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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, I educational and 
institutional uses, residential uses, recreation and open space uses, research and 
development/light industrial uses, a meeting center, mixed retail/office/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 
Aasthe 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(f)(2)(c) 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 EI Toro and JW 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 (MDP) 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 elBA 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 Project/No 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 (10.1 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 Cargo/Passenger 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 (10 MAP) 
Domestic Service Airport 

viii) Alternative I: JWA - 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 8.1-2 
Summary of Aviation Activity at Orange County Airports Under Alternative Airport System Development Scenarios 

Air Passengers 
Domestic 20.6 5.4 26.0 18.7 6.0 24.7 14.0 10.1 24.1 I 8.4 
International 8.2 8.2 0.3 0.3 9.4 9.4 
Total 28.8 5.4 34.2 19.0 6.0 25.0 23.4 10.1 33.5 8.4 

Air Cargo (millions U.S. tons) 
Domestic 1.19 0.02 1.21 I 1.21 0.02 1.23 I 1.18 0.05 1.23 I 0.05 
International 

Total 

Based Aircraft 14 570 584 20 567 5871 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 
Military 

Total 

1 Alternative J has the same activity levels as the Proposed Project. 
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Table 8.1·2 
Summary of Aviation Activity at Orange County Airports Under Alternative Airport System Development Scenarios 

International 
Total 

Air Cargo (millions U.S. tons) 
Domestic 0.18 0.18 1.23 1.23 1.06 0.05 1.11 1.15 0.03 1.18 
International 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 

Total 0.18 0.18 1.28 1.28 1.09 0.05 1.14 1.19 0.03 1.22 

Based Aircraft 20 20 294 293 587 12 567 579 

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

0 
All-Cargo -- 3,700 3,700 -- 28,300 28,300 22,600 -- 22,600 22,600 -- 22,600 
General Aviation -- 6,600 6,600 -- 45,300 45,300 185,200 184,600 369,800 27,300 357,200 384,500 
Military -- 100 100 -- 100 100 100 100 200 600 200 800 

Total -- 172,100 172,100 -- 347,600 347,600 314,200 319,800 634,000 209,90 448,100 658,000 
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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 ProjectINo 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 ProjectINo 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 Project/No 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 
Project/No 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 
information 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 8.2-1 
Residential and School Land Uses Within 65 CNEL 

Sources: IWA: Noise Abatement Quarterly Report, June 30,1998. 

LAX: Quarterly Report, Second Quarter 1998 

(mid-1989 
forecast for 

I Total schools estimated from land use map, I 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 El 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 
JWA and the former MCAS EI 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 ProjectINo 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, the 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 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 at four 
freeway/tollway mainline segments and four freeway tollway 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). 

This alternative would avoid the transportation and circulation impacts of the Proposed 
Project at the EI Toro and JW A sites. However, regional vehicle miles traveled would be 
greater than the Proposed Project under this alternative. Since the impacts of the 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 the EI Toro site. In conclusion, the increase in VMT due to this alternative 
would result in a worse impact than the Proposed Project, and this impact would not be 
mitigatable except through expansion of airport facilities in the County. 

8.2.4.4 Noise 

Aircraft Noise 

This alternative will not result in an increase in aircraft generated CNEL or SENEL contours 
at the MCAS EI Toro site since no airport would be developed on the MCAS EI Toro site. 
No airport expansion would occur at JW A, and the CNEL contours would be expected to 
increase over 1998 conditions in proportion to the anticipated growth in activity to JWA's 
currently authorized service level. This alternative would, however, lead to an increase in 
the 65 dB CNEL contour at regional airports (see Section 8.2.4.1), which would increase the 
existing adverse impacts of these 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 El Toro site and JW A for this alternative. The Federal Highway 
Administration standard (an increase of 1.5 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 ProjectINo 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 
(i.e., Phase 1, Phase 2, Phase 3, and Phase 4). 

As summarized below, the No ProjectINo 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 ProjectINo 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 El Toro. Additionally, no nonaviation land uses are 
planned for the EI Toro and JW A 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 ProjectJNo 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 
ProjectJNo Activity Alternative would result in opemtional 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 genemted 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 L TO cycle times. Longer aircraft taxi times genemte 
major increases in the amount of aircraft emissions. Therefore, for the No ProjectJNo 
Activity Alternative, emissions at other regional airports would be higher per opemtion than 
at OCx. All of these factors would result in significant regional air quality emissions for the 
No ProjectJNo 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 Project/No 
Activity Alternative. Tables 8.2-4 and 8.2-5 show that no local criteria pollutant hot spots 
from airport opemtions 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 Project/No 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 IO projected at OCX and JW A. Therefore, 
the No Project/No Activity Alternative would avoid a number of significant and unavoidable 
local air quality impacts due to aircraft opemtions at OCX and JW A. 

For the No Project/No 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 S.2-3A 
Regionwide Emissions Inventory Phase 2 Proposed ProjectINo Project (PoundslDay Unless Noted) 

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

CO NO. ROC SO. PM .. CO NO. ROC SO. 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 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 EIToro " .. .. .. •• 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 EI Toro .. .. .. .. •• Energy EI 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 .. .. 474.27 .. . . 

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 47.161 
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 EIToro 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 1 

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 EIToro .. .. " .. •• Roads EI TorO' 17,062.00 5,280.00 1,548.00 305.00 2,233.00 
U,;UOOO ~ ./..,4aOO ~ ~ 

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! 2,965,980.00 559,703.00 111,572.00 45,643.00 8,228.00 Other Airportsl 2,947,548.00 554,910.00 110,200.00 45,328.00 6,487.00 

J,\l60,OOJ 00 SSK,400 00 110 X64 00 4S,7SS 00 ~ J,QJKgSSJ 00 HI,4Q700 107,IIJ600 4S;<iKJ 00 ::::1 Total Regionai1 2,972,917.00 561,941.00 112,172.00 45,755.00 9,180.00 Total Regionai1 2,967,854.00 561,237.00 112,028.00 45,682.00 
J,\l66,\lJQ 00 ~60,7J7 00 111,46400 45,K6:;Z 00 ~ J,\l47,14700 ~~7,146 00 10ll,oJ700 4"OJ~ 00 ~ 

TOTAL (pounds/day) 3,147,734.11 649,403.58 125,688.27 52,385.74 10,528.65 TOTAL (pounds/day) 3,140,398.56 647,001.15 125,198.39 52,111.26 10,501.74 
;I,.U,::ZS6 &I 648,11111 18 IJ4,UIU J:1 S:Z,48:;Z :;t4 10,14;1 6. ;1,1 UI:,6111 56 64:z,gIQ 15 1;Z;Z,IQ:;Z ;I' SJ,4" ;Z, IU~4::Z ::Z4 

I Revised calculation of average tri(! length. This revision does not im(!act an~ of the significance Change from No Project (7,335.55) (2,402.43) (489.88) (274.48) (26.91) 

detenninations made in connection with the (!roject. (pounds/day) JJ,004 ~~ ~~,Jall 4Jl ~J,17J XXl ~ ~ 

2 TYJ?Ogra(!hical correction. Change from No Project (tons/year) (1,338.74) (434.44) (89.40) (50.09) (4.91) 
(4,OJo 7X! ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Source: CH2M HILL, P&D Consultants, and LSA Associates, Inc. 200 I SCAQMD Threshold for 
550 55 55 150 150 

Operation (pounds/day) 
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Table 8.2-3D 
Regionwide Emissions Inventory Phase 4 Proposed Project/No Project (PoundslDay Unless Noted) 

No Project (Phase 4) Proposed Project (Phase 4) 
CO NOx ROC SOx PM" CO NO. ROC SOx PM" 

Aircraft EI Taro -- -- -- -- -- Aircraft EI Taro 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 70,877.49 9,423.64 5,400.40 771.29 
Total Regional 83,414.47 86,489.66 11,539.72 6,602.63 953.45 Total Regional 77,947.47 86,308.23 10,755.04 6,405.81 930.98 

GSE EI Taro -- -- -- -- -- GSE EI Taro 17,053.53 1,573.31 506.85 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 10,697.31 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 3,315.14 677.68 418.42 

Energy EIToro -- -- -- -- -- Energy EI Taro 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 Taro -- -- -- -- -- 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 
Total Regional 3,791.56 759.18 173.03 45.42 62.12 Total Regional 5,033.26 900.91 214.64 50.98 63.75 

Airport Parking EI Toro -- -- -- -- -- Airport Parking EI Toro 367.45 31.64 5.07 9.76 3.85 
JWA 96.38 7.40 9.98 3.05 0.28 JWA 61.04 4.69 6.32 1.93 0.18 

Other Airports 2,296.37 197.72 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 Taro -- -- -- -- -- Roads EI TarO' 14,631.00 5,781.00 1,193.00 396.00 2,947.00 
U,I6600 ~ ~ ~ ~ 

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 

J,764,0d6 00 411J,SJII 00 JQ;)X~ 00 411,07S 00 ~ J,7JJ,S II 00 4Kd,Q6K 00 66,611a 00 4g,1I1I600 (i,44$,OO 
Total Regionall 2,776,951.00 496,971.00 71,897.00 49,075.00 9,829.00 Total Regionall 2,772,239.00 496,433.00 71,833.00 48,996.00 9,814.00 

J,76g,60S 00 4gS,.:;Z:;Z 00 70,II4g 00 411,IK700 ~ ~;J'KJ)6(j 00 4110,JSJ 00 6K,Ol0 00 4g,4S::;Z 00 ~ 
TOTAL (pounds/day) 2,979,362.60 599,593.36 87,578.28 56,890.26 11,419.40 TOTAL (pounds/day) 2,969,901.07 598,870.65 86,761.89 56,590.02 11,384.05 

~,U::ZI ,01660 5U::l,UUU ;I' 11&),6;28 :za S::z,gUJ :2, 11,4:;11140 :;1,";16,:3:;11 U:7 58:.1,61865 aJ,II~a au S::z,oSI U;Z 11,:;10;1 05 

I Revised calculation of average tri2 length. This revision does not im2act an~ ofthe significance Change from No Project (9,461.53) (722.71) (816.39) (300.24) (mml determinations made in connection with the ~roiect. (pounds/day) ('4,7gK SJ) (S,JQg 71) ~J,'IjlO .g~ 4i.+6 

2 TY20graphicai correction. Change from No Project (tons/year) (1,726.53) 031.89) 048.99) (54.79) (6.45) 
~';d4X gl~ ~ ~ 3.!10 ~ 

Source: CH2M HILL, P&D Consultants, and LSA Associates, Inc. 200 I 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) 

1'0 - 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 

5 - Sheraton Newport Beach 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 

35 ppm 9.0 pm N/A 0.0534 ppm N/A 0.14 ppm 0.030 ppm 150 pglm 

I 
State Standard T 20ppm 9.0 ppm 0.25 ppm N/A 0.25 ppm 0.04 ppm N/A 50 ,,!!1m' I N/A 

~ource: CH2M Hill and LSA Associates, Inc., 2001. 
NOTE: [II 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. 
(3) Includes ambient I-hour N02 concentration of 0.089 ppm and 48.9 percent of the I-hour NOX concentration reported by EDMS. 
(4) Includes ambient AAM N02 concentration ofO.OISO ppm and 48.9 percent of the annual NOX concentration reported by EDMS. 
[SI Includes ambient I-hour S02 concentration of 0.020 ppm and I-hour SOX concentration reported by EDMS. 
(6) Includes ambient 24-hour S02 concentration of 0.006 ppm and 24-hour SOX concentration reported by EDMS. 
[71 Includes ambient AAM S02 concentrations of 0.002 ppm and AAM SOX concentration reported by EDMS. 
(8) Includes ambient 24-hour PMJO concentration of84.31181m3 and 24-hour PM 10 concentration reported by EDMS. 
(9) Includes ambient AAM PMJO concentration of33.81'g/m3 and AAM PMIO concentration reported by EDMS. 
(10) Receptor number corresponds to Figure 2-12. 
(11) Numbers in bold represent concentrations that exceed federal or State standards. 
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Table 8.2-5 
Phase 4 No Project/No Activity Pollutant Concentrations - JW A (Worst Case Operations and Meteorology) 

110 
- Monte Vista High School 5.2 3.0 0.176 0.01559 0.031 0.008 

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 0.32811 I 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 0.254 0.01615 0.037 0.008 

Federal Standard 35 ppm 9.0 pm N/A 0.0534 ppm N/A 0.14 ppm 

State Standard 20 ppm 9.0 ppm 0.25 ppm N/A 0.25 ppm 0.04 ppm 

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 

0.002 

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-hour 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 S02 concentration of 0.007 ppm and 24-hour SOX concentration reported by EDMS. 
[7] Includes ambient AAM S02 concentrations of 0.002 ppm and AAM SOX concentration reported by EDMS. 
(8) Includes ambient 24-hour PM I 0 concentration of 87.5 l1g!m3 and 24-hour PM 1 0 concentration reported by EDMS. 
[9] Includes ambient AAM PMIO concentration of35.111g!m3 and AAM PMIO 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 

87.8 

88.0 

88.2 

88.1 

88.5 

88.6 

89.5 

88.9 

88.2 I 
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31.5 

31.5 

31.5 

31.5 

31.6 

31.6 

31.9 

31.7 

31.6 



345 

154 
152 
90 
114 

93 
S4 
105 
liS 
94 

116 
156 
175 
134 
lSI 
98 
ISS 
177 
195 

280 

Note: 

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 Service (LOS) 

Jamboree '" Chapman 7.0 7.0 7.1 6.9 6.9 6.7 6.9 7.0 6.6 6.7 6.7 6.8 

CITY OF SANTA ANAJ3 
MacArthur '" Main 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.3 7.1 6.9 6.9 7.2 6.9 7.2 6.8 7.0 
Main'" Sunflower 7.1 7.2 6.8 7.2 6.7 7.0 6.6 6.5 6.7 6.9 7.2 7.0 

Grand '" Edinger 7.1 7.1 7.2 7.2 6.8 7.0 6.8 7.2 6.7 7.0 6.8 7.0 

Red Hill '" Dyer/Bananca 7.0 7.1 7.0 7.2 6.7 6.8 6.6 6.8 6.5 6.9 6.7 6.9 

CITY OFTUSTlNJ3 

Newport '" Edinger 7.3 7.2 6.9 7.1 6.8 7.0 6.6 6.7 6.7 6.8 6.7 7.0 
Jamboree & EI Camino Real 7.1 7.2 7.2 7.0 6.7 7.0 6.6 6.9 6.8 6.7 7.0 7.0 
Red Hill '" Warner 7.0 6.9 7.0 6.9 6.7 6.9 6.6 6.7 6.6 6.9 6.8 6.7 
Von Karman & Barranca 6.9 6.9 7.0 6.7 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.7 6.5 6.4 6.6 6.6 
Red Hill '" Edinger 6.8 7.0 7.2 6.9 6.8 7.0 6.7 7.0 6.7 6.8 6.8 6.7 

CITY OF IRVINE14 

Jamboree '" Barranca 5.9 6.0 5.7 5.7 5.4 5.6 5.4 5.5 5.6 5.6 5.S 5.8 
Jamboree'" Main 5.9 5.8 S.7 5.5 5.5 5.7 S.5 5.7 S.4 5.5 S.5 S.8 
Jamboree '" Michelson 5.7 5.6 5.7 S.6 5.2 5.6 5.3 S.3 5.5 5.4 5.5 5.5 
Jamboree '" Alton S.7 5.6 5.8 5.5 S.3 5.5 S.2 5.2 5.3 5.3 5.3 S.6 

Red Hill '" MacArthur 5.8 S.6 S.5 5.6 5.2 S.4 5.3 5.4 5.5 5.S S.4 5.5 
Culver & Irvine Center 5.S 5.5 5.7 5.7 S.2 5.4 5.4 5.6 S.2 S.3 5.4 5.5 
Von Karman '" Main 5.5 5.6 S.6 5.6 5.3 5.5 5.2 S.4 S.I 5.4 S.4 5.3 
CUlver'" Michelson 5.4 5.S S.3 S.2 5.0 5.3 5.1 5.2 5.3 5.2 5.4 5.4 
MacArthur '" Jamboree 5.6 5.5 5.4 5.4 5.1 5.4 5.0 5.2 5.3 5.3 5.3 5.3 

CITY OF LAGUNA HILLS14 
EI Toro & Avd. Carlota 5.4 5.3 5.4 5.4 5.1 5.2 5.0 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.1 5.3 

•• Concentntions are in parts per million (ppm); federal I hour CO It8rldard i. 35 ppm; Stile 1 hour CO standard il20 ppm 
I • RECI SW CORNER 
2· REC2 SE CORNER 
3 • REC3 NE CORNER 
4 • REC4 NW CORNER 
S· RECS S. DEPARTURE· MID BLOCK 
6· REC6 N. APPROACH· MID BLOCK 
7· REC7 E. DEPARTURE· MID BLOCK 
I· RECI W. APPROACH· MID BLOCK 
9· REC9 N. DEPARTURE· MID BLOCK 
IO·RECIO S. APPROACH· MID BLOCK 
II • RECII W. DEPARTURE· MID BLOCK 
12 ·RECI2 E. APPROACH·MlDBLOCK 
I J • The ambient one-hour CO concartraIion, 6.1 ppm. obtained by multiplyill8 a rollback factor w the second hiJhest one-hour CO concentBtion al the nearest air monitorinl 

ltatiOn. Central Orange County Air Monitoriol Station between the yean 1996 to lOOO, is added to the calculated one hour level •. 
14 - The ambient one-hour CO concentration, 4.6 ppm, oblained by multiplrill8 a rollback factor to the second hiahCSl one-hour CO concentration at the nearest air monitoring 

.tation. SaddleblCk Valley Air Monitorinl Station between the yean 1996 to 2000, is added 10 the calculated one hour levels. 
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34S 

IS4 
IS2 
90 
114 

93 
S4 
IDS 
liS 
94 

116 
156 
17S 
134 
lSI 
98 
ISS 
177 
19S 

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 S.2 S.2 S.3 S.2 S.2 S.O S.2 S.2 S.O S.O S.O 

CITY OF SANTA ANAi3 
MacArthur & Main S.4 S.4 S.4 S.4 S.3 S.2 S.2 S.4 S.2 S.4 S.I 
Main & Sunflower S.3 S.4 S.I S.4 S.O S.2 S.O 4.9 S.O S.2 S.4 
Grand & Edinger S.3 S.3 S.4 S.4 S.I S.2 S.I S.4 S.O S.2 S.I 
Red Hill & DyerlBarranca S.2 S.3 S.2 S.4 S.O S.I S.O S.I 4.9 S.2 S.O 

CITY OF TUSTINi3 
Newport & Edinger S.4 S.4 S.2 S.3 S.I S.2 S.O S.O S.O S.I S.O 
Jamboree & EI Camino Real S.3 S.4 S.4 S.2 S.O S.2 S.O S.2 S.I S.O S.2 
Red Hill & Warner S.2 S.2 S.2 S.2 S.O S.2 S.O S.O S.O S.2 S.I 
Von Kannan & Barranca S.2 S.2 S.2 S.O 5.0 S.O 5.0 5.0 4.9 4.8 S.O 
Red Hill & Edinger S.I S.2 5.4 S.2 S.I S.2 S.O 5.2 S.O S.I 5.1 

CITY OF IRVINEI4 
Jamboree & Barranca 3.8 3.9 3.7 3.7 3.5 3.6 3.S 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.5 
Jamboree & Main 3.8 3.7 3.7 3.S 3.5 3.7 3.5 3.7 3.5 3.S 3.5 
Jamboree & Michelson 3.7 3.6 3.7 3.6 3.3 3.6 3.4 3.4 3.S 3.S 3.5 
Jamboree & Alton 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.S 3.6 3.3 3.S 3.4 3.S 3.5 3.5 3.S 
Culver & hvine Center 3.5 3.S 3.7 3.7 3.3 3.5 3.S 3.6 3.3 3.4 3.S 
Von Karman & Main 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.4 3.S 3.3 3.5 3.3 3.5 3.5 
Culver & Michelson 3.5 3.S 3.4 3.3 3.2 3.4 3.3 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.S 
MacArthur & Jamboree 3.6 3.S 3.S 3.5 3.3 3.5 3.2 3.3 3.4 3.4 3.4 

CITY OF LAGUNA HILLSI4 
EI Toro & Avd. Carlota 3.S 3.4 3.S 3.S 3.3 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 
• - Concentrations are in parts per million (ppm); federal and State 8 hour CO standard is 9 ppm 
I-RECI SWCORNER 
2 - REC2 SE CORNER 
3 - REO NE CORNER 
4 - REC4 NW CORNER 
S - RECS S. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
6 - REC6 N. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
7 - REC7 E. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
8 - REC8 W. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
9 - REC9 N. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
10 - RECIO S. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
II - RECII W. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
12 - REC12 E. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 

S.I 

S.2 
S.2 
S.2 
S.2 

S.2 
S.2 
S.O 
S.O 
S.O 

3.7 
3.7 
3.5 
3.6 
3.5 
3.S 
3.4 
3.S 
3.4 

3.4 

13 - The ambient eight-hour CO concentration, 4.6 ppm, obtained by mUltiplying a rollback factor to the second highest eight-bour concentration at the nearest air monitoring station, 
Central Orange County Air Monitoring Station between the years of 1996 to 2000, is added to the product of the calculated one-hour levels multiplied by a persistent factor of 0.7. 

14 - The ambient eight-hour CO concentration, 2.9 ppm, obtained by multiplying a rollback factor to the second highest eight-bour concentration at the nearest air monitoring station, 
Saddleback Valley Air Monitoring Station between the years of 1996 to 2000, is added to the prodnct of the calculated one-hour levels multiplied by a 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 ProjectINo Activity Alternative would not involve construction at the MCAS EI 
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 EI Toro site. 
However, since the project impacts are insignificant, no significant impacts would be 
avoided. 

Under the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative, no changes would be made to existing 
operations at JW A. Therefore, no changes to existing topographic 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 ProjectINo 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 ProjectINo Activity Alternative, no changes would be made to existing 
operations 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 ProjectINo 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 
drain system at MCAS EI Toro will be made resulting in beneficial impacts. 

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. 
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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 EI 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 ProjectINo 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 El 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 JW A, there would be no adverse 
biological resource impacts at JW A 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 EI 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 OCF A would be 
required to obtain another site for relocation of the SpectrumlLake Forest temporary OCF A 
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 Project/No 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 El Toro, which could not be mitigated to below a level of 
significance. This alternative anticipates no activity at the El Toro site, so all 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 El 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 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Alternatives 
1-21 



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 
tum, would entail energy Get fuel) consumption on a par with that of the Proposed Project. 
As noted in Section 4.11, if for 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 Project/No 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 Project/No 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 Project/No 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 Project/No Activity Alternative. The Proposed Project would also have no significant 
impacts on cultural resources; therefore, this alternative would not avoid project impacts. 

The No Project/No 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 EI Toro site under the No Project/No 
Activity Alternative, there would not be any physical impacts to area recreational facilities 
(trails and parks). However, under the No Project/No Activity Alternative, the recreational 
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facilities proposed as part of the project at the EI 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 operations 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 EI 
Toro site, but increase them at JW A compared to the project. 

8.2.4.16 Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Wastes 

Under the No ProjectINo Activity Alternative, no new construction would occur at the 
MCAS EI Toro site and JWA would continue to operate at 8.4 MAP. Remedial 
investigations and response actions would continue at all IRP sites at EI Toro, consistent 
with the current program 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 practices 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 of24,300 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 ProjectJNo 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 ProjectJNo 
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 ProjectJNo 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 ProjectJNo 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 ProjectJNo 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 JW 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 
ProjectINo 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 ProjectlNo 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 ProjectINo Activity Alternative would be generated by use of 
aviation services provided at JW A. These use of service benefits include expenditures by 
visitors arriving on commercial and general aviation flights at JW A, aircrew layovers from 
commercial flights using JW 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 JW A in 2020 under the No 
ProjectINo 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 JW A in 2020 under the No ProjectINo Activity 
Alternative amounts to 47,700 jobs, $1.3 million in personal income, and $3.2 billion in 
output. In 2020 the No ProjectINo 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 ProjectINo Activity Alternative. It is 
anticipated that air passengers projected to use OCX and JW A under the Proposed Project 
could be accommodated at other airports in the region under the No ProjectINo Activity 
Alternative. Thus, the visitors to Orange County expected to use OCX and JW A under the 
Proposed Project will still spend time and money in Orange County under the No ProjectINo 
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 ProjectINo 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; 

(ii) 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 El 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 Project/No 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 
mcrease 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 EI Toro under the ETRPA Nonaviation 
Plan Alternative. 

8.3.2 Nonaviation Revenue Support Uses 

The EI 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 EI 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 EI 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 EI 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 (ERT) 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 of 8.4 MAP (an average of 23.0 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 
hoteVconference 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 corner 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 ETRPA 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 ETRP A Nonaviation Alternative, the MCAS EI Toro site is proposed to be 
developed with a variety of nonaviation uses including parks and open space, residential 
areas, employment uses, and an arena/stadium. 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 ofI-5 and 1-405. These proposed uses are compatible with the existing business 
parkllight 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 Project/No 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 Orange 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 Orange 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 ETRP A 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: 1) the ERTPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative land uses at the former 
MCAS El 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 EI 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 
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The circulation plan that is proposed to provide access to the former MCAS EI 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 ETRP A 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 EI 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 ETRPA Nonaviation Plan 
Alternative conditions. 

This scenario (i.e., 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 ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative Impact Summary 
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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 1-5/1-405 
northbound ramps. As noted in the summary table, no feasible improvements that would 
address the impacts of this alternative were able to be identified at this location. 
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Table 8.3-3 
ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative Mitigation Improvements 

Canyon 

Lake Forest Portola County 

Sand Canyon & County 

Ramps 
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lane to third through lane and convert 
NB left-tum lane to shared left-

lane 
shared second Fully fund 

lane/right-tum lane to right-tum lane 
and add a NB shared second left-tum 
lane/second lane 

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 

Alternatives 

100% 

100% 



100% 

to six lanes 

Improve to eight lanes 

Improve to 

Improve to four 
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SB - southbound 
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Implementation of Caltrans TOPS 

EB - eastbound 
WB - westbound 

.-aa 

16% 

11 

150/0-16% 
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In comparison. 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 freeway/tollway 
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). 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 JWA 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 & 1-5/1-405 SB Ramps 
• Bake & Rockfield 
• Jeffrey & Alton 
• Jeffrey & 1-405 NB Ramps 
• Jeffrey & 1-405 SB Ramps 
• Jeffrey & WalnutlI-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 & 1-5/1-405 NB Ramps 
• 1-5 HOV Ramps & Barranca 

• 1-5 NB Ramps & Alton 
• Technology & Barranca 

• Bake & Jeronimo 
• Jamboree & Irvine 
• La Paz & CabotlI-5 SB 

• Bake & Commercentre 
• El Toro & Rockfield 
• Lake Forest & Jeronimo 
• Lake Forest & Rockfield 
• Lake Forest & Trabuco 

• Alicia & Muirlands 
• La Paz & MuirlandsII-5 NB 

Impacted Arterial Roads 

The following arterials roads are impacted by both the Proposed Project and the ETRP A 
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 ofIrvinerrrabuco) 

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 of SR-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 
• EI Toro & Rockfield 
• Alicia & Jeronimo 

• Red Hill & 1-5 NB Ramps 
• Red Hill & Irvine 

The following intersections are impacted by the ETRP A 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 & Avd. 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 of EI Toro) 

The ETRP A 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-241) 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-133) 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 ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative: 

• FTC (Alton to south of Portola East) 
• 1-5 (Alton to north of SR-55) 
• 1-405 (Jamboree to north ofSR-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 (EI 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" CQmpar~Q tQ 
~KistiAg conditions at JW A. ,tbis alt~Rloati]l~ 1l'Q1011Q ~R:at~ sig.Ai~~!mt aQH~}"s~ AQislt impa~ts 
SiA~~ 1m A '''Q1011Q Aa><1t tQ b~ ~KPaRQ~Q tQ ballQllt aQQitiQAal pass~Aglt}"S tbat ~Q1011Q AQt b~ 
aQ~QHlIRQQatItQ QA tA~ HC A l!I Jill '}:QFQ sit~ Th~F~fQR:, it is aRti~ipatltQ tl!.at t~ 1l'Q1011Q b~ a 
si;labl~ iAQR:aS~ iA tA~ 90 aAQ 9~ C~JJilb AQis~ ~QAtQ101}" aFQ'lRQ 11M A iA ~QlRpaFisQA tQ bgtl!. 
tb~ alQi aIlQ lQi~ aiFpQFt AQis~ QQAtQ'lFS '}:Ai tQtal A101Hl.b~}" Qfjltt ~arFi~F l!IJil~JJilb ~,,~Ats 

'HQ101iQ alsQ iA~F~as~ 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. Jill1~A with thlt lRitigatiQA 
lR~as~s pFQPQilltQ fQF tA~ VFQPQS~Q VF9j~~t aRQ tb~ Jil,}:RJ? A ~IQAa>riatiQA A ItltRloati"~, tA~ 

i."iatiQR impilQh'i gf dlis alt~t=Aati'ri uCQ'lld RQt btl ridtwwud tQ QwlQ" T a ItllT~l gf iIUii8Ri£iQaAQW 
b~~a101SIt Qf tAIt sl~~p Qistw:baA~~ tAat mQ101lQ bit QFltat~Q by tb~ iAQR:aSItQ A'I1Rb~F Qf aiFplaR~s 
tbat '''Q1011Q 101S~ 1m A aAQ tAIt PQSsibl~ iA~F~as~ iA Aigl!.ttilR~ QP~}"atiQAS if ~KistiAg F~stFi~tiQAS 
'l~);i rwlal'wd 
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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 
FHWA 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 am. 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 ETRP A 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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Alrp..,. Sym. M ... et" P"n. ASMP .997 CNIIl.IlEIIJI.15 Airport 5yHe. MaW""8· ASMP 1m CNBL USULTS 
(RdenDc. CNELa for ..... lIn. MIIIIt.tI) CHELat ,..a .... ... a (Rder ... CNi:.lA ler ............... " ... ) CNELa. ,..a ...a ... a 

SpO. 'or 5tft.C.R. C::,L ~~ a;~,L (::;1 lor ~:~:'- C::~,L ~~,L C::~,L m. New ~ment Na ... ADT (.nll Lann 'daA' .. m. Nnf Sdntmt Na •• AM L •• a 
J 17th e/o Prospect 22100 JO • 66 < .... W '2 "' 'ii s .. " wi. S":', 27100 .. • 70 •• '03 222 , 17th eJo SR·SS 32600 30 • 67.7 <RdHW ., 14' Bar.a clo Culver 2,.00 " • TO.' " '2' 266 
2 17th clo Vort. 21600 30 • ., <RdHW 60 "0 .. 8amncI clo ltv_ Ccmcr "100 " • 71.1 .J ". 2.2 • 17th wlo Newport " ... JO • .... < RdHW .2 90 Il s.nnc. clo Jamboree 24700 '0 • 12 .. 14' 320 
30 I ~ wlo EI Camino Real 11100 30 • 6~.1 <RdHW .. •• .. BamncaeJo u.-Canyon 3200 " • .. .. <RdHW .. •• 31 Ise w'o Newport 1~)OO 30 • .... <RdHW 40 " S. BmlDCaelo Lab '9000 '0 • 70.8 " '2' m 
21 III wlo Tustin 18500 " • 66.' ,. ., ". 13 B....-caclo Red Hill 3JOOO '0 • 7).2 14 182 3., ,. III wlo Yom 17800 30 • 65.1 <RdHW " ., 

'3 o.mnc:. tlo SInd C .. yon "00 " • 6S.~ ,. " 122 
13 4th wlo SR·SS 29000 '0 • 70.) 50 '0' 232 ., Bamnea clo Tcchnolou 14800 '0 • ".7 •• '06 219 
12 4th w/o Tustin 20200 .0 • 61.7 '0 •• 18. II a.n.caelo WatVaie Loop 22)00 " • 70.4 53 "' 247 

'" Alicia e10 Mltluerirr: 2~100 '0 • 72.1 71 '53 330 347 Bamnc:a wlo Alton 13300 50 • ".J •• •• 212 
463 Alicianlo I·' "'00 " • 74.7 'OJ '" 477 .. BImnc8 wlo Cul .. r 22300 '0 • 71.~ ., '40 30' .. , Alicia nIo Jeronimo 40500 " • 73 71 ,., J.2 90 BImnca wIo EM! VIk Loop 18300 '0 • 70.7 " '22 2.2 
462 Alicia nlo Muirlll1ds 56300 " • 74,4 •• 212 ". .. Bamnca wlo Il'Yile CcnIef , .... " • .... .. '04 '" ... Alicia wo Trabuco J_ " • 72.) 70 ", '" 14 Bamnca wlo J.boNe 28 ... 50 • 72.6 77 , .. m ... Alicia flo J·5 49100 " • 73.1 90 ,.J ". ., B~ w/o Jefhy 16700 '0 • 70J 53 '" 247 ... Alicia sIo Moulton l6600 " • 72.S 73 '58 3" 97 Bamoca w/o Tec:hnoIol)' '1400 " • 71.7 •• 14. m .. , Alicia 110 Pasco Valencia 43300 4l • 73.3 " 17. 319 142 Birdl e/o Mac:Anbur .... .0 • 65.4 <RdHW 52 "' JSI A.liso Creek clo EI Toro , .... " • 71.7 •• , .. m '99 Birdl nfo North Bristol 14800 40 • 67.) 12 •• '49 
382 Aliso Creek. flo Glenwood 11300 " • 71.7 61 ". m 200 Birch flo North Bristol '900 40 • .. , < RdHW 17 SO 
J8J Aliso Crk flo Lquna Hill! "'00 " • 73.3 87 187 .OJ 20' Bin:h 110 South Briswl , ... .0 2 63.3 17 17 .0 
'04 Alcon tio Culver 24200 " • 70.7 " 120 m '43 Din::h wlo J_boree "00 '0 • ".J <RdHW 44 •• 11. Alton clo I·' 42300 " • 75.3 11. '" 54' ,,, OriICDl do Red HiH J .... " • 71.7 '4 138 2.7 
III Alton clo Irvine Ccnter 24900 " • 7J 8J 17' Ja, , .. Bristol wIo Red HiH 2~200 " • 70.9 " 12' 2 •• 
'0' AlloneloJarnbora: 18300 '0 • 70.7 " 122 ,., '02 8rownins n/o Bryan , ... .. 4 6O.J <RdHW < RdHW '0 

"' Alton clo leaunaCanyon 14700 " • 70.7 " '21 '" 'OJ Browninl nIo E1 Camino Real 2400 '0 • 59.4 < RdHW < RdHW .. 
'0' Allon e10 Lake '06" " • 70 ,. '08 212 204 BrowniDa nIo Walnut , ... " 2 58.4 < RdHW 17 J' 
'00 Alton e10 Red Hill 14700 ,. • ".7 4. '06 229 J. Bryan clo Culver 7 ... " • 65.1 ,. " 122 
110 Alton e10 Sand Canyon '.900 " • 71.l ., , .. JO' " Bry_ c/o J.bota 11400 " • 67.5 " 72 ". '0' Ahon clo West Vale Loop 22900 4l • 70.' " 11. m " BI'yWI wlo Brownina 12400 40 • .... " ., 1J2 

'" Alton nJo Jeronimo 22700 " • 72.6 71 , .. 3., 17 Bryan wlo lDbotec 12 ... " • 67.9 3. 78 , .. 
". Alton nlo Muj,lands 32500 " • 74.2 '00 '" 4.J .. BI)'II'I wlo JofIiey 5200 ,. • 6U " 53 '" ". Alton slo Irvine 12100 " • .... 52 "' ". " Bryan wlo Red Hill "300 .0 • 67.2 12 •• '46 J,7 Alton slo Muirlands 2Iaoo " • 73.6 92 ,99 429 J. Bryan wlo T\IIIin RMc:h 12200 " • 61.1 " 7. "J 3 .. Allon Jlo Ponola "00 " , 64.8 < RdHW 52 "' ", CMlPUS cIo Jamboree 19100 " • ".7 4. 'OJ 222 
'OJ Alton wlo Culver 15900 '0 • 70 52 "' 219 137 Campus do MKMhur 2 .... .. • .... .0 •• II • 
'07 Alton w/o Euc Vale Loop 20100 '0 • 71.1 .. 110 ". 14' Cllmpul cIo UoiveniCy 20700 " • 70.1 '0 '0' 232 
'12 Ahon w/o Irvine Ccnter 14400 " • 70.6 " 12. 271 ,., Campus 1\10 North Briscol 1I400 4l • 71.9 •• 142 30' 
10' Allon w/o lamboree , .... '0 • 70.) " "' m '96 Campullio North Briltol 27500 " • 71.3 ., 1J2 28J 
,oa Allon wlo Jeffrey " ... '0 • 72.2 71 15J JJO 138 CamPUI wlo J.bone "000 .0 4 67.4 JJ 70 "' 99 Alton w/o Rc4 Hill 43 .. '0 • .... < RdHW •• '00 '40 Camp .. wlo University IIJOG " 2 ... , •• '00 215 
'0' Alton w/o Sand Canyon "000 '0 • .... 50 '0' 232 231 Cltl .... 110 Mkhdson 2!00 " • 57.1 < .... W < RdHW < RdHW 
J.3 Avd Cariotl eIo £1 Toro 154{)O .. • 67.5 33 71 15) l2! Commerce:mre wfo Bake '00 

., , 53.9 < RdHW < RdHW < RdHW 
J60 AvdCariotacJo Ukc Forest '0400 " • 67.1 32 •• '46 '" Culver nIo Alton 44400 " • 75.~ 12' 266 '" 3., Avd CarIotacJo Ridle Route 14700 ., 4 68.6 40 .. '84 ". Culver RIo Barranca 43100 " • 75.4 12. m '" 3.2 Avd Carioca wlo EI Tom , .... ., • 71.6 .. 1!8 ,., 24' Culver nIo Bryan '''00 " 3 ... , .. •• 2., 
J99 Bake wo Commen:clltre J0800 " • 7).9 97 '0' ... 

'" Culver We 1·405 , .... " 4 74 91 , .. .22 
'0' BakewoT·' ..... '0 , 76.1 112 '" "0 m Culver nIo (nine Center 43200 " • 7H 120 m '" ... Bake nlo IrvinefTrabuco 36200 " • 74.6 '08 232 '00 ". Culver 010 Main ..,JOG " • 7'-6 12' 2 •• '" .. , Bake 010 Jeronimo 43700 '0 • 74.4 ,., 

'" 470 "0 Culver 010 TrIIbuco/l-S 27300 " 3 71.1 60 ". 279 
403 Bake wo Muirlands " ... '0 • 7~.7 12. , .. ,,. 

'" CuJvcroJo WmIC' 44200 " • 75.5 122 2.2 ,., 
40. SUe nIo Roc:kfic:ld llOOO '0 • 75.2 '" 247 5J2 '" Culvcr rio ,-to, 4 .... " • 74 .. ,.J " . ! ... Bake flo I·~ 4500 '0 • ... < RdHW .. 'OJ ". Culver Ifo Mlc:hdIon J .... 45 6 72.5 " ". m 
'0' Bike rio IrvinclTrabuc:o 41200 '0 • 74.2 97 20' 44' 260 Culver 110 UniYCflity ]7100 " • 72.6 " ,., ,.. 
m Bake flo Portola J .... " • 7J.9 97 20' 44. ,ll Del M.clo Newport (NB) .... 3. 2 62.4 14 JO .. Il. Bilker tlo SR·55 15100 '0 • 67.4 JJ 70 '" ,,! Del M. wlo Irvine .... 3. 2 .... < RdHW II •• 12 Oyer c/o SR·" 43)00 •• • 72 66 ,., JO • 

" Oyer wlo Holel TcrrKt moo • 0 • 70.8 " 11. 251 
273 EIsI V de Loop nIo Atton 11500 " • 67.' ,. 7l ". 
'" EutVoIcLooo.-Jo ....... 10100 " • .. .. !' '7 14. 
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A ..... ,. By.Ie ....... r PIlI. ~ MMP .'" Atrpert~. Muter .... ~ ASMP 1m arm. ... mTS CNBLUlmTS 
(Rdenan C'NELI for " ..... I ...... U) CNEL •• 71 dB .... .. .. (RtllnMt CNEt.. .r nilda ..... cnll) CHEL •• "dB .... Old. 

News-.... N .... ,~'!\ 10' .... CJt. ~":' CNEL CNEL ~ .of ~~~ C;;~,L ~~ ~=~~ m. .DT I •• , ••• i ''''1 ... 1 m. N ..... ,tN •• .DT Lo ... 
". E .. V* Loop tlo Allon 11100 .. • 61.1 J7 10 m '" 1·5110 EI Toro mooo ., I' 15.1 .. I 129' 2790 
64 Ed., eJo J .... bo .. 20600 50 6 71.2 .1 132 213 '" 1·5 110 1-4Ol ,,- OS " .... ... 1464 315' 
62 Edlnpt eJo Red HiU 17900 " 6 71.6 67 144 !II 567 1·5 tIo JIIDboree " .... OS 14 .... m 1145 '461 
61 Edinaer w/o Reel Hili 21900 40 • 70.2 50 10. 232 ,.. 

1.' ... - " .... OS " ".7 516 1111 2393 .. Bdinpr wIG SR·55 "600 
., • 12 .. 146 m '" I·, t/oLaPa , ..... ., 10 IU 56' 1111 2624 

44 EI C.1no Real eJo Reel Hili .... " • 6).7 <RdHW 31 12 '" I·, t/o LIke FomI )I_ ., 16 .. 62 • 1]'6 292' 
41 El C.1no Real Q/o Main 6400 " • 62.' <RdHW )I 66 ,.. 

1·' ... -
, ..... ., 13 .... "0 1163 " .. 46 EI Calno Real wlo Jamboree 13S00 " • .,., <RdHW 50 101 ,., I·S t/o Red Hill " .... ., I. .... '" 112. 2430 

42 EI C-iao Rcal wlo Newport 1900 " • 63.7 <RdHW 31 12 570 I·S flo SR~133 22 .... 65 10 .... 500 1077 2J1I 
43 EI Camino Real wlo Red Hill 11100 " • 64.7 <RdHW 44 ., ,., I·S tIo sa·ss 27_ ., 14 1S.3 ,., 121. 2624 .. EI C ... ino '11/0 TUItin RMCb "00 " • 61.6 <RdHW 27 50 ,.. J.5 t/o TIIItin Ranch , ..... ., 14 .... '" 112. "'0 ... EI Toro eIo u,un. CInYOO 17100 " , 66.' 27 ,. 121 66 I"ine Caller eJo Cutver '2000 " 6 12.' 77 166 m 
431 EI TOIO do M .... uerile 11700 " , ".7 " 109 236 .. Irvine ee..- eIo Sand Cyn 12100 " • 70.1 " 116 m 
m EI Toro rio s.ntI Marpita 1500 " 6 61.' 41 II 190 71 Irvine CcnIa nIG Aitoa 12700 " • 70.1 " 115 "7 
439 EI Toro Q/o Brldprll·S " ... " 6 11.4 51 "6 271 72 Irvine ec.. t/o AkoQ , .... " 6 73.1 •• 114 397 
"0 EI Toro nIo Olenn Ranch 11100 " , ... , 41 10' m 371 Irvine Center t/o Bae 30400 .. • 74.' 113 '43 '" "6 EI Taro nlo Jeronimo 33100 50 • 73., .. 114 397 370 Irvine Center tIo 1-405 27900 .. • 74.5 I .. 229 .. , 
437 EI Taro nlo Mulrlands '6)00 '0 • 73.6 90 I.' "6 70 ItvInt Center wIG a.n.nc. 13300 " • 70.3 " II. '" '" EI Toro nlo Rockfield 42200 '0 6 11.9 ., 140 301 ., Irvine CcnIer vt/o CuI¥cr 21600 " 6 12.' 7. 163 m 

'" EI TOtO nlo T .... oo 27500 50 , 72.. " 161 346 67 Irvine CcaIcr wIo Jefhy 1.300 " 6 71.7 .. 146 '" ." EI Toro slo Alilo Crect. '9000 " • 71., 63 136 292 61 IrvlDe CCIIIIcr wIG SMd Cyn I .... " • 713 ., 140 '01 
.40 EI Taro sIo A"d C.-Iota 34200 " 6 ... , .. .. '0' " Irvlac c/o Culver 23000 50 6 71.6 66 142 , .. 
'" EI Taro tlo Tnbuco 31500 '0 6 73 12 176 37. 27 Irvine c/o ETC E-. Lei 19700 40 • .. , ,. 13 17. 
.42 EI Toro wlo MouJIon 19700 '0 6 71 " 121 m 21 Irvine eIo J.nhorce 22900 '0 • 71.6 66 142 , .. 
.. I EI Toro w/o'UCIO Vdencia moo .0 6 71.1 57 I" '66 16 1m .. eJo Pnttpect 21000 40 • 70.1 •• I .. 229 
433 EI TotO wlo Santa M ... arite I_ " 6 71.' 70 151 '" 26 lno_clo s..ICanyon 19700 0' • 73.9 ., m "6 
". FTC t/o Ahon 21000 0' 6 74.1 10' 222 477 14 ltv_ c/o SR·SS 36600 40 6 71.3 " ". 271 ,.. fTC t/o Lake FOI'al I .... ., 6 73.5 ., 199 429 15 Irvine eIo Yorba 29300 " 6 61.9 ,. .. 112 

'" FTC tIo Portola "000 
., 6 74.5 109 "6 50. 191 Irvine nIo Del Mw "700 " • 61.' 36 77 166 

561 FTC t/o Santa Marpi.a 20000 ., 6 73.9 100 m 46' 1.7 Irvine tIo Souda Bri...,. 31600 " • 71.9 .7 I .. 311 
301 OkM. RInch nIo Portola I .... " • ... , 47 101 >II '" Irvine wlo Abon 11900 ., • 73.7 ., '0' 44' 
309 OIeM RMdI wlo EJ Toro "00 " • 65.' " " 110 '26 Irviac wlo Bake '4'00 " • 12 .• 12 176 319 

'" Glenwood wlo Aliso Creek 11000 '0 • 61.4 .0 17 117 " Irvine wlo BroWllina: 24200 " • 70.7 56 "0 251 ." Glenwood wIG Moulton .... '0 • 61.' " " 161 20 Il\'ine wlo Jnboree 2SS00 '0 0 72.1 71 '" '30 
171 Grand nIo Oyer 22100 40 • 69.2 " 

., 199 " Irvine 11110 Jclhy 22500 '0 
, 11.' ., 140 301 

170 Onnd t/o EdirJaer , .... " 6 71.2 60 130 279 17 Irvine w/o Red HiO 29700 40 • 70.4 " 10. "6 
'42 Harvard nfo Alton 11300 '0 • 61.6 41 II 190 " Irvine wlo Sand CIII)'OII 17400 ., • 73,] .1 "6 m 
"I H.want nJo Barrmca 11100 '0 • 61.5 .0 17 117 I. Irvine wlo TUllIa ~ " ... " 6 70.7 " 118 '" 239 H..,vd nlo Irvine CcnIer .... 50 , 67.' 37 79 171 '30 JImborce nIo Alion 30700 '0 • 72.9 10 173 374 
243 """"'"',.. ..... 1- '0 • 70.' " 116 m '29 J.bcno D'o BIlft'IIICI. , .... '0 • 73.3 .. 114 ,.7 

'" Harvard RIo Univmily 13900 " 
, 61.3 ,. 

13 17. m lamboree 1110 81)'1n '6200 " 
, 71.1 50 12I m 

240 Han-ud flo Irvine Center 10300 '0 • 6'.2 ,. 13 17' 221 , .. -""'~ 41400 50 • 74.1: •• m "6 
'44 H.-v.d sIo Main 17600 '0 4 70.5 " 118 '" '" Jambene nIo EI C.mino Real ]3400 " I 72,1 .. 14. 320 
'46 Harvard sIo Univcnity 12100 " • 67.7 " 76 16) m Jambolec nJo 1-405 .. 100 '0 I 75.1 "6 271 '" U. Holt nJo frv. .... '0 • .. <RdHW 42 90 m Jlnlboree nIo I~S 44700 " I 714 .. 112 ,.1 
160 HoII s/o Irvine .... '0 4 60.' <RdHW <RdHW 47 222 J ...... nIolnu.. '2900 45 , 70.5 " 110 m 
"6 1-405 nlo 1·5 149000 ., II 12.6 37' 117 1761 237 Jnbo_ nIo MacAr1bur 31200 '0 6 73 10 173 374 
,.0 1...,,5 nIo Jlmboree 151000 ., 14 IC.9 '40 1163 '506 m Ilnlboree nIo MaIn , .... '0 • 73.4 17 187 '0' m 1-40' nlo SR·55 , ..... ., 13 1S.1 m II .. 2514 221 Ilnlboree nIo Portola 22000 '0 • 7J.S 64 131 297 

'" I-40S JIo Culvct 217000 ., 10 .'3 .. , I .. ' 2151 220 JIIIIboIcc Il1o TUIIiQ Ranch I_ " • 71.1 70 I" '" >II 1-405 tIo Jemboree 237000 ., 
" '4.7 ". 1111 2393 '" JIInIIo_ JIo c.mpw: 34900 '0 6 7H 87 117 '0' 

'" 1-405 JIo Jeffrey 211000 ., 10 14.2 477 1029 2216 221 larnbotet t/o £din ... 39 ... '0 • 74 ., ,., 
'42 , .. 1-40' ... S ... Conyon 200000 ., 10 13.9 46' ... 2149 m JIIDbofee t/o 1·4OS 67000 ,0 0 76.3 136 292 62. 

'" 1-40' tlo SR·IlJ 17_ OS " 13.4 .,. .,. 1991 2" Jambotcc t/o I·S "600 45 6 73.1 10 173 374 
". 1-405 JIo SR·'5 265000 ., 14 15.1 m 1199 " .. '34 JIII'IbIne t/o Michelson 45000 50 6 74.6 10' 222 477 
'62 I~l nIo SR·55 29)000 ., 14 15.6 ,., 117' 2741 , .. Jafficy RIo Allan , .... " , 73.9 '7 '01 ... 
576 1~5 JIo Alici. , ..... 65 " IH m 1237 ,.., 

213 JefTl'I)' nIo Bamnca moo " 
, 74.1 100 m 463 

m 1·5 110 Alton 201000 ., 10 ".1 477 102. 2216 279 .Jeffl'l)' nlo 8r)W1 21200 .. 6 73.3 II 190 "0 m I·Ssloa.b 33_ ., 20 16.1 64' 1391 301l '" Ieftiey RIo 1-405 31000 " 
, 74.1 III ". 516 

'61 )·5 110 CulvCJ " .... ., " 14.1 '" t 121 "30 211 ,..,.;. .... 1·' 29100 .. 6 74.7 III 239 516 

EIR No. 573 County of Orange Table 8.3-4 (Cont.) 
SOURCE: LSA Associates, Inc., 9/99 
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=::'~.~~.::";."':'M'::!:' A ........ .,....M ........... ASM.t~ alII. Dlmll CNlIL vtTl 
I ~NIL .. " .. .. .. .. .. (Rdman CNa..1tr ................ ) CNU.oI "ill .... .. .. 

N .L 
-N __ ,:.'!, lor ':~~ C;~ CNi:L C;~ 10' ~ -~ ':"~~ C;~ ~~ ~~\L 10. ADT Lo_ , .. , ADT 

';' "'00 " • " " 112 ". ,., SR.." 110 MKAIIIlur "'OOD " 12 .U '16 1111 ,,., 
Portola wlo J.bofee ... " • '4.1 <RdHW < .... w <RdHW ." SR·" 110 SR·n '21000 " • 12 '" '" ISII 

'" PcNtoIa wIo lito Fora!: "'00 " • 1U II , .. ". ." SR-73D1oSll-" .7000 •• • ... , 266 ". '23' ,. Ponola wfo s.nct Caayon 15100 .. • 72.7 I! 11. !II ... SR-13l1oc.putlll'YbIe ..... •• • 77.] '61 '62 , .. 
II' PrMpact nJo Irrinc , .... .. • 65.6 " " II. . .. Sa-73 110 SR-" ,.... " • 19.' '" '" 1145 

". Prospect 110 Irvine , .... " • .... <.- 44 .. " S~ wIo a.d HiD , ... !O , 61.] <RdHW " 54 

'" bnebo tlo Ub Forul '".J •• • ." <RdHW ,. " " T.........,. nJo IIImncI 9100 " • .. .I <RdHW .. " In Red HiI alo Ikylfl "'00 •• • 67.5 " 
,. ", '" Toledo cIo.u.m 1200 " • .... " " II! 

'10 Red HiD aJo DyerlB...-InCa J0700 •• • 12.9 .. '" '" '" To!edo-,O ...... Famt 1100 " • 65.4 " " II! 

'" Red Hill nIo Edinfer , .... •• • '" •• '21 '" '" Toledo -.10 EI TOI'D .... " • .... <RdHW 46 " '" Red Hill nIo Et CIftlIDo Real moo " • 67.1 " 
,. m '" T .... wIo ...... Fom!: .... " • .... " .. '42 

'74 WHiU Dlol-$ ..... " • 10.1 " '0' '" '" TtIbuca do Alicia 14,.. " • .. .. 19 .. "' '" Jlcd HiD Dlo MacArthur !II" ,. • " 12 '76 ,,. 
'" TtlbucaeloBW 22100 " • n.. " , .. '" II, Red Hill Dlo Mala U200 50 • .... 50 '01 232 '" TrIbuCIo c/o EI Taro "'00 '0 • 11.1 " '44 311 

'19 Red HiH Dlo W.ncr moo " • " .. '46 '" '29 TnbacD ....... Furest , .... 50 • U. " , .. '" II. Red HiD 110 o.kcr 16100 '0 • 10.' " 113 '" J32 T ... tJo .... AliIos 20600 " • 10 '0 '01 232 

'" Red Hili JIo DyerlBmanca "600 50 • 73 12 '16 ". '30 TnbIa _10 EI TIWO ,- •• • 72.2 " '" '" '" Red 11m 110 EdinPl' ]UDO " • ... , " 14. 311 .. Trabuco wIG Jcfhy "00 " • 65.1 " " '16 
'" Red Hili 110 1-' 31200 " • ,. " '0' 211 321 Trabuco w/o UbI Forat , .... ,. • 72.' 16 16' '" '" Red HiU tIo MI/In "'00 50 • 71.1 61 132 21' 49 T .... wIo SInd c.nyon '900 31 , 60.' <RdHW 22 " '" Red Hill 110 Paulirino , .... 50 • 10.7 " 122 262 " Tnbuco wIo V. 13200 " • 10.3 " "' '" '16 Red HiD 110 Walnut , .... .. • " " '" '" 201 T .... Ranch Wo 8tyIft , .... .. • ... , .. .. '0' 

'" Ridp Rouer Wo MoullOll. , ... .. , .. , " " '20 , .. T .... bndrortlol-S , .... " • 11.6 .. 131 '91 

'" Ridp Route nIo Jeronimo 91 .. .. • .... 31 .. '42 206 Tutin RIndI rtIo Irviac: ",.. .. • 61' " U '90 ... Rid. Roucc nIo Muirlancb .... 40 • 65.1 < ..... W .. '04 201 Tutin IbndlWo PwtoIa 2100 ,. • .~, <RelHW < .... W " ." Rkite Rou&c nlo Rodtrtdd .000 40 • M.' <RdHW 46 " , .. Tutin Rindl 110 IIIyIfl 20300 " • ,. .. '06 229 

'" Rldlt RoWe tIo rBbuco .... " • ... , " 60 13' 210 rutin Rard sfa I·' , .... .. • .... 46 '00 '" ." Ridee Route w/o MOllton .... 31 • 6).7 <R6HW 31 11 '14 TUlrinllo4dl 14,.. " • .... 40 16 II • ,., RidfCllnllllo Univmity 14300 " • 61.5 " .. '" , .. Unmnity eIo c.I¥a , .... " • .... .. '04 '" '" Rockftcld 010 EI Toro ,6100 40 • 67.9 31 16 16' , .. UsaiYcniIy c/o ~.d "100 50 • 10 " "' '" '" Rod:&kI 010 Lake Form 21600 " • 10.' " "' '" 
,u Uni-uty c/o V ... 19300 .. • .... .. ,., '" 31. Rockfield ""'0 EI Taro , .... .. • .... .. '04 '" 29' Univcnity rtIo c.pus 11200 ,. • 70.6 " '" 262 

'" Rockftdd wIo Uke Forest 11100 .0 • 6 .... " 10 113 , .. Uftivenity 110 1-405 31200 " , 74.5 '04 '" .Il 

'" s. Mqlritado Loa Aliso. 22600 •• • 11.6 " '40 '01 '" UI'Iivenicy wIo MIc:Mbon 30600 " • 71.1 " '40 30' 
'19 S. M ... iIa eIo M.JueriCc ",.. ,. • " 

,. 
"' '" 

, .. V .... wlo Rod Hili " .. 31 , 59.9 <RdHW 21 .. ,., SIIKI c.nyon nIo AlIGn , .... " • 11.2 .. 131 ,., 211 V .. It_nIoB_ IllOO •• 4 .... 30 " 14. 
300 Sind C.yoa nJo 1-40' , .... " • 11.7 •• 14' '20 m V .. K_ afo CIIIIpUI 17100 •• 4 70.4 54 "' m ,., SIftd C.,.oa Il1'o 1-' 25200 60 • " '00 '" 46' 21' V ... K .... rJoM8c.\rthur , .... •• • .. ,. " '22 29, SIIId CIn)'On nIo Irvine 12600 60 • " 63 13. ,., 

'" V .. KInua rIIo M*. 16300 50 • 10.1 " 113 24' ,.. Sand CIfIYOn nIo Trabuco 11600 60 • 72.' " , .. 362 '16 V .. It .... .,. MidIdIon 21 ... 50 • 11.4 63 '36 '" , .. Sad CWIyOn sIo 1-' 21100 ,. • " .. 13. '" 21. Voa It ...... I/o BIn'Inca , .... 50 • 70.2 " 113 2" ,., Sand Cyn nIo Irvine Center 21600 ,. • 11.4 " 13. ,., " Walnut c/o CUlver 17100 .. • .. .. 46 .. '" 29. Sind Cyn 110 Irvine Center 16100 " • 11.] M 131 '" " Walnul eIo J_bonIc .... " • ... , <RdHW 40 11 

'" Said_ Ana tIo BriIIol , .... .. • 67.1 32 61 '46 " WIIftuI tlo Red HIU , .... " • 65.1 15 " ". 317 SWII M"";lacloEI roro moo 50 • " .. " , .. '" " Walnut wlo Culver '!600 " • 65.5 < RdHW II '09 
42. s.d. MIrIa wlo Moukon .... .. • ... , 30 " '40 14 Wlllnutwlo_bora '0000 '0 • 65.6 " " II! 

'" SJHTC nIo Lapna canyon ,- " • 71.2 , .. ". 112 .. _wID,...., , .... " • .... <RdHW 42 91 ... SJKTC tIo AliID Creek "OOD " • 11.. '16 379 '" II W.IIN wIo Red Hln '6100 " • .... " " '16 

'" SJHTC sIo EI Taro 41000 .. • 11.. '76 379 '" " Wainul wIG TIIIliII Ranch , .... 31 • ".I " " "' '50 So .. Bristol wIo 8ireh ,., .. " , ,. .. '06 n. .. Warner eIo CuI¥cr .... .. • .. <RdHW 42 .. 
'49 loud! Bristol wIo C_pIII "900 .. • 1I.S 63 '" 29' 19 WamawloCuI¥« lI .. •• • .... < .... ., " " '" Sollth BriItoI wlo J .... bo_ 11100 .. , "., 44 " 

,., 71 W ... VIIoHwl.d '400 '0 • 57.l <RdHW <RdHW II 
602 SR-Ill nIo 1-4M 20000 " • 1].9 '00 '" 46' " W..,wto led Hill 14100 .. • 67.3 <RdHW " '49 

I 

60, SR-Il] 110 1-' 20000 " • 1).9 '00 '" 46' '" Wat Yale: Loop Wo AlCoa 1200 .. • 65.5 " " II! 

'" SR·" 010 Dyer 24_ " '0 ".7 • 24 1121 2430 '61 west V. Loop fIIo a.mn .. .... " • .... II .. '42 
192 SR·" DIo Edloscr 247000 " " .... '" 1145 24 .. " . West Vilc LGOp Wo MIin .... .. • .... " " 13. , .. SR-" Dlo lrvlnelFoutth 221000 " " .... .91 '116' 22" '" WCIlYIicLoopWoW_ " .. .. • " .. " " ". , .,. SR-" nlo MKAnhur " .... " 

,. ..., '" 1111 239] 271 '11011 Vile Loop 110 Millin "300 .. • ..., 41 II '90 
'" SR·55 Diu McFadden 24'000 " " .... '" 1145 14 .. '" V ..... Iky. 10300 .. • " " .. ". ... SR-55 110 1-405 13 .... " • 12.3 36' 710 '61' '" Y ... afolrvl .. .... .. • .... II .. 14' 

'" VIk nIo IfYIne Ccntcf 14'00 .. • .... ,. .. "' '" V ... nIo TtIbIIc:o 13300 .. • 61.' " .. '" ". Vu. nIo UNvenity '000 " • 51.2 < RdHW <RdHW '0 
264 Vale nIo WaIDut "'00 .. • ... , " 13 11. 
266 Vale 110 lrYiheC ... " ... .. • 67.' " 73 '" ". Vorbi aIo IrYIDt 6,.. " • 62.' < .... W 32 .. 
'" Yorhar/olrvino "" " • 63.' <;;iw 36 " 

EIR No. 573 County o/Orange Table 8.3-4 (Cont.) 

SOURCE: LSAAssociates. Inc .• 9199 Traffic Noise Model Results 
Existing Conditions 

12/17/99 
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CCTMl.' MCAS EI Toro AIrport Syslem M_ PI ... MMP E>dotlall NoaniatloaPl ... ·_ 
CNELo. 70dB '!dB 60 dB CNELo. 70 dB 65 dB 60 dB CNEL 

Spd. .or 5OftC.R. CNEL CNEL CNEL 
(:'.;1 

• or SOfLC.R. CNEL CNEL CNEL Inc ..... 

ID' Es.tillR. SHlllent Name. ADT 1'; .. 1 Lone. IdBAI Inl IF'.I (Fl.1 ADT LoDes (dBA) (Ft) (Ftl (nl dBA 
394 Alton slo Inrine 12100 55 6 69,9 49 106 229 24000 55 6 73,1 90 193 416 3,9 
406 Bake ",0 1·5 4500 50 6 64,6 <RdHW 47 101 9000 50 6 61,3 39 83 179 3.7 
347 Barranca wlo AltaD 1J300 50 4 69,3 4' 97 201 20000 50 4 71.8 66 142 306 2.5 
97 Barranca wlo TechnololY 11400 " 4 71.7 6S 140 301 27000 " 4 74,3 97 201 449 2.6 
23 Irvine tlo Culver 23000 50 6 71.6 64 131 297 33000 50 6 74 92 199 429 2.4 
26 Irvine clo SoocI Canyon 19700 65 4 70,1 SI 109 236 4SOOO 65 4 71,6 117 403 869 1.5 
325 Irvine wlo Alton 11900 65 4 73.7 81 190 410 70000 65 4 80.5 2S1 540 1163 6.1 
326 In-me wlo Bake 24200 55 6 72.9 78 168 362 61000 " 6 71.3 179 385 830 H 
24 trvine wlo Jef&ey 22500 50 5 71.5 63 136 292 36000 50 5 74,4 91 212 456 2,9 
25 Irvine w/o Sand Canyon 17400 6S 4 73.9 91 196 422 31000 65 4 77,9 161 362 710 4 
279 Jeflioy ",0 BI)'In 21200 60 6 73,3 13 179 31S 30000 60 6 15.1 122 262 565 2.5 
331 Jeronimo e/o Alton 1000 45 4 U9 27 57 124 IJOOO 45 4 61.6 40 87 117 2.7 

5 Ponola wlo Jamboree 600 45 4 54,7 <RdHW <RdHW <RdHW 1000 45 4 "-5 <RdHW <RdHW 34 2,1 
356 Rod;field wlo Lake forest 11800 40 4 61.4 39 84 112 21000 40 4 70,5 54 116 2S1 2,1 
299 Sand Canyon ",0 A1.on 16600 " 6 71.2 60 130 279 29000 " 6 74.6 101 211 470 3.4 
300 Sand Canyon ",0 1·405 11600 " 4 71.7 65 140 301 27000 " 4 74.3 97 208 449 2.6 
295 Sand Cooyoo",o 1·5 25200 60 6 74 92 199 429 62000 60 6 79 199 429 924 5 
294 Sand Canyon ",0 Trobw;o 17600 60 4 72,5 73 lSI 341 32000 60 4 76,1 128 215 592 3.6 
297 Sand Cya 010 Irvine Ccnler 21600 50 6 71.4 62 134 288 40000 50 6 74.8 104 225 4SS 3.4 
298 Sand Cyn slo Irvine Center 16700 " 4 71.3 61 132 283 29000 55 4 74.6 101 218 470 3.3 
74 Technology ",0 Buran .. 9800 3S 4 64.1 < RdHW 44 94 17000 35 4 66.6 30 64 131 2.5 

334 Toledo clo Alton 7200 45 4 U5 25 54 116 11000 45 4 67,9 36 78 168 2.4 
335 Toledo wlo Loke Forest 9900 45 4 66,9 31 67 144 14000 45 4 61,9 42 91 196 2 
327 Trabuco e/o Bake 22700 " 6 72.6 15 161 346 43000 " 6 76.3 132 283 610 3.7 
41 Trabuco wlo Jef&cy 4100 " 4 65.2 < RdHW 52 III 7000 " 4 68,4 39 84 112 3.2 
321 Trabuco wlo Lake Forest 28000 50 6 72.5 73 lSI 341 47000 50 6 75,5 116 2S1 540 3 
49 Trabuco w/o Sand Canyon 3900 35 2 60.1 < RdHW 24 51 15000 35 2 66.1 27 59 128 6 

EIR No. 573 County of Orange Table 8.3-5 
SOURCE: LSA Associates, Inc., 9199 Traffic Noise Model Results 

Existing plus ETRPA Nonaviation Plan -
Existing Segments with 1.5 dB or Higher 

Traffic Noise Increase 
12/17/99 
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CCTMl.8 EXISTING MCAS EI Toro CNJ!L RESULTS 
ETRP A No..."iatiea rbn - CNELat 70 dB 65 dB 60 dB 
New Sclmenb Spd. #I or 5Oft.C.R. CNEL CNEL CNEL 

m #I New ScI .. eat Names ADT ( .. p~) Lanes (dBA) (FL) (Ft.) (Ft.) 
500 Arts Village c/o E. Culture 11000 35 4 64.1 <RdHW 44 94 
499 Arts Village c/o Millennium 13000 35 4 64.9 <RdHW 4' 106 
510 Astor c/o E. Central Parle 5000 35 4 60.7 <RdHW 26 56 
200 Birch slo North Bristol 0 40 2 0 0 0 0 
495 Btyan c/o Millennium 4000 50 4 64.2 <RdHW 44 95 
494 Bryan c/o Research 4000 50 4 64.2 <RdHW 44 95 
493 Bryan c/o Sand Canyon 6000 SO 4 66 27 58 126 
543 E. Central Park Dlo Irvine 4000 35 4 5'.8 <RdHW <RdHW 48 
545 E. Central Parle Dlo Trabuco 2000 35 4 56.7 <RdHW <RdHW 30 
547 E. Central Park slo Astor 3000 35 4 58.5 <RdHW <RdHW 40 
544 E. Central Parle slo Irvine 11000 35 4 64.1 <RdHW 44 94 
546 E. Cenlnl Parle slo Trabuco 3000 35 4 58.5 <RdHW <RdHW 40 
497 E. Culture c/o Millennium 4000 35 4 59.8 <RdHW <RdHW 48 
498 E. Culture Dlo Trabuco 7000 35 4 62.2 <RdHW 33 70 
491 Irvine eJo E. Central ParIc 42000 35 4 70 50 108 232 
490 Irvine c/o Millennium 37000 35 4 69.4 46 1)8 212 
488 Irvine c/o Research 39000 35 4 69.6 47 101 218 
516 Jeronimo wlo A110n 13000 35 4 64.9 <RdHW 49 106 
515 Jeronimo wlo Millennium 8000 35 4 62.8 <RdHW 36 77 
513 Marinec/o Research 24000 35 4 67.5 34 73 158 
512 Marine eJo Sand Canyon 26000 35 4 67.9 36 78 168 
514 Marine wiD Millennium 27000 35 4 68 37 79 171 
540 Millennium nlo Alton 34000 35 4 69 43 '2 199 
534 Millennium nlo Arts Village 7000 35 4 62.2 <RdHW 33 70 
542 Millennium nlo Bake 34000 35 4 69 43 92 199 
539 Millennium Dlo Bammca 46000 35 4 70.4 53 liS 247 
532 Millennium nlo Bryan 10000 35 4 63.7 <RdHW 41 88 
538 Millennium nlo Jeronimo 47000 35 4 70.5 54 116 251 
537 Millennium Dlo Marine 34000 35 4 69 43 '2 199 
541 Millennium Dlo Roeldield 42000 35 4 70 50 lOS 232 
535 Millennium Dlo Trabuco 21000 35 4 67 32 68 146 
533 Millennium slo Bryan 9000 35 4 63.3 <RdHW 3' 83 
536 Millennium slo Trabuco 29000 35 4 68.4 39 84 182 
485 Portola % W. Central Parle 29000 35 4 68.4 39 84 182 
511 Quantum c/o Research 7000 35 4 62.2 <RdHW 33 70 
520 Resean:h nlo Bryan 10000 35 4 63.7 <RdHW 41 88 
519 Reocan:h Dlo Irvine 14000 35 4 65.2 <RdHW 52 III 
523 Research Dlo Marine 17000 35 4 66 27 58 126 
521 Research Dlo Trabuco 22000 35 4 67.2 33 70 151 
524 Research slo Marine 11000 35 4 64.1 <RdHW 44 94 
522 Research slo Trabuco 11000 35 4 64.1 <RdHW 44 94 
355 Rockfield wlo Bake 18000 40 4 68 37 79 171 
518 Sand Canyon slo Irvine 31000 60 4 75.4 115 247 532 
S08 Trabuco c/o E. Cenlnl Parle 27000 35 4 68 37 79 171 
506 Trabuco c/o Millennium 27000 35 2 68 37 79 171 
503 Trabuco c/o Research 33000 35 4 68.9 42 91 196 
501 Trabuco c/o Sand Canyon 47000 35 4 70.5 54 116 251 
504 Trabuco c/o W. Central ParIc 30000 35 2 68.5 40 86 184 
507 Trabuco wlo E. Central ParIc 29000 35 4 68.4 39 84 182 
505 Trabuco wlo Millennium 27000 35 2 68 37 79 171 
527 W. Central Park Dlo Bryan 11000 35 4 64.1 <RdHW 44 94 
526 W. Central ParIc Dlo Irvine 10000 35 4 63.7 <RdHW 41 88 
528 W. Central ParIc Dlo Trabuco 11000 35 4 64.1 <RdHW 44 94 
525 W. Central Park slo Portola 12000 35 4 64.5 <RdHW 46 100 
530 W. Central ParIc slo QuanNm 11000 35 4 64.1 <RdHW 44 94 
529 W. Central Parle slo Trabuco 8000 35 4 62.8 <RdHW 36 77 
496 W. Culture DID Trabuco 9000 35 4 63.3 <RdHW 39 83 
489 Irvine c/o W. Central ParIc 40000 35 4 69.8 48 104 225 

EIR No. 573 County o/Orange Table 8.3-6 
SOURCE: LSAAssocia/es. Inc., 9A19 

Traffic Noise Model Results 
Existing plus ETRPA Nonaviation 

Plan - New Segments 

12117/99 
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CCTMU MCAS EI To", AIrport .,.. .... M •• te ........ ASMF .. " No Fro oct AI ......... '0",· "' ................ 
CNELot 70da "dB 60 dB CNELat ?Oda "dB 60da CNEL 

'=1 
.or ~:~~ C::,L Ct:~ CNI:L 

'=1 10' 541ft.C.R. CNEL C::IL CNEL 1-:::-ID. EXddDI Set:ment Nutes ADT L .... IFLl ADT Lana (dBA' IFLl ~t.l 
28 15t w/o Tustin 11500 35 4 66.9 31 67 144 27000 35 6 68.6 4O 87 187 1.7 
12 4th w/o Tustin 20200 40 6 61.7 41 18 190 29000 40 6 70.6 55 118 254 1.9 
III Allon c/o Lquaa Caoyoa 14700 55 4 70.7 56 120 251 22000 55 4 73.4 14 182 391 2.7 
100 Al, .. clo a.d Hill 14700 SO 4 69.7 48 103 2n 25000 50 6 72.1 77 166 357 3.\ 
llO Allon elo Sand Canyon 16900 55 4 71.3 61 132 21] 27000 55 4 74.] 97 201 449 ] 

]95 Alton nlo Jeronimo 22700 55 6 72.6 75 161 ]46 ]5000 55 6 75.4 lIS 247 5n 2.8 
396 Alton nJo Muirluds ]2500 55 6 74.2 95 205 442 52000 lS 6 77.1 149 ]20 690 2.9 
]94 Alton slo ltvioe 12100 55 6 69.9 49 106 229 ]0000 lS 6 74.1 104 225 485 4.9 
]90 Alton slo Portola ]800 55 6 64.1 <RdHW 48 104 29000 55 6 74.6 101 211 470 9.8 
101 Alton w/o Jamboree 16900 50 4 10.] 52 ll] 243 29000 '0 6 7].4 84 182 ]91 ].1 
406 Bake slo T·5 4500 SO 6 64.6 <RdHW 47 101 11000 '0 6 71.] 61 1]2 28] 6.7 
136 Baker clo SR·55 moo 40 4 67.4 14 72 1S6 30000 40 4 70.1 57 122 262 ].4 
96 BurlDca e10 Irvine Center 16100 55 4 71.1 59 128 275 29000 55 4 74.6 101 211 470 3.5 
94 Barranca elo uluna Canyon ]200 SS 4 64.1 <RdHW 44 94 15000 lS 4 71.7 65 140 301 7.6 
9] Banane. clo Sand Canyon 4400 55 4 65.5 25 54 116 16000 55 4 72 61 146 31S 6.5 
98 Barranca e/o T ecbDoIOI)' 14100 50 4 69.7 48 10] 2n 27000 50 4 73.1 10 173 ]74 ].4 
347 Barranca w/o Allon 1)300 50 4 69.3 4S 97 208 26000 50 4 72.9 78 161 ]62 3.6 
95 8arranca w/o lrIine Center 10900 lS 4 69.4 46 98 212 19000 55 4 72.8 77 166 357 ].4 
84 Bmane. w/o Jamboree 21900 50 6 72.6 7S 161 346 49000 50 6 75.7 120 251 557 ].1 
97 Barran<:a w/o T",hnology 11400 lS 4 71.7 65 140 301 ]3000 lS 4 75.2 III 239 Sl6 ].5 
201 Birch slo South Bristol 5900 40 2 63.3 II ]9 83 9000 40 2 65.5 25 54 116 2.2 
39 Bryan clo CUIVCf 7800 45 4 65.1 26 51 In 12000 4' 4 61.] ]9 13 179 2.5 
31 8Jyan clo Jamboree 11400 4S 4 61.5 34 73 158 26000 4S 4 71.6 64 1]8 297 4.1 
40 Bfyan w/o Jeffrey 5200 50 4 65.2 <RdHW 52 III 10000 50 4 61.1 42 90 19] 3.6 
139 Compus clo JIIDborec 19100 45 4 69.7 41 103 222 30000 4S 4 72.2 70 lSI 325 2.5 
238 Carlson sio Michelson 2]00 ]5 6 17.8 <RdHW <RdHW <RdHW 1000 ]5 6 63.4 <RdHW ]9 84 5.6 
]2] CommcrcenlTe w/o Bake 500 45 4 5].9 <RdHW <RdHW <RdHW ]000 4S 4 62.2 <RdHW ]] 70 8.] 
249 Culver nlo Bry .. 16800 4S ] 69.2 44 95 205 42000 45 6 73.7 18 190 410 4.5 
250 Culver nlo Trobucoll·5 27300 45 ] 71.3 61 1]2 28] 62000 4S 6 15.4 115 247 532 4.1 
IS2 Del Mar clo Newpon (NB) 9600 30 2 62.4 16 ]4 72 16000 ]0 2 64.4 21 46 98 2 
82 Dyer clo SR·55 4]300 40 6 72 68 146 31S 79000 40 6 15 101 232 500 3 
81 Dyer wlo Hoed Terr'''' ]2500 40 6 70.8 57 122 262 79000 40 6 75 108 232 500 42 
64 Edinger eto Jambon=e 20600 50 6 71.2 60 130 219 ]7000 SO 6 74.5 100 21S 46] ].] 

62 £dinser eto Red Hill 17900 55 6 71.6 64 131 297 57000 SS 6 71.5 1S8 ]41 1]4 5.9 
61 Edinger w/o Red Hill 28900 40 4 70.2 52 111 2]9 62000 40 6 7].9 91 196 422 ].1 
60 Edinger w/o SR.S!i ]2600 4S 4 72 68 146 ]IS 59000 45 6 75.2 111 2]9 516 ].2 
41 £1 Camino Rcal nlo Main 6400 35 4 62.] <RdHW ]] 71 10000 ]5 4 64.] <RdHW 4S 91 2 
42 E1 Camino Real w/o Newport 1900 35 4 6].7 <RdHW 41 88 18000 ]5 4 66.9 31 67 144 3.2 

431 EI Toro c/o Marguerite 11700 55 2 69.1 48 10] 222 21000 SS 2 7].2 12 176 379 ].5 
432 EI Toro do Saata Mqanta 1500 SS 6 61.3 ]9 13 179 24000 SS 6 13.1 90 19] 416 H 
430 El Toro nlo Glenn Raneh 11100 SS 2 69.5 46 100 21S 16000 55 2 12 61 146 ]IS 2.5 
436 £1 ToronloJeronimo 33800 50 6 7].] 83 179 ]85 52000 50 6 16 126 211 58] 2.7 
437 EI Tol'D alo MuirhlPds ]6]00 50 6 73.6 17 187 40] 51000 SO 6 76.4 1]4 218 620 2.8 
438 £1 Toro nJo Rockfield 42200 40 6 71.9 67 144 1II 64000 40 6 74.1 94 202 435 2.2 
440 EI Toro siD Avd Ciliata ]4200 35 6 69.5 46 100 21S 50000 ]5 6 71.3 61 132 283 1.8 
4]5 EI Toro slo Tl1Ibuw moo 50 6 13 79 171 ]61 50000 SO 6 15.8 122 262 56S 2.1 
559 FrC "0 AI,OII 21000 65 6 74.1 94 202 435 91000 65 6 81.7 301 649 1398 1.6 
560 FTC siD Lake Forest 18000 65 6 73.5 86 114 ]97 71000 65 6 II 271 58] 1256 1.5 
5S8 FTC slo Ponola 21000 6S 6 14.5 100 21S 46] 94000 65 6 81.8 306 659 1420 1.3 
561 fTC siD Santa Margarita 20000 65 6 13.9 91 196 422 18000 65 6 II.S 292 629 1]56 7.6 
]08 Glenn Ranch nlo Portola 10600 55 4 69.] 4l 97 208 27000 55 4 74.3 97 208 449 5 

EIR No. 573 County of Orange Table 8.3·7 
SOURCE: LSA Associates, Inc., 9/99 

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.1 MCAS II Toro .. .. .. .... iPI n- • ro ..... 
CNELa. 7Od. Od. Ad. CNn .. 71 dB 6Sd. Ad. CNIL 

':'-;1 10' 5Oft.~!'" ~~ C::~,L ~;~~ ,:'.1 10' ~~:'- CNEL CNEL ~:~,L '~ 10, Exbri_ ....... N._ AM Lo ... ·'dBA ADT LanlS dBA IFt.1 'Ft.1 
309 Olean Ranch w/o E1 Taro 4100 " 4 6'.1 <RdHW '1 III 9000 " 4 69.' 06 100 115 4.3 
454 Glenwood wlo Moulton 1800 SO 4 67.' 34 73 1'1 1_ '0 4 69.9 49 106 U9 Z.4 
170 Orand Jlo EdiD.cr 26900 4' 6 71.2 60 130 279 - 4' 6 74.1 94 102 43' 2.9 
144 Harvard Jlo Main 17600 SO 4 70.' 54 116 2" ZSOOO SO 4 72.1 77 166 357 2.3 
146 Harvard siD University 12100 4' 4 67.7 35 76 163 11000 4' 4 70 '0 108 232 2.3 
159 Holt nlo Irvine 6900 40 4 64 <RdHW 43 92 I_ 40 4 67.1 32 69 149 3.1 
160 Holt 110 hine 6000 30 4 60.3 <RdHW 24 '1 9000 30 4 61.9 <RdHW 31 67 1.6 
66 IMDe Center clo Culver 12000 " 6 72.' 73 1S8 341 49000 " 6 76.9 144 311 669 4.4 
69 Irvine Cem« <10 Sood Cyn 11800 " 4 70.1 " 109 236 40000 ,S 6 76 126 271 SI3 '.9 
71 lrvioe Cem. Dlo AJIOD 12700 " 6 70.1 'I 109 236 34000 " 6 7'.3 113 243 '24 S.2 
72 Irvine Center alo Alton 2S600 " 6 73.1 10 173 374 47000 " 6 76.7 140 301 649 3.6 

371 Irvine Center slo Bake 30400 60 4 74.1 104 22' 485 66000 60 6 79.3 208 449 967 H 
370 Irvine ee.tcr ",0 1-40' 17900 60 4 74.' 100 215 463 61000 60 6 79 199 429 924 4.S 
70 Irvine Center wlo 8arnKa 13300 55 6 70.3 '2 113 143 42000 55 6 76.2 130 279 601 '.9 6, Irvine Center 'lila Culver 11600 55 6 72.4 72 "6 33' 4_ 55 6 76.3 132 213 610 3.9 
67 mu Center wlo Jeffiey 11300 55 6 71.7 65 140 301 46000 " 6 76.6 118 297 639 4.9 
61 Irvine Ccnla' wlo SlDd CyD 16900 '5 4 71.3 61 132 283 40000 " 6 76 126 271 '13 4.7 
23 Irvine clo Culver 23000 SO 6 71.6 64 III 197 42000 50 6 7' 101 232 500 3.4 
27 '"i ... e eIo ETC East leI 19700 40 4 68.9 4Z 91 196 41000 40 4 72.1 69 149 320 3.1 
21 Irvin 010 I ......... 22900 SO 6 71.6 64 131 197 40000 SO 6 74.8 104 U5 41' 3.2 
16 Iniac 00 Prospect 21000 40 4 70.1 51 109 136 41000 40 4 72.1 69 149 no 2 
26 Irvine clo SInd CIfI),OO 19700 6' 4 73.9 91 196 422 41000 6' 4 11.9 196 4U 910 5 
15 lMDe c/o Yorbi 29300 35 6 61.9 41 91 196 47000 3' 6 71.1 59 121 275 2.2 
m Irvine wlo Allon 11900 6' 4 73.7 II 190 410 31000 65 4 77.1 149 320 690 3.4 I. t1"\line w/a Brownins 24200 4' 4 70.7 56 120 258 44000 4' 6 73.9 91 196 4U 3.2 
20 Itvine wlo Jamboree 1'500 50 6 72.1 69 149 320 44000 SO 6 75.1 III 239 516 3.1 
24 Irvint wlo Jeffrey 22500 50 , 71.' 63 136 191 41000 '0 5 74.9 106 U9 492 3.4 
17 Irvine wlo Red Hill 19700 40 4 70.4 '3 lIS 247 47000 40 6 72.7 76 163 3', 2.3 
25 Inioe wlo s.d. Canyon 17400 6' 4 73.3 13 179 lIS 42000 65 4 71.3 179 385 130 5 
19 Itvint wl0 Tusain Ranch 23800 ., 6 70.7 S6 120 2S1 39000 4S 6 73.4 14 181 391 2.7 

230 Jamboree nJo Alton 30700 '0 1 72.9 71 161 362 7_ 50 I 77.4 1S6 335 723 4.5 
229 Jamboree nlo Bamnca 34000 SO I 73.3 83 179 lIS 18000 50 I 7&.2 176 379 117 4.9 
22J Jamboree 1110 Bryan 26200 4l 5 71.1 59 128 275 47000 4l 6 74.2 9l 205 442 3.1 
227 Jlllhborte "'0 Edinler 41400 50 8 74.2 9l 205 442 104000 50 I 79 199 419 924 4.8 
224 lImborcc nlo EI Camino Real 33400 4' I 72.1 69 149 320 51000 45 I 74.5 100 21S 463 2.4 
222 Jamboree nfo Irville 22900 ., 5 70.5 54 116 2lI 34000 45 6 72.1 77 166 357 2.3 
231 Jamboree nJo Maio 34800 SO 8 73.4 14 III 391 69000 50 I 77.2 lSI 325 701 3.1 
221 Jamboree Dlo Portola 22000 SO 4 71.' 63 136 292 42000 50 6 75 10& 232 '00 3.5 
220 Jamboree nIo Tustin Ranch 19000 55 4 71.& 66 142 306 47000 55 4 76.7 140 301 649 4.9 
221 Jamboree siD Edinler 39100 '0 8 74 92 199 429 107000 '0 • 79.1 202 435 938 5.1 
279 JefTrey nJo Bryan 21200 60 6 73.3 13 179 JIl 34000 60 6 76.4 134 211 620 3.1 
211 Jeffrey nlo I·' 29100 60 6 74.7 103 222 477 59000 60 6 11.8 193 416 896 4.1 
210 JefhynioTrobuco 24900 60 6 74 92 199 429 36000 60 6 76.6 III Z97 639 2.6 
212 !elfn:y 010 W ..... tII·5 32200 55 5 74.1 94 202 435 41000 55 6 76.8 142 306 659 2.7 
305 upnl Canyon alo Altoe ISOO 45 4 51.7 <RdHW <RdHW 41 7000 45 4 65.9 27 57 124 7.2 
306 Lapnl Canyon slo Akon 1I00 4S 2 61.1 14 31 66 12000 45 2 61.3 39 13 179 6.5 
456 Lqunl Hills tlo Moulton ISOOO 50 4 69.1 41 104 225 lJOOO 50 4 72.4 72 1S6 335 2.6 
458 Lqunl Hills w/o Aliso Cdr; 3100 50 6 62.9 <RdHW 36 7& 29000 50 6 73.4 &4 III 391 10.' 
457 Lquna Hills w/o Moulton 16m 50 6 70.2 52 III 239 50000 50 6 15.1 122 262 565 5.6 
413 Lake Forese Dlo Trabueo 26700 '0 4 72.3 71 153 330 44000 '0 4 15.2 III 239 516 2.9 
412 Lake Foral siD Rancho 13500 SO 4 69.3 45 97 201 37000 50 4 74.' 100 21S 463 '.2 
4., Los Alisos tlo Maru:uerile 6900 50 4 66.4 29 62 1)4 16000 SO 4 70.1 57 122 262 4.4 
446 Los AJisos nlo S. Marlnrita 7500 50 4 66.1 31 66 142 11000 50 4 69.2 44 9l 205 2.4 
120 Main clo MacArthur )3200 '0 6 73.2 12 176 379 51000 SO 6 75.9 124 266 574 g 121 Main w/o Il1nborec 24000 SO 6 71.8 66 142 306 )7000 50 6 74.5 100 21S 063 

EIR No. 573 County of Orange Table 8.3·7 (Cont.) 
, 

SOURCE: LSAAssociates, Inc., 9/99 
Traffic Noise Model Results 

Year 2020 No Project vs. Existing No Project Conditions -
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CCfMl.. MCAS EI TDn " ..... .. o .. ..... . . -CN£La. , ... " .. ~d. CNELa. '.4. .. .. "d. CNEL 

Exbtint' Sn .... N ..... ,:.-:.. 101 s:-.c;.~ cr.:~ ~~.L cr,~.L ,:::. 101 ':.c;.~ ~.L ~~ ~~~ '~ ID. ADT Lu .. ADT Lo_ 

ll' Mala wlo MKAl'thur 2'500 '" 4 72.J 11 m "0 ..... '" 6 75,4 II> 247 m 1.I 
118 Main wlo ked Hill 2 .... '" 4 71.9 67 144 311 41000 '" 6 74.9 .06 229 4'2 3 
474 Marguerite alo S. M...., .. 9200 ., 4 66.' 2' 63 136 I .... 4S 4 61.' 42 .1 I .. 2.4 
413 Mupcrite slo II Toro 10200 ., 4 67 32 61 146 19000 ., 4 70.3 52 III 243 3J 
131 Micbclsoa wiD UDiversity 4100 3S 2 .... 12 21 57 9000 3' 2 63.' 20 42 .1 3 
m Mouhoe 110 Alicia 2 .... " 6 12.9 11 168 362 ..... " 6 76.6 13. 291 63. 3.7 
374 Moultoa rtlo EI Toro 31600 ., 6 72.7 76 163 !S1 69000 ., 6 7':.9 124 266 S74 3.2 
m Moulton nlo La Paz 20700 ., 6 70.1 SI 109 23' ..... ., 6 73.5 16 184 391 H 
31S Moultoa slo EI Toro 3'600 ., 6 72.4 12 156 llS 76000 ., 6 76.3 132 28l 610 3.' 
376 MouIlOII tIo Gleftwood 26100 " 6 7lJ 11 179 315 .3000 " 

, 11 171 361 "2 4.1 
37. MouItOD sIo La Pu 16900 ., 6 69.2 44 ., lOS 32000 ., 6 72.': 73 lSI 341 3.3 
372 MouItOII slo LIke Fomt 33900 ., , 72.2 10 lSI 32S '1000 ., • 75.3 III 243 S24 3.1 
III McNltoa slo Rid .. Route 33700 ., 6 72.2 70 lSI 32' 6lOOO ., 6 75.' 116 2S1 , .. 3.3 
34. MuirlandJ eto All .. 13200 ,0 4 692 44 ., 20, 19000 SO 4 71.6 64 III 2., 2.4 
166 Newport slo Walnut 12100 3' 4 OS <lldHW '" 101 2SOOO 3' 4 61.3 )9 .3 17. 3.3 
316 Ponal. a/o II Toro 20200 " 6 72.1 69 14. 320 SOOOO " 6 " 146 lIS 680 4.' 
m Pono!. wlo Bake IIJoo " • 69.6 47 101 211 20000 " 6 13 ,. 111 361 3.4 
S Portola wlo Jamboree 600 ., 4 54.7 <RdIIW <RdIIW <RdIIW .... ., 4 66.' 2. 63 136 11.1 

m Rancbo clo I..ab Forest 3300 '0 4 63.2 <RdHW 3. n 41000 '0 4 74.9 106 22. 4'2 11.7 
III Ited Hill ala MacArttlur 31500 ,0 6 13 19 171 368 47000 '0 • 7':.': 116 2'1 , .. 2.' 
427 Ridp Roule eto Moulton 1600 ., 2 65.7 26 S. 120 11000 ., 2 67.9 36 1. 161 22 
299 SMd Ctnyotl fIIo Alu.a 16600 " 6 71.1 .. 130 219 34000 " 6 7.5.1 III 243 '24 4.1 
300 s...d C .. )'OJl liD 1-40': I .... " 4 71.7 6S 1'0 301 36000 " • 75J 116 2S1 , .. 3.1 
2" Sand Canyon nlo 1-' 2'200 60 6 74 .2 I" 42. 44000 60 6 7'-' lSi 341 734 3.' 
2.3 Sand Canyon Dlo Irvine 12600 60 4 11 " 126 m 11000 60 • 73.6 11 117 .. , 2.' 
294 s.nd Canyoa nlo Trabuco 11600 60 4 12.5 13 "1 341 33000 60 4 16.3 132 211 610 3.1 
2" S ..... Cyn nlo IrviM Center 21600 '" 6 71.4 62 114 28. 39000 ,0 6 74.7 103 222 411 3.' 
291 Sarul Cyn ';0 Irvine ClIlte.- 16700 " 4 71.) 61 132 283 34000 " 6 ?S.l 113 243 '24 • 111 s. .. AnI slo Bristol 10400 ., 4 67.1 32 69 149 ISOOO ., 4 69.2 44 ., 20' 2.1 
'11 SaBia Marpic. eto EI Taro 28800 '" 6 72.6 75 161 346 SOOOO '0 6 75.' 122 262 56' 3.2 
SI1 SIHTC"' ........ c.ny.. '3000 OS 6 71.2 176 319 111 I ..... OS 6 12.4 m 123 IS" 4.2 sa. SJHTC tlo Aliso Creek 41000 65 6 17.6 161 346 145 ..... OS 6 11.6 291 '" 1377 4 

'" snrrc 110 EI T oro 41000 6S 6 77.6 161 346 145 99000 OS 6 n lIS .so 1464 4.4 
lSI bill BristoJ wlo Jamboree 17100 ., 3 69.2 44 ., 20' 2.000 ., 3 71.6 '4 III 291 2.4 
'02 SR·lll nlo 1-405 20000 6S • 73.9 '1 196 422 42000 OS 6 71.3 119 lIS .30 4.4 
601 SR·1l3 flo I·': 20000 6S 6 13.9 .1 196 422 41000 OS • 71.' 1.3 41. . .. 4.' 

'" SR·55 110 SR-73 12 .... OS I 82 lIS '80 1464 111000 OS I 847 411 1029 2216 2.1 ,.. SR.·73 Dlo SR·~S .7000 OS 6 80 .. 243 S24 1118 116000 OS 6 11.4 391 843 IllS 3.1 
600 SR·73 slo Cllllpusllnina 4 .... 6S • 77.3 "3 330 m 66000 OS 6 SO.3 243 '24 1121 3 , .. SR·7] slo SR·5S 79000 6S • 79.9 22. 402 1061 116000 OS • 12.7 3'1 m 16]0 2.1 
48 Tra!MK:o wlo JeffRy .100 " 4 65.2 <RdHW '2 III 14000 " 4 71.4 62 134 281 6.2 
49 Trabuco wlo Sand Canyon 1900 " 2 .. .I <RdHW 24 '1 21000 3' 2 67.6 3' " 1'1 1.S 
201 Tutin bncb nlo Bryan 16600 4S 6 69.1 44 '4 202 2 .... ., 6 11.' 67 144 311 2.8 
209 TUllin Rancb Dlo I-S 29600 4S 6 71.6 64 11. 297 43000 4S 6 13.1 90 1.3 416 2.2 
206 T_in Ranc:b Dlo Irvine 1S200 ., 6 61.1 41 81 190 31000 ., • 72.1 17 166 3S1 4.1 
20, Tllllin Rancb nlo Portola 2100 '0 6 62.3 <RdHW <RdHW 11 17000 '" 6 71.1 59 III 27S 1.1 
201 Turin Rancb slo Bryaa 20300 4S 6 70 SO 101 232 2 .... 4! 6 72.1 69 149 320 2.1 
210 Tusem Raac:b slo I-S 18400 45 , 69.6 41 101 211 43000 " 6 73.' 90 1.3 416 4.2 
169 Valencia wlo Red lIill 3100 3' 2 S9.9 <RdHW 23 4. ISOOO n 4 66.1 21 " 121 62 
218 Von KMman Dlo Birch 13500 40 4 66.' II 61 144 20000 .. 4 69 43 .2 199 2.1 
217 Von Karman nlo CampuJ 17100 '0 • 70.4 ,l lIS 241 2'000 '" • 72.8 11 166 3S1 2.4 
21S VOII Karman nlo Main 16300 '0 6 70.1 51 109 236 32000 SO • 7].1 90 1.3 .16 3.1 
216 Voa Kanne rUo Mic:hcISOll 21500 '0 6 71.4 62 1)4 28. BOOO SO 6 14 '2 199 429 2.6 
214 Voa Karman slo Barranc8 16400 '0 6 70.2 52 III 23. 36000 '0 6 74.4 •• 212 4S6 4.2 

" Walnut wlo Jamboree 10000 '0 4 OS., l, " II. ISOOO 40 4 67.1 36 17 166 l.2 
19 w ..... wlo Oliver 3100 40 4 60.6 <RdIIW 2' " I .... 40 4 •••• 40 ., 181 8 

" Waoer wlo Harvard 1400 40 4 57.1 <RdUW <RdHW 32 16000 .0 6 61 31 19 111 10.9 

" W .... w/oIIt.edHill 14100 .. 6 67.] <RdHW 11 1S3 40000 40 6 72 6. 146 lIS 4.7 
267 Wat Vu. Loop nlo Warner 7200 ., 4 65.5 2! " 116 11000 ., 4 67.9 16 11 161 2.4 
ISS Yorba Dlo Irvine 6100 l, 4 62.5 <RdIIW 3' 13 I .... 3' 4 65.1 2. !7 122 3.3 

EIR No. 573 County of Orange Table 8.3-7 (Cont.) 
SOURCE: LSAAssociates, 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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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 111 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 ETRP A 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 
EI Toro site. 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Alternatives 
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CCTMl.8 2020 MCAS EI Tore CNEL RESULTS 

NO PROJECT - New Segments CNELat 70 dB 65 dB 60 dB 
Spd. Hof SOft.C.R. CNEL CNEL CNEL 

IDN New Sel!ment Names ADT (mDh} Lanes (dBA) (Ft.) (Ft.) (Ft.) 

392 Alton nlo Commcrccntre 35000 55 6 74.8 104 225 485 

393 Alton nlo Irvine 35000 55 6 74.8 104 225 485 

391 Alton nlo Rancho 28000 55 6 73.9 91 196 422 

92 Barranca wlo Sand Canyon 18000 35 4 66.3 28 61 132 

200 Birch slo North Bristol 10000 40 2 65.4 25 53 115 

248 Culver nlo Irvine 29000 45 6 71.5 63 136 292 

511 East Access nlo Irvine 0 35 4 0 0 0 0 

509 East Access slo Irvine 0 35 4 0 0 0 0 

63 Edinger wlo Jamborcc 38000 55 6 75.2 III 239 516 

512 ETC Connector (N & S) 0 35 4 0 0 0 0 

513 ETC Connector (N) 0 35 4 0 0 0 0 

552 ETC East Leg nlo Irvine 58000 65 6 79.1 202 435 938 

550 ETC East Leg nlo Jemey 96000 65 6 8\.3 283 610 1315 

553 ETC East Leg slo Irvine 48000 65 6 78.3 179 385 830 

551 ETC East Leg slo Jemey 96000 65 6 81.3 283 610 1315 

555 ETC West Leg nlo Irvine 69000 65 6 79.9 229 492 1061 

554 ETC West Leg nlo Ponola 65000 65 6 79.6 218 470 1013 

556 ETC West Leg slo Irvine 60000 65 6 79.3 208 449 967 

557 FTC slo ETC East Leg 79000 65 6 80.4 247 532 1145 

500 Irvine c/o Perimeter Rd 47000 35 4 70.5 54 116 251 

22 Irvine wlo Culver 46000 SO 6 74.8 104 225 485 

236 Iamboree nlo California 38000 50 6 74 92 199 429 

304 Laguna Canyon nlo Barranca 1000 45 4 56.9 < RdHW < RdHW 31 

385 Laguna Canyon slo Bake 46000 55 4 76 126 271 583 

386 Laguna Cyn nlo Aliso Creek 30000 55 4 74.2 95 205 442 

384 Laguna Cyn slo Lakc Forest 46000 35 4 70.4 53 115 247 

303 Laguna Cyn slo Technology 3000 35 4 58.5 < RdHW < RdHW 40 

502 Marine Way c/o Sand Canyon 3000 35 4 58.5 < RdHW < RdHW 40 

167 Newport nlo Edinger 33000 35 6 68.9 42 91 196 

168 Newpon slo Edinger 15000 35 6 65.5 < RdHW 54 116 

302 Oak Canyon c/o Sand Canyon 6000 35 4 61.5 < RdHW 29 63 

506 Perimeter Rd c/o Air Cargo 0 35 2 0 0 0 0 

504 Perimeter Rd nlo Marine Way 0 35 2 0 0 0 0 

507 Perimeter Rd slo Astor 0 35 2 0 0 0 0 

503 Perimeter Rd slo Irvine 0 35 2 0 0 0 0 
50S Perimeter Rd slo Marine Way 0 35 2 0 0 0 0 

8 Portola c/o Culver 21000 SO 2 71.4 62 134 288 

6 Ponola c/o Jamboree 25000 50 6 72.2 70 151 325 

315 Portola nlo Rancho 27000 65 4 75.8 122 262 565 

7 Ponola wlo Culver 29000 50 2 72.8 77 166 357 

9 Portola wlo Jeffrey 14000 35 2 65.2 24 52 III 

320 Rancho c/o Alton 10000 55 4 69.4 46 98 212 

321 Rancho c/o Bake 36000 55 4 74.9 106 229 492 

355 Rockfield c/o Alton 0 40 4 0 0 0 0 

301 Sand Canyon slo 1-405 3000 50 4 63 <RdHW 37 79 

73 Technology c/o Oak Cyn 2000 35 4 56.7 <RdHW < RdHW 30 

501 Trabuco c/o Sand Canyon 2000 35 4 56.7 <RdHW < RdHW 30 

211 Tustin Ranch nlo Edin8er 41000 45 6 73 79 171 368 

212 Tustin Ranch slo Edinger 26000 35 6 67.9 36 78 168 

213 Tustin Ranch slo Warner 42000 35 6 70 50 108 232 

76 Warner c/o Red Hill 52000 50 6 75.4 115 247 532 

77 Warner wlo Jamboree 24000 50 6 72 68 146 315 

510 West Access nlo Irvine 0 35 4 0 0 0 0 

508 West Access slo Irvine 0 35 4 0 0 0 0 

EIR No. 573 County a/Orange Table 8.3-8 
SOURCE: LSAAssociales, Inc., 9/99 

Traffic Noise Model Resul1s 
Year 2020 No Project Condition 

- New Segmen1s 

12/17/99 

8-58 



1C'C1'MJ" MeAl EI To,. ICCtM ... MC .... T ... -C!!"!,,, "4' .. 41 .041 am. .. "41 .. 41 "41 .Cl'1L 

, .. oN_ Ao. ,!:'!. ~.:!. S:-~~ c;:,~ ~ ~~ I ••• . . • .- ~, .' " ':;.';-!'- C:IL c,;..r:- '=~ "':1.:" 
'" ,,1_ .,to IfviM ,lOGO II , .A 1M '" ... N '" " .. rJolrrirw ,- II • :::: ... IS, '" .... 
lOO BI!dIIi. Harth ..... .0000 .. , .... " " ,IS N 200 ..... rIo ...... , ... .. • < ...... " to .2.) .. Oyer wlo Hold TCIDCIe 79000 .. • 75 ,01 '" '00 E .. 1J!. .... "·10 HoIII T .... . ..... .. • '2.1 " '" '" -2.1 ... 1m. Cc.k, wlclltalrlAca .,... II 6 '1.2 '10 ". .. , • '" Ir¥iM C-wlo a.n..c. "'00 II • 'u '06 '29 49' . .., .. IMIII c-rtfo'" c,lI - II 6 16 II. 271 '" .. I""'" e .... s-tC)1I )(000 II 6 'u '06 ". 49' -1.1 
". s-I c.,. DIo TAhoo , .... .. • 'U III m 'I' , .. s.I c.n,,. Wo 1'nIIIoco ,- .. • , ... .11 '39 '" -1.1 

'" &.IraKI wlo AItoIi ,- ,. • , ... " ,61 '" '" a.-c.w/o~ " ... ,. • n 61 , .. '" .... 
" ......... wlo TccMoSosY , .... II • , .. III n. lI6 " a.-ca wlo r.....,. ,- II • , ... '00 '" '" ".7 .. a.n.ca. TedIDDIasY "000 50 • 7U to In ". .. ---._T ..... ,. "... ,. • n .• n '" '" ... , .. IlalrMcawo ...... e.,,. ,lOGO II • ,.., .. '40 '" .. ...... cIoLat-c.,'. ,- II • , ... " '" '" .... .. .......chI .... c.,.'OII , .... " • 12 .. '46 '" " 

a.-_ s.I ea.,,. , .... II • ., ... 62 Il. 'A .... .. ...,....110 IrYiDI C.., , .... II • ,. .. ,., m .'" .. ....... 110 1rriMc..... , .... II • '''.1 94 '" 0' .. ~ 
". 11'I1_C."blCI'lIol~ 62000 .. • " '"~ '" " . '1Q b¥i8t c...r 110 ..... 5 ..... .. , 7'" '17 40' ... "A 
" lrvt.w C4inca afo AIIM , .... II • 1U '" '" ". " In ... Cent &10 Alton 32000 II • ... '01 '" ... ".J 
"' Alsr. .Jo SInd ea.,- ,- II • 'U " '" ... "' A .... cIo .... t..)_ 2lOOO II • ,. 

" ,99 ". ... , ,.. AhoIIrIo ...... JOOOO " , , ... '04 '" ... '94 ..... rIo ..... , .... II • ,~. .00 '" .., .. ~ 
." lAM , .... flo ItIacbo ,- 50 • ,.~ '00 m .., 

'" Uh' ........ ,- ,. • '''.2 " ,OS 44' ~ 

n 1",* Cadet tIo Allon 47000 II , ,U , .. '01 ... " r"' .... CcnII.:t.AJIOII .- II • , ... ,,. 
'" 

.,. .... 
I 

211 Jdhynlol-S ..... .. , ,U '93 .16 ... 21' Jdhyfllol-S ,- 60 • 71.' "' 
.., ... .... 

43' EI TotO 110 TtIbIKo ..... 50 • 75A 111 ,., 56' ." II TOlD 110 TI'Ibwa ..... lO , 75.. '" , .. .. , .... .. I"'" CeM:t c/o C~hoer - " , '76.1 '44 JIl ... .. 1no ... ec.,doCoh\lJ ..... " , 7U .. , ,ao ... ... , 
" 8arnnca wIo 'Dbclftc ..... lO , ,U ,w ". '" " -... - ..... ,. • .... '" '" ... ..., 

I 
'01 Alia .. ,,10 I.tao.. 29000 50 , '14 " "' , .. ,., A_w/O' ..... , .... .. • '1U " n. '" ..., 
II. MU wlo MIcA ....... ..... " 

, 75A '" 
,,, 1II '" MIia.Io~ .- 50 , 75.J IIJ ,., 

'" 
... , 

'w Maia cJo MIcAnJIwr "000 " • , ... '" ... '74 120 Maia eto MKAIdtur '0000 lO , 75.1 '22 "" .. , ... , 
III J_bone.to NaIl ..... 50 • ,,. III '" 70' III _ ... - ..... lO • 11.' , .. ,W ... .. .. 
'" JcffNy .to Ik)- ,.... .. • 'OA '14 ,It .,. 279 JdFtI) ... 81). ,- .. , , ... '" 

,,, II. ... , 
'" ETC Well Lea a/o IMIII ..... " • 79.' 129 .., , .. , ", ETCW ........ tn·i .. ..... .. 6 'fA ,,, .., 

"41 ... , 
'n SJHTC "'0 Lac-c.,.. ,- " • '14 '" '" .", ,11 SJHTCWoLapMC~1NI , ..... .. 6 .U 'll 711 UU ... , .. IrviM c-wlo Culm ..... " • 'U Il' "' ... " In. ... c...wIoCIIhoI- .2000 " , .... 'll ,79 60, ... , .. Ir¥IM C-wlo SInd e, .. ..... " • " '16 '" .. , .. InWCawwlo s.d c, .. , .... " 

, 75.. "' '" m ... , 
" D)'a'''oSIMS .- .. • " '01 III '00 " 0)._.-55 "OlIO .. • 74.' , .. ". '93 ... , 
III MU'IJo_boII:c I- II , .. ~ '00 "' ... III AWa"·'o ....... ..... ,. , '40 .. 211 .16 .... 
II. Tudia Rech tIo 1-5 .. 000 .. , 'fA .. '91 .16 210 ....... ltMc:IatJol-, .1000 41 • '17 U , .. 41. ... , 
III VOla K..an aIo M_ 32000 50 , ,fA .. ", ... ZIl V_ KaraM fIIo w.u. 31000 lO , 'U " '00 ." ... , 
43' EJTOfIIInIo~_ " ... lO , 16 '10 '" III '56 EJ TOlD nIo J.:,.1.0 lIOOO .. 6 7M II. , .. ". ... , 
43. EJ 10lO.Jo a.ucw ..... .. , 7U .. W, ." '" EI Tote .,. bddldd .- .. , .. " '" 42. ... , ,,. ETC W .. Lea rtIo PonoII 6lOOO " • 'U '" .70 1013 • , .. ETC W. Lq .,. Pvno!a ..... .. , 'U ZIl .. , ". ... , 
'16 ETC WCIIl4: tIo lniRU ..... .. • 'U '01 ... ." '56 ETC WCII Lea tID IMne ,- .. • .... 'OS 44' .Il ... , ... SJHTC .... Alto Cftdt ..... " • au '" '" Iln 5" SJKJC ... AJiIa C. ..... " 

, au 192 '" 1]56 ... , ... S11-13 tlGC-pwllfYillC ..... .. , .... '0 ,,. lUI 600 SA-nw C_,I111'""II" ..... " • .... '" '" 1111 .. , , Portola .. ·10 'MIboK$ 1000 .. • ~ " " '16 , ...... ,.~ ..... .. • ~ " " '16 
II 4. wlo T¥Ida , .... .. , , ... " '" ". II ... wIoTada , .... .. , 10.. II III '" Il lnoihu c/o yen.. .- II , ,u 59 ,II '" Il 1M_cloy .... ..... " , , ... " '" '" " tninl tlo ProIpccl ..... .. • 72.1 .. '49 II. 16 hillec/o ...... .. ... .. • '., .. , .. II. 
n Inilw wlo W Hill " .... .. , 72,7 " '" '" 17 IrviM ",10 Rc411Jl ..... .. , 71.' .. '61 "' II 1M. wlo Bntwailll .- .. • '7J.t " '96 m II Irv" .. lolftl¥l."" ...... ., , ,u " 

, .. .n 
19 In"iM wlo Tunia Randr. ,- ., , ,,... .. "' '" 

, . In'. ",10 TlllCioltandl ,- " • 'U " '12 '" " lnoi~.IoJ~ ..... lO • 7S.. "' IJ9 "' W 11\o_ .. loJ~ ..... 50 • 7S., III , .. "' " 1_",,-TIIIlin ,- " • ,u ~. " '" " b,.IoT\iItio ,- " • ou .. 17 '17 
" • .,.do ........ , .... .. • 71.6 .. III .., " 8,,_ tID JabortI , .... ., • .,u .. IJI .. , .. a C"IID RIal rio ..... , .... II • 04.J ' ...... ., 97 .. EI C .... w aIo MIia ,- " • eo < IIdIIW ., 97 

" EI CaMi ... RuI .. 1o Newport ,- II • .... 1I " '44 " EI Cllllblo IlaI ,,·/0 Nnt.-pon , .... II • .... 1I 67 '44 .. EdInpr .Jo sa·n ,- ., • , .. .11 IJ9 "' .. ~"·IoS.-~S , .... .. , 7" "' '" ~16 

" EdiftICf wJo Red Hill 61000 .. , 'U .. '96 '" " Ediapf _10 .... Hill 61000 .. 6 .,u ., '96 '" 12 Edi ... cIoWHm " ... " • '1.5 .11 .. , ,,. 
" EIIi ... .,. W Hill .- II , n.5 '" 141 ,,. .. Edinpr c/o J_borec ,- lO • 'U '00 III .. , .. 6liaFcfcI J.boNe " ... III , 7U ,~, 

'" 
.. , 

" WInIC''A/o Rod Hill - •• • 7Z .. .., m " WIftlCf",loWHiH ~ .. ~ .. , 7Z .. ,46 JIl 

" W ... ,YIIIo .... bo,. , .... lO , 7Z .. .46 JIl N n W...,,,·10 _bon:e ,- lO , 12 .. '46 JIl 

" W ...... lotM .. , .... •• • .. " .. 111 • 71 W ...... ·I0"-'_ , ..... .. , .. 17 .. 111 .. Wamcr w/o Culver ,- •• • . ... .. " "' • " WIIIICf'IiIoCuhcr , .... .. • .... .. " '17 
'00 Aleon c/o lI<'d Hill l'OOO ~. • 12A " , .. )~1 • "" Alliin c/o R ... Hit ,- .. , 7to " , .. ]''7 

'" Mob. 'ffIo Reel Hill .. 000 ,. 6 , ... , ,,~ ,,. 
'" • .11 MIll! ,,10 ItecIIIW ..... ,. , ,~. ,,~ , .. 'OJ 

m Mict" .. I_ .. 1o lIIIiv.:nil)- "'" " 
, ", .. " 91 • III Michd ... _10 Uni.cni~ "'" II , .... " .. " '36 Ballor clo SR-" , .... .. • 7IA " "' '" • Uti Met c/o Sl·~' ..... .. • ".1 " IJ2 26' 

EIR No. 573 County o/Orange Table 8.3-9 
SOURCE: LSA Associatas, Inc., 9199 

Traffic Noise Model Results 
Year 2020 with ETRPA Nonaviation Plan 
vs. Year 2020 No Project - All Segments 

---. ., ... " 2/' 

A_~Q 



Ir !: !) .. ~ 
••••••••••••••••••••••• 00 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ;; 

i5E a~: S!,. ~~5 5~ 2~'S;;il:; !!! $!S i i ~ sag:; ~ a ~ ;5i!It, ::a; ~;~ !;!~ ~!:i~:!;; E ;~EE!~ i i~! ~! ~ ~ ~!!l ~ 

igi ;~~~$~~~~2~~~!!!iE=E!s~~&5~a~=!~~~~~~~!~=~~~E~~~~~~~~;iS3~E!E=;a:§:Es~ 

, ~gE ~1~~~I=I~&~~~~~$~~~~~~~~!~~!~I~~~I=~III~=$S~=5~~~=~:=*~;~~3~~~S~5i~~~ 
Ii Ii II \I \I II 

'1~ ~. a~i;2;;;;~~i~a~~;~~;~s~~~i~~~a;~~~;;~;;;;;~~;~a~~~;~2a;~;i~;iiig~aaa; 

~ .~" •••••••••••••••••••• _____ •••••••••••• N ••••••••• NNN • ••••••••••••••• -. 
l" ., ~~~=i~=~=~~~~~~~~~=~~~~~~~~~~~a~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~=~~aa~~~;;;~~~~ 

~il~I~I~~~i~~~~I~~~~~~I~!i!I~II~llsl~~~~~~I~~~II~~I~~1111~~~~~~I~~~~~~ 

'JI~ ~ Jlif~I~IIIJ!·jiJJ it I ~!.fJ!J~ 1 IIltillltiiJ1s 4 
! ~tif!1~~f~!iiiiiiiii~iif~iiif~«!i!flijljiij!!~~~~t1i!f!i!~tli~i~~!i~i~ " a ~!i~!~~IIJlijiJJjJ!!i!!jJJjIJJ~ll~~!ii}JJ}~JJtllli~t~~!!~!lJJll~~~;~li ~ 

~ i~E~;;!!!!~;;~~i!!~a~~~aaEa~!!a~!!~~~iil.~!~~~~E~i~5!Sas!i~S5S5E!~!!·~ 
wwwwwwwZwwwwwwwwwzZwwwwwwww.Z.w.ZwwwzzZwwwZ.w ••• www •••• wwwwww.zwwww z 

:~. E~.a!~~!~a!i~~~=;!!!5!;;aa=~5:~=~;a!~$~~~~i~!~=ia~!~~;~a~~;=~!g!s~~a! 

~~i E~~~:~=~~2~~a!!~~E~~!~2~eS~5~~!!!~~~~II~~!~=~i~=i~~!~!!se!~;=;a!~:E;~ y y 

~gi ~~~~~I=I~~;:~~~:a~~:~~~~~2~~~!~~~==~!!I~=*E~~~=~==~:=a~;~~E:~~~=5i~~2 
y v y vvv 

i~j ~~~~~~~:~;~~:~~~~~~:·c~~~~~~·;a'~~~~~;i;;~~:~'~~~~~~a=~~;~=~i;i"i~~~~ ~~~ •• ~.~~~:~~~~~~.~~ ~~ ~~~~ ~~. S~~~ ~~~~. ~ ~ $~~ • ~~~ 

~ ~" •••• W •••• W.W ••••••••• __ ._ ••••• WW ••••• H ••••••••• __ " •••• ~ •••• w._w ••• 
e -. 

l1 ;~~~*~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~i;;~~~~~~~~;;~~a~~~~~~a;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~:==~=~~ 

5~li~~I~~~i~~~II~~~~I~I~~I!i~~I~~I~~~~~il~I~~I~I~~I~i~ill~~II~~II~~~~~ 

1- j ~ ! 11 • ~ . 
~§JI ~~ Ilj~11~1111!.J~·J jJ. ~~! !!!. I jj1l}1iJijil}S I 

! ~f lIJ!i!I' ~HtHH~Hi~l!1 !~ dHH~~lHH!~ Hjt~U.n~iPt~i~~~SL~ 
a ltll~~{titillJJJ !JJiltitl~iiitiiiia SSJ1J~~titIJt~~t~jl~~tl ~iii~~ 
5 !i~!~i!lj!ijJjJj!jjJJJjjJJlii~11~~~iljjjj~i Itff!~i~~!!~3~1}1 ~~~~~i1 
'" .. 
~ e;=5~;!!!!~~;2~ft~!~~~!~a~aE~~~~~~~~~~~§!!~~~~~~E!~;S$;5SiS~S$~~~;~!!·~ 

-• .. 
C 
0 u -a. • f') · Gel 

• -~ 
~ 

~ 

b() 

!:: 
~ ... 

0 ....., 
<:) 

;;... -!:: 
;::t 

<:) 

U 

f') .... 
It) 

· 0 
Z 
III:: -III 

I)CI) 
-ftlC 
:::J a:: CD 
II) 
CD C E 
Q:0C) 
-:;::I CD 
CDftI(/) 
"C .-
0>= 
:e ftlcC c, 

CD 0 .. 
II) Z U 
.- CD 
o~·-za.:e 
uQ:a.: 
IE .... W O 
l!.c Z 
...... 0 

'-N 
~o 
ON 
N ... 
0 ftI 

~~ 
ftI 

~ 
II) 
> 

0> 

~ 
J .s 
cO 
.l!! 

'g ., ., 
oq; 

C'i .... 
Iii 
0 

~ 
0 
C/) 

o 
CD • 110 



~J, ~~dd;;;;;d~d:~~~adaa~~daaadaa~~~~~;;;;;~~;~~;;~:~-~:::~~~~~; 

iei $!~=~i!¥5!~!~!~!~.~;i=E!!~!!;i!x§~~~;~~:ei~~;=~~~i~~~~5;~;~3~ ~ ! ~ 

~gE .~~~~~!~~i!i~~~~EE~~~E;!i!=5~!a~;i2!!ii;a;S!!S~~~i§!~;~S!!~~~ ~ c -

~~~ :!:!~~~!!!~!:!a~~~E~~~~~~i~=i~!=;=;~§ii!~~!~~~i=Els~=~~~~:~~~ ! ! ~ ,e v v 

~~i ;~~~_it;;~~~~~t~~=~i~~i~~~i~;~~~~_;~~~~;;a;;~~a~I~;;;~i;~a;aa ;; i ~ 

.. •••••••••••• H~ •• ~ ••••••••• H ••••••••••••• ~ ••••••••••••• ••••••• . . · . ~ 
i1 ~=~~~~~~~~;=aa~~a=s==~s~=;~=;==;~~~=~~2~~===S=~=~~~~=~=~=~;~~ ::: a ~ ., 

! 1~~~~~I~~~I~~llillill~IIII~I~~~~~I~III~IIIII~I~I!!~!11I~~ill~ • • i ! ! 

• 
1 ! ljl i .• t.~ll~! I -.J !I~ff J Slll fi J Ij jl J I "I 

r Jlt!ti~j~'fa~fl.s!li~iiJJjfl~!I~I!il;lliJ!!11!iJlli!J~ II.ili i j .. .. ii~ia aitjiii~tif.!Ji j < 1~t'lt tl llil,'t!J.ltll •. tti~itliF ~ r • • ~ 1IIIjjlfJIIIJifliJ]&iJ!~~~JilJft~j3l~~~~JJj]]i~a~~ji!!!jjj~j; I ! 
~. 

~ 

e~ae~==I~~;a5.=~~~~~!~~~~~i.~~~~~!~!~!~S§$~5!~l~!~a.~~~~a~'Ei=X;~~~~~~ 
wwww~ZZwZwwwZ~wwZw. w.wwwwz •••• w ••• wzzwww.zw.WZWZZWWZWZw&WWZZwzzzzzzz 

:ge !!!~~=iiiS=!~i!a5S~!!ii§~E=!~!§a~i~!65!!~!i~ia~as=EE5~i!E~~. H lit :;: " 
;gi! -~-!~~2R·~~~%~~~i~-I~~i$!~~~~~.~~~·~~~~·-~~~~~~~=-RN.C-~~"-i I::!S i '" 

:; ._~ __ ~ __ N._ -x ~ • ~- ____ ._._.=- ____ ~ _.= ~--~~ --
v v 

.~ !!!=~a~!!!1::5~!~~~1::5~!a!.ii~~=g~=~~~=~~~!=~!===122~~~;S~!~~I! :l: i " ,Be -v v v v 

ii~ ~~~;;~;;;;;;~;;;aa~;~;~~~~;;;~~;=;;;~~;~~~;~;~~it~;;;~ i2i~;~ .. " lOa!! i ~ i 

.............. " ••• N ••••••••• " ••••••••••••• N············I ....... .. . . · -, . 
jl~~;;~~~a~~~~~~2a~~s~~~$~2~~~~~~~~~a~;==;~~~~s~~~~~a~~~~~~~;= .'" ~ s: ~ 

~~~~~lliillll~~~~lli~llii~II~~IIIII!IIII~~I~III~II~~11~i~~I~~ n ~ ~ ~ 

J I ! 1 li I"·. B S. i I a g 

J .jv { .1.! 1 ~ "I J II-u •. J~ ~ H .9'J ;i'. H 
i 

5 ~ l.l Dj . -.. !~~ v < ] J~ ~ ~ ;! if 
~ 

ilf~~1il~t1~~fft~II~~i~isljj~fl!l!iil~-~liiii!ti!~ffJ~ JJ :] ~ J l 
i ii ~ .. iiiil!li;Sliiii~if!J~ jiiilitl~~~IJJ!!ijl~iJJI!i~li!i~tltll~ f ~ • . - • a 

1IJfjjJJI~IJli1IjiJ]~iJ!~~~ijijft~J!l~~~~jljll]~!~~1]!~J!ji~~ H i J :! 
~ 

e!~~=!=!M~~aE-~~!~~~!==5a!~·~~~aE!a!I~Sii$~~~~!~!a$*~=~~a~fai~x~l~~~~~ 

-· .. 
C 
0 
(,) -G) , 
CO') · CD .. -.a 
~ 

~ 

0() 

I:: 
~ 
)... 

a ......, 
0 
;:.., -I:: 
;::s 
0 

II 

CO') .... 
In 

· 0 
Z 
a:: -1&1 

scs -CI C ; n: CD 
CDcE 
0:::0= .- CD 
Ciiftirn 
"C .-
0>= 
:ECI~ C, 
CD 0 ... 
", Z u .- CD 
O~·-zo.:2 
uO:::o.. 
leI-W O 
l!.c Z 
I-;!::O 
~S 
ON 
N &. 
0 CI 

~~ 
CI 

", 
~ > 

'" ~ 
ti .s 
oj 
.l!! 
.!\1 
8 
~ 

<0: 

C'i ... 
ali 
0 

~ 
0 
CI) 

... 
u: , 
a: 



CCTMU NCAI PJ T .... . ft CCTMU MeAS II T .... 

Cl'4~!:, , ... .. .. .... ow. .. "' .. .... .. .. eno • 

'D' .. , .DT ,!'!. ...:" S:-~~ c;'':~ ~ C;~ .n. , .DT ~, .~ .. ':~~ ~~ ~ C:::~ ~~'.:M 

" • .. .~e/O s... C.a,,'011 I .... " • ,... " '" 
,., 

1\1 Aboa lie Ltallll& C..,._ ..... " • , .. U '" )9\ • II' 
'" Jrrk .. -pon ale FAillflll' .lOOO " 6 a. <2 " ". • '" '69 • '69 V"ci.l wlo aM Hill ''''' " • .... 2' " '" '" lin:b .... SOIadIBri .. .... .. , .... " " '" • 10' 
m 1"1tIdft~fIoW.IiIW <2'" " 6 '" 50 10' '" • 1Il 
111 VOllK_JIIoC~1 ".,. 50 • n. " '66 '" I '" 111 • "' _lIoM'tIIoPort8l, 4]'" " • ,.., 

'10 '" '" "" Jcf'h). aiD T'*- """ .. 6 'I'" III '" 619 '10 , .. 191 S .... C.)_.,.I·' ''''' 50 • 'U llO '" 60' 
]II )11 S ....... tIoLoaAli_ . - " 6 , .. '16 '" " . lit ll' s. Matprt.tIoMllplrilr I000O 50 I ,... I .. 11J .. , 
'" lZ6 1rviM"""'" " ... " I 11.' '49 '10 ... 
'" )27 r ..... cIe .... ,..,. 

" I , .. III '41 '" '" ]J7 ToWo ... IoEIT. .... " • .... 19 " '36 

'" 
UI ___ <doAIa 1]'" " • .... .. 11 '" '" IDctfidd clo A11aI • .. • • • • • 

'" '" ItocUcW w'- I_ "'" .. • .. " ,. '" ... AIIaD.Jo Muirl"' ,- " • 17.1 , .. '" ... ... ... .11' lAUF .... -.IoA'lICiriou I .... " I 10.' " '09 , .. 
." ." PoItob.. w. CmInII'1Ik ..... " • a, .. .. '" ... . .. PoctoIl".~ ,- " • a. " " , .. 
• 11 .n .... wo!.C ...... ,1It .- " • .. 41 " " . ... N .n ....... - .- " • ,... 

" II • m ... N .. It lrriM eIo w. c...a hit .- " • ,. ,. '" '" ... N ... ,"I"" eIo Mil'-i_ ..... " • ... .. '00 '" .. , • '" In-\IIC do £. Ccnnt Pull: "'OI " • .... .. '06 '" .. , • .. , 81)_ ",10 Sad C~ .... .... " • ..., <RdHW " II' ... • '" 
~_ ..... c.)_ ,,0lIl ,. • .. 41 92 ". ... • ... ~_""It...d .... ,. • "'.7 " " '" ." • ... IJ)_ .... ~- .... .. • ,7.1 " " '" ... • -W. CullIn Il1o T--' .... " • ... < ..... 19 " ." N ... £. CIlIa-do MiU-iwII .... " • .... <RdHW <o.otIW .. ... N ... E. c.t.n .,.1bboco .000 " • " . <04HW 36 " ... N ... Ada V ..... n Mil'-'iwn ,- " • ... <04HW .. '06 

"" Im.c rio '~riIn*' ltd " ... " • ,.. " III m N '" '00 N '00 AlIt ViI\ap tIo £. C!dan "'" " • .. , < o.otW .. .. 
'" MIrifII WI)" rio S. C.".,. , ... " • .... <"OW < IIdIfW .. • '" 5n2 N '" T~cIo ETC Eat Lea " ... " • 11A " '" '" 50' ....... ldlktlftoiM , " , • • • • N ... 
'" N ,., T __ .~ , .... " • .u .. 12. m ,,,. Pl:m.lICl.:r ReI nlo Marin", WI)· " " 

, • • • • N ... ,.. N ... Tnb_oIoW.CIIIlnIIhI\ ..... " 
, ... " III '" 50' I'Irinu:fa I\clIIo MIMe W.~· , 

" 
, • , • , N .. , 

50' N ,., ,..... .. 10 Mi ...... h ... .... " 1 'u " '" 139 

'" ~r Idelo Air CIllO • " 
, • • , • • ... ... N ... Tl"IIMIcodoNil1cMhlM .lOOO " , ,.. 

" '" '" '" PcriIMIcr ad tie Ascor , 
" 

, • • • • N '" "7 N '" TrDcoWfo£ C ........ ..... " • .u " '" '" '" WqtA. .... 110 I ..... , 
" • • , 0 • • '" ... N '" TraIrwo c/o £. CCIIIDI'IIk ..... " • "'., " 12' m 

OW EIIf McnI tID It'illC 0 " • • 0 , • • ... ... N "" TAbIIco Vllo Allot! .- " • 10.' " , .. '" '10 WqtAccc1IWoIMDt 0 " • • • • • N '" .10 N '"~ Attor rio E. CCIIUIII'IIl '''' " • ... , <RdHW 16 " !II EIIf Accca alo I".in. • " • • • U , N '" !II N '" O"-.1lc1oOlldl 7000 " • ... , <RdHW " " '" ETCCOIIIICdOf(NaS) • " • • • • • N '" '" • SOl MamIec/o SlnllCan)OlI ,,0lIl " • .. " 
,. 

'" '11 ETCC __ (N) • " • • • U • N '" '" N '" MIriIIc cJo acs...da ,,0lIl " • .. " " '" '" N '" MariIIc ",hi Mill ..... "'''' " • 67.1 " " '" 'I! N '" .JaeMno _/0 Nm-nium .,.. " • 'U <0dHW " 70 

'" N '" .JaaaM ",/0 AlIDa 14"" " • os. < ... OW " "' SI7 N SI7 s.dC.~_ tie Po ... I_ .. • 11.. " '" '" m N '" Sad C..,.wlniM 2''''' 60 • 1<, .. '" '" '" N '" ..... kYiM ,- " • .... " " '" .,. N ,,. ..... .,..J) . ., 120lIl " • .. , < "'ow .. '00 
'" N '" ItaaldlI/o TIIbIIIlO 17noll " • .. " 

,. '" 

EIR No. 573 County a/Orange Table 8.3-9 (Cont.) 

SOURCE: LSAAssociatas, Inc., 9199 Traffic Noise Model Results 
Year 2020 with ETRPA Nonaviation Plan 
vs. Year 2020 No Project - All Segments 

12117199 

8-62 



C UMCASElT_ ~ ~ , ,~ 

'B:·· 
'" '" ..... Il10 ...... '!GOO n • ... , " 54 "' '" • '" -.. ... - ,- n • ... , '04I!W .. '06 

'" • '" w.c.nI .......... , .... n • "" ' .... .. .. 
'" • ... W. c..... ... .,.1rriIw ,- n • 66J , ..... .. '06 
m • '" W. C.-nI," We.,.. .... n • .... 'ldHW .. " '" • m w. c.... ...... TnIMco ,- n • ... , '04I!W .. '06 

'" • ". W,c-.I .... T __ , .... n • "" ,- .. .. 
'" • ". W. C.-.I! ..... Qu..e.- ""'" n • 66' ,- .. .. 
'" • '" 

_ ...... .- " • ... " 71 '" '" • '" .......... .,.arr- - " • ... , .. .. , .. 
'" • '" ~ . ., .. ,- n • .. " " '" , .. • , .. ....... aIo AlII VlUap ,- " • .. , ' ..... .. '" '" • '" ........ y..., ..... " • 'U .. n '" 53' • '"~ _ .. - ..... " • .... .. .. '14 

'" • '" ....... .,. .... .- " • .. " " '99 
'" • '" MIIcDi_"'~ ...... " • .... " "' 239 

'" • .l9 ......... -- - " • .... " III '" ,.. • ... .............. ,- " • ... .. ., , .. 
'" • '" ............... 1IcI4 ...... " • .... " II, ,,. 
'" • 541 .............. ..... " • ... .. .. ... 
'" • ... E. c-.a P'Idc_",,* - " • 'fA ,- ,- .. 
". • ... E.c.-,_atolMM ,- " • ... , ' ..... .. .. 
'" • '" E.e ......... ' ... .... " • .... '1dHW ,- .. ... • ... E.c...I ..... T .... .... " • .... ,- ,- .. 
.41 • ", E.e .......... "'_ .... " • ... ' .... '04HW .. ... • ... .... Mo_ .- " • 11.1 59 '"~ '" .. , • 60' "'_C)lIwl-4OJ .- " • 10., 56 '20 H. 

EIR No. 573 County a/Orange Table 8.3-9 (Cont.) 
SOURCE: LSAAssociates, Inc., 9/99 

Traffic Noise Model Results 
Year 2020 with ETRPA Nonaviation Plan 
vs. Year 2020 No Project - All Segments 

121t7J .D 

IILA'l 



Number of Existine Seements related to the Noise Level Increase 
Scenarios Existine No Project Existintl NonAviation Pia 2020 No Project 2020 NonAviation Plan 
1.5<#<3 dB · 12 51 58 
3 <#<6dB · 12 95 92 
6 <#<9dB · 3 15 12 
9 <#< 12dB · 0 5 6 
# > 12 dB · 0 0 1 

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 ProjecfCondition 
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Number of Segments related to the Noise Level Increase 
Scenario 2020 NoPl vs 2020 NonAv 
(-3)<# <OdB 41 
#=OdB 91 
0<#< 3dB 60 
3<#<6dB 1 
6<#<9dB 0 
9 <#< 12dB 1 
# > 12 dB 0 

EIR No. 573 County o/Orange Table 8.3-11 
SOURCE: LSAAssociales, Inc., 9AI9 

Traffic Noise Model Results Comparison 
Year 2020 ETRPA Nonaviation Plan vs. Year 2020 No Project -

Number of Segments with Traffic Noise Increase 

12117/99 
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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 e/o Sand Canyon 
• Irvine w/o Alton 
• Irvine w/o Bake 

• Jeffrey nlo Bryan 
• Portola w/o Jamboree 

• Sand Canyon nlo 1-5 
• Sand Canyon nlo Irvine Center 
• Sand Canyon slo Irvine Center 
• Sand Canyon nlo Alton 
• Sand Canyon nlo 1-405 
• Trabuco w/o Jeffrey 
• Trabuco w/o Sand Canyon 

The following roadway links are impacted by the ETRPA 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 e/o Culver 
• Irvine w/o Jeffrey 
• Jeronimo e/o Alton 
• Rockfield w/o Lake Forest 
• Sand Canyon nlo Trabuco 
• Technology nlo 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 wlo Lake Forest 

The following roadway links are impacted by the Proposed Project only with 1.5 dB or 
higher traffic noise level increases over the existing conditions: 

• Irvine elo ETC East Leg 
• Jeffiey nlo Trabuco 
• Jeffiey nlo 1-5 
• Sand Canyon slo 1-5 

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 1.5 dB or higher traffic noise level increases over the 
2020 No Project conditions: 

• Irvine elo ETC East Leg 
• Irvine wlo Alton 

The following roadway links are impacted by the ETRPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative only 
with 1.5 dB or higher traffic noise level increases over the 2020 No Project conditions: 

• Alton nlo Commercentre 

• Bake slo 1-5 
• Commercentre wlo Bake 
• Rancho elo Alton 
• Trabuco wlo Sand Canyon 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Alternatives 



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 S/O Irvine 

• SR-133 S/O 1-5 
• SR-133 nlo 1-405 
• Trabuco e/o Sand Canyon 

8.3.5.5 Air Quality 

The air quality impacts of the ETRP A 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 ProjectINo 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 E1 
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 EI Toro site. 

Operational Air Quality Impacts 

Emissions Inventories 

Under this project alternative, JW A will serve 8.4 MAP in Phase 4. No aviation reuse at 
MCAS El 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 EI 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 ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative­

Project Direct Air Pollutant Emissions (pounds/Day) 

MCASEI Toro 
JWA 

Fuel StorageiDispensmg 
MCASEI Toro 
JWA 

MCASEIToro 
JWA 
Airport Parking 

MCASEI Toro 
JWA 

Energy 
MCASEI Toro 
JWA 

Vehicular 
MCASEIToro 
JWA 

0.00 
7,061.00 

0.84 
0.00 

10.84 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
117.92 
96.38 

0.00 
96.38 

161 
129.60 
31.60 

14 
16,145 

Source: CH2M Hill and LSA Associates, Inc., 2001 

0.00 
597.89 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
13.70 
7.40 
0.00 
7.40 

318.50 
182.20 
7,186 
5,338 

0.00 
402.78 

71.83 
0.00 

171.83 
9.14 
0.00 
9.14 

0.00 
3.99 
9.98 
0.00 
9.98 

0.00 
239.64 

1 
0.00 

14.93 
0.00 
0.00 

NA 
18.70 

26.54 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
1.17 
0.28 
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 Project/No 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 PMIO emissions 
than the Proposed Project. Because of the conclusions reached in connection with the No 
Project/No 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 Project/No 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 L TO 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 L TO 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 ETRP A 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 El Toro, MCAS EI Toro would be developed with 
nonaviation uses that are higher in density and intensity than are proposed under the project 
(Alternative 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. 
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Table 8.3-13 
Year 1998 Existing Conditions Plus ETRPA Nonaviation Plan - Predicted One Hour Ambient Carbon Monoxide Concentration 

for Intersections witb the Highest Volume and Worst Level of Service (LOS) 

26 

231 

26B 
175 

156 
237 
6B 
320 

33B 
lSI 

319 
130 

317 
316 
31B 

337 

32 

210 

269 

265 

Jamboree &: Irvine 

CfIY OF IRVINE" 

Bake &: Irvinefl'nbuco 

Bake .\ Rockfield 
Jamboree It Michelaon 
Jamboree &: Main 

AllOn " Irvine 
Sand Canyon 4: Trabuco 
Trabuco II: Irvine 
Millennium" Alton 

Red Hill &: MacArthur 

E. CcutraJ Park &: Irvine 

TcchnolosY " Barranca 
W. Central Park .I: Irvine 

Research " Irvine 
Millennium" Irvine 
Millennium &. 8arratlQ 

Sand Canyon" Irvine 

ern' OF LAGUNA Bll.LSI
• 

EI Toro" Avd. Carlota 

CITY OF LAKE FOREST" 

Lake Forest Ie. Rockfield 

CITY OF MISSION VIEJO'· 

Alicia &: Muirlandl 

tl.1 

B.6 

B.2 
B .• 

BA 
B.3 
B.3 

B.I 
B.3 

B.3 

7.B 

B.O 
B.O 
B.I 
7.9 
B.5 
B.3 

B.4 

B.5 

B.4 

Il.O 

9.0 

B.2 
B.4 

B.4 
B.7 
B.O 
B.I 
B.3 
B.I 
B.3 

7.9 

B.I 
B.2 
B.2 
B.O 
8.2 

7.9 

B.6 

B.3 

13.0 

8.4 

B.4 

B.5 
B.4 
B.2 
B.6 
B.2 
B.2 
B.O 
7.9 
7.9 
7.9 

B.O 
7.9 

B.I 
B.2 

B.2 

B.5 

B.3 

13.S 

B.4 

B.3 

B.2 
B.2 
B.I 
B.5 
7.9 

B.3 

B.3 

7.B 

B.2 
B.3 

B.2 
B.O 
B.3 

B.I 

B.I 

B.5 

B.2 

12.B 

B.O 

B.O 
7.9 

B.O 
7.9 

B.I 
7.B 
B.O 
7.B 

7.6 
7.5 
7.9 

7.7 

7.7 

7.9 

B.I 

7.6 

B.O 

7.B 

12.7 

B.6 

B.I 
B.2 
B.I 
B.I 
7.9 

7.7 

B.I 
7.9 

7.9 

7.3 

B.O 
7.7 
7.7 

7.B 

B.3 

7.9 

B.6 

B.O 

12.6 

B.O 

B.I 
7.9 

7.9 

B.I 
7.B 
7.B 
7.9 

7.B 

7.7 

7.6 
7.6 
7.6 
7.7 

7.9 

7.9 

7.5 

7.9 

7.B 

12.9 

7.9 

B.I 

B.O 
7.9 

B.3 

B.3 

B.I 
B.2 
B.O 
7.7 

7.7 

7.9 

7.B 

7.B 
B.O 
B.I 

7.7 

B.O 

B.O 

12.6 

B.I 
B.O 
B.O 
7.9 

7.7 

7.7 

7.7 
7.9 

7.9 

7.4 
7.6 
7.7 

7.B 
7.4 
B.I 
7.6 

7.B 

7.9 

7.B 

Note: •• Concentration. are in parts per million (ppm); federal one.hour CO standard i. 3S ppm; State onc-hour CO standard i. 20 ppm. 

I - RECI SW CORNER 
2 - REC2 SE CORNER 
3 -RECJ NECORNER 
4 - REC4 NW CORNER 
5 - REC5 S. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
• - REC6 N. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
7 - REC7 B. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
B - RECB W. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
9 - REC9 N. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
10 - RECIO S. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
II - RECII W. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
12 - RECI2 E. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
13 - The ambient onc-hour CO concentration, 12.0 ppm, the scamd hishat one--hour CO concentration at the nearest air monitorins station, 

Central Orange County Air Monitorinl Station between the yean of 1993 and 1997, it added 10 the calculated one-hour levels. 
14 - The ambient one-hour CO concentration. 7.0 ppm, the ICCOnd higheat one-hour CO concentration at the nearest air moniwrina .Wion, 

Saddlebac:k Valley Air Monitoring Station between the years of 1993 and 1997. is added to the calculated one-hour levels. 
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12.7 

B.2 
B.3 

B.2 

B.I 
7.7 

B.I 
7.S 
B.2 
7.9 

7.3 
7.7 

B.O 
7.9 

7.4 

B.2 
7.6 

7.9 

B.2 

B.O 

12.6 

B.2 
7.& 

B.O 
7.9 

&.0 

7.7 

7.7 

7.9 

7.9 

7.6 
7.6 
7.6 
7.6 
7.B 

7.9 

7.9 

7.B 

B.O 

79 

12.7 

B.6 
B.I 

B.3 

B.3 

B.2 
7.B 
7,9 

B.O 
B.O 
7.7 

7.7 

7.7 

7.7 

7.9 

B.2 
7.B 

7.9 

B.5 

B.I 

Alternatives 



Alternatives 

26 

238 

268 

\1S 

IS6 

231 

68 

320 

338 

lSI 

319 

\30 

311 

316 

318 

331 

32 

280 

269 

26S 

Note: 

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" Irvine 

CITY OF IRVINE" 

Bake It Irvineffrabuco 
Bake" Rockfield 

Jamboree &. Michelson 
Jamboree & Main 
A1ton &. Irvine 
Sand Canyon" Trabuco 

Trabuco" Irvine 

Millennium" A1ton 

Red Hill &. MacAnhur 
E. Centra] Park" Irvine 

Technology & Barranca 

W. Central Park " Irvine 

Resean::h " Irvine 
Millennium" Irvine 

Millennium" Barranca 
Sand Canyon" Irvine 

CITY OF LAGUNA BD..LS'1 
EI Taro" Avd. Carlota 

CITY OF LAKE FOREST" 
Lake Forest &. Rockfield 

CITY OF MISSION VIEJO" 

8.8 

S.2 

S2 

S.2 

S.2 

S.2 
S.2 

S.2 

S.2 
S.2 

S.2 

S.2 

S.2 

S.2 

S.2 

S.2 

S.2 

S.2 

S.2 

8.1 

S.S 

U 
U 
~S 

S.S 

~S 

~S 

~S 

S~ 

S~ 

S.S 

~S 

U 
~S 

~S 

~S 

S.S 

S.S 

8.1 

~I 

~I 

~I 

~I 

S.I 

~I 

S.I 

~I 

~I 

~I 

~I 

S.I 

~I 

~I 

S.I 

~I 

S.I 

S.I 

9.1 

4.8 

48 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

S.I 

S.I 

Alicia" Muirlands 5.2 5.S 5.1 5.1 

14 8.6 

U 
S.2 

S2 

S2 

U 
U 
U 
~2 

U 
S2 

S2 

U 
U 
S2 

U 
~2 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

• - Concentration. are in parts per million (ppm); federal eight-hour CO standard is 9 ppm. 
I - RECI SW CORNER 

2 - REC2 SE CORNER 

3 - REC3 NE CORNER 

4 - REC4 NW CORNER 

S - REO S. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 

6 - REC6 N. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 

1- REC1 E DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 

8 - REe8 W. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 

9 - REC9 N. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 

10 - RECIO S. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 

11 - RECti W. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 

12 - REel2 E. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 

8.S 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

S.2 

S.2 

S.2 

8.4 

4.1 

4.1 

4.1 

4.1 

4.1 

4.1 

4.1 

4.1 

4.1 

4.1 

4.1 

4.1 

4.1 

4.1 

4.1 

4.1 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

8.6 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.1 

4.1 

4.1 

8.4 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

49 

4.9 

8.S 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

8.4 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

4.9 

8.S 

S2 

4.9 

S.O 

S.O 

4.9 

4.1 

4.1 

4.8 

4.8 

4.6 

4.6 

4.6 

4.6 

4.1 

4.9 

4.1 

4.1 

S.2 

4.9 

13 - The ambient tight-hour CO concentration, 8.0 ppm, the second hishcst oisht-hour CO concentration at the nearest air monitoring station. Central Orange County Air MonitaTio, Station between tho 
years of 1993 and 1997. is added to tho product of tho calculated onc-hour levels multiplied by a penistont factor of 0.7. 

14· Number in bold reprCleDIS exceedance oflho standards. 

1 S - The ambient eight-hour CO concentration, 4.1 ppm, the ICCOnd highest eight-hour CO concentration at the nClfClt air monitorinl stalion, Saddlebaclc Valley Air Monitorinl Station between the 
ycm of 1993 and 1997, is added to the product of the calculated one-hour levc1J multiplied by a penistont factor of 0.7. 
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154 

152 

93 

116 
156 
98 
134 
175 
100 
151 
155 
316 
68 
31 
153 
320 

299 

280 

271 

287 

Table 8.3-15 
Phase 4 ETRPA Non-Aviation Plan - Predicted One Hour Ambient Carbon Monoxide Concentration for 

Intersections with the Highest Volume and Worst Level of Service (LOS) 

MacArthur" Main 
Main" Sunflower 

CITY OF TUSTINu 

Newport" Edinser 

CITY OF IRVlNEI4 

Jamboree &: Barranca 
Jamboree &. Main 
Culver" Irvine Center 
Jamboree" Alton 
Jamboree &. Michelson 
Jeffrey" Irvine Center 
Red Hill &: MacArthur 
Von Karman " Main 
Rescarch & Irvine 
Sand Canyon 01: Trobuc:o 
Jeffrey" Irvine 
Red Hill " Main 
Trabuco &: Irvine 

CITY OF LAGUNA BIACHu 

Moulton k El Toro 

CITY OF LAGUNA BaLSI
• 

El Toro" Avd. Carlota 

CITY OF LAta: FOREST'4 

EI Toro & Rockfield 

7.0 

6.9 

7.2 

5.8 
5.7 
5.6 
5.6 
5.8 
5.5 
5.7 
5.5 
5.2 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.4 

5.6 

5.5 

5.5 

CITY OF SAN JUAN CAPISTRANO" 

Laguna Hills &: PIItO Valencia 5.1 

7.2 

7.1 

7.0 

5.9 
5.6 
5.5 
5.6 
5.4 
5.6 
5.4 
5.6 
5.2 
5.3 
5.5 
5.5 
5.5 

5.4 

5.3 

5.4 

5.5 

7.1 

6.7 

6.8 

5.6 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.4 
5.6 
5.5 
5.8 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 

5.5 

5.5 

5.6 

5.2 

7.1 

7.0 

7.2 

5.6 
5.4 
5.6 
5.6 
5.5 
5.7 
5.6 
5.5 
5.3 
5.2 
5.5 
5.5 
5.5 

5.5 

5.4 

5.5 

5.1 

6.8 

6.6 

6.7 

5.3 
5.2 
5.3 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.0 
5.2 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.1 
5.2 

5.1 

5.0 

5.2 

5.0 

6.8 

6.9 

6.6 

5.5 
5.4 
5.4 
5.5 
5.3 
5.5 
5.4 
5.6 
5.0 
5.0 
5.3 
5.3 
5.3 

5.3 

5.3 

5.3 

5.2 

6.6 

6.5 

6.6 

53 
U 
U 
U 
U 
U 
5.4 
53 
U 
~I 

~I 

5.1 
U 

5.4 

5.1 

5.3 

4.9 

7.1 

6.5 

6.7 

5.5 
5.4 
5.5 
5.4 
5.3 
5.3 
5.3 
5.4 
5.1 
5.3 
5.2 
5.2 
5.3 

5.5 

5.1 

5.5 

5.0 

6.8 

6.7 

6.7 

5.5 
5.4 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.3 
5.3 
5.1 
5.0 
5.0 
4.9 
5.2 
5.1 

5.0 

5.3 

5.2 

4.8 

7.0 

6.8 

6.9 

5.4 
5.3 
5.5 
5.4 
5.4 
5.6 
5.4 
5.4 
5.3 
5.1 
5.2 
5.2 
5.3 

5.3 

5.2 

5.4 

4.9 

6.7 

7.0 

6.6 

5.5 
5.4 
5.4 
5.4 
5.5 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.0 
5.1 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 

5.1 

5.1 

5.0 

5.1 

6.8 

6.8 

6.9 

5.7 
5.6 
5.5 
5.6 
5.4 
5.3 
5.7 
5.4 
5.1 
4.9 
5.1 
5.3 
5.3 

5.1 

5.3 

5.3 

5.0 

Note: • - Concentrations are in puts per million (ppm) 
I - RECI SW CORNER 
2· REel SE CORNER 
3 • REel NE CORNER 
4 - REC4 NW CORNER 
5-REC5 S.DEPARTURE-MrnDBLOCK 
6 - REC6 N. APPROACH - MrnD BLOCK 
7 - REC7 E. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
8- REC8 W. APPROACH - MrnD BLOCK 
9 - REC9 N. DEPARTURE - MrnD BLOCK 
10 - RECIO S. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
II - RECII W. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
12 - RECI2 E. APPROACH - MrnD BLOCK 
13 • The ambient one-hour CO concentration, 6.1 ppm. obtained by multiplying a rollback factor to the teCOIId hiJhat one-hour CO concentration It the ncarat air monitorinl.tation, 

Central Orange County Air Monitorins Station between the yean 1996 to 2000, is added to the calcul.ted one hour levels. 
14 • The ambient one-hour CO concentration, 4.6 ppm, obtained by multiplyioSI rollback factor to the accond hishest one-hour CO concentration at the nearest air monitoring .tation, 

Saddleback Valley Air Monitoring Station between the yean 1996 to 2000, il added 10 Ihe calculated one hour leveb. 
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154 

152 

93 

\16 
IS6 
98 
134 
I7S 

100 
151 
155 
316 
68 
31 
153 
320 

299 

280 

271 

287 

Note: 

Alternatives 

Table 8.3-16 
Phase 4 ETRPA Non-Aviation Plan - Predicted Eight Hour Ambient Carbon Monoxide Concentration for 

Intersections with the Highest Volume and Worst Level of Service (LOS) 

MacArthur &. Main 5.2 5.4 5.3 5.3 5.1 5.1 5.0 5.3 5.1 5.2 5.0 5.1 

Main" Sunflower 5.2 5.3 5.0 5.2 5.0 5.2 4.9 4.9 5.0 5.1 5.2 5.1 

CITY OF TUSTINu 

Newport &. Edinger 5.4 5.2 5.1 5.4 5.0 S.O 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.2 5.0 5.2 

CITY OF IRVINEu 

Jamboree &. Barranca 3.7 3.8 3.6 3.6 3.4 3.5 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.7 

Jamboree &. Main 3.7 3.6 3.6 3.5 3.3 3.5 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.4 3.5 3.6 

Culver &. Irvine Center 3.6 3.5 3.7 3.6 3.4 3.S 3.4 3.5 3.3 3.5 3.5 3.5 

Jamboree &. Alton 3.6 3.6 3.7 3.6 3.3 3.5 3.3 3.5 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.6 

Jamboree &. Michelson 3.7 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.3 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 

Jeffrey &. Irvine Center 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.7 3.4 3.5 3.3 3.4 3.4 3.6 3.3 3.4 

Red Hill &. MacArthur 3.7 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.2 3.5 3.5 34 3.4 3.5 3.4 3.7 

Von Kannan &:; Main 3.5 3.6 3.7 3.5 3.3 3.6 3.4 3.5 3.3 3.5 3.5 3.5 

Research" Irvine 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.4 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.3 3.2 3.4 3.2 3.3 

Sand Canyon &. Trabuco 3.3 3.4 3.4 3.3 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.4 3.2 3.3 3.3 3.1 

Jeffrey" Irvine 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.3 3.1 3.3 3.2 3.3 

Red Hill & Main 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.4 

Trabuco &. Irvine 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.5 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.4 

CITY OF LAGUNA BEACH" 

Moulton &. EI Toro 3.6 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.3 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.2 3.4 3.3 3.3 

CITY OF LAGUNA Bn.LS'<f 

EI Toro &, Avd. Carlota 3.5 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.2 3.4 3.3 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.3 3.4 

CllY OF LAKE FOREST' 

EI Toro" Rockfield 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.5 3.3 3.4 3.4 3.5 3.3 3.5 3.2 3.4 

CITY OF SAN JUAN CAPISTRANO" 

Laguna Hill, &. Puco Valenaa 3.3 3.5 3.3 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.1 3.2 3.0 3.1 3.3 3.2 

• - Concentrations arc in parts per million (ppm) 
I • REel SW CORNER 

2· REe2 SE CORNER 
3 • REC3 NE CORNER 
4 • REC4 NW CORNER 

5· REC5 S. DEPARTURE· MID BLOCK 
6 - REC6 N. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
7· REe7 E. DEPARTURE· MID BLOCK 
8 • RECI W. APPROACH· MID BLOCK 
9· REC9 N. DEPARTURE· MID BLOCK 
to - RECIO S. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
II • RECII W. DEPARTURE· MID BLOCK 

12·REC12 E. APPROACH·MIDBLOCK 
13 - The ambient eight-hour CO concentration. 4.6 ppm. obtained by multiplying I rollback factor to the second highest eight-hour concentration at the nearest air monitorins ltation, 

Central Orangc County Air Monitoring Station between the yean of 1996 to 2000, i. added 10 the produe:t of the calculated one-hour levels multiplied by a persistent factor ofO. 7. 
14 - The ambient eight-hour CO concentntion, 2.9 ppm, obtained by multiplying a rollbKk factor to the IC«Ind highest eight-hour concentration at the nearest air monitorina station, 

Saddleback Valley Air Monitorina Station between the yean of 1996 to 2000, is added to the product of the calculated one-hour levels multiplied by a penistcnt 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 EI 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 EI 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 Alternative 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 ETRP A 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 El 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 El Toro that may experience indirect impacts as a result of 
the ETRP A 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, Businessffechnology, 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 GP A, Zone Change, and Annexation EIR (March, 1999) concluded that, 
compared to the existing conditions, development of the ETRP A Alternative on the MCAS 
El Toro site could: 1) 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 El 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 
ETRP A Alternative or Proposed Project cases; however, the ETRP A 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 El 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 ETRPA 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 modernization of airport support facilities, 
and provision of more open space and recreation areas than is currently provided. The 
ETRP A 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 ETRP A Nonaviation Alternative assumes status quo operations at JW A. 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 ETRP A 
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 ofIrvine GPA, Zone Change and Annexation DEIR for MCAS EI Toro and James A. 
Musick Branch Jail, March 31, 1999) as the City ofIrvine 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 ETRP A 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 ETRP A 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 rnaterials 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 (lRP) 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 ETRP A 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 BusinessfTechnology 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, professional! administrative offices, and other supporting services. Police 
and fire stations are also a possibility within the BusinessfTechnology 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, professional/administrative offices, and 
other supporting uses. 

Under the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative, proposed developments within the 
BusinessfTechnology area encompass IRP Sites 11 and 12, and a portion ofIRP Site 7. As 
discussed in Section 4.l6 (Hazardous Wastes and Hazardous Materials), the Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RIfFS) 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 El Toro. Based on this standard, development of 
the proposed uses within the BusinessfTechnology 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 ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative. However, under the ETRP A 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 of IRP 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 of IRP Site 5 are anticipated, provided 
that the selected presumptive remedy for the site remains intact. 

Under the ETRP A 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 ETRP A 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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Entertainment/Mixed Use 

In response to a request by OCT A, the ETRP A 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 Rl/FS 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 EI 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 EI 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. JW A would continue to operate at a maximum of 8.4 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 EI 
Toro and 5,200 jobs at JW 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 JWA, 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 EI Toro and JW A, as well as 
expenditures by visitors arriving by air through JW 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. 
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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 ERTPA 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 ETRP A 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 potential 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: El 
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) ETRP A 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 ETRPA 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 $21 0 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 Impact 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 El Toro site, including sleep disturbances and on 
recreation uses; toxic air contaminants at El Toro associated with airport operations; 
local air quality impacts at OCX due to aircraft and associated operations; aviation 
safety effects at El Toro; and aviation risk of upset at El Toro. 

In summary, the ETRP A Nonaviation Plan Alternative would avoid unmitigatable project 
impacts on toxic air contaminants near the El 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, JW A 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 of 7.5 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 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. 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 El 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 El 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 ofIrvine 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 ofIrvine 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. 
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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 information 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 JW A, 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 Alternative 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 information 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 Traffic Impacts for Alternative A to 

Existing Conditions and Existing Conditions Plus Project 

IMPACTED ARTERIAL ROADS 

Laguna Canyon (1-405 to SJHTC) 

Michelson (Carlson to Harvard) 1-5 at Sand Canyon (NB On-Ramp) 

1-5 at Sand Canyon (SB Off-Ramp) to north ofSR-55) 
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1-5 at Culver (SB Off-Ramp) 

1-405 at Jamboree (SB Off-Ramp) 

1-5 (El Toro to La paz) 

1-405 (MacArthur to SR-133) 

1-405 at Sand Canyon (NB Direct 
On-Ramp) 

IMPACTED FREEWAY 
SEGMENTS 

Abbreviations: NB-northbound EB-eastbound 
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 freeway/tollway 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 EI 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 EI Toro include 6.3 square miles of land. Therefore, 
Alternative A would increase the area affected by the 65 CNEL surrounding the EI Toro 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 EI 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: 1) County and City 
policies have restricted incompatible land uses within the much larger (28.81 square mile) 
MCAS EI Toro AICUZ 65 CNEL, 2) the Alternative A 65 CNEL line does not exceed the 
AICUZ 65 CNEL boundary north of the EI Toro site (and, therefore, avoids the impacts of 
the Proposed Project outside the AICUZ 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 EI 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 EI Toro than the existing conditions level of military operations. 
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Table 8.4-3 
Militarv and Year 2020 Alternatives for EI Toro 

• 60 to 65 CNEL Contour 16.6 22 15.5 20.4 12.3 13.8 

I 
23.2 

I 
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 

I 
4.4 

I 
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.\5 0.3 

I 
1.3 

I 
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 

I 
3,411 

I 
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 1 0 0 0 0 

I 
2 

I 
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 

I 
2 

I 
0 

• 65 to 70 CNEL Contour 0 1 1 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 

I 
0 

I 
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 

I 
0 

I 
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 \0 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 with Noise Contours for 1998 and Year 2020 Alternatives for John Wayne Airport 

- 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 65 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 65 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 Churches Inside Contour: 
- 60 to 65 CNEL Contour 2 2 2 2 2 6 I 
- 65 to 70 CNEL Contour 0 2 0 0 0 2 1 
- inside 70 CNEL Contour 0 0 0 0 0 I 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 PMIO standard at OCX and JW A. 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 (PoundslDay) - Phase 4 Alternative A 

CO NOx 
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 
+0,04+ ~ 

JWA 3,205 1,297 
Total 44,473.79 18,817.30 

~ ~ 
Source: CH2M Hill and LSA Associates, Inc., 2001 

I ROC emissions obtained by multiplying He emissions reported by EDMS by a factor of 1.14. 
2 SOX emissions are nol reported by the URBEMIS7G model. 

ROC SOx PMtO 
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 -- --

19.59 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 
l,lIQO ~ ~ 

958 295 2,331 
S4i ~ .J.,.\l4i 

252 79 663 
2,754.31 1,233.11 3,254.88 

~ ~ ~ 

3 Revised calculation of average trip length. This revision does not impact any of the significance detenninations made in connection with the project. 
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Table 8.4-6 
Regionwide Emissions Inventory Alternative A Phase 4 

(PoundslDay 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 EIToro 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 111,548.77 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 EIToro 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 EIToro 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 Toro! 11,633.00 4,575.00 958.00 295.00 -- --
10,0'1 00 ~,3" 00 i43.OO 13300 

JWA 3,205.00 1,297.00 252.00 79.00 
Othen; Airports' 2,757,679.00 490,576.00 70,624.00 48,634.00 

:I,:;z~O".1.> 00 43~,1.>:;Z~ 00 (i:;z,41.>1 00 41.>,00000 
Total Regionail 2,772,517.00 496,448.00 71,834.00 49,000.00 

:I,:;Z4.,1.>0~ 00 41.>1,1 •• 00 '3,~1.>1 00 41.>,~,:;z 00 
TOTAL (pounds/day) 2,968,560.19 596,729.04 86,603.87 56,496.02 

l,Ia~Ia,la4K lla 5lal,414 Q4 K~,J'Q K:;! 5',K'~ Ql 
Change from 2020 No Project {I 0,802.41} {2,864.32} (974.41} {394.24} 
(pounds/day) ~~ 1,0'3 41~ ~',~3~ 4'0~ ~~,:I'3 :;Z3~ ~I~I.> :l4~ 

SCAQMD Threshold for Operation 
550 55 55 150 

(pounds/day) 

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., 200 I. 

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 
1,1.>4300 

663.00 
6,821.00 
',1.>3400 
9,815.00 
I.>,I.>I.>~ 00 

11,408.12 
II,IKK Il 

{11.28} 
~J~I.> 34~ 

150 

I Revised calculation of average trip length. This revision does not impact any of the significance determinations 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 

IS4 

IS2 

90 

9l 
lIS 
9S 

116 
IS6 
98 
Il4 
17S 
lSI 
100 
321 
l20 

ISl 

299 

280 

271 

Note: 

Table 8.4-7 
Phase 4 Alternative A - Predicted One Hour Ambient Carbon Monoxide Concentration for Intersections with the 

Highest Volume and Worst Level of Service (LOS) 

Jamboree & Chapman 7.0 7.0 7.2 7.0 7.0 7.2 6.8 7.2 6.8 6.8 6.7 6.7 

CITY or SANTA ANAu 

MacAnhur k Main 7.1 7.2 7.1 7.1 6.8 6.8 6.7 7.1 6.9 7.0 6.7 6.8 

Main &: Sunflower 7.0 7.1 6.7 7.1 6.6 7.0 6.S 6.S 6.7 6.8 7.1 6.8 

Grand " Edinger 6.9 7.0 7.2 7.l 7.0 7.1 6.7 7.0 6.6 7.0 6.9 6.7 

CITY OF TUSTlNIJ 

Newport &: Edinaer 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 Karman cI: BarraoCi 7.0 7.1 7.1 7.0 6.6 7.1 6.7 6.9 6.6 6.6 6.7 6.9 
Tustin Ranch Ie £diDSCI' 7.2 7.0 6.9 7.1 6.7 6.9 6.6 6.7 6.9 6.9 6.6 7.0 

CITY OF IRVINE'· 

Jamboree" Barranca S.8 6.0 S.6 S.6 S.2 S.S S.l S.S S.S S.4 S.S S.8 
Iamboree & Main S.6 S.6 S.7 S.4 S.2 S.4 S.l S.S S.l S.l S.4 S.6 
Culver & Irvine Center S.6 S.6 S.7 S.7 S.l S.4 S.4 S.S S.l S.S S.' S.S 
Jamboree" Alton S.6 S.6 S.7 S.6 S.2 S.S S.2 S.l S.l S.4 S.4 S.7 
Jamboree" Michelson S.7 S.4 S.4 S.6 S.I S.l S.l S.l S.l S.4 S.4 S.4 
Red Hill &: MKArthur S.7 S.S S.S S.6 S.O S.4 S.4 S.l S.l S.4 S.2 S.7 
Jeffrey" Irvine Center S.6 S.S S.S S.6 S.l S.S S.2 S.2 S.S S.8 S.I S.l 
Access Rd, West" Irvine S.2 S.2 S.2 S.4 S.I S.I S.I S2 4." 4.9 S.I S.2 
Perimeter Rd. III Irvine S.l S.2 S.2 S.I 4.9 4.9 S.O S.2 4.8 4.8 S.I S.I 
Red Hill & Main S.S S.S S.S S.6 S.I S.l S.2 S.2 S.2 S.2 S.2 S.2 

CITY OF LAGUNA BEACH'· 

Moulton" EI Toro S.S S.4 S.S S.6 S.I S.l SA S.4 S.O S.l S.I S.I 

CITY OF LAGUNA BILLS'· 

EI Toro" Avd. CarIota S.4 S.4 S.4 S.l S.O S.2 S.O S.O S.2 S.2 S.I S.l 

CITY OF LAKE FOREST" 

£1 T oro " Rockfield S.6 S.S S.6 S.S S.2 S.2 S.2 S.4 S.2 S.l S.l S.4 

•• Concentrations arc in puts per million (ppm) 

I • RECI SW CORNER 
2 • REel SE CORNER 
l - RECl NE CORNER 
4 - REC4 NW CORNER 
S - RECS S. DEPARTIlkE - MID BLOCK 
6 - REC6 N. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
7 - REC7 E. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
8 - REC8 W. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
9 - REC9 N. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
IO-RECIO S. APPROACH-MID BLOCK 
II-RECII W.DEPARTURE-MIDBLOCK 
12 - RECI2 E. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 

13 - The ambient one-hour CO concentration. 6.1 ppm. obtained by multiplyinsl rollb.ck factor to the aecond hiaheR one-hour CO concentration at the nearest air monitorinl'wion, 
Central Oranae County Air Monilorina Station between the yean 199610 2000, il added 10 Ihe calculated ODe hour level •. 

14· The ambient one-hour CO concentration, 4.6 ppm. obtained by multiplyinB a rollbKk factor to the second hiBhat one-hour CO concentration at the nearest air monilOrin8 ltation, 
Saddlcback Vancy Air Monitorina: Station between che yean 199610 2001, i, added 10 Ihc calculated one hour Ievell. 
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345 

154 

152 

90 

93 
115 
95 

116 
156 
98 

134 
175 
151 
100 
321 
320 
153 

299 

280 

271 

Note: 

Alternatives 

Table 8.4-8 
Phase 4 Alternative A - 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 5A 5.2 5.2 5.4 5.1 5.4 5.1 5.1 5.0 5.0 

CITY OF SANTA ANA IJ 

MacArthur" Main 5.3 5.4 5.3 5.3 5.1 5.1 5.0 5.3 5.2 5.2 5.0 5.1 

Main" Sunflower 5.2 5.3 5.0 5.3 5.0 5.2 4.9 4.9 5.0 5.1 5.3 5.1 

Grand &: Edinger 5.2 5.2 5.4 5.4 5.2 5.3 5.0 5.2 5.0 5.2 52 5.0 

CITY OF TUSTIN" 

Newport" Edinger 5A 5.3 5.1 5.4 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.2 5.0 5.2 
Von Kilman & Barranca 5.2 5.3 5.3 5.2 5.0 5.3 5.0 5.2 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.2 
Tustin Ranch" Edingcr 5.4 5.2 5.2 5.3 5.0 5.2 5.0 5.0 5.2 5.2 5.0 5.2 

CITY OF IRVINE'· 

Jamboree.l: Barranca 3.7 3.9 3.6 3.6 3.3 3.5 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.7 
Jamboree & Main 3.6 3.6 3.7 3.5 3.3 3.5 3.4 3.5 3.4 3.4 3.5 3.6 
Culver" Irvine Center 3.6 3.6 3.7 3.7 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.5 

Jamboree" Alton 3.6 3.6 3.7 3.6 3.3 3.5 3.3 3.4 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.7 

Jamboree" Michelson 3.7 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.3 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.5 

Red Hill " MacArthur 3.7 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.2 3.5 3.5 3.4 3.4 3.5 3.3 3.7 
Jeffrey" Irvine Center 3.6 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.4 3.5 3.3 3.3 3.5 3.7 3.3 3.' 
Access Rd. West" Irvine 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.5 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.1 3.1 3.3 3.3 

Perimeter Rd. " Irvine 3.4 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.1 3.1 3.2 3.3 3.0 3.0 3.3 3.3 

Red Hill " Main 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 

CITY OF LAGUNA BEACOI
• 

Moulton" EI Toro 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.3 3.' 3.5 3.5 3.2 3.' 3.3 3.3 

CITY OF LAGUNA BILLSI
• 

EI TOTO" Avd. Carlota 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.4 3.2 3.3 3.2 3.2 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.4 

CITY OF LAKE FOREST'· 

EJ Toro " Rockfield 3.6 3.5 3.6 3.5 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.5 3.3 3.4 3.' 3.5 

• - Concentrations are in parts per million (ppm) 
I - RECI SW CORNER 
Z - RECZ SE CORNER 
3 - REC3 NE CORNER 
4 - REC4 NW CORNER 
5 - REC5 S. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
6 - REC6 N. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
7 - REC7 E. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
8 - RECS W. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
9-REC9 N. DEPARTURE-MID BLOCK 
10-REC10 S. APPROACH-MID BLOCK 
ll-RECII W. DEPARTURE-MIDBLOCK 
12-REC12 E.APPROACH-MIDBLOCK 

13 - 'The ambient apt-hour CO conccntralion, 4.6 ppm, obtained by multiplying, rollback factor to the second hishest eipt-hour concentration at the nearest air monitoring station, 
Central Oranse County Air Monitoring Station between the years of 1996 to 2000, .. added 10 the product of the calculated one-hour levels multiplied by a persistent faeroe of 0.7. 

14 - The ambienl ei,ghl-hour CO concentration, 2.9 ppm, obtained by multiplyinS a rollback factor to the second hi,ghcst ei,ght-hour concentration at the nearest air monitorins station. 
Saddleback Vaney Air Monitoring Stalion between the years of 1996 to 2000, iI added to the product of the calculated one-hour levels multiplied by a persistent factor of 0.7 
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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 T oro 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 El 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 EI 
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 EI 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 from 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 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. This alternative 
would not avoid or lessen substantially the impacts of the Proposed Project. 

Redevelopment of MCAS El 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 El 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 
El 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 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Alternatives 
1-11. 



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 El 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 El 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 JW A, but would have impacts due to development at the MCAS El 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 El 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 El Toro 
site. Alternative A would have impacts due to development at the MCAS 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. 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 El 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 El 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 El 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 nwnber 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 
nwnber 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 El 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 nwnber of decreasing 
operations and the potential general aviation accident risks would increase by 9.0% 
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 JWA, but would have impacts due to development at the El 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 El 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 
El Toro and 3,700 at JWA, representing a net increase of 16,500 jobs at MCAS El Toro and 
1,600 jobs at JW A over existing 1998 conditions. The distribution of jobs between MCAS 
El Toro and JW A differs under this alternative compared to the Proposed Project. There 
would be fewer jobs generated at the MCAS El 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 El 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 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. 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 
slightly 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. 
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8.5 ALTERNATIVE C: JWA - SHORT-HAUL; OCX -
MEDIUM-HAUL TO FULL INTERNATIONAL 
(LINKED) AIR SERVICE 

This 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. 

This 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. This 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 under 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 10.1 MAP. Also, future improvements under Alternative C 
would take place within the existing boundaries of the airport. This alternative would create 
a JW A 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 
under the Proposed Project at El Toro. The airport-to-airport connector proposed under 
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 around JWA 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 County 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 JW A to 
Public Facilities. The adopted 65 dB CNEL noise contour policy implementation line would 
change at EI Toro as a result of this alternative, therefore, an amendment to the Orange 
County 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 County. 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 
JWA, 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 EI 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 

Portola (Sand Canyon to Foothill 
Toll Road) 

Irvine (ETC East Leg to PA-2 West 
Access Road) 

Irvine (JeftTey to Sand Canyon) 

Laguna Canyon (south ofEI Toro) 

Laguna Canyon (1-405 to SR-73) IMPACTED FREEWAY! 
TOLLWAY RAMPS 

Laguna Canyon (south ofEI Toro) IMPACTED FREEWAY RAMPS 

County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 Alternatives 
I-nli 



1-5 at Culver (SB Off-Ramp) 

1-405 at Jamboree (SB Off-Ramp) 

1-405 at Sand Canyon (NB Direct 
On-Ramp) 

IMPACTED FREEWAY 
SEGMENTS 

SB-southbound WB-westbound 

On-Ramp) 

IMPACTED FREEWAY! 
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 

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 El 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 EI Toro include 6.3 square miles of land and for JWA, 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 EI Toro AICUZ 
65 CNEL. However, the Alternative C 65 CNEL line does exceed the AICUZ 65 CNEL 
boundary north of the EI Toro site and, therefore, Alternative C has the same impacts of the 
Proposed Project outside the AlCUZ 65 CNEL line. 

EIR No. 563 concluded that a civilian airport at MCAS EI 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 EI 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 JW A 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, aSE, 
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. l 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 (Pounds/Day) 

CO NOx ROC! 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 

GSE/APU 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 Traffiel 17,145 6,802 1,392 446 3,470 -
~ ~ ~ 440 ~ 

OCXi 12,826 5,055 1,052 339 2,576 

~ ~ ~ JJJ ~ 

JWA 4,319 1,747 340 107 894 
Total 50,333.26 24,401.68 3,527.36 1,574.59 3,738.04 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Source: CH2M Hill and LSA Associates, Inc., 2001 

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 of this supplemental analysis. 
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Table 8.5-5 
Regionwide Emissions Inventory Alternative C Phase 4 

(PoundslDay 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 
JWA 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 EIToro 540.79 126.57 209.14 
JWA 120.77 14.91 4.21 

Other Airports 3,170.27 643.34 145.87 
Total Regional 3,831.83 784.82 359.22 

Airport Parking EIToro 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 EIToro'! 12,826.00 5,055.00 1,052.00 
U,~S4 gg 4,J41 gg ~4~ gg 

JWA 4,319.00 1,747.00 340.00 
Other& Airport~ 2,755,094.00 489,631.00 70,441.00 

~,:;Z~:I,S II gg 43J,~(j3 gg (j(j,@~ gg 
Total Regionag 2,772,239.00 496,433.00 71,833.00 

~,:;ZJ3,g34 gg 4~g,gS(j gg (j:;z,~:;Z4 gg 

TOTAL (pounds/day) 2,969,448.00 599,278.51 86,942.92 
;;Z,~J5,l~J UU 5~;;Z,~UI 51 IIJ,UIIJ ~;;z 

Change from 2020 No Project {9,914.60} {314.85} {635.36} 
(pounds/day) ~J S ,:;Z~J (jg~ ~S,g~:;z ~~~ ~J,S4S :;ZJ~ 

SCAQMD Threshold for Operation 
550 55 55 (pounds/day) 

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., 200 l. 

SOX PMI0 
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 
~ ~,I~J gg 
107.00 894.00 

48,560.00 6,344.00 
43,~~(j gg (j,44S gg 
48,996.00 9,814.00 
4~,4J(j gg ~,SJ~ gg 
56,647.16 11,389.86 
5::l,UII:;! I(i n,IU:;! 1I(j 

{243.1O} {29.54} 
i4JlO ~J:lg II ~ 

150 150 

I Revised calculation of average trip length. This revision does not impact any of the significance determinations 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 PMIO 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 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. 

With the exception of the JW AlOCX 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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Table 8.5-6 
Phase 4 Alternative C - Predicted One Hour Ambient Carbon Monoxide Concentration for 

Intersections with the Highest Volume and Worst Level of Service (LOS) 

Jamboree" Chapman 7.0 7.0 7.2 7.0 7.0 7.2 6.& 7.2 6.9 6.& 6.& 

CITY or SANTA ANA'J 
MacArthur & Main 7.1 7.2 7.1 7.2 6.9 6.9 6.& 7.1 6.9 7.0 6.7 

Main It Sunflower 7.0 7.1 6.7 7.1 6.6 7.0 6.6 6.S 6.7 6.& 7.1 

Grand" Edinger 6.9 7.0 7.0 7.3 7.0 7.1 6.7 7.0 6.6 7.0 6.9 

CITY OF TUSTIN" 

Newport &. Edinger 7.2 7.1 6.9 7.2 6.7 6.7 6.6 6.7 6.7 7.0 6.6 

Von Karman" 8arruK:a 7.0 7.1 7.1 6.9 6.6 7.1 6.7 6.9 6.6 6.6 6.7 

Tustin Ranch " EdinSCl' 7.1 7.0 6.9 7.1 6.7 6.9 6.6 6.7 6.9 7.0 6.6 

CITY OF IRVINE" 

Jamboree Ii Barranca S.9 6.0 S.6 S.6 S.3 S.S S.3 S.S S.S S.4 S.S 
Jamboree" Main S.6 S.6 S.7 S.4 S.2 S.4 S.3 S.4 S.3 S.3 S.4 
Culver" Irvine Center S.6 S.6 S.7 S.7 Sol S.4 S.4 S.S S.3 S.S S.4 
Jamboree &: Alton S.6 S.6 S.7 S.6 S.I S.S S.2 SA S.4 S.4 S.4 
Jamboree & Michelson S.7 S.4 S.4 S.6 S.I S.3 S.3 S.3 S.3 S.4 S.4 

Red Hill " MacAnhur S.7 S.4 S.S S.6 S.l S.4 S.4 S.3 S.3 S.4 S.4 
Jeffrey & Irvine Center S.6 S.S S.S S.7 S.4 S.6 S.2 S.3 S.' S.7 S.I 
Access Rd. West" Irvine S.2 S.2 S.2 S.4 S.I S.I S.I S.2 4.9 4.9 S.I 
Red Hill & Main S.4 S.S S.S S.6 S.I S.3 S.2 S.2 S.2 S.2 S.I 
Perimeter" Irvine S.3 S.3 S.3 S.I S.O 4.9 S.O S.2 4.& 4.8 S.I 

CITY OF LAGUNA BEACn" 

Moulton" EI 101"0 S.4 S.4 S.S S.S S.I S.3 S.4 S.4 S.O S.3 S.I 

CITY OF LAGUNA BILLS" 

EJ T oro & A Yd. Cartota S.4 S.4 S.4 S.3 S.O S.2 S.O S.O S.2 S.2 S.l 

CITY OF LAKE FORES1" 

EI Toro &: R.ocldic1d S.6 S.S S.6 S.S S.2 S.3 S.2 S.3 S.2 S.3 S.3 

• - Concentrations ue in parts per million (ppm) 
I-RECI SWCORNER 

2 - REe2 SE CORNER 
3 - REC3 NE CORNER 
4 - REC4 NW CORNER 

S - REeS S. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 

6 - REe6 N. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
7 - REC7 E. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
& - REe& W. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 

9 - REC9 N. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
10 - RECIO S. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 

II - REel I W. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 

12 - RECI2 E. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 

6.7 

6.& 

6.9 

6.7 

6.9 

6.9 
7.0 

S.& 
S.S 
S.S 
S.7 
S.4 
S.7 
S.3 
S.2 
S.2 
S.I 

S.I 

S.3 

S.4 

13 - The ambient one--hour CO concentration, 6.10 ppm, obtained by multiplyinl a rollback factor to the sccond highest OnHtour CO concentration at the nearest air monitoring Ilation, 
Central 0ran8c County Air Monitoring Station between the ycars 1996 to 2000, it added to the calculated one hour levels. 

14 - The ambient one-bout CO concentration, 4.6 ppm. obtained by multiplyins a rollback fldOr to the ICCODd hip_ one--bour CO amccntration at the nearest air monitorins ltation, 
Saddleback Valley Air Monitoring Station between tho years 1996 to 2000, is added to the calculated one hour levell. 
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145 

1S4 

1S2 

90 

91 
115 
95 

116 
1S6 
98 
114 
I7S 
lSI 
100 
32\ 
151 
320 

299 

280 

271 

Note: 

Alternatives 

Table 8.5-7 
Phase 4 Alternative C - Predicted Eight Hour Ambient Carbon Monoxide Concentration for 

Intersections with the Highest Volume and Worst Level of Service 
~~.i't!;IJljlIlllll'i""_fIIiIt illmlliii'B Ed J!ilt'Bj'lilZ I!tN'Jil 'lPAA 
rriJ 

Jamboree &. Chapman 5.2 5.2 5.4 5.2 5.2 5.4 5.1 5.4 5.2 5.1 

CITY OF SANTA ANAu 

MacArthur &. Main 5.1 5.4 5.1 5A 5.2 5.2 5.1 5.1 5.2 5.2 

Main &. Sunflower 5.2 5.1 5.0 5.1 5.0 5.2 5.0 4.9 5.0 5.1 

Grand &. Edinger 5.2 5.2 5.2 5A 5.2 5.1 5.0 52 50 52 

CITV OF TUSTIN" 

Newport &. Edina« 5.4 5.1 5.2 5.4 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.2 

Von Kannan " Barranca 5.2 5.1 5.1 5.2 5.0 5.1 5.0 5.2 5.0 5.0 
Tustin Ranch" Edinger 5.1 5.2 5.2 5.3 5.0 5.2 5.0 5.0 5.2 5.2 

ern" OF IRVlNEu 

Jamboree" Barranca 1.' 1.9 1.6 1.6 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.5 
Jamboree &. Main 1.6 1.6 1.7 1.5 1.3 1.5 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.4 
Culver &. Irvine Center 1.6 3.6 1.7 1.7 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.5 
Jamboree" Alton 1.6 1.6 3.7 1.6 3.1 1.5 1.1 1.5 1.l 3.5 
Jamboree" Michelson 3.7 1.5 1.5 1.6 3.1 1.4 3A 1.4 1.4 3.5 
Red Hill &. MacArthur 3.7 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.1 3.5 1.5 3.4 1.4 1.5 
Jeffrey &. Irvine Center 1.6 1.5 1.5 1.7 1.5 1.6 11 3.4 1.5 1.7 
ACCCSI Rd. West &. Irvine 1.1 1.3 3.3 1.5 1.1 1.1 1.3 3.1 1.1 1.1 
Red Hi1I & Main 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.3 1.4 1.3 3.1 1.1 1.3 
Perimeter &. Irvine 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.2 3.1 3.2 3.3 3.0 3.0 

CITY OF LAGUNA BEACH'· 

Moulton &: EI Toro 3.5 1.5 3.5 3.5 3.3 3.4 3.5 3.5 32 34 

CITY OF LAGUNA HILLSI4 

EI Toro" Avd. Carlota 3.5 3.5 3.5 1.4 3.2 3.3 3.2 3.2 3.3 1.3 

CITY OF LAKE FORJ:ST'· 

EI Toro &: RockfieJd 1.6 1.5 1.6 1.5 1.3 1.4 1.1 3.4 1.1 1.4 

• - Concentrations are in paru per million (ppm) 
I·RECI SWCORNER 
2 • REC2 SE CORNER 
3 • RECl NE CORNER 
4 • REC' NW CORNER 
5· RECl S. DEPARTURE· MID BLOCK 
6· REC6 N. APPROACH· MID BLOCK 
7· REC7 E. DEPARTURE· MID BLOCK 
•• REC8 W. APPROACH· MID BLOCK 
9· REC9 N. DEPARTURE· MID BLOCK 
10· RECIO S. APPROACH· MID BLOCK 
II • RECII W. DEPARTURE· MID BLOCK 
12· RECI2 E. APPROACH· MID BLOCK 

5.1 5.0 

5.0 5.1 

5.1 5.2 

5.2 5.0 

5.0 5.2 
5.0 5.2 
5.0 5.2 

1.5 1.7 
1.5 1.5 
1.5 3.5 
1.5 1.7 
1.5 1.5 
3.5 3.7 
3.1 3.4 
1.1 3.3 
1.1 3.1 
3.3 3.3 

3.1 3.1 

1.3 1.4 

1.4 1.5 

13 - Tho ambient eight-hour CO concentration, 4.6 ppm. obtained by multiplying a rollback Cactor 10 the second highest eight-hour concentration at the nearest air monitorina station, 
Central Oranse County Air Monitorins Station between the yean of 1996 to 2000, ill added to the product of the calculated one-bour levels multiplied by • penistent factor of 0.7. 

14 - The ambient eipt-hour CO concentration, 2.9 ppm, obtained by multiplyinS a rollback factor to the second hiJhest eilJht-bour concentration at the nearest air monitorins .tation, 
Saddleback Valley Air Monitorins Station between the yean of 1996 10 2000, it added 10 the product of tile calculated one-hour level. multiplied by • peni.tent factor ofO. 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. This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen 
the impacts of the project. 

With the exception of the JW NOCX 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 El 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 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 project. 

With the exception of the JW NOCX 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 NOCX connector will have additional impacts related to both runoff and water 
quality associated with the connector corridor and facility between the two airports. 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 
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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 El 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 El 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 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 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 JW A 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-to-airport link planned under Alternative C. 

As discussed in Section 4.l1 (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 El 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 El Toro sites. This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen 
the project impacts. 

The visual effect of Alternative C at the MCAS El 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 JWA 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 JW A 
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 

Alternatives County of Orange Final EIR No. 573 
1-128 



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 EI 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 1bresholds of Significance ii and iii in Section 4.14. 

Given the alignment of the JW AJOCX 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 operations 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 JWA 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 JW A would decrease by 11.7% correspondingly. At OCX, there would be an 
estimated decrease of 101,500 air carrier and air cargo operations and an estimated decrease 
of 7,000 general aviation operations. 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 operations 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 operations, 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 number 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 of 29,100 jobs would be created for the Airport System Master 
Plan, including almost 22,900 jobs at the MCAS EI Toro site and 6,200 jobs at JW A in 
2020, representing a net increase of 20,200 jobs at MCAS EI Toro site, and 4,100 jobs at 
JW A, over existing 1998 conditions. The total number 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 number of jobs 
generated at the EI Toro site under Alternative C will be lower than the number of jobs 
generated under the Proposed Project. However, a greater number 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 EI Toro and JWA 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 JWA 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 T oro 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 EI Toro. JW A 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 will 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 El Toro site, a nonaviation 
use at El Toro would require a County General Plan Amendment to replace Measure A 
policies designating the El 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 

This 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 El 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 JWA 
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 

Red Hill & Walnut 

ARTERIAL ROADWAYS 

Portola (Sand Canyon to Foothill 
Toll Road) 

Culver (Bryan to Trabuco) 

ofSR-73) 

FREEWAY RAMPS 

1-5 at Culver (SB VU",,,,,,,,,,, 
1-405 at Jamboree (SB Off-Ramp) 

1-405 at Sand Canyon (NB Direct 
On-Ramp) 

IMPACTED FREEWAY 
SEGMENTS 
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Abbreviations: NB-northbound EB-eastbound 
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. 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 freeway/tollway ramps. See 
Draft Supplemental Analysis Section 4.3.6.5. 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 EI 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 
EI 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 EI 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 EI 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 EI 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 EI Toro site that could have local CO hot spot impacts 
greater than the Proposed Project. 
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Short-Term (Construction) Impacts 

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 ElRP A 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 LTO operations at 
JW A 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 (Pounds/Day) 

.... ... 
..... . ... . CO . .. NOx .. ··. ROC! .. ·.Spx.· .. 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 31.10 10.40 
OCX -- -- -- -- --
JWA 52.80 303.60 2.80 31.10 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, III 1,066 587 1,640 

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. 
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Table 8.6-4 
Regionwide Emissions Inventory Alternative F 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 EI Toro 
JWA 

Other Airports 
Total Regional 

Airport Roadways EI Toro 
JWA 

Other Airports 
Total Regional 

Airport Parking EIToro 
JWA 

Other Airports 
Total Regional 

Roads EIToro 
JWA 

Others Airports1 

Total Regional.! 

TOTAL (pounds/day) 

Change from 2020 No Project 
(pounds/day) 

SCAQMD Threshold for Operation 
(pounds/day) 

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., 200 I. 

1 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,:;z~~,~:;z 00 
2,775,997.00 
2,:;z~~,124 00 
2,975,368.04 
;l,~';l,4~i Q4 

p,994.56} 
~1I,~21 ~~~ 

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!ol1,;W~ 00 ~!ol,:;z~~ 00 4!ol,0~1I 00 
496,807.00 71,873.00 49,058.00 
4!ol4,2J II 00 :;ZO,J~~ 00 4!ol,24J 00 
598,109.49 87,100.12 56,717.94 
i~i,i4Q 4~ lIi,i~3 l;l i~,~Q;l ~4 

{1,483.87} {478.16} {172.32} 
~2,4~!ol Ol~ ~I,OO~ ~~~ ~!ol!ol ~2~ 

55 55 150 

PMI0 
--

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 
II,~ II 00 
9,827.00 
!ol,1I4~ 00 

11,399.02 
11,41,11 Q;l 

{20.38} 

~ 

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 I9R-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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345 

154 

152 

90 

93 
115 
95 

116 
156 
134 
98 
175 
151 
155 
153 
114 
186 

177 

299 

280 
Note: 

Alternatives 

Table 8.6-5 
Phase 4 Alternative F - Predicted One Hour Ambient Carbon Monoxide Concentration 

for Intersections with the Highest Volume and Worst Level of Service (LOS) 

Jamboree" Chapman 7.0 7.0 7.2 7.0 7.0 7.2 6.8 7.2 6.8 6.8 6.7 6.6 

CITY OF SANTA ANA" 
MacArthur &. Main 7.1 7.2 7.2 7.3 7.0 6.9 6.9 7.1 6.9 7.0 6.7 6.9 

Main" Sunflower 7.0 7.1 6.8 7.1 6.7 7.0 6.6 6.5 6.7 6.8 7.1 6.9 

Grand &. Edinger 6.9 7.0 7.0 7.3 7.0 7.1 6.7 6.9 6.6 7.0 6.9 6.7 

CITY OF TUSTlNIJ 

Newport &. Edinger 7.2 7.1 6.8 7.2 6.7 6.6 6.6 6.7 6.7 7.0 6.6 6.9 
Von Karman &. Bananca 7.0 7.1 7.1 6.9 6.6 7.1 6.7 6.9 6.6 6.5 6.7 7.0 
Tustin Ranch &. Edinger 7.2 7.0 6.9 7.1 6.7 6.9 6.6 6.7 6.9 6.9 6.6 7.0 

CITY OF IRVINE'· 

Jamboree" Barranca 5.9 6.0 5.6 5.7 5.3 5.5 5.3 5.5 5.5 5.4 5.5 5.9 
Jamboree &. Main 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.4 5.2 5.4 5.3 5.4 5.3 5.4 5.4 5.7 

Jamboree" AllOn 5.6 5.6 5.7 5.5 5.2 5.5 5.2 5A 5.4 5A 5A 5.7 
Culver" Irvine Center 5.6 5.6 5.7 5.7 5.2 5.4 5.4 5.5 5.3 5.5 5.4 5.5 
Jamboree &. Michelson 5.7 5.4 5A 5.6 5.1 5.3 5.3 5.3 5.3 SA 5.4 5.4 
Red Hill &. MacArthur 5.7 5.5 5.5 5.6 5.0 5.4 5.4 5.4 5.3 5.4 5.3 5.1 
Von Karman" Main 5.5 5.7 5.8 5.5 5.3 5.1 5.2 5.3 5.3 5.4 5.3 5.5 
Red Hill &. Main 5.5 5.6 5.5 5.6 5.2 5A 5.2 5.3 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.2 
Von Karman" Michelson 5.4 5.4 5.3 5.2 5.0 5.1 5.1 5.0 5.0 5.2 5.0 5.3 
MacArthur &. Campus 5.1 5.4 5.4 5.5 5.0 5.1 5.1 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.1 5.3 
Culver &. Michelson 5A 5.5 5.2 5.2 5.0 5.2 5.1 5.0 5.1 5.1 5.3 5.4 

CITY OF LAGUNA BEACHI. 

Moulton" EI Toro 5.4 5.4 5.4 5.5 5.1 5.3 5.2 5.4 5.0 5.3 5.1 5.1 

CITY OF LAGUNA BILLS'· 

E1 Toro &. Avd. Carlota 5.4 5.4 5.4 5.3 5.0 5.3 5.0 5.1 5.2 5.2 5.1 5.3 
• - Concentrations are in pllU per million (ppm) 
I - RECI SW CORNER 
2 - REC2 SE CORNER 
3 - REC3 NE CORNER 
4 - REC4 NW CORNER 
5 - REC5 S. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
6 - REC6 N. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
1 - REC1 E. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
8 - REC8 W. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
9 - REC9 N. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
10 - RECIO S. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
11 - RECI1 W. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
12 - RECI2 E. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
13 - The ambient one-hour CO COncenUatiOR, 6.1 ppm. obtained by multiplying a rollback factor to the second highest onc--hour CO concentration at the nearest air monitorins ltation, 

Central Orange County Air Monitorinl Station between the years 1996 SO 2000, is added to the calcut.ted one hour Icveb. 
14 - The ambient onc-hour CO concentration, 4.6 ppm. obtained by multiplying a rollback factor to the second hiJhest one-hour CO concentration at the nearest air monitoringlwion., 

Saddlcback Valley Air Monitoring Swion between the yean 1996 to 2000, is added to the calculated one hour levell. 
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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) 

;"'411~c~1f;1I1IIfAI1,P4.1!fii4!Iii&~~ •• __ ~ 
CITY OF ORANGE" 

34S 1,,"_ '" ChIpman S.2 S.2 S.4 S.2 S.2 S.4 S.I S.4 S.I S.I s.o s.o 

CITY OF SANTA ANAl' 
IS4 MacArthur a: Main S.3 S.4 S.4 S.4 S.2 S.2 S.2 S.3 S.2 S.2 s.o S.2 

IS2 Main .t Sunflower S.2 S.3 S.I S.3 S.O S.2 S.O 4.9 S.O S.I S.3 S.2 

90 Grand " Edinger S.2 S.2 S.2 S.4 S.2 S.3 s.o S.2 s.o S.2 S.2 S.O 

CITY OF TUSTINu 

93 Newport" Edinser S.4 S.3 S.I S.4 S.O S.O S.O S.O S.O S.2 S.O S.2 
lIS Von Karman" Barranca S.2 S.3 S.3 S.2 S.O S.3 S.O S.2 S.O 4.9 S.O S.2 
9S Tustin Ranch " Edinscr S.4 S.2 S.2 S.3 s.o S.2 s.o S.O S.2 S.2 S.O S.2 

CITY OF IRVINE" 

116 Jamboree" Barranca 3 .• 3.9 3.6 3.7 3.4 3.S 3.4 3.S 3.S 3.5 3.S 3 .• 
IS6 Jamboree & Majn 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.S 3.3 3.S 3.4 3.S 3.4 3.S 3.S 3.7 
134 Jamboree k Alton 3.6 3.6 37 3.S 3.3 3.S 3.3 3.S 3.S 3.S 3.S 3.7 
9. Culver &. Irvine Center 3.6 3.6 3.7 3.7 3.3 3.S 3.S 3.S 3.4 3.S 3.S 3.S 
17S Jamboree &. Michelson 3.7 3.S 3.S 3.6 3.3 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.S 3.S 3.S 
lSI Red Hill & MacArthur 3.7 3.S 3.S 3.6 3.2 3.S 3.S 3.S 3.4 3.S 3.4 3.7 
ISS Von Karman" Main 3.S 3.7 3.7 3.S 3.4 3.7 3.3 3.4 3.4 3.S 3.4 3.S 
IS3 Red Hill "Main 3.S 3.6 3.S 3.6 3.3 3.S 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 
174 Von Karman" Michelson 3.S 3.S 3.4 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.3 3.2 3.2 3.3 3.2 3.4 
1.6 MacArthur &: Campus 3.7 3.S 3.S 3.S 3.2 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 33 3.3 3.4 
177 Culver.t Michelson 3.S 3.S 3.3 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.3 3.4 3.S 

CITY OF LAGUNA BEACH'" 

299 Moulton" EI Toro 3.S 3.S 3.S 3.S 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.S 3.2 3.4 3.3 3.3 

CITY OF LAGUNA BILLS'" 

2.0 EI Toro" Avd. Carlota 3.S 3.S 3.S 3.4 3.2 3.4 3.2 33 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.4 

Note: • • Concentrations arc in parts per million (ppm) 
I-RECI SWCORNER 
2 - RECl SE CORNER 

3 - REel NE CORNER 
4 - REC4 NW CORNER 
S - RECS S. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
6 - REC6 N. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
7 - REC7 E. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
• - REC. W. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
9-REC9 N.DEPARTURE-MIDBLOCK 
10 - RECIO S. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
II - RECII W. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 

12 - RECI2 E. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
13 • The ambient eiaht-hour CO concentration. 4.6 ppm, obtained by multiplyins a rollback: factor to the ICCOftd highest eight-hour concentration II the ncareat air monitoriogltation, 

Central Oranac County Air Monitoriol Slation between the years of 1996 10 2000, i. added 10 the product of the calculated onc-hour levels multiplied by • persistent factor of 0.7. 
14· The ambient eight-hour CO concentration, 2.9 ppm, obtained by multiplying a rollback factor 10 the second highest eight-hour concentration at the nearest air monitoring ltation.. 

Saddleback Valley Air Monitoring Station between the yean of 1996 to 2000, i. added to the product of the ca1adated one-hour levels multiplied by a peni.tent factor of O. 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 EI 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 JW A 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. 
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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 4.11 (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 El Toro 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 El 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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remaunng 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 Toro 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 
EI 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 JWA 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 JW A would increase by approximately 83.8% to reflect the number of increasing 
operations and the potential general aviation accident risks would decrease by 98.0% 
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 JW A 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 JW A 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 El 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 EI Toro and JW A 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 El 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 JW A, 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 opemtional 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 opemtions by unlimited long-haul or full international service. General 
aviation opemtions 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. 
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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 EI Toro is assumed to be a nonaviation use and JW A 
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 ETRP A 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 El Toro. However, as noted above, approval of Alternative G lead to the 
adoption of nonaviation uses at El Toro, possibly similar to the ETRP A 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 nwnber 
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 73IBristoi 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 nwnber 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 EI Toro, as noted above, this alternative would lead to 
adoption of a nonaviation plan for the EI Toro site. If for example, the ETRPA Nonaviation 
Alternative were adopted, this would result in land use impacts at the EI 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 EI 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 ETRPA 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 
of this ~EIR No. 573, as S\olPpl~IH~At~Q, 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 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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Alternatives 

Table 8.7-2 
Summary Comparison of Traffic Impacts for Alternative G to 

Existing Conditions and Existing Conditions Plus Project 
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Abbreviations: NB-northbound 
SB-southbound 
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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 JWA 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 ROF A 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 G, the City of Costa Mesa area bounded by the current JW A property 
boundary and 1-405, SR-55 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 Avenue and Baker Street between Red Hill 
Avenue and the existing SR-55 collector/distributor roadway system. Entryways to the 
public parking and air cargo areas would be provided from Red Hill A venue 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 ERTPA Nonaviation Plan Alternative concludes that traffic impacts 
cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance. Therefore, a combination of 
Alternative G and a nonaviation plan for the El 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 G, 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 am.). However, the substantial increase in the 
number of operations, particularly during nighttime hours, is considered a significant impact 
of Alternative G 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 G. 

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 EI 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 EI 
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 EI 
Toro site. 

Short-Term (Construction) Impacts 

Under this alternative, new runway facilities, terminal facilities, parking, cargo facilities, and 
support facilities at JW A 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 EI 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 

GSE/APU 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 StoragelDispensing -- -- 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 

Vehicular Traffic 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 SOx 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 EI Toro 
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 

Other& Airports I 

Total Regionall 

TOTAL (pounds/day) 

Change from 2020 No Project 
(pounds/day) 

SCAQMD Threshold for Operation 
(pounds/day) 

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., 200 I. 

I Typographical correction. 

CO 

--
4,021.51 

71,705.90 
75,727.41 

--
17,588.19 
93,222.50 

110,810.69 

--
94.20 

579.00 
673.20 

--
--
--
--
--

344.51 
3,214.75 
3,559.26 

--
249.31 

3,408.00 
3,657.31 

--
10,288.00 

2,763,687.00 
2,:;Z4ii,~4~ 00 
2,773,975.00 
2,:;ZSS,(i~ I 00 
2,968,402.87 

19O,OSi i:;l 

{1O,959.73} 
~20!!.lii:;Z :;Z~~ 

550 

NOx: ROC SOX 

-- -- --
10,622.78 368.32 672.44 
73,399.17 9,966.37 5,590.88 
84,021.95 10,334.69 6,263.32 

-- -- --
1,203.18 462.52 27.61 
9,361.15 2,759.22 606.34 

10,564.33 3,221.74 633.95 

-- -- --
542.20 5.00 55.60 

3,331.00 31.00 341.00 
3,873.20 36.00 396.60 

-- -- --
-- 27.15 --
-- 488.50 --
-- 515.65 --
-- -- --

68.41 15.64 4.07 
652.36 147.92 39.26 
720.77 163.56 43.33 

-- -- --
20.21 25.27 8.10 

293.44 47.04 90.52 
313.65 72.31 98.62 

-- -- --
4,161.00 809.00 268.00 

492,434.00 71,041.00 48,776.00 
41!!.l,02(i 00 (i1!,!.l4:;Z 00 4!.l,02S 00 
496,595.00 71,850.00 49,024.00 
4!.l~,11!:;Z 00 @,:;ZS(i 00 4!.l,2!.l~ 00 
596,088.90 86,193.95 56,459.82 
Sgl,(iiO 00 i4,Ogg gS SCi,:;lli il 

p,504.46} {1,384.33} {430.44} 
~S!~ I I! (iO~ ~2,S2!.l :;ZO~ ~2:;Z~ 44~ 

55 55 150 

PMI0 

--
125.82 
809.05 
934.87 

--
52.78 

343.25 
396.03 

--
18.50 

114.00 
132.50 

--
--
--
--
--

4.48 
53.34 
57.82 

--
0.91 

35.72 
36.63 

--
2,129.00 
7,691.00 
:;Z,:;Z(il 00 
9,820.00 
!.l,I!!.lO 00 

11,377.85 
U,44:;l is 

{41.55} 
~ 

150 
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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 
EI Toro site similar to those under the Nonaviation Alternative. 

Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts 

This alternative would avoid toxic air contaminant aviation impacts at the EI 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 EI Toro 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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Table 8.7-5 
Phase 4 Alternative G - Predicted One Hour Ambient Carbon Monoxide Concentration for 

CITY OF ORANGEu 

3.5 Jamboree" Chapman 7.0 7.0 7.2 7.0 7.0 7.2 6 .• 7.2 6 .• 6 .• 6.7 6.6 

CITY OF SANTA ANA" 
IS. MacArthur" Main 7.0 7.1 71 7.2 6 .• 6 .• 6.6 7.0 6.9 7.0 6.7 6 .• 

152 Main" Sunflower 7.0 7.1 6.7 7.1 6.6 7.0 6.5 6.5 6.7 6 .• 7.2 7.0 

90 Grand" Edinger 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.2 6.9 7.0 6.7 7.1 6.6 6.9 6 .• 6 .• 

CITY OF TUSTIN" 

9l Newport " Edinser 7.2 7.1 6.9 7.2 6.7 6.7 6.6 6.7 6.7 7.0 6.6 6.9 
.5 Tustin Ilarn;h It. Edinger 7.2 7.0 6.9 7.1 6.7 6.9 6.6 6.7 6.9 6.9 6.6 7.0 
lIS Von Kuman &. Barranca 7.0 7.1 7.1 6.9 6.6 7.1 6.7 6.9 6.6 6.5 6 .• 7.0 

CITY OF IRVINE" 

116 Jamboree" Bamnca 5.9 6.0 5.6 5.6 5.3 5.5 5.3 5.5 5.5 5.' 5.5 5.9 
156 Jamboree &: Main 5.6 5.5 5.7 5 .• 5.2 5.' 5.3 SA 5.3 5.3 SA 5.5 

13' Jamboree & Alton 5.6 5.6 5.7 5.7 5.2 5.5 5.2 5.3 5.' 5.' 5.4 5.7 
9. Culver &: Irvine Center 5.6 5.6 5.7 5.7 5.3 SA 5.4 5.5 5.3 5.5 5.4 5.5 
175 Jamboree" Michelson 5.6 5.4 5.4 5.6 5.1 D 5.3 5.3 5.3 5.4 5.4 SA 
lSI Red Hill" MacArthur 5.7 5.6 5.5 5.6 5.1 5.4 5.3 5.3 5.3 5.3 5.3 5.7 
100 Jeffrey" Irvine: Center 5.6 5.5 5.5 5.6 5.3 5.5 5.2 5.2 5.4 5.7 5.1 5.3 
153 RcdHiIl&~. SA 55 5.5 5.5 5.2 5.4 5.1 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.1 5.3 
195 MacArthur It. Jamboree 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.3 5.1 5.2 5.1 5.l 5.4 S.l 5.2 SA 
174 Von Karman" Michelson 5.' 5.4 5.l 5.2 5.0 5.1 5.2 5.1 5.1 5.2 4.9 S.l 
177 Culver at Michelson 5.4 55 5.l 5.2 5.0 5.2 5.1 5.0 5.1 5.1 S.l 5.' 

CITY OF LAGUNA BEACHI
• 

299 Moulton & EI Toro 5.4 5.4 5.5 5.5 5.1 5.l 5.4 5.4 5.0 5.l 5.1 5.1 

CITY OF LAGUNA BILlS" 

2.0 EI Toro &. Avd. Carlma 5.4 5.' 5.' 5.l 5.0 5.l 5.0 5.1 5.2 5.2 5.1 5.l 

Note: •• Concentrations are in puts per million (ppm) 
I - RECI SW CORNER 
2 - REC2 SE CORNER 
l-RECJ NECORNER 
4 - REC4 NW CORNER 
S • RECS S. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
6 - REC6 N. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
7 - REC7 E. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
• - REe. W. APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
9 - REe9 N. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
10-REC10 S. APPROACH-MID BLOCK 
II - REeIl W DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
12 - RECI2 Ii APPROACH - MID BLOCK 
13 - The ambient one-hour CO concentntion, 6.1 ppm, obtained by muitiplyinS a rollback factor to the teCOIld hishcsi one-.hour CO toncentration at the nearest air monitorins station, 

Central Orange County Air Monitoring Station between the yean 1996 to 2000, it added 10 the calculated one hour level •. 
14 - The unbient one-hour CO concentration, 4.6 ppm. obtained by multiplying a rollback factor to the lecond highest ono-hour CO concentration at the nearest air monitoringltalion. 

Saddleback Valley Air Monitoring Station between the yeart 1996 to 2000. il added to the calculated one hour levell. 
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Table 8.7-6 
Phase 4 Alternative G - Predicted Eight Hour Ambient Carbon Monoxide Concentration for 

Intersections with the HI2hest Volume and Worst Level of Service 

CITY OF ORANGE" 

34S Jamboree &. a.apman S.2 S.2 S.4 S.2 S.2 S.4 S.I S.4 S.I S.I S.O S.O 

CITY OF SANTA ANA'J 
IS4 MacArthur" Main S.2 S.3 S.3 S.4 S.I S.I S.O S.2 S.2 S.2 S.O S.I 

IS2 Main" Sunflower S.2 S.3 S.O S.3 S.O S.2 4.9 4.9 S.O S.I S.4 S.2 
90 Grand" Edinger S.2 S.2 S.2 S.4 S.2 S.2 S.O S.3 S.O S.2 S.I S.I 

CIlY OF TUSTlNu 

93 Newport & EdingCl' S.4 S.3 S.2 S.4 S.O S.O S.O S.O S.O S.2 S.O S.2 
9S Tustin Ranch &: EdinSa' S.4 S.2 S.2 S.3 S.O S.2 S.O S.O S.2 S.2 S.O S.2 
liS Von Karman" Barranca S.2 S.3 S.3 S.2 S.O S.3 S.O S.2 S.O 4.9 S.I S.2 

CITY OF IRVlNEI4 

116 Jamboree" BarraIIca 3 .• 3.9 3.6 3.6 3.' 3.S 3.4 3.S 3.S 3.S 3.S 3 .• 
IS6 Jamboree" Main 3 .• 3.S 3.7 3.S 3.3 3.S 3.4 3.S 3.4 3.4 3.S 3.S 
13' Jamboree" AllOn 3 .• 3.6 3.7 3.7 3.3 3.S 3.3 3.4 3.S 3.S 3.S 3.7 
98 Culver &. Irvine Center 3 .• 3 .• 3.7 3.7 3.4 3.S 3.S 3.S 3.' 3.S 3.S 3.S 
I7S Jamboree &. Mic:heJIOR 3.6 3.S 3.S 3.6 3.3 3.4 3.' 3.4 3.' 3.S 3.S 3.S 
lSI Red Hill It.. MacArthur 3.7 3.6 3.S 3.6 3.3 3.S 3.' 3.4 3.' 3.4 3.4 3.7 
100 Jeffrey" Irvino Center 3 .• 3.S 3.S 3 .• 3.' 3.S 3.3 3.3 3.S 3.7 3.3 3.4 
IS3 RcdHiII & Main 3.S 3.S 3.S 3.S 3.3 3.S 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.' 
19S MacArthur a: Jamboree 3.S 3.S 3.S 3.' 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.' 3.S 3.' 3.3 3.S 
174 Von Karman &. Michelson 3.S 3.S 3.' 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.1 3.' 
m Culver" Michelson 3.S 3.S 3.' 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.3 3.' 3.S 

CITY OF LAGUNA BEACH'· 

299 Moulton & EI Toro 3.S 3.S 3.S 3.S 3.3 3.4 3.S 3.S 3.2 3.' 3.3 3.3 

CIn' OF LAGUNA BD.LS14 

2.0 EI Toro" Avd. C .... ota 3.S 3.S 3.S 3.4 3.2 3.4 3.2 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.4 

Note: •• ConcenuatiOftl are in parts per million (ppm) 

I • RECI SW CORNER 
2 • REO SE CORNER 
3 • REC3 NE CORNER 
4 • REC4 NW CORNER 
S • RECS S. DEPARTURE· MID BLOCK 
•• REC6 N. APPROACH· MID BLOCK 
7 - REC7 E. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
•• REC. W. APPROACH· MID BLOCK 
9· REC9 N. DEPARTURE - MID BLOCK 
10. REC 10 S. APPROACH· MID BLOCK 
II· RECII W. DEPARTURE· MID BLOCK 
12· RECI2 E. APPROACH· MID BLOCK 
13 - The ambient eight-hour CO concentration, 4.6 ppm, obtained by mUltiplying I rollback factor to the lCOOod hisJtest oishi-hour concentration at the nearest air monilOrins 'lation. Cenlral 

OranSC County Air Monitorinl Station between the yean of 1996 to 2000, is added 10 the product of the Cllculated one-hour levels multiplied by • penistent factor of O. 7. 
14 - The ambient cight-hour CO concentratlon, 2.9 ppm, obtained by muJtipJyin.a rollback factor to the second hipest eight-hour concentration at the nearest air monitorins .tation, 

SaddJeback Valley Air Monitorins Station between the yean of 1996 to 2000, i. added to the product of the calculated one-hour levels multiplied by • persistent factor of 0.1. 
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With regard to the MCAS EI 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 California 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 ETRPA 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 El Toro site or at 
JWA. It is anticipated that the utilities needs at El Toro 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 4.11 (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 agricultural resources at MCAS El 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 El 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 El 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 JW A 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 JW A 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 JW A 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 JW A would increase by approximately 347.7% to reflect the 
number of increasing aviation activity and the potential accident risks for general aviation at 
JW A 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 EI Toro 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 groundwater 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 under the Proposed Project. 

Any use of hazardous materials and/or generation of hazardous waste under 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 surrounding land would have to be 
acquired to accommodate the projected aviation activities. Much of this land is currently 
developed with commercial/industrial uses, which would have to be displaced and relocated. 
Therefore, under 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 under 
the Proposed Project. No existing housing units would be displaced under this alternative. 

Under this alternative, an estimated 17,500 jobs would be provided at JW A in 2020, 
representing a net increase of 15,400 jobs over existing 1998 conditions. The total number 
of jobs generated under this alternative would be substantially lower than under the 
Proposed Project. However, the number of jobs at JW A under Alternative G substantially 
exceeds the jobs projected at JW A under the Proposed Project. Under this alternative, it is 
assumed that the MCAS El Toro site would develop with a range of nona vi at ion 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 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 under the Proposed Project. 

As with the Proposed Project, economic activity occurring at the JWA and EI Toro 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 under Alternative G would be similar to the 
Proposed Project. 

Given the greater number of jobs generated under Alternative G, at 68,200 jobs versus 
29,500 jobs under 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 under 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 alternative 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 EI 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 EI 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 EI Toro include 8.0 square miles of land and, for JW A, the existing 
conditions include 1.49 square miles of land. Therefore, Alternative J would increase the 
area affected by the 65 CNEL surrounding the EI Toro site by 5.97 miles compared to an 
increase of 5.7 square miles for the Proposed Project. At JW A, 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 EI Toro site (see Table 8.2-3). This 
alternative would result in 525 residences in the vicinity of EI Toro located in areas subject 
to aviation noise levels of 65 to 70 CNEL compared to zero residences in the vicinity of 
EI 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 EI 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 El 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 
of OCX. 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 EI 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 Runway16 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 EI 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 of3.1 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 AXkS~ 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) Information regarding the role and design demand level of JW A. 

(iii) Infonnation regarding the extent and specific location of airfield, tenninal, 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 El 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 7R125L and 7L125R are used only as a concourse for gateways to 
temporary terminals for initial operations, until the new terminal 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 ofIrvine and County General Plan. 

8.9.1.3 OCX Facility Improvements for the Wildlands Ranch 
Alternative (April 7, 1 999, 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 of a 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-turn 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 1. 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 of 3 degrees. 

Capacity 

The capacity of this alternative is limited due to the fact that only one runway is available for 
arrivals. Substantial delays will result during peak arrival periods at 2020 demand levels. 
The Proposed Project includes two runways that can be used for arrivals during prevailing 
weather conditions. While one runway can accommodate off-peak arrival periods, the 
second runway provides the ability to reduce delays during peak arrival 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 terminal 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) A TIiSiMetrolink 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 ofIrvine, 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 terminal. 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 
defmed 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). 
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Access and Parking 

Terminal Access 

Primary access to the terminal 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 terminal 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 terminal loop 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 tenninal loop road. It is assumed that these areas would 
accommodate short tenn, long tenn 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 tenn, 
long tenn, 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. 

Furthennore, since all parking areas in this alternative are inside the tenninal loop road, 
employee and rental car traffic would have to mix with tenninaI (short tenn, long tenn and 
curbside) traffic. This would substantially add to the volume of traffic using the tenninal 
loop road and, together with the effect of roadway bends discussed above, could lead to 
severe traffic congestion on the tenninalloop 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. 
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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 1. 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 1 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-I011, DC-IO-30, DC-IO-40, DC-8-61, DC-8-63, MD-ll, B747 (all 
models), B777, B767-300, B757-300 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 
200M. 

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 
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procedures and most likely would be applied for instrument procedures at EI 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 new airport. 1 

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 1 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 Short "V" 

Alternative Airport Runway Layout at OCX in 2020 

A3XX1B7XX 1,583 5% 

DClO 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: [1] 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 

RegionaVCommuter 19,950 0 0% 
Short Haul 36,400 543 1% 
Medium Haul 27,650 3,544 13% 
Long Haul 23,150 7,635 33% 
Subtotal-Domestic 107,150 11,721 Il% 

Latin America 5,650 867 15% 
Atlantic 2,900 2,091 72% 
Asia-Pacific 8,850 8,850 100% 
Canada/Other 1,000 III Il% 
Subtotal-International 18,400 11,918 65% 

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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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 accommodating 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 1 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 tum be commenced shortly after takeoff, followed by a left tum so that the 
departure track parallels that of Runway 19. The turning departure is intended to avoid 
residential communities 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 tum 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 vailable 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 of9,333 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 EI 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 oflrvine, 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 of3,980 dwelling units. In addition to these units, the 65 
CNEL could affect dwelling units in PA 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) Cultural! 
Institutional uses planned in the Proposed Project (formerly military housing areas). 
CulturallInstitutional 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. 
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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 Fann 
Lands. This alternative would result in a net reduction in Regional Park acreage, a net increase 
in farm 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 
Cultural/lnstitutional uses, and eliminate development costs for the Business Park. 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. 

Land Use 

Compared to the Proposed Project, this alternative would result in a reduction in the lands 
planned for the Business Park and CulturaVInstitutional 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, OCTA 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 
CulturaUInstitutional 
Regional Park 
Agricultural Uses 
Total 

CHANGE IN TRIP GENERATION: 
AM PEAK PM PEAK TOTAL 

-1,735 -1,566 -15,775 
-390 -350 -3,920 
-149 -179 -3732 
+4 +4 +798 

-2,270 -2,091 -22,629 
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0/0 CHANGE 
(-100%) 
(-50%) 
(-81%) 

(+480%) 
(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 CulturallInstitutional 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 (Le., 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 (Le., 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 
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 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 Farmland by approx. 39 acres to a total of230 acres in Planning Area 5. 

Of these Prime Farmlands, 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 Farmland in Planning Area 8 would be lost 
due to the ROF A and RPZ proposed for OCX. In total, of the 726 acres classified Prime 
Farmland (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 Farm 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 Farmland 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 Farmland 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 Farmlands for a total loss of approximately 76 acres. 

In conclusion, the Nonaviation Revenue Support Area Alternative 1 would significantly 
reduce the loss of farmland compared to the Proposed Project. The alternative would, 
however, result in a significant loss of farmland compared to the No Project/No Activity 
Alternative. 

In regard to Farmlands of Statewide Importance, the ASMP includes an alternative that 
would locate all of the ROF A and RPZ on the north side of the A T8iSy Metrolink railroad 
in the unincorporated area. This alternative could reduce the loss of Farmlands of Statewide 
Importance from 76 acres to approximately 10 acres ofloss, which would reduce the impacts 
to a level of insignificance. 

Cultural/Institutional 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 Cultural/lnstitutional 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 fann land leases, reduce revenues from CulturallInstitutional 
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 fann 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 offann lands in ParceI3-1e) to the northerly 
portion of Planning Area 3 replacing (a) regional park uses and (b) CulturaII 
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. CulturallInstitutional 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 fann lands by 64 acres in 
Planning Area 5. 

8.10.4 

Land Use 

Environmental Impacts of Nonaviation Revenue 
Support Area Alternative 2 

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 CulturallInstitutional 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 Cultural/lnstitutional acreage by 90 percent, which would 
result in the site being unsuitable in size to accommodate the proposed branch university and 
virtually all the other Cultural/lnstitutional uses. However, this site would still be large 
enough to accommodate the small Cultural/lnstitutional 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 
CulturaVInstitutional 
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 

-2,674 
+6 

-2,455 
+1,200 
-26,263 

0/0 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 Cultural/lnstitutional 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 (i.e., 
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., 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 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 l39 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 17 5 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 ROFA 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 (ROF A) 
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 
ROF A 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 farm land compared to the No Project/No 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 T81£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 farm 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 El 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(1)(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 effects 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 effects 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. 

(C) 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 County Airport Alternative Futures (DMJM 1978), identified several 
alternative airport sites to assist JW A 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 (County 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 BaylLong 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 County air 
service demand. These sites, which are discussed in detail in Appendix J, are: 

(i) Potrero Los Pmos 
(ii) South Camp Pendleton 

(iii) Cristianitos Canyon 
(iv) March Air Force Base (AFB) 

On June 12, 1990, the Orange County 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 1. 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 of EIR 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 ofa range of reasonable 
alternatives to the Proposed Project. In particular, subsections (1) and (e)(2) in relevant part 
state: 

(1) "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 ProjectINo 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 ProjectINo 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 ETRP A 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 ProjectINo Activity Alternative. 

• While the No ProjectINo 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 ProjectINo 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 8.13-1. 
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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 . 

• * lIi8RiugaAt lQgal air '1yali~' iHipagts will IIQt QggUF uAtii SQHlitiHii aftiF ;;1<)10 +aiSi iHipagts willlli Hlitigatid 
tQ a llP'il);-iIQW tlii li"il Qf si8RiugaJjgi 

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 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED 

This 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 
scenano: 

(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. This 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 EI Toro. If all JW A general aviation 
activity were relocated to MCAS EI Toro, it would significantly affect the ability of MCAS 
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 JWA 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 EI 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 JWA. Runway improvements at MCAS EI Toro would be the same as 
the Proposed Project and Alternative C. Although this alternative was the closest refined 
alternative 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 EI 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 El 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 El 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 El 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 B (MCAS El Toro full international). The effects of this 
alternative are adequately tested by Alternatives A and B, 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 JWA 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 1. 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 El 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 JW A (ranging from full 
domestic to limited international), with only general aviation and cargo at MCAS El Toro. 
Runways at JW A would have been extended to 6,800 to 8,000 feet, while MCAS El 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 El Toro due to its longer runways and ample space for the necessary terminal 
facilities. Runways of 6,800 to 8,000 feet would not efficiently 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 JWA (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 presently 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 El 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 El 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-Haul/MCAS 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 Alternatives 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, JWA 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 EI 
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 terminal 
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 JW A, 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 forward 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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