6.8 2.0 0.2 10.9 0.7 0.0 20.0 1.1 0.0 23.5 1.2 0.0 27.8 0.9 0 
SM2 5.6 1.5 0.0 8.4 0.4 0.0 15.2 0.6 0.0 18.2 0.6 0.0 20.1 0.4 0 
SM3 5.4 1.5 0.0 5.4 0.1 0.0 9.7 0.1 0.0 11.8 0.1 0.0 13.6 0.1 0 
SM4 2.8 0.1 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 I 0 0 
SM5 2.4 0.1 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 1.4 0 0 
SMA 18.8 5.8 0.5 18.0 0.0 0.0 37.2 0.4 o.c 44.0 0.6 0.0 50.4 0.4 0 
rn 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 Ool 0.4 0.0 O.C 0.4 0 0 
weE 17.7 1.9 0.0 4.6 0.0 0.( 19.1 0.0 O.C 23.6 0.0 0.0 26.6 0 0 
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Table 4.4-34b 
Time Above Data for Year 2020 Alternative B at Sensitive Receptor Locations 
Compared With Years 2005, 2010 and 2015, Night Hours Only (IOpm - 7am) 

Y, 
Nigbt Hours Only 

Minutes Above 
" .. "I UdBA I 77dBA 8SdBA lA-itt . 

VeIlrlDOs 
Night Hours Only 

Minutes Above 
U dBA 77 dBA 8S dB. 

AI 

0.0 0.0 O.~_~ 
, I 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 

I "To 0.0 0.0 ° 
1C I 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 

VearlOlO 
Nlgbt HOlln Only 

Mlulltes Above 
65 dBA 77 dBA 85 d 

, I ~:~ ~:~ ~:~ ~rT ~ d d ~.~ 
"0.3 0.0 0.0 01 

~&~:~ .. AmT~1 ~I 
0.0 o.H~ 2.5 

~"I 0.0 0.0 I~ 
0.1 0.0 0.0 0 

"0.6 0.0 0.0 U 4.9 
QS QO O~ 2.4 
0.4 0.0 0.0 jl 0 

:--4_",0'.:;.5 _ 0.1 O:() m f-----r.6 
3.2 
2.6 
3.5 
1.5 
3.3 
4.5 
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Year 2015 
Night HOlln Ouly 
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Year 1998 VearlDOS Vtar2010 Vtar201S Vear2010 
Nlgbt Hours Only Nlpt Hours Only Nlgbt Hours Only Night HOllrs Only Night HOllrs Ouly 

MiD utes Above Minules Above Minutes Above Minutes Above Minutes Above 
Loution 65dBA 77dBA 85dBA 65 dBA 77 dBA 85 dBA 65 dBA 77 dBA 85 dBIl 65 dBA 77 dBA 85 dBA 65 dBA 77 dBA 85 dBA 

01 OcO 0.0 lll! 0.1 0 ( 0.1 0.0 (t( 0.1 0.0 on 0.1 0 ~ 
OCI 0.5 0.1 0.0 1.5 0 { 1.2 0.0 0.( 1.5 0.0 0.0 1.6 0 0 
<K2 0.5 0.1 0.0 4.3 0.1 ( 5.4 0.1 OJ 6.4 0.1 0.0 7.2 0.1 0 
DC3 0.6 ~- -0.0'" 3.1 0 ( 7.0 0.2 0.< 8.3 0.3 .~ 9.4 0.3 0 
~E 0.4 0.0 ---0:0 0.1 0 0 (f2, 0.0 0.( 0.1 0.0 oli 0.1 O. 0 
PH! 0.2 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.2 0 4.6 0.3 0.( 5.4 0.3 0.0 6.6 oj!~ 
see 0.1 0.0 0.0 3.5 0.2 U 6.1 0.4 0.\ 7.2 05 O.t 7.4 0.3 ( 

SMI 0.1 0.0 0.0 2.7 0.2 0 4.6 0.3 0.0 5.5 0.4 O.C 6.5 0.2 ( 

SM2 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.2 0.1 '0 3.8 0.2 O.U 4.6 0.2 r'- O.U 5.1 0.1 I 
SM3 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 0 0 2.6 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.1 o.e 3.5 0 0 
SM4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0 0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 0 0 
SM5 0.0- 0:0 0.0 0.2 0 C 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.3 0 0 
SMA 0.5 0.0 0.0 3 0 G 5.4 0.0 0.0 6.4 0.0 0.0 7.3 0 0 
TI 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0 C 0.0 0.0 O.G 0.0 0.0 0.( 0 0 0 
weE 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.9 0 0 2.8 0.0 O.C 3.4 0.0 0.( 3.9 0 0 
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During a 24-hour period, at the 77 dBA T A level the Proposed Project during the phasing years 
increases exposure at sites AHI during Phase 2 and Phase 3, and at EO during all 3 Phases, and 
reduces exposures at all the other sites. 

During a 24-hour period, at the 6S dBA level, the Proposed Project decreases exposure at 19 sites 
and increases exposure at 3S sites during Phase 2 relative to 1998 conditions. 

During night hours, at the 8S dBA level, the Proposed Project creates no sites with this level during 
any of the phasing years. During night hours, at the 77 dBA level, the Proposed Project creates 
additional exposure at 16 sites during Phase 2 while decreasing exposure levels at two sites. During 
night hours at the 6S dBA level at Phase 2, the Proposed Project reduces exposure at 7 sites, makes 
no change at 8 sites, and increases exposure at the remaining 39 sites. 

11.3.4.7 Summary of Aviation Noise Impacts Under the Proposed 
Project 

"Implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in any existing residential uses inside the 
project case 2020 65 CNEL contour, or any interim year contours." (4.4.-91.) 

'''Lower cumulative and single event noise levels, but more noise events' best summarizes the 
differences between existing military operations at the MCAS EI Toro site and the civilian aircraft 
operations at OCX under the Proposed Project [at the Phase 2 implementation level]. With the 
exception of the North Corridor (Runway 34 departures) where civilian aircraft will fly where 
military aircraft did not, there are general decreases in the higher levels of CNEL and SENEL in 
terms of both contours and at sensitive receptor sites. The noise increases in the Northern Corridor 
do not affect incompatible land uses. However, as discussed in [Draft EIR No. 573] Section 4.2 and 
in the discussion related to Mitigation Measure GPC-2, aviation noise impacts from the Proposed 
Project [at the Phase 2 implementation level] in the vicinity of MCAS EI Toro would not be 
considered significant. The Proposed Project would not result in any significant aviation noise 
impacts in the vicinity of EI Toro, and is expected generally to result in lower noise levels and effects 
than the existing conditions around JW A. 

"Although the analysis indicates that the project would not result in any significant aviation noise 
impacts in the vicinity of EI Toro by reference to traditional, adopted, or generally accepted 
significance criteria, the findings adopted for EIR No. 563 concluded that a civilian airport at MCAS 
EI Toro would result in significantly greater numbers of total operations at the base compared to 
historical military levels of use, both throughout the day and during the nighttime hours. Although 
the Proposed Project analyzed in this study forecasts significantly fewer operations than would have 
occurred under the community reuse plan analyzed in EIR No. 563, the number of forecast civilian 
operations is still substantially greater than the "baseline" level of military operations. (EIR No. 563 
compared the reuse plan project to a 1994 military operations level. This study compares the 
proposed project to the 1998 level of military operations, which was smaller than the 1994 level of 
activity.) 
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"As discussed earlier, the CNEL calculation factors in the number of daily operations and assigns 
a 'penalty weighting' to operations occurring during the nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.). 
However, the substantial increase in the absolute number of operations to and from El Toro under 
the Proposed Project, [at build out and at the Phase 2 implementation level] particularly during 
nighttime hours, is still of sufficient magnitude compared to the level of military activity that it will 
be considered a significant impact of the project independent of the CNEL computation and 
established thresholds of significance. Although there is no established threshold of significance, 
and although the available data indicate that any risk of project caused sleep disturbance during 
nighttime hours would be low, the potential for sleep disturbance during nighttime operations will 
be treated as a significant impact for purposes of analyzing possible mitigation measures later in this 
section." (4.4-91-92.) 

11.3.4.8 Surface Ground Transportation Noise 

Long Term Ground Transportation Noise Impacts 

The assessment of long-term ground transportation noise impacts associated with the Proposed 
Project, as presented in Draft EIR No. 573, assumes vehicle levels commensurate with Phase 4 build 
out of the proposed project utilizing the existing conditions roadway infrastructure. (4.4-92.) This 
methodology results in impacts presented under a worse case scenario. Ground transportation noise 
impacts associated with the Proposed Project during the interim phasing years, including Phase 2, 
will be less proportionately than those at Phase 4 due to the proportionate reduction in vehicle trips 
occurring during the interim years. However, this supplemental analysis assumes significant impacts 
at the Phase 2 level where also identified at Phase 4. See Draft EIR No. 573, pages 4.4-92 through 
4.4-140 for complete discussion regarding long-term ground transportation noise impacts under the 
Proposed Project. 

11.3.4.9 Short-Term Construction Noise Impacts from Road 
Improvements 

"Road improvements may be required at [certain] locations and short term noise impacts on sensitive 
land uses may occur during construction of these improvements. County of Orange standard 
requirements for construction noise mitigation would apply during the construction of these 
improvements as described [in Draft EIR No. 573]. In addition, a mitigation measure is provided 
... to mitigate potential short term noise impacts during construction of off-site road improvements 
under the Proposed Project." (4.4-141.) This conclusion is unaffected by the project phasing and 
applies equally to the Proposed Project at the Phase 2 implementation level. 
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11.3.4.10 Proposed Mitigation Measures 

"The following noise mitigation measures, not already part of the Proposed Project, are proposed 
for adoption and implementation as part of the project: 

N-6 The County will participate in a fair share program to construct or extend existing sound 
walls at relevant portions of Tmbuco Road between Yale and Jeffrey Road, and along Jeffrey 
Road just south of Irvine Boulevard, to reduce project caused traffic noise levels in any 
residential property to a level at or below 65 CNEL. 

N-7 For all project construction, the County will adhere to the County Noise Ordinance and, for 
off-site improvements in any incorporated areas, any existing applicable local jurisdiction 
noise ordinances regulating construction noise. 

N-8 The County will construct and implement a noise monitoring system at OCX prior to the 
opening for public use of the passenger terminal facilities contemplated under the Proposed 
Project to be completed by the end of Phase 1 of the Proposed Project (2005). This noise 
monitoring system will include remote microphone stations at locations substantially as 
shown in Figure 4.4-52 of EIR No. 573. In addition, upon completion and County 
acceptance of the noise monitoring system, the County will implement a noise complaint and 
administration program and staffing compamble to its existing program at JW A. 

N-9 Prior to the initiation of scheduled commercial opemtions at EI Toro, the County will 
implement an 86 dB SENEL noise mitigation restriction for EI Toro during the hours of 
11:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. The noise level limit will be based upon quarterly energy average 
SENEL values for scheduled commercial operators by opemtor and aircraft type and will be 
enforced at the remote microphone stations installed and monitored pursuant to mitigation 
measure N-8." (4.4-183.) 

11.3.4.11 Level of Significance After Mitigation 

"Implementation of the proposed mitigation measures will result in the following levels of 
significance: 

• Construction noise will be reduced to a level less than significant. 

• Highway noise will be reduced to a level less than significant. [In the event off-site 
improvements proposed under Mitigation Measure N-6 are not implemented by the jurisdiction 
in which the improvements are located, the impacts at those unimproved locations will remain 
significant and unavoidable. l

] 

Underlined text is new text added to Draft No. 573, Section 4.4.9, unrelated to this supplemental phasing 
analysis. See Chapter 6.0, Other Environmental Issues, infra. 
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• No mitigation is proposed for the increase in aircraft operations, because mitigation to reduce 
aircraft operations would not be compatible with the project objectives. Therefore, these impacts 
remain significant and unavoidable. (See Alternatives A, H, and I in Chapter 8.0 for analysis of 
reduced aircraft operations.) 

• Mitigation is proposed for the increase in nighttime operations and the resulting increase in the 
risk of sleep disturbance and impacts are reduced; however, these impacts remain significant and 
unavoidable." (4.4-183-184.) 

11.3.5 Air Quality 

Chapter 2.0 of the supplemental analysis to Draft EIR No. 573 evaluates in detail the potential air 
quality impacts associated with the Proposed Project under each development scenario (Le., Phase 
I, Phase 2, Phase 3, and Phase 4) for the MCAS EI Toro site and John Wayne Airport site. The Air 
Quality Technical Report (Appendix N) to the supplemental analysis provides additional detail on 
the methodologies used to estimate emissions, analyze ambient air quality concentrations, and 
identify mitigation options for each of these development scenarios. 

The air quality analysis focuses on four areas of concern: short-term impacts (construction), total 
operational emissions impacts (regional air quality), local air quality impacts due to traffic carbon 
monoxide (CO), and local air quality impacts due to aircraft and associated operations. The analysis 
measures the Proposed Project's impacts and their significance against existing physical conditions. 
A summary of the conclusions in this analysis with respect to the Proposed Project's impacts on 
Phase 2 of project development is provided below. 

11.3.5.1 Unmitigated Short-Term Impacts (Construction Emissions) 

Although construction impacts are temporary in nature, the Proposed Project would result in 
significant and unavoidable construction air quality impacts under each development scenario based 
on the preliminary estimates of construction phasing and projected construction activity levels. 
Table 5.3.5-1 provides a summary of the unmitigated short-term construction impacts of the 
Proposed Project during Phase 1 and Phase 2 of construction. As this table indicates, emissions 
associated with construction traffic and equipment exhaust fluctuate between different years during 
phase 1 and phase 2 of construction. Emissions would be greatest during the third year of each phase 
because the majority of construction work would occur during this year. The peak year for short
term emissions from construction under the Proposed Project is the third year of Phase 2. NOx 
emissions would exceed the daily threshold of 100 pounds per day for construction during all years 
of construction in phases 1 and 2. CO emissions would exceed the daily threshold of 550 pounds per 
day during years 2, 3 and 4 of phases 1 and 2. ROC emissions would exceed the daily threshold of 
75 pounds per day during years 2, 3, 4, and 5 of Phases I and 2. SOx emissions are expected to 
exceed the daily threshold during year 2 of Phase 2. 
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Table 5.3.5-1 
Unmitigated Construction Traffic and Equipment Exhaust Emissions, 

Proposed Project 

Estimated Emission Rate (Ib/day) 

Scenario CO ROC NOx SOx 

Phase 1 - Year I 469.9 66.8 856.9 78.4 

Phase I - Year 2 871.9 114.4 1,340.9 119.4 

Phase 1 - Year 3 961.8 136.4 1,155.3 106.1 

Phase 1- Year 4 908.1 1,705.9 1,009.7 85.6 

Phase 1 - Year 5 246.1 6,757.9 203.9 16.9 

Phase 2 - Year 1 320.9 38.1 599.4 50.4 

Phase 2 - Year 2 1,045.0 127.0 1,858.2 174.5 

Phase 2 - Year 3 1,195.9 154.9 1,608.4 154.4 

Phase 2- Year 4 747.8 1,308.7 864.2 72.8 

Phase 2 Year 5 .9 8,169.4 654.1 57.0 
(Half a year of Construction Activity) 

SCAQMD Construction Threshold 556 75 100 156 

Source: P&D Consultants and LSA ASSOCIates, Inc., 200 I. 
NOTE: [I] Numbers in bold represent emissions that exceed the SCAQMD thresholds for construction. 

PMtD 

39.5 

79.1 

66.6 

51.5 

9.6 

31.5 

118.1 

99.5 

41.1 

30.3 

156 

Although particulate emissions from vehicle and equipment exhaust are not expected to exceed the 
daily threshold, they need to be combined with fugitive dust emissions from other sources. Table 
5.3.5-2 shows the estimated total daily fugitive dust emissions from demolition, grading, 
hauling/transport, excavation, dumping/reclamation, and other soil disturbance activities by phase 
and year for the first two phases of construction. Similar to construction traffic and equipment 
exhaust emissions, daily fugitive dust emissions also fluctuate between the phases and between the 
years within a construction phase. As can be seen in Table 5.3.5-2, the third year of Phase 2 would 
have the highest daily fugitive dust emission level of all construction years. Total daily fugitive dust 
emissions associated with construction of the Proposed Project during all of the construction years 
during the frrst two phases would also exceed the SCAQMD threshold of 150 pounds per day. These 
exceedances are reflected in bold type in Table 5.3.5-2. 

In addition to these exceedances of the SCAQMD thresholds, the Proposed Project would also result 
in significant construction concentrations for PM IO, N02, and CO at a number of receptor locations 
during peak years for each pollutant. These peak year concentrations would occur close to the 
fenceline and decrease as the plume spreads out from the property. See Draft Supplemental 
Analysis, Chapter 2.0, Air Quality Analysis, Figures 2-4 through 2-7 and Tables 2-18 through 2-20. 
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Table 5.3.5-2 
Unmitigated Fugitive Dust Emissions, Proposed Project 

Scenario Fugitive Dust 
Emission (IMlay) 

Phase 1 - Year 1 662.2 

Phase I - Year 2 1,159.1 

Phase 1 - Year 3 1,352.9 

Phase I - Year 4 1,266.5 

Phase I - Year 5 (Half a year of Construction Activity) 244.9 

Phase 2 - Year 1 198.6 

Phase 2 - Year 2 1,882.2 

Phase 2 - Year 3 2,116.6 

Phase 2 - Year 4 1,146.8 

Phase 2 - Year 5 (Half a year of Construction Activity) 481.9 

SCAQMD Construction Threshold 150 

Source: P&D Consultants and LSA ASSOCiates, Inc., 200 I. 
NOTE: [I] Numbers in bold represent emissions that exceed the SCAQMD thresholds for construction. 

11.3.5.2 Unmitigated Operational Impacts 

Aircraft and Associated Operations Impacts - The Proposed Project would not result in 
exceedances of either the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) or the National 
AAQS (NAAQS) at most of the receptor site locations during Phase 2 of project development. 
There WOUld, however, be exceedances of the I-hour State standard for N02 and a continued 
exceedance of the 24·hour State standard for PM IO projected at a number oflocations surrounding 
both OCX and JW A. The N02 and PM IO impacts cannot be mitigated to a level below significance 
and would, therefore, remain significant and unavoidable. See Draft Supplemental Analysis, Chapter 
2.0, Air Quality Analysis, Tables 2-33 through 2-37 and Figures 2-10 through 2-12. 

Traffic CO Impacts The Proposed Project would not result in any CO hot spots at intersections 
in the project vicinity under Phase 2 of project development. The Proposed Project, when added to 
the existing conditions (1998) roadway network and traffic conditions, would continue to expose 
receptors near two intersections in the project vicinity to eight-hour CO concentrations exceeding 
the State and federal standards under Phase 2 of project development. However, this exceedance is 
due primarily to high existing ambient eight-hour CO concentrations. The Proposed Project would 
not increase the frequency or severity of this CO exceedance. Therefore, the Proposed Project at 
Phase 2 of project development would not result in any significant local air quality impacts due to 
traffic CO hot spots. 
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Regional Impacts - The Proposed Project at Phase 2 of project development plus existing 
conditions (1998) when compared to existing conditions (1998) would result in exceedances of State 
and federal standards for all criteria pollutants (CO, NOx• ROC, and PM IO). See Table 5.3.5-3. The 
Phase 2 project, when compared to Phase 2 of the No ProjectINo Build Alternative, however, would 
not result in fwmtilF any regional air quality impacts. This is primarily due to locally generated 
demand being served at other regional airports under the No Project Alternative. 

11.3.5.3 Proposed Mitigation Measures and Significance After 
Mitigation 

A detailed description of proposed mitigation to mitigate the identified significant short-term 
(construction) air quality impacts is provided in Chapter 2.0, Section 2.1 ° of this Draft Supplemental 
Analysis. Tables 5.3.5-5 and 5.3.5-6 provide a summary of the mitigated construction traffic and 
equipment exhaust emissions for phases I and 2 of the Proposed Project. As can be seen from the 
tables, although a majority of the construction impacts can be mitigated to a level below the level 
of significance through implementation of proposed mitigation, NO. emissions from traffic and 
equipment exhaust during years 2 and 3 of phase 2 of construction remain significant and 
unavoidable. Fugitive dust emissions remain significant and unavoidable even after implementation 
of proposed mitigation for every year of construction during the first two phases of project 
development except for year 1 of phase 2. 

A detailed description of the proposed mitigation to mitigate the operational air quality impacts is 
also provided in Chapter 2.0, Section 2.10 of this Draft Supplemental Analysis. As can be seen from 
the tables provided in Chapter 2.0, although proposed mitigation can substantially reduce the local 
and regional air quality impacts of the Proposed Project in Phase 2 of project development, the 
exceedances of the I-hour State standard for N02 and the continued exceedence of the 24-hour State 
standard for PM IO from aircraft and associated operations and the regional air quality impacts remain 
significant and unavoidable. Table 5.3.5-7 provides a summary of the significance of the project's 
air quality impacts after mitigation at Phase 2 of project development. 

11.3.5.4 Health Effects from Toxic Air Contaminants 

A detailed analysis of the health effects from toxic air contaminants (TACs) that may result from the 
Proposed Project is provided in Chapter 2.0, Air Quality, ofthis Draft Supplemental Analysis. At 
Phase 2 of the Proposed Project, the T AC impacts will be of a lesser degree than those impacts 
projected to occur at Phase 4 build out. Nevertheless, the T AC impacts at Phase 2 are significant 
and unavoidable. 
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Table 5.3.5-3 
Regionwide Emissions Inventory Existing Conditions Plus Project (Pounds/Day Unless Noted) Phase 2 

Existing Conditions (1998) Existing Conditions (1998) Plus Proposed Prlljeet (Phase 2) 

CO NOX ROC SOX PMI0 CO NOX ROC SOX PMIO 
Aircraft EI Toro 1,451.49 365.51 536.16 21.47 163.45 Aircraft EI Toro 6,626.97 8,242.81 1,326.72 568.65 259.78 

JWA 7,190.15 2,579.29 515.49 199.72 39.83 JWA 12,939.34 3,846.77 795.30 307.05 62.36 
Other Airports 41,273.20 36,139.03 2,890.80 619.17 88.43 Other Airports 98,490.25 98,941.82 11,240.86 5,404.33 771.85 
Total Regional 49,914.84 39,083.83 3,942.45 840.36 291.71 Total Regional 118,056.56 111,031.40 13,362.88 6,280.03 1,093.74 

GSE EI Toro 1,443.08 47.02 148.03 0.62 3.48 aSE El Toro 14,041.42 1,163.01 514.64 55.95 47.52 
JWA 5,445.93 516.29 163.02 25.08 20.46 JWA 8,500.95 938.90 267.17 36.43 39.08 

Other Airports 57,782.48 4,631.09 819.72 67.48 38.21 Other Airports 138,040.73 12,690.39 3,194.40 589.50 333.73 
Total Regional 64,671.49 5,194.40 1,130.77 93.18 62.15 Total Regional 160,583.11 14,792.30 3,976.21 681.88 420.33 

Energy EI Toro 29.00 166.80 1.60 17.10 5.70 Energy EI Toro 99.90 574.50 5.40 58.90 19.70 
JWA 13.20 76.10 0.80 7.40 2.50 JWA 27.90 160.70 1.60 16.10 5.40 

Others 157.00 904.00 10.00 89.70 30.00 Others 595.00 3,426.00 34.00 346.80 116.00 
Total Regional 199.20 1,146.90 12.40 114.20 38.20 Total Regional 722.80 4,161.20 41.00 421.80 141.10 

Fuel EI Toro .. .. 1.30 .. .. Fuel EIToro .. .. 50.24 .. .. 
JWA .. .. 8.36 .. .. JWA .. .. 13.12 .. .. 

Other Airports .. .. 146.52 .. .. Other Airports .. .. 567.09 
Total Regional .. .. 156.18 .. .. Total Regional .. .. 630.45 .. . . 

Airport Roadways El Toro .. .. .. .. •• Airport Roadways EI Toro 475.88 87.12 29.98 4.16 4.87 
JWA 341.23 43.24 37.50 5.81 1.13 JWA 411.45 52.20 41.54 6.11 1.69 

Other Airports 2,476.39 413.49 83.16 4.37 5.94 Other Airports 7,287.82 1,284.79 394.64 42.86 53.10 
Total Regional 2,817.62 456.73 120.66 10.18 7.07 Total Regional 8,175.15 1,424.11 466.16 53.13 59.66 

Airport Parking EI Toro .. .. .. .. •• Airport Parking EI Toro 335.87 30.36 9.89 2.98 2.77 
JWA 299.24 23.76 44.13 0.19 0.29 JWA 355.82 28.42 51.76 1.60 0.42 

Other Airports 1,547.75 124.05 11.88 5.83 2.30 Other Airports 3,765.39 326.03 50.51 51.78 20.44 
Total Regional 1,846.99 147.81 56.01 6.02 2.59 Total Regional 4,457.08 384.81 112.16 56.36 23.63 

Roads EI Toro 2,929.00 594.00 176.00 51.00 11.00 Roads EI Toro.! li;17g 00 i,llli 00 I,S!;l;r 00 .iGOO 1,1l41 00 
19,991.00 5,874.00 1,724.00 356.00 2,244.00 

JWA 12,464.00 3,404.00 1,260.00 122.00 931.00 JWM 15,708.00 4,451.00 1,540.00 175.00 1,376.00 

Other Airports£ i,~ ai,4 d i 00 4;li,4;!J 00 QJ,401 00 4;!,3JO 00 ;r,~IQ 00 Other Airports 4,J 14,1l31l 00 gall,g~O 00 ~OI,Ja;r 00 aa,~u 00 14,g~~ £lO 
3,295,718.00 745,988.00 228,623.00 42,657.00 \3,478.00 6,243,266.00 1,300,898.00 338,823.00 87,985.00 19,965.00 

Total Regional! 1,40 I ,Ii:llil 00 44~,4~1 00 1l4,lIa::zoO 4l,00lOO 11,461 00 Total Regional~ 4,1411,1il;r(; 00 IlQ!l,J6+00 ~04,474 00 31l,Ol~ 00 17,l7:1 00 
3,311,111.00 749986.00 230,059.00 42,830.00 14,420.00 6,278,965.00 1,311,233.00 342,087.00 88,512.00 23,585.00 

TOTAL (pounds/day) 1 ,5:n ,%711 14 41111,450 (;7 100,15547 44,OCiCi 114 II,IIU 7% TOTAL (pounds/day) 4,640,07070 1,1 in ,JCiQ III l:U,QCilIiCi 116,511l %0 IP,IIO 46 
3,430,561.14 796,015.67 235,477.47 43,893.94 14,821.72 6,570,959.70 1,443,016.82 360,675.86 96,005.20 25,323.46 

1 Revised calculation of average ITi!! lenl!th. This revision does not im!!act anl of the Change from Existing Condition 1,IIIl,ilill S(; M:I,lll 0 J,j l:ll,1I07lQ Sl,4(j I :16 10,:147 74 
significance detenninations made in connection with the project. (pounds/day) 3,140,398.56 647,001.15 125,198.39 52,111.26 10,501.74 

2 Tl::~aphical correclion(:!,ear 2005 data was inadvertentl:!' used instead of 1998 data). Change from Existing Condition ~9\l,.4. 71 IlJ,lll 10 ;"1:1,41:11£ g,n4 III U70l1 
(tons/year) 573,122.74 118,077.71 22,848.71 9,510.30 1,916.57 

SCAQMD Threshold for 550 
Source: CH2M HILL, P&D Consultants, and LSA Associates, Inc. 200 I Operation (pounds/day) 

55 55 150 150 
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Table 5.3.5-4 
Regionwide Emissions Inventory Phase 2 Proposed ProjectlNo Project (PoundslDay Unless Noted) 

No Project (Phase 1) Proposed Project (Phase 1) 
CO NOX ROC SOX PM10 CO NOX ROC SOX PMIO 

Aircraft EI Toro .. .. .. .. .. Aircraft EI Toro 5,175.48 7,877.30 790.56 548.57 96.08 
JWA 7,237.35 3,117.14 415.07 246.83 45.72 JWA 5,749.19 1.267.48 279.81 107.33 22.53 

Other Airports 64,338.22 70,647.13 9,401.21 5,385.93 768.34 Other Airports 57,217.05 62,802.79 8,350.06 4,785.16 683.42 
Total Regional 71,575.57 73,764.27 9,816.28 5,632.76 814.06 Total Regional 68,141.72 71,947.57 9,420.43 5,439.67 802.03 

GSE EI Toro .. .. .. .. . . GSE EI Toro 12,598.35 1,115.99 366.61 55.33 44.04 
JWA 5,914.70 634.43 181.56 16.21 28.08 JWA 3,055.02 422.61 104.15 11.35 18.62 

Other Airports 90,189.58 9,056.56 2,668.50 586.59 332.10 Other Airports 80,258.25 8,059.30 2,374.68 522.02 295.52 
Total Regional 96,104.28 9,690.99 2,850.06 602.80 360.18 Total Regional 95,911.62 9,597.90 2,845.44 588.70 358.18 

Energy EIToro - .. .. .. .. Energy El Toro 70.90 407.70 3.80 41.80 14.00 
JWA 20.30 117.10 1.10 12.00 4.00 JWA 14.70 84.60 0.80 8.70 2.90 

Others 492.00 2,832.00 26.00 290.00 97.00 Others 438.00 2,522.00 24.00 257.10 86.00 
Total Regional 512.30 2,949.10 27.10 302.00 101.00 Total Regional 523.60 3,014.30 28.60 307.60 102.90 

Fuel EI Toro .- -- .. -- .. Fuel EIToro .. .. 48.94 .- --
JWA -- -- 10.23 -- -- JWA .. .. 4.76 - --

Other Airports .. - 472.61 .. .. Other Airports .- .. 420.57 .. .. 
Total Regional -- .- 482.84 .. .. Total Regional .. .. 47427 . . .. 

Airport Roadways EI Toro .. . - .. .. . . Airport Roadways EI Toro 475.88 87.12 29.98 4.16 4.87 
JWA 147.64 18.07 8.41 0.55 1.15 JWA 70.22 8.96 4.04 0.30 0.56 

Other Airports 3,864.54 803.26 271.90 37.98 51.60 Other Airports 4,811.43 871.30 311.48 38.49 47.16 
Total Regional 4,012.18 821.33 280.31 38.53 52.75 Total Regional 5,357.53 967.38 345.50 42.95 52.59 

Airport Parking EI Toro .. .. .. . . •• Airport Parking EI Toro 335.87 30.36 9.89 2.98 2.77 
JWA 120.13 9.92 16.28 3.01 0.28 JWA 56.58 4.66 7.63 \.41 0.13 

Other Airports 2,492.05 226.97 43.40 51.64 20.38 Other Airports 2,217.64 201.98 38.63 45.95 18.14 
Total Regional 2,612.78 236.89 59.68 54.65 20.66 Total Regional 2,610.09 237.00 56.15 50.34 21.04 

Roads EI Toro .. _. .. •• Roads EI Toro! I ~,l~O 00 4,90;1 00 1.4:.1100 ~ I,~lll 00 
17,062.00 5,280.00 1,548.00 305.00 2,233.00 

JWA 6,937.00 2,238.00 600.00 112.00 952.00 JWA 3,244.00 1,047.00 280.00 53.00 445.00 
Other Airports£ :I,~61l,oo:l gg ~~i,4~~ Oil 1I1l,1I' 4 110 4:i,~:i~ 00 1I,:l4l 00 Other Airportst :I,~:li,~:il 00 UI,4~aO 1 O~,g;U'j Illl U,(iiloo (i,Sl600 

2,965,980.00 559,703.00 111,572.00 45,643.00 8,228.00 2,947,548.00 554,910.00 110,200.00 45,328.00 6,487.00 
Tolal Regionai£ :.I,g(i(j,~lg 00 )(j0,~:l7 00 111,494 Illl U,1I'7OO g,lll~ 00 Total Regional~ :.1,1147,14700 ,U~,U'OO 101M:l700 4(i,Oa:l 00 lI,gll 00 

2,972,917.00 561,941.00 112,172.00 45,755.00 9,180.00 2,967854.00 561237.00 112028.00 45,682.00 9,165.00 
TOTAL (pounds/day) lo,14l,71'11 UII,I!lllIll 114,9110 l7 11,4"774 JO,ln (il TOTAL (pounds/day) l,ll",,"1 l(i (iU,uIO II In,ao' JII 11,46116 IO,l" 74 

3,147,734.11 649403.58 115,688.27 52,385.14 10,528.65 3,140,398.56 647,001.15 1l5,198.39 51,lll.l6 10,501.74 
I Revised calculation of average Inl! length. This revision does not iml!act an~ of the significance Change from No Project ~:I:.I,1l64 m (i,lllll 0) (::1,1+1311) ~ (:III) ~I) 

detenninations made in connection with the I!rojecl. (pounds/day) p,335.55} (2,402.43) (489.88) (214.48) (26.91) 
2 T~I!0l!!al!hical correction. Change from No Project (4,(l;l' 7X) (~U al) (all' 55) ~ ~ 

(Ions/year) (1,338.74) (434.44) (89.40) (50.09) (4.91) 

SCAQMD Threshold fOT 550 55 55 150 150 
Source: CH2M HILL, P&D Consultants, and LSA Associates, Inc. 2001 Operation (pounds/day) 

--
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Table 5.3_5-5 
Mitigated Construction Traffic and Equipment Exhaust Emissions, Proposed Project 

Estimated Emission Rate (Ib/day) 
Scenario CO ROC NOx SOx PMIO 

Phase I - Year I 243.3 19.8 80.0 7.8 2.1 
Phase I - Year 2 368.5 28.8 99.S 11.5 4.1 

Phase 1 - Year 3 342.9 31.4 86.2 9.8 3.7 

Phase I - Year 4 363.8 
3l±±ii

2 7.2 35 

Phase I - Year S- 63.6 41 .S 1.3 0.6 

Phase 2 - Year I 151.5 10.2 45.1 5.0 1.5 

Phase 2 - Year 2 515.9 36.6 146.0 17.3 5.9 

Phase 2 - Year 3 477.4 39.1 124.7 14.6 5.2 

Phase 2 - Year 4 351.9 34.6 56.4 5.7 3.0 

Phase 2 - Year 5 227.7 60.2 46.3 5.0 2.2 

SCAQMD Construction Threshold 550 75 100 ISO 150 

Source: P&D Consultants, LSA Associates, Inc. 200 I. 

NOTE: [1] Numbers in bold represent emissions that exceed the SCAQMD thresholds for construction. 

* Half a year of construction activity. 
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Table 5.3.5-6 
Mitigated Fugitive Dust Emissions. Proposed Projed 

Fugitive Dust Emission 
Scenario (IMlay) 

Phase 1 - Year I 211.6 

Phase 1 - Year 2 402.7 

Phase 1 - Year 3 485.5 

Phase 1 - Year 4 879.1 

Phase 1 - Year 5' 179.7 

Phase 2 - Year 1 95.3 

Phase 2 - Year 2 355.8 

~2-Year3 572.9 

1008.2 

~MD Construction Tbresbold 

409.3 
ISO 

Source: P&D Consultants, LSA Associates, Inc., 200 I. 

NOTE: [I] Numbers in bold represent emissions that exceed the SCAQMD 
thresholds for construction. 

* Half a year of construction activity. 
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Table 5.3.5-7 
Significance of Air Quality Impacts After Mitigation - Phase 2 

Criteria Pollutant 
CO 

EMSI 
DlSp2 

ROC 
EMS 
DlSP 

NOx or (N02) 
EMS 
DlSP 

S02 
EMS 
DlSP 

PM 10 or 
(fugitive dust) 

EMS 
DlSP 

LS = Less than Significant. 
S = Significant 
NA = Not applicable. 

On-Airport 

S 
LS 

S 
LS 

S 
S 

S 
LS 

S 
S 

Operations 
Off-Airport 

S 
LS 

S 
LS 

S 
LS 

S 
LS 

S 
LS 

Construction3 

LS 
S 

LS 
LS 

S 
S 

LS 
LS 

S 
S 

EMS = Emissions: significance determined by comparison of incremental emissions 
to the thresholds in Draft Supplemental Analysis, Chapter 2.0, Table 2-15. 

2 DISP = Dispersion: significance determined by comparison of predicted 
ambient concentration to NAAQS and CAAQS in Draft Supplemental Analysis, 
Chapter 2.0, Table 2-13. 

3 Construction impacts are based upon the peak emissions year, which are Phase 2, 
Year 3 for PMw, and Phase 2, Year 2 ofNOc, and CO. 

4 Significance based on NO, concentration predictions for unmitigated peak operations 
and estimated reductions from mitigation measures. 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Supplemental Phasing Analysis 



11.3.6 Landform and Topography 

11.3.6.1 Construction Related Impacts of the Proposed Project 
Related to Landform and Topography 

Grading operations having the most potential to impact topography are scheduled to take place 
during all four phases of the Proposed Project. The areas where major grading operations are 
planned, and the total amounts of soil to be cut or used as fill (rounded to the nearest 1,000 cubic 
yards), are as follows: 

Phase I (2000-2005) 
Cut: Terminal building, landside and airfield 
Total Cut, all areas: 6,249,000 cubic yards 
Fill: Airfield, apron 
Total Fill, all areas: 4,574,000 cubic yards 
Planning Areas: I, 8 

Phase 2 (2006-2010) 
Cut: Airfield, terminal building, landside and cultural institutional area 
Total Cut, all areas: 10,451,000 cubic yards 
Fill: Airfield, apron 
Total Fill, all areas: 10,125,000 cubic yards 
Planning Areas: 1, 2, 8 

Phase 3 (2011-2015) 
Cut: Airport maintenance area 
Total Cut, all areas: 3,578,000 cubic yards 
Fill: Apron 
Total Fill, all areas: 3,797,000 cubic yards 
Planning Areas: I, 2, 3 

Phase 4 (2016-2020) 
Cut: East cargo area 
Total Cut, all areas: 2,581,000 cubic yards 
Fill: Airfield, apron 
Total Fill, all areas: 4,364,000 cubic yards 
Planning Areas: 1,3,81 

In response to a comment submitted on Draft EIR No. 573, cubic yards shown are revised from those 
presented in Draft EIR No. 573 as the result of an adjustment unrelated to this supplemental phasing 
analysis. The revisions will be included as part of Final EIR No. 573 and do not constitute significant new 
information, nor do they result in significant impacts not previously identified. 
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With implementation of the Proposed Project limited through Phase 2, cut and fill operations at the 
end of Phase 2 will result in excess cut of approximately 2 million cubic yards. The best candidate 
areas to receive these fills are the areas planned for the terminal apron in Phases 3 and 4. Referring 
to Technical Report 19, Volume 2 of2, Table B4 and Figure 3 in Attachment N, the preliminary 
fill volumes required for Phase 3 terminal apron (Subarea 34 in Table B4) and Phase 4 terminal 
apron (Subarea 4-5 in Table B-4) are 1.8 and 1.5 million cubic yards, respectively. This amounts 
to approximately 3.3 million cubic yards total volume of filL Taking into account the 4: 1 slopes 
from the finish grade elevations of Phases 3 and 4 apron needed to join the ground elevations 
constructed in Phases 1 and 2, these two areas should be sufficient to receive the 2 million cubic 
yards remaining after Phase 2 is completed. An alternative location to receive the excess fill is 
Subarea 4-2 in the airfield where Runway 7L is planned in Phase 4. This area can receive 
approximately 1.8 million cubic yards of fill and can be used as an alternative over the terminal 
apron areas. Whichever location is selected, the resulting fill will be compacted and stabilized, thus 
avoiding any stockpiling of fill materiaL The Proposed Project, therefore, will not result in 
significant impacts at the Phase 2 implementation leveL 

11.3.7 Soils, Geology and Seismicity 

"Because the Proposed Project is a large-scale construction project, it has the potential to impact, 
or be impacted by, a variety of geological/geophysical factors. Impacts of the Proposed Project in 
relation to geology, soils, and seismicity are not anticipated to be phase-sensitive, except insofar as 
the timing of construction would result in the presence of buildings or other facilities that could be 
impacted." (4.7-13.) 

11 .3.7.1 Mitigation Measures 

Final EIR No. 563 Mitigation Measure G4, as revised by EIR No. 573, provides, in part, that "prior 
to obtaining a grading permit for project construction, the County of Orange will require that detailed 
geotechnical and hydrological reports be prepared specifically addressing any needed modifications 
to the existing drainages on the MCAS EI Toro Site." (4.17-17). No additional mitigation measures 
beyond those set forth in Final EIR No 563, as revised for EIR No. 573, were identified. 

11.3.7.2 Level of Significance After Mitigation 

No significant impacts associated with issues related to soils, geology, or seismicity that cannot be 
mitigated to below a level of significance were identified at the Proposed Project's Phase 2 level. 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Supplemental Phasing Analysis 

11-5& 



11.3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

"The degree of hydrology and water quality impacts is most affected by the amount of impervious 
surfaces within a given area: the greater the impervious surface area, the greater the runoff and 
corresponding impacts. In 2020, impervious surface area under the Proposed Project will be 
maximized for the types of land use that are proposed. Because Pre-2OO5 interim land uses include 
less total area ofimpervious surface cover than under the Proposed Project at build out, hydrology 
and water quality impacts will be less under Pre-2OO5 conditions than under project build out 
conditions. I1J Phased development of the Project in the year 2005 (opening day), 2010 and 2015 
will also have a smaller impervious surface area than the 2020 build out conditions of the Proposed 
Project. Therefore, there will be no greater impacts on hydrology under any of the development 
phases than under the Proposed Project." (4.8-17.) Because the Proposed Project at Phase 4 is not 
expected to result in significant hydrological impacts, impacts during the phasing years, including 
Phase 2, will be below the level of significant. 

"[A]ny potential impacts to surface or groundwater quality that may result with implementation of 
the Proposed Project will be reduced to a level below significance based, in part, on improvements 
that will be made as part of the project and also, in part, on compliance with regulatory controls 
designed to maintain and improve the water quality of the MCAS El Toro receiving waters." (4.8-
26.) This is also the case with respect to the interim phasing years, including Phase 2 -- any potential 
impacts will be below the level of significant based on project improvements and compliance with 
applicable regulatory controls. 

11.3.9 Biological Resources 

"Virtually all of the direct impacts at the MCAS El Toro Site and the Adjacent Federal Habitat 
Reserve (e.g., loss of agricultural lands, demolition, etc.) will occur in Phase I." These impacts, 
however, are not significant (4.9-28-29.) 

The Proposed ASMP Project will not result in significant adverse indirect impacts at the MCAS El 
Toro Site and the Adjacent Federal Habitat Reserve. Indirect impacts resulting from a change in the 
noise environment increase gradually over time with project phasing and an increase in aircraft 
operations. Accordingly such impacts are less during interim Phases 1 and 2 than at Phase 4 project 
build out. Potential short-term indirect impacts on wildlife are not considered significant and are 
not affected by project phasing. (See 4.9-29-30.) 

The Proposed ASMP Project would not result in significant adverse impacts on native plant 
communities on the MCAS EI Toro site or the adjacent federal Habitat Reserve. Any indirect 
impacts are not substantially influenced by project phasing. (See 4.9-39.) 

"Biological resources associated with drainages or streambeds on the MCAS El Toro site and the 
adjacent federal Habitat Reserve are limited in their extent and are not well developed. A few soft 
bottom streambeds are subject to impacts under the Proposed Project. ... An estimated 0.64 acre 
of disturbed, soft bottom drainages are impacted at an insignificant level by drainage improvements 
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associated with the Proposed Project at Agua Chinon and at Borrego Wash. TIlls estimated acreage 
includes a mulefat scrub component/open sandy wash. These washes are not locally or regionally 
significant, but do include limited riparian resources that do sustain riparian species. These drainages 
are isolated, fragmented, and do not support extensive riparian plant communities." (4.9-39-42.) The 
majority of these impacts occur during Phase I, although some limited impacts occur in subsequent 
Phase 2. 

"Due to the inclusion of the Wildlife Habitat Area, the Proposed Project is expected to result in 
significant, beneficial effects related to wildlife habitat on the MCAS EI T oro site and not preclude 
opportunities for wildlife movement." (4.9-42-43.) The implementation of the Wildlife Habitat 
Area occurs during Phase 4. Since the Wildlife Habitat Area is not proposed as a mitigation measure 
for the project, its implementation during Phase 4 does not effect previous impact conclusions. 

The Proposed ASMP Project will not result in significant adverse impacts on special interest species 
at the MCAS EI Toro site or the adjacent federal Habitat Reserve. Any potential impacts that may 
occur are related to the loss of agricultural habitat, which occurs during the project's Phase 1. (See 
4.9-43 - 45.) 

11.3.10 Public Services and Utilities 

"The Proposed Project at MCAS El Toro will involve development between the years 2000 and 2020 
in five year phasing increments. Demand for public services and facilities will increase 
incrementally with each phase. No phase is anticipated to result in impacts greater than build out 
of the project." (4.10-48.) 

11.3.10.1 Impacts Related to Solid Waste 

"The Proposed Project solid waste generation is summarized, by phase, in Table 4.10-9. The amount 
of construction and demolition waste produced from the Proposed Project will create a significant 
impact." (4.10-25.) 

As Table 4.10-9 indicates, during Phase I, the proposed project will generate approximately 3,400 
tons of solid waste per year. TIlls amount increases to 5,400 tons per year in Phase 2. TIlls is a 
significant adverse impact at the Phase 2 implementation leveL 

11.3.10.2 Mitigation Measures 

PS-3 The County of Orange will develop a waste reduction plan for the waste generated from 
demolition and construction of new facilities and implementation of the Proposed Proiect 
in order to comply with State law ABA 939 prior to the commencement of construction 
for each phase. 
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Table 4.10-9 
Proposed Project Solid Waste Generation 

LanclU .. Generation Fador I 

Aviation Usa 

Agricul1ure NO 
Regional Pad< NO 

~h Golf Course (182 golferslday)' 3 O.5lb golfer/day 2 

South GolfCOU .... (220 golfers/day) a 3 O.5lb golfer/day 2 

Restricted Open Space NA 

Habitat Reserve NA 

Wildlife Habital Are. NA 
Marshburn Retarding Basin NA 
Cuhuralllnstiturional b 0,0013 tonslSF/year 

Public Facilities 

Vehicle Maintenance Yard b 0,0108 tonslSF/year 

Warehouse b 0.0108 tonslSF/year 

IRWO Reservoir &: Pumping NA 
Fire St.tion # 1 d ~ 
Cal Air National Guard • 61bs11OooSF/day 

Homeless Service Providers b 0.0108 tons/SF/year 

IRWO Facility NA 

Fire Stalion #20 N04 
Business Park a 6 IbslI oooSF/day 

Restaurant C 0.005 IbsiSF/day 2 

Child Care Cenler b 0.00 13 tonS/SFlyear 

Subtotal Solid Wa.1e Generated -
Aviation Uses 

Airport (OCX) 238.83 lonsiMAP 
Airport (JWA) 238.83 lonslMAP 

Subtotal Solid Wes,. Generated -
Notes: 
NO-NoDal. 
NA Nco Applicable 
I - Generation facton typically represent a 220 day work year. 
2 - Generation factors typically represent a 36S day work year. 

In.uimU .. 

-
-

80 acres 

80 acre. 

-
-

-
-

-
670,oooSF 

-
. 

-
-
-

. 
670,OooSf 

30,oooSF 

20,OOOSF 

-

-

Solid Wille Soli~W_ 

Generated PhI .. I G_rated 

- 138.9 acres -
-

0,046 tonslday 186.5 I acre. 0,05 tonslday 

0.055 lonslday 97.66 acres 0,055lonslday 

- 193.8 acres -
- 20.6 acres -
- - -
- 38.9 acres 

- - -
- -

- 51.1 acres 109.27 tons/day 

32,89 tons/day 11,21 acres 23.96tonslday 

5.7 acres -
. 1.14 .. re • .3 cu, ft/week 

- 22.9 acres 3.0lonslday 

- 26,89 acres 57.5 tonslday 

- 9.0 acres -
. O.9S KfCS J cu. ftJweek 

2,01lonslday 82.46 acres 10.8lonsiday 

0.075 tonslday -
0.11 lonslday 

35.1~ tons/day - 104.14 tonslday 

- 8.8 MAP 2,101.7 tonslyear 
. 55 MAP 1,313,5 tonslyear 

- '.415.1 tonsly •• r 

3 - Nl1mber of golfers were arrived at by dividing the averagC' number of golfers anticipated at the golf courses over. dtrte year period, by 1hree. 
4 - Orange County Fire Authori1Y 

Ph ... 1 

-
-

-
-
-

545,000 SF 

-
-

-
. 
-
-

-

-
-
-

18.8 MAP 

3.9 MAP 

-

SolidW_ 
Generated 

-

-

-
-
-
-

3.22lonslday 

-
-
-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-
-

3.U 'om/day 

4,490 tons/year 

931.4 tonslyear 

5,411.4Ions/yr 

Sources: Generation factors were extracted from various studies and EI Rs in Los Angeles and Ventura Counties. and the City of Santa Clarita, and the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
a - St('\lenson Randl: DElft (Phase IV), Los Angeles County. 
b - Guidelines for Preparation of Environmental Assessments for Solid WasJ.e Impacts (Ventura County Solid Waste Management Department). 
c - DEIR for North Hills De'llelopmenl (Santa Clanla) 
d - Estimated Solid Waste Generation Rates for lnstitutions (California Integrated Wasle Management Board) 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 110·51 

SoIIdWute Solid Wille 
! 

Phue) G-..ted Pba .. 4 Genenled 
. 

- - -
- - 265,13 -
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11.3.10.3 Level Of Significance After Mitigation 

"The potentially significant adverse impacts of the proposed project related to solid waste would 
be reduced to below a level of significance based on the implementation of Standard Condition 
of Approval SWI (Solid Waste Collection Areas) and Mitigation Measure PS-3." (4.10-53.) 
This conclusion is unchanged at the Phase 2 implementation level. 

11.3.11 Natural Resources and Energy 

11.3.11.1 Project Impacts On Natural Resources 

Water Resources 

"Project-related water demand during preliminary implementation phases would be less than 
at build out in 2020. Consequently, neither the phased implementation nor ultimate build out 
of the Proposed Project will require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities 
or expansion of existing facilities, or place a demand on available water supplies in excess of 
that capable of being served by existing entitlements and resources." (4.11-12.) 

Agricultural Resources 

"Under build-out of the Proposed Project, a substantial portion (approximately 902 acres or 
87%) of the existing agricultural operations on the MCAS EI Toro site would be terminated, and 
the majority of these areas would be developed with nonaviation uses including a business park, 
golf courses, public facilities, and the Marshburn Retarding Basin. . ... ~Most elements of the 
Proposed Project that will impact/eliminate existing agricultural resources will be implemented 
during Phase 1." (4.11-12.) "Because this permanent loss of agriCUltural resource land usage 
on the MCAS EI Toro site involves conversion of substantial acreage of farmlands, including 
those listed as "Prime" and/or of "Statewide Importance" to non-agricultural uses, it is 
considered to be a significant adverse impact of the Proposed Project." (4.11-13.) This 
significant adverse impact would occur during Phase 1 of the Proposed Project. 

Mineral Resources 

"Because there is sufficient supply of these materials in the region and the construction of the 
Proposed Project would be phased over time, the use of these materials would not constitute a 
significant adverse impact." (4.11-13.) 
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11.3.11.2 Project Impact on Energy Resources 

Electricity 

"Project-related electricity demand during preliminary implementation phases would be less 
than at build out in 2020. Therefore, neither the phased implementation nor ultimate build out 
of the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse impacts to electricity resources." 
(4.11-15.) (Note: see Section 6.0, infra, for a discussion of the current State energy "crisis.") 

Natural Gas 

U[nhe existing gas mains surrounding the MCAS EL Toro site have more than adequate 
capacity to service the needs of the Proposed Project .... ~ Natural gas consumption at MCAS 
El Toro represents substantially less than 1 % of stateside and ASA regional natural gas 
consumption under both existing and forecasted conditions. Therefore, impacts on energy 
resources created by natural gas consumption under the Proposed Project are considered to be 
below a level of significance. Adequate supplies are available and no development is 
anticipated under the Proposed Project which would be in conflict with what SCG [Southern 
California Gas] indicates it can support.u (4.11-15 - 16.) This conclusion of significance 
applies to each of the phasing years as well. 

Fossil Fuels 

Motor Fuels - Operation 

"At build-out, the Proposed Project would consume motor vehicle fossil fuels at volumes 
substantially below 1% of current (existing conditions) and forecasted conditions for the ASA 
region as a whole. Project-related motor vehicle fuel demand during preliminary 
implementation phases would be less than at build out in 2020. Consequently, neither the 
phased implementation nor ultimate build out of the Proposed Project will consume fossil fuel 
at a level that substantially exceeds existing supplies or otherwise causes regional supply and/or 
capacity constraints." (4.11-18.) 

Motor Fuels - Construction 

Construction activities at the MCAS EI Toro site under the Proposed Project will be conducted 
across four phases. Draft EIR No. 573 Table 4.11-7 depicts construction-related energy 
consumption for each Phase, as well as each year within each phase. (4.11-18.) As depicted 
by Table 4.11-7, "diesel fuel and gasoline consumption associated with construction of the 
Proposed Project is substantially less than 1% of the current (existing conditions) and forecasted 
regional demand for these fuels. Therefore, construction of the Proposed Project will not result 
in significant adverse impacts to fossil fuel resources." (4.11-19.) This conclusion of 
significance applies during each of the phasing years as well. 
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Projected Jet Fuel Consumption at JWA and OCX 

Draft EIR No. 573 Table 4.11-8 depicts the estimated jet fuel consumption for JW A and OCX 
under the proposed project for each of the four phases. 

Projected Jet Fuel Consumption in the Region 

"[B]ecause the amount of fuel used under the Proposed Project and each of its phases [including 
Phase 21 exceeds the one percent threshold of significance, when compared to existing 
conditions, the Proposed Project causes a significant, unavoidable impact by encouraging the 
use of large amounts of the total jet aircraft fuel consumed in the ASA region. With the present 
state of jet aircraft engine technology, there are no feasible mitigation measures to address this 
impact." (4.11-21.) 

Projected Aviation Gasoline Consumption at JWA and OCX 

The projected level of fuel demand for the Proposed Project "is substantially less than 1 % of the 
total current (existing conditions) and forecasted regional transportation demand for gasoline. 
In addition, the estimated Orange County aviation gasoline demand in 2020 under the Proposed 

Project represents less than a 1 % increase over existing conditions from a Southern California 
regional aviation gasoline perspective. Therefore, the Proposed Project will not result in 
significant adverse impacts to this fossil fuel resource." (4.11-23.) This is also the case with 
respect to aviation gas consumption during the phasing years as there will be fewer aviation 
operations during this period than during final Phase 4. 

11.3.11.3 Mitigation Measures 

"The following mitigation measures were identified in Final EIR SA to provide partial reduction 
of the CRP impact to converting prime agricultural land to urban uses: 

NRE AG-I The County, acting as the LRA for MCAS EI Toro, shall use its best efforts to 
secure the conveyance of 40 acres of existing prime agricultural land on MCAS 
EI Toro from the Department of Navy for the benefit of the Orange County 
Sheriff-Coroner. The 40-acre conveyance will be used by the Orange County 
Sheriff-Coroner for permanent agriCUltural use in conduction with the County's 
existing jail agricultural program at the James A. Musick Jail Facility. As a 
direct result of this mitigation, the conversion of prime agricultural land 
resulting from implementation of the Community Reuse Plan would be reduced 
from approximately 818 acres to 778 acres. 

NRE AG-2 As part of the interim reuse phasing strategy, the County, acting as the LRA for 
MCAS EI Toro, will use its best efforts to continue to make available for lease 
the acreage currently in agricultural use on the MCAS El Toro site. This action 
will help compensate for the adverse economic impact resulting from base 
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closure, and provide a revenue stream to maintain the base property until project 
build out. The County will continue to make agricultural lands available for 
lease as long as the interim uses are consistent with the uses contemplated in the 
Community Reuse Plan, and as long as those uses do not compromise the 
County's ability to implement the Community Reuse Plan in a timely manner. 
However, interim agricultural use would not be allowed for a period longer than 
10 years." (4.11-24.) 

11.3.11.4 Level of Significance After Mitigation 

"The impacts of the proposed project on natural resources, aggregate resources and energy 
resources will not be significant except as follows: the loss of agricultural land in the County 
of Orange, the City ofIrvine and the City'S sphere of influence is a significant adverse impact 
of the Proposed Project that cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance. The demand 
on jet fuel in the ASA is an impact that cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance 
when compared to existing conditions. The encouragement by the Proposed Project of the use 
of large amounts of the total jet aircraft fuel consumed in the ASA region, when compared to 
existing conditions, is an impact that cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance." 
(4.11-28.) 

11.3.12 Aesthetics, Light and Glare 

"The aesthetics, light and glare impacts analysis is provided based upon project build out in year 
2020. Visual features of note constructed prior to 2020 are discussed [in Draft EIR No. 573] 
where applicable." (4.12-7.) 

To the extent the Air Traffic Control Tower may be constructed prior to 2020 during Phase 1 
of the Proposed ASMP Project, the on-site project improvements will not result in significant 
adverse impacts related to aesthetics during the phasing years. (See 4.12-12.) 

11.3.12.1 Impacts Related to Off-Site Road Improvements 

To the extent construction of the Eastern Transportation Conidor connector ramps will be a part 
of the incremental development of the Proposed ASMP Project, the project related off-site 
improvements will not result in significant adverse impacts to aesthetics during the phasing 
years. (See 4.12-12.) 

11.3.13 Cultural Resources 

11.3.13.1 Historical Resources 

The proposed project will not result in significant adverse impacts to historical resources at 
build out, or during the interim phasing years. (See 4.13-5.) 
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11.3.13.2 Archaeological Resources 

The Proposed Project will not result in significant adverse impacts to archaeological resources 
on site at MCAS El Toro. (See 4.13-6.) This is the case at project build out, as well as during 
the interim phasing years. 

11.3.13.3 Paleontological Resources 

"Although no specific sensitive paleontological resources are currently known to be exposed 
on MCAS EI Toro, the geological units present on the project site have been rated as having a 
moderate paleontological sensitivity potential to be exposed during ground disturbance and 
earthmoving activities. Therefore, County Standard Condition of Approval No. A7 will be 
implemented during project earthmoving activities as precautionary mitigation [monitoring of 
project site grading and preparation work by a County certified paleontologist] .... Therefore, 
no significant impacts to paleontological resources are expected to occur under the Proposed 
Project." (4.13-7.) Because County Standard Condition of Approval No. A7 applies during all 
phases of construction, the proposed project will not result in significant adverse impacts to 
paleontological resources during the interim phasing years. 

11.3.14 Recreation 

The Proposed ASMP Project will not result in significant adverse impacts to on-site recreational 
facilities during the phasing years. (See 4.14-12.) 

The Proposed ASMP Project will not result in significant adverse impacts to regional local 
parks during the phasing years. (See 4.14-13.) 

The Proposed ASMP Project will not cause significant adverse impacts to local and/or regional 
riding and hiking trails or off-road bikeways during the phasing years. (See 4.14- I 3-14.) 

11.3.14.1 Class II Bikeways 

"In the MCAS EI Toro area, the Proposed Project's trip generation will require widening of 
Irvine Boulevard to its ultimate six lane master planned width, between Jeffrey Road and 
approximately midway between Alton Parkway and Sand Canyon A venue (refer to Draft EIR 
No. 573 Section 4.3, Table 4.3-20). Irvine Boulevard is primarily four lanes currently in this 
segment. The widening of the section of Irvine Boulevard adjacent to the MCAS EI Toro 
property (ETC East Leg to West Access Road) is proposed in Phase 1 (by 2005), with the 
remaining off-site sections being widened by the end of Phase 4. The widening of this roadway 
will affect the existing on-street bicycle lanes by disrupting their use during the roadway 
construction period. This disruption may involve a temporary closure and/or rerouting of the 
bicycle lanes on the north and south sides of the road. Therefore, this would be a significant 
short-term impact, which will be reduced to below significance with implementation of 
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Mitigation Measure R-l (refer to Section 4.14.8.4)." (4.14-14.) The Proposed Project would 
not result in significant adverse impacts to other Class n Bikeways during the phasing years. 

11 .3.14.2 Effects of Aircraft Noise on Use of Recreational Facilities 

The Proposed Project would not cause a significant noise impact to parks and other recreational 
facilities that fall within the existing 1998 military 65 dB CNEL contour, including the Laguna 
Hills Golf Course, the Aliso Viejo Golf Course, and on-site recreational facilities. (See Draft 
EIR No. 573 Figure 4.14-1.) Similarly, because aircraft operations will be less during the 
interim phasing years than at project build out, there will be no additional noise impacts at the 
subject facilities during Phases 1 through 2. (See, 4.14-15.) 

In the build out project condition, several existing and future planned off-site trails, Class II 
bikeways, parks and open space areas fall within the post-project 65dB CNEL contour. These 
noise impacts are considered significant. (See 4.14-15.) The 65 dB CNEL contour will be 
smaller proportionately during Phases 1 and 2 and, correspondingly, impacts will be less during 
these interim phases of the Proposed Project. 

On-site recreational facilities will be affected by aircraft noise from the Proposed Project at 
build out. Facilities including the two proposed golf courses, the regional park, the Equestrian 
Center, and on-site trails will be within the project 65 dB CNEL contour. As to that portion of 
the 65 CNEL noise contour that covers the MCAS EI Toro site, the contours for Phase 1 and 
Phase 2 are approximately the same as project build out. Accordingly, the potential impacts are 
approximately the same (no greater) for project Phases 1 and 2. 

11.3.14.3 Consistency with Recreational Planning Policies 

Project consistency with County and City General Plans is applicable to the project actions 
occurring prior to Phase 1. Therefore, the recreational planning policies consistency analysis 
is not subject to analysis by phase. (See 4.4-16-18.) 

11.3.14.4 Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure R-1 

"Prior to the approval of design plans, specifications, and estimates (PS&E) for off-site roadway 
improvements, the County shall prepare a Construction Action Plan. The Construction Action 
Plan shall set forth appropriate construction practices necessary to minimize the potential 
disruption to properties, pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists. The following items shall be 
included in the Plan: 

• Public Notice: Signs providing advance notice of work to be done on a particular segment 
shall be posted for a period of two weeks prior to construction. Notification in a local 
newspaper shall be published two weeks prior to construction. Adjacent property owners 
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and public service providers and utility companies shall also be notified two weeks prior to 
construction. 

• Traffic Routing: Signs shall be provided to route vehicular and bicycle traffic through 
segments under construction. In addition, signs that suggest possible alternate routes shall 
be posted. Construction vehicle access to construction sites shall occur at off-peak traffic 
hours. Construction vehicle access routes shall be directed around residential areas. In 
addition, traffic control personnel shall be provided as necessary to mitigate traffic 
congestion and to mitigate the impact to arterial service levels during construction in 
accordance with local, State, and federal standards. 

• Construction Staging: Storage of construction vehicles, equipment, and materials shall not 
occur in the immediate vicinity of residential areas and retail establishments. 

• Hours of Construction: Hours of construction shall confonn to established County policy 
unless otherwise approved by the County. 

• Access to properties: Construction activities shall be arranged so that access to properties 
will be maintained." (4.14-20-21.) 

11.3.14.5 Level Of Significance After Mitigation 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure R-l will reduce Phase 2 short-term impacts to bikeways 
on off-site roadways under construction to a level below significant. (See 4.14-21.) 

11.3.15 Public Safety 

In all cases discussed below, the likelihood of impacts is lower in Phases 1 through 3 than at 
project build out due to the lower number of aircraft operations forecast in the interim phasing 
years. 

11.3.15.1 Accident Likelihood 

"The aircraft accident likelihood under the Proposed Project in 2020 for both JWA and OCX 
is shown on [Draft EIR No. 573] Table 4.15-5. This level of aircraft fatal accident risk is not 
extraordinary given the projected level of aircraft operations. Similar statistical risks would be 
expected if the operations were at another urban Southern California location. The fatal off
airport accident likelihood would be lower in the earlier years due to the lower number of 
aircraft operations forecast in the intermediate phasing years." (4.15-16.) 
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11.3.15.2 Bird Strike Risk 

It Although the departure corridor for Runway 34 does cross a bird movement flight pattern, the 
altitude separation between departing aircraft and gull flight at MCAS El Toro, coupled with 
the infrequent bird strikes reported at JW A, does not seem to indicate that a substantial bird 
strike hazard exists for the Proposed Project." (4.l5-18 - 19.) To the extent Runway 34 is 
utilized during Phases 1 and 2, this conclusion applies equally during the phasing years. 

11.3.15.3 Adequacy of Runway Lengths at JWA and OCX 

"[T]he runway system proposed for OCX under the Proposed Project would be adequate to 
accommodate domestic and intemational flights to destinations that satisfy Ornnge County air 
travel demands under typical weather conditions existing at the site." (4.15-21.) In Phase 1, the 
existing IO,OOO-foot Runway 16R134L will be reconstructed and readied for commercial use. 
(3-58.) Phase 2 airfield improvements involve construction of the parallel north-south runways 
to their ultimate configuration, and development of Runway 7R-25L. (3-63.) 

11.3.15.4 Safety of Runway Configuration 

"The proposed project will be in compliance with all FAA safety standards pertaining to 
transportation uses at the ends of runways, and therefore, the proposed uses [during all phases 
of the Proposed Project] will not result in a significant safety impact." (4.15-25.) 

11.3.15.5 Proximity of JWA and OCX and Potential Airspace 
Conflicts 

"Airspace studies [conducted in connection with the Proposed Project] demonstrate that the use 
ofMCAS El Toro as a commercial airport and the continued commercial use of JWA can be 
safely and efficiently accommodated within the regional air traffic and airspace structure." 
(4.15-26.) This conclusion is independent of project phasing, although the relative risk 
increases in successive project phases as the number of aircraft operations increases. 

11.3.15.6 Emergency Procedures for Aircraft Operations 

"Although the possibility of a commercial airplane losing power in an engine during takeoff is 
remote, procedures are established at every airport to allow the aircraft to safely complete its 
takeoff and initial climb-out. At OCX these procedures would require that aircraft follow 
different departure paths than would be followed under normal conditions because an aircraft 
that lost power in one engine would have a reduced climb capability." (4.15-27.) This 
conclusion is independent of project phasing, although the relative risk increases in successive 
project phases as the number of aircraft operations increases. 
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11.3.16 Hazardous Wastes and Hazardous Materials Use 

Draft EIR No. 573 Section 4.16.6 addresses the hazardous wastes and hazardous materials use 
impacts associated with the Proposed Project. The impacts analysis is presented by Planning 
Area, eight separate subsections, each addressing one of the eight MCAS EI Toro geographic 
planning areas. Within each Planning Area discussion, the EIR addresses separately: (i) the 
impacts attributable to site location, and Oi) the impacts attributable to hazardous materials use. 
A discussion of the impacts of the Proposed Project relative to the interim phasing years, 
including Phase 2, follows. 

11.3.16.1 Impacts Attributable to Site Location 

"Hazardous wastes issues currently being addressed by the DON at the MCAS El Toro site 
include in-service ASTs (aboveground storage tanks)/USTs (underground storage tanks), 
landfills, oiVwater separators, active hazardous material storage areas and hazardous waste 
accumulation areas, PCB transfonners and storage areas, burn pits, silver recovery units, 
potential presence of radioactive material, and pesticide storage areas... [These wastes] are 
found throughout the MCAS El Toro site [in locations designated "IRP" (installation restoration 
program) sites] and most generally tend to be concentrated in proximity to the existing airfield. 
The location of IRP sites in relation to the Proposed Project is shown on DEIR No. 573 Figure 

4.16-2. The DON is responsible for ensuring that these sites undergo remedial action that is 
appropriate for the intended reuse of the MCAS El Toro site. The DON will also implement 
institutional controls to ensure that selected remedial actions are not compromised by proposed 
uses. The remediation measures and institutional controls will allow the proposed uses at the 
site to occur without exposing the public to any hazardous materials exceeding any established 
or generally accepted level of risk or exposure." (4.16-24.) 

Draft EIR No. 573 presents the impacts of the proposed project attributable to site location at 
pages 4.16-25 through 4.16-46. In assessing potential impacts on a planning area-by-planning 
area basis, the analysis necessarily considered these impacts during the phasing years. That is, 
in assessing impacts attributable to site location within Planning Area I, the analysis considered 
that under the Proposed Project, the terminal complex and parking facilities would be located 
in Planning Area I. (4.16-25.) Construction of the terminal building area and terminal vehicle 
parking is scheduled to begin in Phase I. Therefore, the conclusion of significance with respect 
to Planning Area I factors into consideration the Phase I construction of the terminal complex. 
Similar conclusions may be drawn with respect to each of the Planning Areas. 

11.3.16.2 Impacts Attributable to Hazardous Materials Use 

"The storage, use and handling of hazardous materials, and generation and disposal of hazardous 
wastes, are regulated by applicable state and federal laws and regulations, and local ordinances. 
A list of these applicable laws and regulations is provided in Appendix I to Draft EIR No. 573. 
Compliance with these regulations and [the proposed mitigation measures] will reduce potential 

impacts related to hazardous materials use to below a level of significance." (4.16-27.) This 
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significance conclusion applies equally during each of the phasing years since the requirements 
associated with project compliance apply during the interim phasing years, including Phase 2, 
as well as at project build out. 

11.3.16.3 Level of Significance After Mitigation 

"As described earlier, if the proposed mitigation is implemented, the Proposed Project is not 
anticipated to result in significant adverse impacts related to hazardous materials and waste, 
based on the existing remediation programs underway at the MCAS EI Toro site, the imposition 
of institutional control by DON, and the lack of significant hazardous waste issues at JW A. 
Future uses of hazardous materials and generation of hazardous wastes by the Proposed Project 
may have the potential to result in significant adverse impacts to human health and the 
environment. Compliance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations and requirements, 
and proposed mitigation measures pertaining to the use of these substances will reduce potential 
impacts to below a level of significance. Therefore, the Proposed Project will not result in 
significant adverse impacts related to existing hazardous waste contamination and proposed 
hazardous material use." (4.16-56.) 

11.3.17 Socioeconomics 

"Economic activity to be generated by aviation and nonaviation activities at OCX and JW A, as 
well as by tourism related jobs generated by visitors to Orange County using OCX and JW A, 
is anticipated to support a total of 146,100 jobs countywide by 2020 (Technical Report No. 16, 
Economic Benefits Study, November, 1999). Proportionate economic activity would be 
generated under the 2005, 2010, and 2015 development scenarios." (4.17-14.) See Draft EIR 
No. 573 Table 4.17-4, Projected On-Site Employment by phase. 

11.3.17.1 Impacts Relating to Inducing Substantial Growth or 
Concentration of Employment 

"The Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse impact related to inducing 
substantial growth or concentration of population (in this case nonresident employee 
population), The Proposed Project anticipates generating significant new employment 
opportunities in all phases, which is a significant adverse impact in all phases of the Proposed 
Project." (4.17-14.) 

11.3.17.2 Impacts Relating to Inducing Substantial Growth or 
Concentration of Resident Population and Housing 

"Since no housing units will be retained or developed in any phase of the Proposed Project, and 
significant new employment opportunities will be generated in all phases, this is a significant 
adverse impact of the Proposed Project in all phases." (4.17-15.) 
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11.3.17.3 Impacts Related to Displacement of a Large Number of 
People 

The Proposed Project will not result in significant adverse impacts related to the displacement 
of a large number of people. This conclusion is unchanged during the interim phasing years. 
(See 4.l7-17.) 

11.3.17.4 Impacts Related to the Disruption or Division of the 
Physical Arrangement of an Established Community 

"The Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse impact related to the disruption 
or division of the physical arrangement of an established community." (4.l7-17.) This 
conclusion is unchanged during the interim phasing years. 

11.3.17.5 Impacts Related to Consistency with Adopted Regional 
Forecasts 

"[Because] the projected employment and population is inconsistent with the level identified 
in the adopted regional growth forecasts in all phases of the Proposed Project, this is a 
significant adverse impact of the Proposed Project in all phases." (4.17-18.) 

11 .3.17.6 Impacts Related to the Jobs/Housing Ratio 

"Because the direct impacts of the Proposed Project will slightly reduce the projected 
jobs/housing ratio in a jobs-rich area, the Proposed Project will not result in significant adverse 
impacts related to the projected jobs/housing ratio (see table 4.17-4 for project changes in ratios 
for 2005, 2010, and 2015)." (4.l7-19.) To the extent the projected on site employment numbers 
are proportionately lower during the interim phasing years than at project build out, the 
jobslhousing ratio under the Proposed Project during the interim phasing years, including Phase 
2, is proportionately lower than forecasted jobslhousing ratios. Accordingly, at Phase 2, the 
project will not result in significant adverse impacts related to the projected jobs/housing ratio. 

11.3.17.7 Impacts Related to Low and Moderate Income Housing 
Needs 

"The Proposed Project will generate significant new employment opportunities in all phases of 
the project without directly providing any new housing, which is a significant adverse impact 
of the Proposed Project in all phases." (4.17-20.) 
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11.3.17.8 Impacts Related to Housing Supply 

"With respect to the removal of substantial numbers of existing housing, "in that these units will 
be removed in the first phase of the Proposed Project, this is a significant adverse impact in all 
phases of the Proposed Project." (4.17-20.) 

11.3.17.9 Mitigation Measures 

"The level of employment and population generated on site under the Proposed Project would 
be inconsistent with the adopted regional growth forecasts. Under the SCAG threshold of 
significance related to consistency with adopted regional growth forecasts, this would be a 
significant adverse impact of the Proposed Project. As mitigation: 

SE-I If the Proposed Project is adopted, the County of Orange will submit updated 
employment, population, and housing growth forecasts for the project site to SCAG for 
their next scheduled update of regional growth forecasts that reflect the level of activity 
anticipated under the Proposed Project." (4.17-21.) 

11.3.18 Level of Significance After Mitigation 

"Impacts of the Proposed Project regarding inconsistency with the adopted regional forecasts 
will be reduced to below a level of significance with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
SE-L 

Impacts of the Proposed Project related to inducing substantial growth or concentration of non
resident employee population cannot be mitigated below a level of significance. 

Impacts of the Proposed Project related to increased resident population growth and the related 
demand for all types and prices of housing in the surrounding area, while not directly providing 
any new housing to meet this increased demand, cannot be mitigated below a level of 
significance. 

Impacts of the Proposed Project related to reducing the supply of available housing in the 
County cannot be mitigated below a level of significance." (4.17-21.) 
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11.3.19 Risk Of Upset 

11.3.19.1 Accident Assessment - MCAS EI Toro 

Transport Accidents - Tank Trucks 

Draft ErR No. 573 Table 4.18-7 provides a breakdown by project phase of the estimated daily 
probabilities of accidental releases associated with tank truck delivery of jet fuel to the MCAS 
EI Toro site. 

Truck Trips/Day 

10% Cargo Loss 

30% Cargo Loss 

100% Cargo Loss 

Table 4.18-7 
Proposed Project Jet Fuel Tank Truck Daily Accident 

Probabilities - MCAS EI Toro Site 

2005 2010 2015 
40 133 178 

4.5 x 10-4 1.5 x 10-3 2.0 x 10-3 

(HighILikely) (High/Likely) (HighILikely) 

1.5 x 10-4 5.0 x 10-4 6.7 x 10-4 

(MediumlReasonably (HighlLikely) (High/Likely) 
Likely) 

1.5 x 10-4 5.0 x 10-4 6.7 x 10-4 

(MediumlReasonably (HighILikely) (HighILikely) 
Likely) 

Source: ASMP; FEMA, 1990 

2020 
244 

2.8 x 10-3 

(High/Common) 

9.2 x 10-4 

(HighILikely) 

9.2 x 10-4 

(HighlLikely) 

"F or perspective, these estimated probabilities indicate that, for the level of jet fuel tank truck 
deliveries to OCX occurring in 2020, approximately one accident per year, resulting in a 10 
percent cargo loss, would be expected. Accidents resulting in 30 percent and 100 percent cargo 
losses would be expected to occur approximately once every three years. 

"On this basis, the representative probability for project related tank truck transport accidents 
to result in a release of jet fuel while enroute to the MCAS EI Toro site from a fuel supplier in 
EI Segundo is deemed to range from High/Common accidents, for a ten percent cargo loss in 
2020, to MediumlReasonably Likely accidents, for 30 percent and 100 percent cargo releases 
during Phase 1 (2005) of the Proposed Project. As shown in the risk matrix (Figure 4.18-1), any 
accident with a probability of occurrence in the High/Common or HighlLikely accident range 
would be considered to trigger a mandatory requirement for comprehensive planning and 
preparedness, regardless of the severity of the accident related consequences." (4.18-20.) 

"Given the relatively high probability of occurrence estimated for tank truck accidents 
associated with jet fuel delivery to the MCAS EI Toro site during all project phases, coupled 
with the size of potential hazard and vulnerable zones calculated by ARCHIE for these 
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hypothetical accidents, the Proposed Project could result in reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions, involving the release of jet fuel into the environment, thus creating a hazard 
to the public or the environment through the routine transport and use of this fuel. As a result, 
highway truck transport of jet fuel to the MCAS EI Toro site under the Proposed Project is 
deemed to resuJt in a significant adverse impact to public health and safety under risk of upset 
conditions. This conclusion is independent of project phasing, although the relative risk 
increases in successive project phases as the number of required tank truck trips concurrently 
increases.n (4.18-21.) 

Bulk Fuel Storage Facility Accidents 

"Table 4.18-8 provides a breakdown by project phase of the total estimated daily probabilities 
of accidental releases associated with bulk jet fuel storage at the MCAS EI Toro site." (4.18-
22.) n[T]he Proposed Project would not resuJt in reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions, involving the release of jet fuel into the environment, thus creating a potential 
hazard to the public or the environment through the routine use and storage of jet fuel. As a 
result, the use and storage of jet fuel at the MCAS EI Toro site under the Proposed Project is 
deemed not to result in a significant adverse impact to public health and safety under risk of 
upset conditions. This conclusion is unaffected by project phasing." (4.18-23 - 24.) 

Aircraft Related Bulk Fuel Storage Facility Accidents 

"Table 4.18-9 provides a breakdown by type of operation of the total estimated daily 
probabilities of bulk fuel storage facility accidents involving aircraft arrivals on Runways 7R 
and 7L at the MCAS EI Toro site under the Proposed Project." (4.18-25.) n[T]he Proposed 
Project would be unlikely to result in reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions, 
involving the release of jet fuel into the environment, thus creating a potential hazard to the 
public or the environment through the routine use and storage of jet fuel. As a resuJt, the use 
and storage of jet fuel at the MCAS El Toro site under the Proposed Project is deemed not to 
resuJt in a significant adverse impact to public health and safety under risk of upset conditions. 
This conclusion is unaffected by project phasing." (4.18-27.) 

11.3.19.2 Mitigation Measures 

"On the basis of the analysis provided, the only risk of upset significant adverse impact 
associated with the Proposed Project requiring mitigation is the highway transport of jet fuel to 
the MCAS El Toro site via tank truck. To mitigate this impact, the County proposes the 
following measure: 
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RU-I Prior to commencement of aviation flight operations, the COWlty shall make every 
reasonable effort to lease or otherwise obtain appropriate agreement and/or approval 
for the use of the Norwalk Pipeline and Santa Fe Pacific Pipeline Line Section 126 
(LS-126) for the purpose of conveying all jet fuel to the MCAS EI Toro site. The 
objective of this measure is to obviate the need for and eliminate the adverse impacts 
associated with highway truck transport of jet fuel. 

RU-2 At any such time that the COWlty becomes the owner of the Norwalk pipeline, the 
COWlty or its agents will inspect the pipeline on a regular basis to conform to the 
standard practice in the industry, will take corrective action to remedy any leaks, 
ruptures, or other hazards caused by the pipeline, and will pay any damages as 
required by law that are deemed by the appropriate authority to be the liability of the 
COWlty. 

These pipelines are existing, in-place, WldergroWld fuel conveyance facilities. Operation of the 
existing Norwalk petroleum transport pipeline would be subject to all pertinent state and federal 
regulations, including Title 49, Part 195 of the Code of Federal Regulations (14 CFR 195), 
which specifies operational and maintenance requirements. 

Utilizing the existing Norwalk pipeline would require construction of a new, approximately 2.7 
mile long pipeline from the Norwalk Pipeline at Irvine Boulevard south to the bulk fuel storage 
area. Accessing the Santa Fe Pipeline would require construction of a new, approximately 250 
foot long supply pipeline from LS-126 to the fuel storage facility. These new pipeline 
connections would be constructed and completed during Phase I." (4.18-32.) 

"The potential for risk of upset conditions associated with WldergroWld petroleum fuel pipelines 
(i.e., fire, explosion, and airborne LOC exposures) is substantially less than for tank truck 
highway transport. According to the American Petroleum Institute (API), the most likely 
accident involving an WldergroWld pipeline would be a localized spill triggered by "outside 
force damage" (e.g., during construction related excavations). While such an accident could 
release jet fuel to the environment, the resultant spill generally would be a localized 
environmental contamination and cleanup issue, as opposed to a potential acute public health 
and safety hazard. 

Implementation of the pipeline jet fuel supply option also would necessitate the construction 
of two (2) additional bulk fuel storage tanks at the MCAS EI Toro site. Table 4.18-12 provides 
a breakdown by project phasing and total estimated daily probabilities of accidental releases 
associated with bulk jet fuel storage Wlder the pipeline supply option. 
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Table 4.18-12 
Bulk Jet Fuel Storage Tank Daily Accident Probabilities - OCX 

with Pipeline Fuel Supply Option 

2005 2010 20t5 

Total Tanks On-Site 2 5 6 

10% Product Loss 5.0 x 10.7 1.2 x 10'" 1.0 X 1.0'" 

100% Product Loss 5.5 x 10-8 l.4xlO·7 1.6 X 10.1 

Source: ASMP; FEMA, 1990 

2020 

8 

2.0 X 10'" 

2.2 X 10.7 

"As with the Proposed Project, the total probability for bulk jet fuel storage tank accidents to 
result in a release of jet fuel at the MCAS EI Toro site under the pipeline option remains in the 
low/very unlikely range, regardless of project phase and independent of release size." (4.18-33.) 

11.3.19.3 Level Of Significance After Mitigation 

"Given a Low to Medium likelihood of occurrence and lack of adverse public health and safety 
accident consequences under risk of upset conditions, utilizing existing and new underground 
jet fuel conveyance pipelines will effectively mitigate the potential adverse effects associated 
with highway truck transport of jet fuel, while resulting in no additional or residual impacts." 
(4.18-33.) The implementation of Mitigation Measure RU-I is within the control of entities 
other than the County of Orange. If the County is unable to implement this mitigation measure 
to the extent necessary to reduce the potential risks of upset associated with the Proposed 
Project to below a level of significance, this impact will remain significant and unavoidable. 
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11.012.0 PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS CONSULTED 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15129, the following infonnation is provided on 
organizations and persons consulted in preparing the Draft EIR. Chapter 13 ~ntains a list of 
the persons, firms, and agencies contributing to the preparation of this EIR-. 

The list of persons and organizations provided below is in addition to the consultation that was 
accomplished through the Draft EIR Notice of Preparation (NOP) process discussed in Chapter 2 
of this EIR. Appendix A to this document contains a copy of the NOP and a list of individuals, 
agencies, and organizations to whom the NOP was sent, and Appendix B contains the comments 
on the NOP. 

Advanced Transportation Systems, Inc 
Asphalt Emulsions Manufactures Association (AEMA), James, Alan 
BRAC, Ed Gilhooley, Lt. Colonel 
BRAC, Tony Ray, GM13 
California Air Resources Board (CARB), Bob Maxwell 
CARB, Emission Inventory Group, Linda Murchinson 
CARB, Archana Agrawal 
CARB, Cheryl Taylor 
CARB, Dennis Wade 
CARB, Doug Thompson 
CARB, Jacline Lourenco 
CARB, Mena Shah 
CARB, Nathanial Kong 
Caltrans, Park-and-Ride Division 
Caltrans, Air Quality Section Chief, Mike Brady 
Caltrans, Sandra Freedman 
City of Costa Mesa Planning Department, Kim Brandt 
City of Costa Mesa Planning Department, R. Michael Robinson 
City of Costa Mesa Planning Department, Willa Bowens 
City oflrvine, City Managers Office, Daniel Jung 
City of Irvine, Community Development Records Division, Sirpa Lee 
City of Irvine, Planning Department, Diane Blaisure 
City of Irvine, Planning Department, Mike Philbrick 
City of Laguna Niguel, John Morgan 
City of Laguna Woods, Edwin Hsu 
City of Lake Forest, Development Services Department, Gail Ackennan 
City of Lake Forest, Planning Department, Bob Golden 
City of Mission Viejo, Planning Department, Elaine Lister 
City of Mission Viejo, Clint Sherrod 
City of Newport Beach, Building Department, Leslie Duarde 
City of Newport Beach, Planning and Zoning Department, Robert Kahn, John Kain & Associates 
City of Newport Beach, Building Department, Faisa Jurdi 
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City of Santa Ana, Planning Division, Ray Brantley 
City of Tustin Redevelopment Agency, Dana Ogdon 
City of Tustin Redevelopment Agency, Yvette Cisneros 
County Librarian Office, Vince Geraghty 
County of Orange, Bill Grieman 
County of Orange, Bill Melton 
County of Orange, Chuck Shoemaker, Chief of Site Planning, 
County of Orange, Department of Real PropertylRight-of-Way, John Pavlick, Chief Right-of
Way Processing 
County of Orange, George Britton, Manager, Environmental and Project Planning Services 
Division 
County of Orange, Public Facilities and Resources, Kevin Onuma 
County of Orange, Public Facilities and Resources, Lance Natsuhara 
County of Orange, Richard Bailey 
County of Orange, Romi Archer 
County of Orange, Timothy Neely, Manager, Nature Reserve of Orange County 
DOE, James Sledge 
DOE, Melanie Thornton 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), OMS Division, Bryan Manning 
EPA Office of Mobile Sources (OMS), Richard Wilcox 
EPA OMS Division, David Brezinski 
EPA OMS Division, Greg Jansen 
EPA, Dennis Atkinson 
EPA, Tom Braverman 
FAA, Aircraft Emission Rates and Factors Dept., Julie Draper 
FAA, David L. Bennett, Director of Safety Operations 
FAA, John G. Bent, Manager, Aviation Data Systems Branch 
GEOSYNTEC 
Holmes & NarverlMcClier Corporation 
Irvine Unified School District, Corinne Loskot 
Irvine Unified School District, Shirley Cairns 
John Wayne Airport (JWA) 
Joyner & Furnal 
JW A, Police Services, Lieutenant Orville King 
JW A, Police Services, Orville King 
JW A, Bonnie Streeter, Access & Noise 
JW A, Jeff Roundtree, Airport Operations 
K & M Consultants 
LAACO, John Hathaway 
LSA Associates, Deborah Pracilio 
Mammoth Equities, Tucker Lewis 
Newport Mesa Unified School District (NMUSD) 
NTSB, Carol Floyd 
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Oak Ridge Private School, Patricia Burry, Proprietor 
Orange County Fire Authority, Nancy Foreman, Advance Planning 
Orange County Transportation Authority, Planning & Programming, Kia Mortazavi, Manager 
P&D Aviation 
P&D Consultants, Inc. 
Rainbow Disposal, Ron Shenkman, Senior Vice President 
Saddleback Valley Unified School District (SVUSD) 
SCAQMD, Bruce Selik 
SCAQMD, Henry Hogo 
SCAQMD, Joseph Cassmassi 
SCAQMD, Kevin Durkee 
SCAQMD, Steve Smith 
SCAQMD, Thomas Chico 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SAQMD), lorik Pirveysian 
SWDIVNA VF ACENGCOM, Danielle Huey 
SWDIVNA VFACENGCOM, Lynn Homecker 
The Planning Center 
Transportation Corridor Agency (TCA), Michelle Hart 
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12.013.0 LIST OF PREPARERS AND CONTRIBUTORS 

~13.1 COUNTY OF ORANGE 

Robert Aldrich 
George Britton 
Christopher Caliendo 
Chris Crompton 
Ben DeMayo 
Jack Golden 
Joan Golding 
Michael Lapin 
Ruby Maldonado 
Polin Modanlou 
Mark Morgan 
Alan Murphy 
Lance Natsuhara 
Timothy Neely 
KevinOnuma 
Bob Peterson 
Kari Rigoni 
Gary Simon 
Bryan Speegle 
Courtney Wiercioch 
Roger Yee 

4a..a-13.2 CONSULTANTS 

Advanced Transportation Systems 
Andrew McKenzie 

Algier & Associates 
Tim Algier 

Austin-Foust Associates 
Terry Austin 
Kendall Elmer 

ASM Consulting 
Darryl W. Stout 

CABACO, Inc. 
Alan Murphy 
Tim Wagner 
Cliff Wallace 
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CH2M Hill 
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Richard Burke 
John Castleberry 
John Dallapiazza 
Lisa Diamanti 
David Duran 
Vince Hourigan 
Doug Huxley 
Ravindra KaggaJ 
John Knott 
Doug Landwehr 
Dave Lindberg 
John Lowe 
Natalie Young Pong 
Romana Rodriguez 
Suzanne Scherrer 
Michael Slavick 
Pamela Vanderbilt 

FORMA 
John Paez 
John Sherwood 

Holmes & Narver 
Vic Martinez 
Andy Muth 
Bruce Toro 

HNTB Corporation 
Don Curry 
Roger Deitos 
Andres Garcia 
George Hale 
Richard Hart 
Andy Herman 
Keith Thompson 

JHTM Associates, Inc. 
Lawrence Serafini 
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Gerald Trimble 
Debbie Kern 

List of Preparers and Contributors County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 
11-2 



LSA Associates, Inc. 
Michael Amling 
Tony Chung 
Mona McGuire DeLeon 
Michele Douglas 
Gary Dow 
Frank Haselton 
Zac Henderson 
Keith Lay 
Carollyn Lobell 
Richard Nelson 
Paul Nguyen 
Jill Wilson O'Connor 
Peter Pang 
Avis Pope-Carter 
Andrea Zullo 

Lea & Elliot 
Tim Chan 
Harley Moore 
Diane Woodend 

Mestre Greve Associates 
Marty Beale 
Fred Greve 
Vince Mestre 
Ron Reeves 

P&D Consultants 
Ron Ahlfeldt 
Steve Allison 
Michael Benner 
Peter Bonello 
Tin Cheung 
Tony Dejulio 
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Henry Huynh 
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Ben Lao 
Jose Mortero 
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Robert Price 
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Ron Richardson 
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Ron Siecke 
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Parsons Engineering Science 
Dennis Kasper 

Parsons Transportation Group 
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Psomas & Associates 
Daniel McCroskey 
Ryan McLean 
Tom Wilkes 

Robert Charles Lesser & Co. 
Robert Gardner 
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The Planning Center 
Al Bell 
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Craig Ramella 
Dick Ramella 
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Touchdown Engineering 
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