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Acronym List

Acronym

A
AAM
AB

ac
ACC
ACM
ADT
af
Afu
afy
a.ka.
AM
AMC
AOU
APA
APHO
ARDA
ASMP
AST
ASTM
AT&SF

C.
C&D

CAA
CAAQS
CAFE
CAIT
CalEEMod
CalEPA

Acronym and Abbreviation Description

Annual Arithmetic Mean

Assembly Bill

acres

Advanced Clean Cars Program (CARB)
asbestos-containing material

average daily trips made by vehicles or persons in a 24-hour period
acre-feet

artificial man-made fills

acre-feet per year

also known as

morning (before noon)

antecedent moisture condition

American Ornithologists’ Union

American Planning Association

Aerial Photograph/Features Anomalies
Amended and Restated Development Agreement
Airport System Master Plan

aboveground storage tank

American Society for Testing and Materials
Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway

branch connector

best available technology economically achievable
Before Common Era

best conventional pollutant control technology
Base Flood Elevation

below ground surface

Best Management Practices (or Programs)
Board of Education

Base Realignment and Closure

Benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene
British thermal units per year

degrees Celsius

circa

construction and demolition

Clean Air Act (federal)

California Ambient Air Quality Standards
Corporate Average Fuel Economy

Climate Analysis Indicators Tool

California Emissions Estimator Model
California Environmental Protection Agency
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List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

Acronym

CAL FIRE
CALGreen
CalOSHA
CalRecycle
Caltrans
CAP
CAPCOA
CARB
CBC
CBSC
CC&Rs
CDFG
CDFW
CDMG
CDPR
CDR

C-D roadway
CE

CEC

CEO
CEQA
CERCLA
CESA
CFR

cfs

CGS

CH4
CHRIS
CIP

CMA
CMP
CNDDB
CNEL
CNPS
CNRA
CO

CO:

COze
CoC

COG
CO0G
COPCs
CPP

CPT

CRA

Acronym and Abbreviation Description

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
California Green Building Standards Code
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration
California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery
California Department of Transportation

criteria air pollutant

California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
California Air Resources Board

California Building Code

California Building and Standards Code

Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions

California Department of Fish and Game!

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
California Department of Mines and Geology
California Department of Parks and Recreation
Center for Demographic Research
Collector-distributor roadway

Common Era

California Energy Commission

Chief Executive Officer

California Environmental Quality Act of 1970
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act
California Endangered Species Act

Code of Federal Regulations

cubic feet per second

California Geological Survey

methane

California Historical Resource Information System
Capital Improvement Program (or Plan)
Congestion Management Agency

Congestion Management Plan (or Program)
California Natural Diversity Database

Community Noise Equivalent Level

California Native Plant Society

California Natural Resources Agency

carbon monoxide

Carbon dioxide

Carbon dioxide equivalent

chemical of concern

Council of Governments

California Office of the Governor

chemicals of potential concern

Comprehensive Phasing Plan

Cone penetrometer test

Cultural Resources Assessment

1 Note: should only be used for documents created before January 1, 2013 and in references only. Otherwise, use CDFW.
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List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

Acronym

CRAM
CRHR
CRPR
CSMP
CTR
CUP
CWA

cy

D

D
DAMP
dB
dBA
DCV
DECA
DR
diesel PM
DNL
DoD
DOF

DOGGR

DoN
DR
DRMO
DTSC
du
du/ac

E
EBS
EIR
ELCR
e/o
EO
ESA
ESCP
ESD
ESRL
EV

F
°F
FAD

FE

Acronym and Abbreviation Description

California Rapid Assessment Method

California Register of Historic Resources
California Rare Plant Rank

Construction Site Monitoring Plan (or Program)
California Toxics Rule

Conditional Use Permit

Clean Water Act, Federal (1977)

cubic yards

divided roadway lane

Drainage Area Management Plan

Decibel

decibel, A-weighted

Design capture volume

Defense Commissary Agency

Development Requirement

Diesel particulate matter

Day Night Noise Level

U.S. Department of Defense

California Department of Finance

California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas and
Geothermal Resources

U.S. Department of the Navy

Development Requirement

Defense Realization and Marketing Office

Department of Toxic Substances Control, State of California
dwelling unit

dwelling units per acre

Environmental Baseline Survey
Environmental Impact Report (CEQA)
Excess Lifetime Cancer Risk

east of

Executive Order

Environmental Site Assessment
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan
Explanation of Significant Differences
Earth System Research Laboratory
electric vehicle

degrees Fahrenheit

friable, accessible, and damaged (regarding asbestos-containing
materials)

federally Endangered species (USFWS)
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List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

Acronym Acronym and Abbreviation Description

FEIR Final Environmental Impact Report (CEQA)

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency

FESA Federal Endangered Species Act

FFA Federal Facility Agreement

FHSZ Fire Hazard Severity Zone

FOST Finding of Suitability to Transfer

FP California Fully Protected

FRB Frank R. Bowerman Landfill

FS Feasibility Study

FSS Final Status Survey

ft foot/feet

FT federally Threatened species

ft3 cubic feet

FTA Federal Transit Administration

FTC-S Foothill Transportation Corridor — South

FTIP Federal Transportation Improvement Plan

G

gal. gallons

GHG Greenhouse Gas

GIS Geographic Information Systems

GMP Growth Management Plan

GP General Plan

GPA General Plan Amendment

GPC Great Park Corporation (Orange County)

Gpcpd gallons per capita per day

gpd Gallons per day

gpm gallons per minute

GWP Global Warming Potential

H

H2S03 sulfurous acid

H2S04 sulfuric acid

HCD Housing and Community Development, State of California, Department of

HCM Highway Capacity Manual

HCOCs Hydrologic Conditions of Concern

HCP Habitat Conservation Plan

HFCs hydrofluorocarbons

HI Hazard Index

HMMP Habitat Management and Monitoring Plan

HOV high-occupancy vehicle lane

HPDF Historic Property Data File

hr Hour

HRA Historical Radiological Assessment

HVAC Heating, ventilating, and air conditioning
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List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

Acronym Acronym and Abbreviation Description
I
I Interstate
IA Implementation Agreement
IAS Initial Assessment Study
IBC International Building Code
IBC Irvine Business Complex
I/C interchange
ICE U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement
ICU Intersection Capacity Utilization
ID Identification
[FC International Fire Code
IGR Inter-Governmental Review
in/sec Inches per second
IPD Irvine Police Department
IRP Installation Restoration Program
IRWD Irvine Ranch Water District
IS Initial Study (CEQA)
ITAM Irvine Transportation Analysis Model
[USD Irvine Unified School District
IVC Irvine Valley College
IWMP Integrated Waste Management Plan
[WWTP industrial wastewater treatment plant
J
]C] Jeannette C. Justus Associates
Juris. jurisdiction
JWA John Wayne Airport
K
K Kindergarten
km Kilometer
KSF Thousand square feet
KVA Kilovoltamps
kW Kilowatt
kWh Kilowatt Hour
kWh/yr Kilowatt hour per year
L
LACNHM Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County
LAFCO Local Agency Formation Commission
LARP Los Alisos Water Recycling Plant
Ibs/day Pounds per day
lIbs/sf Pounds per square foot
LBP Lead-based paint
Ladn Day-Night Average Sound Level
Leq average noise level
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Acronym Acronym and Abbreviation Description

LFTAM Lake Forest Traffic Analysis Model

LID Low Impact Development

LIFOC Lease in Furtherance of Conveyance

LIP Local implementation plan

LLD Lifelong Learning District

Limax maximum noise level

Lmin minimum noise level

In lane

LOC Location of Concern

LOS Level of Service (traffic flow rating)

LRA Local Redevelopment Agency

LRTP Long Range Transportation Plan

LST Localized significance threshold

LTFP Long Term Facilities Plan

M

m meter

MARSSIM Multi-Agency Radiation Survey and Site Investigation Manual

MATES-IV Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study in the South Coast Air Basin

MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act

MCAS Marine Corps Air Station

MEP Maximum Extent Practicable

MFI Medium Family Income

MG million gallons

mg/kg Milligrams per kilogram

mg/m?3 milligrams per cubic meter

mgd million gallons per day

mi Mile

MLD Most Likely Descendent

MLTP Master Landscape and Trails Plan

MM mitigation measure

MMRP Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

MMTCOze Million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent

MND Mitigated Negative Declaration (CEQA)

MPAH Master Plan of Arterial Highways (Orange County)

mpg miles per gallon

mph miles per hour

MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization

MRZ Mineral Resource Zone

MS4 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System

MSC Miscellaneous Locations of Concern

msl mean sea level

MTCOze metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent

MTCOze/yr metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year

MTIS Materials Turned-In to Store

MUTCD California Manual for Uniform Traffic-Control Devices

MWD Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
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Acronym

MWDOC
MWRP

N

N-20
N/A
NAAQS
NAHC
NAL
NASA
NB
NCES
NCP
NCCP
ND
NEV
NFA
NFI
NHTSA

NITM
n/o
NO
NO;
NOx
NOAA
NOI
NOP
NPDES
NPL
NRC
NRCS
NRHP

0

O3

0&M

0C
OCFA
OCFCD
OCGP
OCGPRP
OCHCA
0CP-2014
OCPL
OCTA
OCTAM

Acronym and Abbreviation Description

Municipal Water District of Orange County
Michelson Water Recycling Plant

Nitrous oxide

Not applicable

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Native American Heritage Commission

numeric action level

National Aeronautics and Space Association
Northbound

National Center for Education Statistics

National Contingency Plan

Natural Community Conservation Plan
Nondetected

Neighborhood Electric Vehicles

No Further Action

No Further Investigation

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (U.S. Department of
Transportation)

North Irvine Transportation Mitigation

North of

nitric oxide

nitrogen dioxide

oxides of nitrogen (nitric oxide and nitrogen dioxide)
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Notice of Intent (NEPA)

Notice of Preparation (CEQA)

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
National Priorities List

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Natural Resources Conservation Service

National Register of Historic Places

Ozone

Operations and Maintenance

Orange County

Orange County Fire Authority

Orange County Flood Control District

Orange County Great Park

Orange County Great Park Redevelopment Plan
Orange County Health Care Agency

Orange County Projections - 2014

Orange County Public Library

Orange County Transportation Authority
Orange County Transportation Analysis Model
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Acronym Acronym and Abbreviation Description

OEHHA California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment

OHWM Ordinary High Water Mark

0SA Opportunity Study Area

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration (California)

OWS Oil Water Separators

P

PA Planning Area

PAH Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbon

pc/mi/ln Passenger cars per mile per lane

PC Planned Community

PCBs Polychlorinated Biphenyls

PCE Tetrachloroethylene

pCi/g picocuries per gram

PDF Project Design Feature

PEIR Program Environmental Impact Report

PeMS Performance Management System (Caltrans)

PFC perfluorocarbon

pH hydrogen potential

PID Photoionization detector

PM evening (after noon)

PM Particulate matter

PM2.5 fine particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter

PM10 respirable particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter

ppb parts per billion

ppm parts per million (used interchangeably with mg/L)

ppv Peak particle velocity

PRC Public Resources Code

PRL Potential Release Location

PV Photovoltaic

PWC Public Works Center (Navy)

Q

Qvof very old alluvial fan deposits (a type of soil)

Qyf young alluvial fan deposits (a type of soil)

R

R ramp lane

RAB Restoration Advisory Board

RAO Remedial Action Objective

RBC risk-based concentrations

RCP reinforced concrete pipe

RCP Regional Comprehensive Plan (SCAG)

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (hazardous waste generator
regulatory program)

RELOOC Regional Landfill Options for Orange County

RFA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Facility Assessment
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Acronym

RHNA
RI
RI/FS
ROD
RPS
RSA
RTP
RTPA
RUWMP
RV
RWQCB

S

SA
SAMP
SARA
SB

SB

SCAG
SCAQMD
SCCIC
SCE

SCH
SCRRA
SCS

SE

SEA

sec

SEIR

sf

SFe
SFNA
SGU
SHFB
SHPO
SIP
SJAPCD
SMAQMD
s/o

SO,

SO3

SOx
SoCAB
SoCalGas
SP

SR

Acronym and Abbreviation Description

Regional Housing Needs Assessment
Remedial Investigation

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
Record of Decision (NEPA)

Renewables Portfolio Standard

Regional Statistical Area

Regional Transportation Plan

Regional Transportation Planning Agency
Regional Urban Water Management Plan
Recreational Vehicle

Regional Water Quality Control Board

Special Animal (State of California)

Sub-Area Master Plan

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
Senate Bill

Southbound

Southern California Association of Governments
South Coast Air Quality Management District
South Central Coastal Information Center
Southern California Edison

State Clearinghouse, State of California
Southern California Regional Rail Authority
Sustainable Communities Strategy

State (CDFW) Endangered species

Site Evaluation Accomplished

second

Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
square foot (or feet)

sulfur hexaflouride

School Facilities Needs Analysis

shallow groundwater unit

Second Harvest Food Bank

State Historic Preservation Officer, State of California
State Implementation Plan

San Juaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
South of

sulfur dioxide

sulfur trioxide

sulfur oxides

South Coast Air Basin

Southern California Gas Company

Service Population

State Route
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Acronym Acronym and Abbreviation Description
SRA seismic response area
SRA source receptor area
SSC species of special concern (State of California)
SSMP Sewer System Management Plan
SSSC side street stop controlled
ST State Threatened Species
SVE soil vapor extraction
SVUSD Saddleback Valley Unified School District
SWMU Solid Waste Management Unit
SWp State Water Project
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board
T
T toll road lane
TAA temporary accumulation areas
TAC toxic air contaminant
TAZ Transportation Analysis Zone
TCA Transportation Corridor Agencies (Orange County)
TCE Trichloroethylene
TDM Transportation Demand Management
TDP Transportation Design Procedures (City of Irvine)
TGD Technical Guidance Document
TIA Traffic (or Transportation) Impact Analysis
TIC the Irvine Company
TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load
TPH Total petroleum hydrocarbons
TRPH Total Recoverable Petroleum Hydrocarbons
TSCA Toxic Substances Control Act (Federal)
TSF thousand square feet
TSS Total Suspended Solids
TTM Tentative Tract Map
TTOD Trails and Transit-Oriented District (City of Irvine)
U
U undivided roadway lane
UCDITS University of California, Davis Institute of Traffic Studies
UCI University of California, Irvine
UF acoustic utilization factor
USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
UScC United States Code
USCS United Soils Classification System
USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture
USDO U.S. Department of Transportation
USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS United States Geological Survey
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Acronym Acronym and Abbreviation Description
UST underground storage tank
UWMP Urban Water Management Plan
UWR Universal Waste Rule
\'
V/C volume-to-capacity ratio
VdB Vibration decibels
VMT vehicle miles traveled
VOC volatile organic compounds
vph vehicles per hour
VSI visual site inspection
VTTM Vesting Tentative Tract Map
w
WDID Waste Discharge Identification
WDR Waste Discharge Requirements
WL State Watch List Species
w/o West of
WQMP Water Quality Management Plan
WRI World Resources Institute
WRMP Water Resources Master Plan
WSA Water Supply Assessment
WSV Water Supply Verification
WWTP Wastewater treatment plant
Z
ZC Zone Change
Symbols
pg/ms3 micrograms per cubic meter
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The environmental impact report (EIR) process, as defined by the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), requires the preparation of an objective, full-disclosure document in order
to (1) inform agency decision makers and the general public of the direct and indirect potentially
significant environmental effects of a proposed action; (2) identify feasible or potentially feasible
mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate potential significant adverse impacts; and
(3) identify and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project. In
accordance with Section 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations
(CCR), Title 14, Chapter 3, Sections 15000, et seq.), this Program EIR addresses the potential
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project, as described herein (Project),
through the adoption and implementation of the El Toro, 100-Acre Parcel Development Plan
(“Development Plan” or “Project”).

1.2  PROJECT LOCATION

The Project site consists of property that is or will be owned by the County of Orange (County),
located in the City of Irvine (City). The Project site is at the southern edge of the former Marine
Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Toro, east of the interchange of the Interstate (I) 5 and State Route
(SR) 133 in Orange County. The site is bound by the proposed realignment of Marine Way on the
northeast; the Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) rail lines and an
approximately 21.3 acre Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) property on the
southwest; a City of Irvine-owned parcel of approximately 1.6 acres on the northwest; and
District 6 of the Great Park Neighborhoods project to the southeast. The Project would
encompass approximately 108 acres. (The exhibits depicting regional location and local vicinity
are provided in Section 3.0, Project Description.) The Project site surrounds the 6.6-acre Second
Harvest Food Bank warehouse on three sides.

1.3 PROJECT BACKGROUND

In July 1993, the Department of Navy (DoN) decided to close MCAS El Toro under the Base
Realignment and Closure Act. Since then, several plans for reuse of the former MCAS El Toro site
were considered by both the County and the City. In March 2002, the plan for the Orange County
Great Park was approved when voters passed Measure W, an initiative which eliminated planned
aviation uses for the MCAS El Toro site and re-designated the unincorporated land in the County
General Plan for park, open space, and other uses.

Following closure of MCAS El Toro, on March 4, 2003, the County, the City, and the Irvine
Redevelopment Agency entered into a tri-party, Property Tax Transfer, and Pre-Annexation
Agreement (Pre-Annexation Agreement) regarding the annexation and reuse of MCAS El Toro.
The parties entered into an agreement to "establish and demonstrate their mutual desire and
commitment to cooperate" on the annexation proceedings and subsequent redevelopment of the
former MCAS El Toro (Irvine et al, 2003). As part of that agreement, the City agreed to provide
fee ownership to certain lands to the County, including approximately 100 acres of the Project
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site. The Pre-Annexation Agreement also establishes that the County retains exclusive land use
control over County-owned properties within the former MCAS El Toro.

The Project site, which is approximately 108 acres, is encumbered by several public easements
for drainage and utilities. The DoN has released fee title to approximately 60 acres of the
Property, to Heritage Fields, which subsequently turned it over to the City via the Great Park
Agreement executed between Heritage Fields and the City of Irvine. That agreement provided
for transfer of some lands to the City as outlined in an earlier three-party agreement (DoN, City,
and Heritage Fields). The City (with some use restrictions), in turn, has conveyed that property
to the County, as required by the Pre-Annexation Agreement. The remaining portions
(approximately 41.64 acres) of the Property are covered under a “Lease in Furtherance of
Conveyance” or “LIFOC” pending completion of environmental remediation by DoN (further
discussion of the LIFOC is provided in Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials). Once the
Property is remediated by the DoN, the DoN will make a Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST),
allowing the transfer of the remaining Property, in fee, to Heritage Fields LLC. Subsequently, that
portion of the Property will be transferred to the City, who must then transfer it to the County,
as required by the Pre-Annexation Agreement.

Additionally, pursuant to the Base Closure Community Redevelopment and Homeless Assistance
Act of 1994 (BRAC Law), the Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA) for each closing military base
must make a reasonable effort in its community reuse plan to meet the needs of the local
homeless population. The County has been assigned as the official and federally-recognized LRA
for the reuse planning at MCAS El Toro. In 2003, DoN and the El Toro Homeless Service Providers
Collaborative coordinated and identified properties on MCAS El Toro for use by the homeless
service providers. The 125,000-square-foot Warehouse 360 on a 5.2-acre, surrounded on all
sides by the 100-acre County-owned parcel, was awarded to the Community Action Partnership
of Orange County (CAPOC) and Families Forward (FF). In 2012, the DoN conveyed Warehouse
360 to the County via Quitclaim Deed and entered into Legally Binding Agreements (LBAs) with
CAPOC and FF. In accordance with the LBAs, the County conveyed Warehouse 360 via Quitclaim
Deed to CAPOC and FF with a requirement that it be used for homeless services within the
allocated timeframe. Should CAPOC and FF determine that Warehouse 360 cannot reasonably
meet the needs of their Program, the property will be conveyed to the County under Section 13
of the Base Closure Agreement. Subsequent to the Board approval of Supplemental Agreements,
CAPOC and FF notified the County that Warehouse 360 is not a suitable option to provide
homeless services, and therefore the property was reconveyed to the County under Section 13
of the Base Closure Agreement, and CAPOC and FF were provided with alternate conveyances to
meet their homeless services, which met the purpose of the McKinney Act.

1.4  PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY

The following discussion provides an overview of the proposed Project. A more detailed
discussion of the proposed Project and processing requirements is provided in Section 3.4 of this
EIR.

The Project proposes a mixed-used, low-impact development (LID) that maximizes the benefit
derived from proximity to the Irvine train station (Irvine Station) located less than a half mile
from Property and the Orange County Great Park (OCGP).
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The Development Plan would be used to guide future development on the Project site. The
anticipated mix of uses is summarized in Table 1-1. Recognizing the Project would be
implemented over a period of years, the land use regulations contained in the Development Plan
allow for flexibility in the location, mix, and intensity of uses. As market demands change and as
businesses expand or contract over time, the Development Plan provides for a range of
residential, office, and commercial uses to accommodate potential changes in the residential
market and business environment. The Development Plan is provided in Appendix A.

TABLE 1-1
EL TORO, 100-ACRE PARCEL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
PROPOSED USES
Land Use Development Size

Residential 2,103 dwelling units 2
Retail 220,000 square feet
Office 1,876,000 square feet
Hotel 242 rooms

a  Live/Work or Shopkeeper units are considered 1 dwelling unit. The work
area within these units do not count toward retail or office square footage.

b Includes up to 20,000 square feet of meeting space. Meeting space does not
count towards the maximum allowable development identified in this table.

Source: El Toro, 100-Acre Parcel Development Plan, 2016

General infrastructure would be provided on-site to support the proposed Project, and would
include streets, storm drain system improvements (including storm water detention and
treatment systems), and utility facilities for domestic water, recycled water, sewer, electrical,
gas, telephone, cable television, and other data communication systems. Off-site improvements
would also be required to serve the proposed Project and would be provided as part of future
development, the details of which are discussed in Section 3.4, Project Processing.

1.5  PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The following objectives have been identified for the proposed Project:

1. Fully utilize this County real estate asset to generate new sources of revenue for the
County and stimulate economic commerce in the City.

2. Enhance the condition of the Project site so it is compatible with and enhances the
viewshed from the Orange County Great Park (OCGP) and the adjacent land uses.

3. Build a project using environmental stewardship and sustainability principles through
measures that promote linkages to transportation and transit networks.

4. Promote sustainability through the development of a mix of commercial, residential, and
visitor-serving uses that are located in close proximity to existing residential and
employment opportunities, public transit, and recreational amenities.

5. Promote brown field development opportunities as a means of decreasing the region’s
dependency on the automobile, reducing associated air pollution and greenhouse gas
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emissions, and preserving natural open space areas by locating the mixed-use
development on a previously developed site in proximity to existing and planned
employment-generating uses, recreational and cultural amenities, residences, transit
service, and along transportation corridors.

6. Develop infill improvements that facilitate mixed- use opportunities that can consume
less land and energy per housing unit and square footage of development, compared to
a conventional suburban development, and therefore result in fewer associated
greenhouse gas emissions.

7. Provide employment-generating uses near or with amenities and services that will
support the work force (e.g., recreation, retail, and housing opportunities).

8. Revitalize the underutilized Project site through implementation of an innovative
development, near transit and compatible uses that will meet the regional demand for
employment, service and residential uses.

9. Promote sustainability by re-purposing and adaptively reusing the existing materials on
the site to the extent feasible.

10. Promote use of alternative modes of travel such as biking trails and walkways that link
residential, parks, retail, and commercial areas.

11. Provide public space within the Project to support community activities.

1.6 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines state that “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.”
Five alternatives have been evaluated. These alternatives are summarized below and discussed
and depicted graphically in Section 5.0, Alternatives, of this EIR.

The alternatives were developed to avoid or minimize impacts associated with implementation
of the proposed Project. Given the nature and scale of the proposed Project, complete avoidance
of significant impacts is not feasible for any alternative even the No Project Alternative. The
summaries of each alternative provided below, identify the significant unavoidable impacts
associated with each alternative. Table 5-1, Compatibility Comparison of Alternatives With
Project Objectives, provides the compatibility comparison of the alternatives against each
Project objective, and Table 5-5, Summary of Potential Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Level
of Significance, provides a summary of alternative impacts compared to the proposed Project.

Additionally, there is one alternative identified in the Notice of Preparation (NOP) that was
considered but not carried forward. The NOP identified an alternative that proposed the
development on the Second Harvest Food Bank warehouse parcel and the approximately
21-Acre, Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA)-owned parcel located south of the
Project site. This alternative was deemed to be infeasible due to the fact that the Second Harvest
Food Bank as well as the OCTA were not willing to sell their parcels of land to the County of
Orange.
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1.6.1 ALTERNATIVE 1A - NO PROJECT/NO DEVELOPMENT
ALTERNATIVE

This alternative assumes the site would continue to remain in its current state without
demolition or active uses on-site. The undeveloped portion of the site would stay undeveloped,
and the abandoned and dilapidated structures would remain vacant.

This alternative would avoid potentially significant Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas (GHG)
Emissions, Land Use and Planning (interim), Population and Housing, Recreation (short-term),
and Transportation/Traffic impacts. However, given the existing condition of the site, without
any improvements the site would have a significant Aesthetics and Hydrology and Water Quality
impacts. This alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives. This alternative is more
fully discussed in Section 5.4.1.

1.6.2 ALTERNATIVE 1B - NO PROJECT/ INSTITUTIONAL
ENTITLEMENTS ALTERNATIVE

Alternative 1b, which is a variation of the No Project Alternative, would provide development for
institutional uses on the site, with buildings not exceeding the 436,000 square feet of
institutional uses provided for in the City of Irvine General Plan (Irvine 2015a, 2015b). This level
of development would be consistent with the assumptions in the original 2003 Orange County
Great Park Final Program EIR!. Institutional uses proposed under this alternative include
government office, law enforcement, emergency shelter, maintenance and storage, recreational
vehicle (RV)/boat/vehicle storage, and warehouse uses for homeless providers. This
Alternative would maximize the use of existing structures. This Alternative is discussed in
greater detail in Section 5.4.2.

Compared to the Project, this Alternative would have fewer impacts, and would avoid significant
impacts to Air Quality, Land Use and Planning (interim), Population and Housing, and Recreation
(short-term). The significant and unavoidable impacts for Transportation/Traffic would not be
avoided, but would be less when compared to those under the proposed Project. For GHG
Emissions, Alternative 1b would also have significant and unavoidable impacts and those
impacts would be greater than the Project's as Alternative 1b has higher estimated emissions on
a service population basis.

This Alternative would meet three of the Project Objectives outlined above (Objectives 3, 7,
and 9). This Alternative has been deemed environmentally sustainable due to its linkage to
transportation and transit networks (i.e., development in proximity to the Irvine Station).
Additionally, it proposes to adaptively reusing and upgrading most of the existing structures on-
site. This Alternative was able to partially meet the objectives associated with enhancing the
degraded physical condition of the Project site and the objective associated with provide
employment-generating uses with amenities and services that will support the work force. This
Alternative would not meet the remaining seven objectives. Therefore, this Alternative was not

1 In May 2003, the City of Irvine certified the Final Program EIR for the Orange County Great Park (OCGP), SCH No.
2002101020, which analyzed the environmental impacts of the development of 3,625 residential units and 6,585,594
million square feet of non-residential development, including Great Park and other non-Great Park Neighborhood uses,
on a portion of the former MCAS El Toro site. Refer to Section 2.4.4 for more detail.
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identified as the environmentally superior alternative (see Section 1.6.5 for a summary of the
Environmentally Superior Alternative or Section 5.5 for the full discussion.)

1.6.3 ALTERNATIVE 2 - INTENSIFIED INSTITUTIONAL USES

Alternative 2 would provide development of institutional uses on the site; however, the intensity
of the proposed uses would exceed the 436,000 sf of Institutional uses assumed in the 2003 OCGP
Program EIR for the site. This alternative assumes approximately 2,085,000 square feet of
institutional uses would be developed. Uses would include government offices, emergency
shelters, equipment storage areas, law enforcement facilities, and maintenance areas. This
Alternative is more fully discussed in Section 5.4.3.

Compared to the Project, this Alternative would result in an incremental reduction of impacts
and would avoid significant Population and Housing impacts; however, significant and
unavoidable impacts of the proposed Project related to Air Quality, GHG Emissions, Land Use and
Planning (interim), and Transportation/Traffic would not be avoided. Though this Alternative
would result in incrementally less GHG Emissions, the GHG Emissions impacts for Alternative 2
would remain significant and unavoidable and greater than the Project's due to the lower GHG
Emissions efficiency in the absence of mixed-use, high density land uses.

Of the 11 Project objectives, this alternative is able to fully meet 3 of the Project objectives and
partially meet 5 objectives. This Alternative would enhance the degraded physical condition of
the Project site by providing new development (Objective 2). It would also use sustainable
principals through measures that promote linkage to transportation and transit networks (i.e.,
development in proximity to the Irvine Station) (Objective 3); and it would promote re-
purposing and adaptive reuse of existing materials (Objective 9). There are four objectives that
would be partially met: (1) utilize this County real estate asset to generate new sources of
revenue (Objective 1); (2) promote brown field development opportunities as a means of
decreasing the region’s dependency on the automobile by locating the mixed-use development
on a previously developed site (Objective 5); (3) it would provide employment-generating uses
near amenities (Objective 7); (4) revitalize the underutilized Project site through the
implementation of an innovative development, near transit and compatible uses that will meet
the regional demand (Objective 8); and (5) Promote use of alternative modes of travel such as
biking trails and walkways that link residential, parks, retail, and commercial areas (Objective
10). This Alternative would not meet the remaining three objectives. Though this alternative
would eliminate one of the significant impacts identified for the proposed Project and meet or
partially meet the majority of the Project Objectives, it did not meet the Project Objectives as
effectively as either the Proposed Project or Alternative 3. Therefore, this Alternative was not
identified as the environmentally superior alternative.
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1.6.4 ALTERNATIVE 3 - REDUCED INTENSITY AND REDUCED
DENSITY ALTERNATIVE

Alternative 3 assumes that the County would reduce the number of residential units and the
overall square footage of commercial and mixed-uses that would be built on the site, while still
meeting most of the Project objectives. This alternative would provide 1,998 dwelling units,
1,000,000 square feet of corporate office uses, 200,000 square feet of retail uses, and a 242-room
hotel. This Alternative is discussed in greater detail in Section 5.4.4.

Compared to the Project, although this Alternative would substantially lessen impacts, it would
not avoid any of the significant unavoidable impacts to Air Quality, Land Use and Planning
(interim), Population and Housing, Recreation (interim), and Transportation/Traffic for the
proposed Project. Impacts would be incrementally reduced because the level of development is
reduced. This Alternative would result in 35,179 Average Daily Trips (ADT) compared to 46,746
ADT under the proposed Project. Additionally, due to reduced population and building square
footage, there would be reduced consumer project volatile organic compound (VOC) and long-
term criteria pollutant emissions, though the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.
This alternative would generate less total GHG Emissions than the Project. However, because it
would have a lower GHG Emissions service population metric compared to the Project, this
alternative would have greater impacts under the applicable SCAQMD efficiency metric based
significance thresholds.

This Alternative would fully meet 10 out of the 11 Project objectives, and is partially consistent
with Objective 1. Under this alternative, employment would increase compared to existing
conditions as a total of 4,576 jobs would be created. However, compared to the proposed Project,
this alternative results in fewer jobs, and therefore, this objective of fully utilizing the County
real estate asset is only partially met. As discussed below, this Alternative has been identified as
the environmentally superior alternative.

1.6.5 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

The No Project/No Development Alternative (Alternative 1a) and the No Project/Institutional
Entitlements Alternative (Alternative 1b) would have the least impacts to the environment.
Alternative 1a would have no significant and unavoidable impacts associated with Air Quality,
GHG Emissions, Land Use and Planning (interim), Population and Housing, Recreation (short-
term), and Transportation/Traffic. However, the beneficial impacts of the proposed Project
associated with provision of additional housing, infrastructure improvements, and
improvements to the existing visual character of the site would not occur, and none of the Project
objectives would be met. Similarly, Alternative 1b would reduce impacts compared to the
proposed Project and avoid significant impacts to Air Quality, Land Use and Planning (interim),
Population and Housing, and Recreation (short-term); the significant and unavoidable impacts
for Transportation/Traffic and GHG Emissions would not be avoided and only two of the Project
objectives would be met. Further, CEQA requires the identification of an environmentally
superior alternative. Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that if the No
Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative then the EIR shall also identify an
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.
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When evaluating the proposed Project compared to Alternative 2, Intensified Institutional Use
and Alternative 3, Reduced Intensity and Reduced Density, both would result in less
environmental impacts than the proposed Project. A key factor in the reduction of impacts is
associated with the number of vehicle trips generated. The vehicle trips not only result in
transportation impacts, they are associated with the generation of additional air emissions,
incremental noise increases, and GHG Emissions. The greater the number of trips, the greater the
level of impacts in these topical areas. Alternative 2 would reduce the overall trip generation by
1,608 ADT but the number of intersections and freeway ramps with direct impacts would be
fairly comparable to the proposed Project. Comparatively, Alternative 3 would further reduce
the trip generation to a total of 35,179 ADT compared to the proposed Project’s 46,746 ADT (a
reduction of 11,567 ADT or about a 25 percent reduction in trips generated with Alternative 3
when compared to the proposed Project).

In addition to the greater reduction in environmental impacts, Alternative 3 would better meet
the objectives compared to Alternative 2. Therefore, when considering the environmental
impacts and the ability to meet the objectives, Alternative 3 is the environmentally superior
alternative.

1.7 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOCUS AND EFFECTS
FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

In accordance with Section 15063 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the County prepared an Initial
Study/Environmental Checklist (the IS) for the proposed Project and distributed it, along with
the Notice of Preparation (NOP), to responsible and interested agencies, and key interest groups.
The IS/NOP was distributed to 40 agencies and individuals for a 30-day review period beginning
on November 7, 2014. In addition, notices regarding the availability of the IS/NOP were
distributed to all property owners and occupants of businesses within 500 feet of the Project
site. The IS/NOP was also posted on the County website.

A scoping meeting was held on November 21, 2014, from 1:00 to 3:00 PM at Building 317 on the
Project site. County staff were available to answer any questions about the proposed Project. A
hand-out, providing an overview of the proposed Project, the Project alternatives, and Project
schedule was distributed. Comment cards were available for attendees to submit at the meeting
or mail to County staff. Approximately 20 people attended the scoping meeting (13 people signed
the sign-in sheet).

In response to the comments received, the County provided additional opportunity for input on
the scope of the EIR, and the comment period extended from June 6, 2015 through July 3, 2015.
The extension was noticed in the newspaper and approximately 400 notices were sent to the
adjacent cities and properties. An additional scoping meeting was held on October 23, 2015, with
a comment period that extended from October 9, 2015 through November 7, 2015. A similar
noticing process occurred for this meeting. During these additional scoping periods, seven
additional comments were received. A summary of the issues raised in the IS/NOP comment
letters is provided in Section 2.3 of this EIR. Copies of the IS/NOP, its distribution list, comments
received on the IS/NOP, and the hand-outs made available at the Scoping Meetings are included
in Appendix B of this EIR. A total of 13 comment letters were received during the 30-day IS/NOP
review period. Two additional comment letters were received after the end of the IS/NOP review
period. During the additional scoping periods, seven additional comments were received.
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The EIR addresses all potential significant effects identified in the Environmental Checklist, as
well as several topical areas that the County decided to include in the EIR, though the Initial Study
determined there would be no significant Project impacts. The following topical areas are
addressed in this EIR.

Aesthetics

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology and Soils

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality

Land Use and Planning
Noise

Population and Housing
Public Services

Recreation
Transportation/Traffic
Utilities and Service Systems

Section 2.3 provides an overview of the EIR review process and a summary of the issues that will
not receive further evaluation in the EIR.

1.8  AREAS OF CONTROVERSY/ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

Section 15123(b)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR identify issues to be
resolved, including the choice among alternatives and whether or how to mitigate the Project’s
significant effects on the environment. With respect to the proposed Project, the major issues to
be resolved by the County, as the Lead Agency, include the following:

e A pedestrian bridge is considered as a potential element of the proposed Project,
connecting the Project site to the OCGP across Marine Way (Pedestrian Bridge). However,
the County does not have land use authority over the bridge landing on the north side of
the Marine Way, which is City property. This issue would need to be resolved in close
coordination with the City and OCGP and additional CEQA documentation would be
required, should the concept become a component of the Project. However, there would
be no additional significant effects if the Project is implemented without the Pedestrian
Bridge.

e The phased improvements of the Marine Way extension would influence the
implementation of the Project. At this time, a construction schedule for the Marine Way
extension east of Great Park Boulevard West is not available. It should be noted that Great
Park Boulevard West referenced herein and in all EIR exhibits is referred to as GP-1 in all
City documents. The timing of Marine Way improvements would be contingent on issues
such as construction phasing of the adjacent Great Park Neighborhoods and funding
availability. As discussed in Section 4.13, Recreation, delays in the construction of Marine
Way would also potentially delay the construction of the “Park within the Park” concept
presented in the Development Plan. Potential impacts associated with Marine Way have
been addressed in the Orange County Great Park EIR and subsequent Addenda.

e During the preparation of this EIR, the City of Irvine has been conducting studies for
Marine Way and the future development of OCGP. As of November 2015, an alignment
for Great Park Boulevard was completed by the City that modifies the location of the
intersection of Great Park Boulevard West and Marine Way. The modified alignment
results in a different location than the one depicted on the exhibits provided in this EIR;
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however, the alignment for the entire Great Park Boulevard West is yet to be completed
and finalized. The alignment of the said roadway shown on the exhibits in this EIR reflects
the expected intersection location at the time the NOP was issued. At the time of Project
development, minor modifications to the Project would be required to reflect the final
roadway alignment, including, but not limited to, minor modifications to Planning Areas
1 through 13 to reflect the final location of Marine Way. Also, it is anticipated that the
change to the Great Park Boulevard West/Marine Way intersection (if the proposed
November 2015 alignment is implemented) might require the other changes to the
proposed Project access points from Marine Way. It is not anticipated that this should
result in a substantial modification to the findings in this EIR; however, this would be
determined as part of the Level |, Il or [Il review when development is proposed. It should
be noted, that Development Requirement (DR) TRAN-8 (in Section 4.14.7) requires
individual development projects under the Development Plan that connect with external
roadways be evaluated for consistency with applicable design requirements outlined in
the City of Irvine Transportation Design Procedures or County of Orange equivalency.
This measure would ensure there would be adequate intersection spacing even with the
relocation of the Great Park Boulevard West/Marine Way intersection.

The Project site is located on the former MCAS El Toro, which had been known to use and
store chemicals and jet fuels. The base is included on the Cortese List compiled pursuant
to Section 65962.5 of the California Government Code. Due to the potential site and
groundwater contamination, approximately 41.64 acres of the Project site has not yet
been found suitable for transfer. Therefore, this portion of the site remains under fee
ownership by the DoN and is subject to a LIFOC between the DoN and Heritage Fields,
with a sublease to the County. Once remediated, the DoN will make a FOST, allowing the
transfer of the remainder of the Property in fee to Heritage Fields LLC. Subsequently, that
portion of the Property would be transferred to the City, and then to the County, as
required by the Pre-Annexation Agreement. The precise timing of the transfer is not
known at this time. Should there be unforeseen delays in the transfer of the property, the
phasing of the Project development may be influenced because the County would not
have fee title to the property. As shown in Exhibit 2-3, the LIFOC area is generally located
southeast of the Bee Canyon Channel and in the southern portion of the Project site. This
delay should not influence the CEQA document.

The Pre-Annexation Agreement provides for the transfer of a contiguous 100-Acre parcel
to the County for development. The location of the parcel was identified in the Pre-
Annexation Agreement but the precise boundaries of the parcel had not been established.
The final alignment of Marine Way is required before this can occur because minor
variants in the roadway alignment would result in changes to the size and configuration
of the County property west and southwest of Marine Way. This process, known as the
“true-up” is memorialized in Implementation Agreement #2 between the County and the
City and will be completed once the final Marine Way alignment is established. Minor
changes to the Property boundary are anticipated as part of the true-up process.
Although the alignment west of the Great Park Boulevard West was finalized in
November 2015, as indicated above, the alignment east of the Great Park Boulevard West
is yet to be completed and finalized. It is not anticipated that the true-up process would
result in a substantial modification to the findings in this EIR because the anticipated
property line adjustments would be very minor; however, this would be determined at
the time the final true-up is completed.
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In conjunction with the preparation of the EIR, additional testing for hazardous materials
was conducted. However, the LIFOC area of the Project site contains portions of
Installation Restoration Program (IRP) Sites 8, 12, and 24 (the Volatile Organic
Compound [VOC] Source Area/Vadose Zone) and is currently inaccessible to the County
for environmental testing/investigation for hazardous materials assessment. Therefore,
no additional testing in the LIFOC area was conducted. As a result, there are some data
gaps regarding environmental conditions in IRP Sites and locations of concern located
within the LIFOC area. The DoN is required to sufficiently remediate those areas prior to
release under a FOST so significant hazardous material impacts are not anticipated.
However, Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, includes a mitigation measures
requiring an independent radiological survey for soil, further evaluation of previously
collected data, calculation of cumulative human health risks, and further soil vapor
testing at various locations within the LIFOC area. If warranted by these additional
investigations/evaluations, additional sampling, targeted excavation, confirmation
sampling, and off-site disposal may be performed or remedial actions may be developed
in consultation with appropriate regulatory agencies to confirm concentrations of
hazardous materials are below appropriate regulatory screening levels prior to
construction.

Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials identifies and discusses areas within the
Project site where risks are below the threshold levels established for
commercial/industrial uses but may exceed the risk thresholds established for
residential uses. Specifically, these areas include:

o Units 1 and 4 of IRP Site 8 (Planning Areas 12, 13, and 14), which are currently
planned for non-residential land uses;

o Units 1 and 2 of IRP Site 12 (Planning Areas 6, 7, 8, and 19), which include both
residential and non-residential uses; and

o Unit 1 of IRP Site 21 (Planning Area 9); which is currently planned for non-
residential land uses.

The Development Plan allows for future transfer of land use between the various
planning areas. Therefore, even the planning reas that are currently shown for mixed-use
or commercial uses may have a residential component. Should the land use at these
locations include residential uses, potential risks may need to be re-evaluated. Mitigation
measures requiring additional testing and potential remediation have been incorporated
into the EIR.

As discussed in Section 4.14, Transportation/Traffic, the Project-related traffic impacts
occur at locations that are outside the County jurisdiction. Therefore, County would be
unable to implement the measures to mitigate or minimize the impacts. A number of the
impacts would be mitigated through County participation in the North Irvine
Transportation Mitigation (NITM) Program. Other mitigation measures require
modification to improvements previously planned for locations in the NITM area that did
not anticipate additional improvements required to reduce the Project’s impacts to a
level of less than significant. Inclusion of these improvements in the NITM Program and
inclusion of the County as a NITM member (or alternative fair-share agreement with the
City) would provide a mechanism for the County to mitigate potentially significant
impacts through a fair-share contribution toward the improvements, but implementation
of that measure is not entirely within the control of the County. Additional CEQA
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documentation would be required for implementation of some of the required
improvements. However, it should be noted, since the improvements are outside of the
County jurisdiction and are not covered by the Pre-Annexation Agreement, agencies
other than the County would reasonably be the lead agency on the roadway
improvements.

IRWD is obligated to deliver an offsite capital improvement sewer system that would
address sewer discharge from upstream development including, but not limited to, the
proposed Project development area. However, if the capital improvement system
downstream of the County’s property has not been constructed to accommodate existing
and approved sewer flows from upstream development, as initially planned and
programmed by IRWD, then IRWD would be responsible for providing an alternative
solution that would serve the proposed Project, as well as any other upstream sewer
flows from tributary developments.

Regarding conveyance of Project storm flows off-site on to other properties within the
Marshburn Watershed, the County would be responsible for finding a solution, which
could include, but not be limited to, the following:

o Modifying site grading and drainage west of Bee Canyon Channel to drain a
portion of the site towards Marine Way and install storm water detention ponds
to discharge into the existing storm drain line in Marine Way

o Modifying site grading and drainage west of Bee Canyon Channel to expand the
area that currently drains into the Bee Canyon Watershed. The Bee Canyon
Watershed and Agua Chinon Watershed have on-site storm drain lines that the
Project area can be connected to.

The potential of any off-site environmental impacts associated with these improvements
would be evaluated when development concept plans are prepared and the engineering
elements are known.

Section 3.4.1 of the Development Plan, Development Equivalency, provides for a transfer
in the type of uses to allow flexibility in the future in response to changing community
and regional needs, and the market conditions over the buildout of the Project. To
accommodate this flexibility while maintaining balance of land uses, proposed land uses
may be transferred to other permitted uses as part of the Level I Review process.
Table 3-2 of the Development Plan identifies how additional intensity in one use may be
increased with the corresponding decrease in another use. The formula is based on the
number of trips generated per land use, which is derived from the 2014 Irvine
Transportation Analysis Model (ITAM), version 12.4. This will be evaluated on a project-
by-project basis and when a transfer of use is proposed. Potential impacts would be
assessed as part of the CEQA review.

On September 8, 2016, Senate Bill (SB) 32, which amends Section 38566 to the Health
and Safety Code pertaining to the reduction of GHG Emissions, was signed by Governor
Brown. SB 32 implements a goal of Executive Order (EO) B-30-15 by requiring the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) to ensure that statewide greenhouse gas
emissions are reduced to 40 percent below the 1990 level by 2030. At this time, CARB
has not developed the plan to ensure compliance with the GHG Emissions reductions
contemplated by SB 32. Based on available information, this DEIR analyzes the Project's
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consistency with SB 32 and concludes Project impacts are significant and unavoidable.
However, once CARB adopts a plan identifying the responsibilities for achieving SB 32
compliance, additional requirements may apply to the Project.

1.9 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS AND MITIGATION
PROGRAM

Table 1-2 presents a summary of the potential environmental effects of the Project; measures to
mitigate impacts to the extent feasible; and expected status of effects following implementation
of the mitigation measures. The more detailed evaluation of these issues is presented in
Sections 4.1 through 4.15. The level of significance provided in the ‘Project Impact’ columns
denotes the level of significance prior to mitigation. There is also an indicator in the column
identified as ‘Level of Significance After Mitigation,” which makes a determination if the
mitigation measures would reduce the impact to a level of less than significant. If the text of the
mitigation measure is too lengthy to include in tabular format, it is briefly summarized in the
table and the mitigation measure number is noted. All mitigation measures are listed in their
entirety in the appropriate portion of Section 4.

EL TORO, 100-ACRE PARCEL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 1-13
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT



Executive Summary

This page intentionally left blank

1-14 EL TORO, 100-ACRE PARCEL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT



Executive Summary

TABLE 1-2
SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

Threshold of Significance

Project Impacts

Mitigation Program

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Section 4.1 - Aesthetics

Threshold 4.1-1
Would the Project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
the site and its surroundings?

The proposed development would be an improvement
over the existing visual character and quality of the
Project site. Construction activities, including
infrastructure improvements, would be short term in
nature and have less than significant impacts as these
activities will not substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of the Project site or its
surroundings. Proposed development under the
Development Plan would change the visual quality of
the Project site, but compliance with the design
guidelines and development standards in the
Development Plan would prevent the substantial
degradation of the visual character and quality of the
Project site and the surrounding areas. Impacts on
visual quality pursuant to Threshold 4.1-1 would be
less than significant and no mitigation is required.

No mitigation is required.

Less Than Significant

Threshold 4.1-2
Would the Project create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Proposed development would introduce new sources
of light and glare that would increase lighting levels on
the Project site. Distance from light-sensitive uses
provided by streets and setbacks, existing
developments and trees, and compliance with the
design guidelines, development standards, and
development requirements on lighting, as contained in
the Development Plan, would prevent substantial light
and glare spillover and change in the lighting levels
that would have a significant and adverse effect on
views in the area. Though no substantial spill-over
lighting on adjacent development areas within the
Project site are anticipated, DR AES-1 and DR AES-2
are provided regarding disclosure of potential spill
over lighting. Pursuant to Threshold 4.1-2, impacts
related to new sources of light and glare would be less
than significant and no mitigation is required.

DR AES-1

DR AES-2

Prior to issuance of any building permit, the County or its designee shall
demonstrate that exterior lighting has been designed to be diffused, shielded, and
low intensity and located so that direct rays are confined to the Project site in a
manner meeting the approval of the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee. For
the development in and adjacent to the Mixed-Use District, a disclosure to the
developers and end users of the potential for spill over lighting shall be
incorporated into all lease agreements.

Prior to the approval of final inspection, the County or its designee shall provide a
letter from the electrical engineer, licensed landscape architect, or licensed
professional designer that a field test has been performed after dark and the light
rays are consistent with the Development Plan. Specifically, the County or its
designee shall submit a photometric study that demonstrates that lighting levels
will not increase over 1-foot-candle over ambient conditions at the Project
property line, excluding the Second Harvest Food Bank warehouse. The letter shall
be submitted to the Manager of Inspection for review and approval. (Note: High
voltage lighting requires a licensed electrical engineer stamp.)

Less Than Significant
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TABLE 1-2
SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

Threshold of Significance

Project Impacts

Mitigation Program

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Section 4.2 - Air Quality

Threshold 4.2-1
Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

The proposed Project and the associated long-term
emissions are not included in current regional air
quality plans. Therefore, the Project conflicts with the
current SCAQMD AQMP, which is a significant impact.
Mitigation measure MM LU-1 would allow for the
anticipated growth to be included in future long-range
planning documents, which would eliminate the
conflict. However, incorporation of the updated
growth projections into the AQMP is not within the
County’s control. Therefore, the impact would be
significant and  unavoidable, pursuant to
Threshold 4.2-1. Approval of the Project and
commencement of construction would not obstruct
implementation of the AQMP because the gradual
completion of the Project and increase in operational
emissions would be paralleled by AQMP revisions that
would include the Project.

Refer to MM LU-1 in Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, below.

Significant and Unavoidable

Threshold 4.2-2
Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation.

Pursuant to Threshold 4.2-2, construction mass
(regional) emissions and local construction emissions
would exceed SCAQMD CEQA significance thresholds.
The unmitigated emissions include the
implementation of DR AQ-1 through DR AQ-4.
Implementation of MM AQ-1 would reduce the impacts
to less than significant. Operational mass (regional)
emissions of VOC, NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 would
exceed the SCAQMD CEQA significance thresholds,
primarily due to mobile sources (i.e., vehicle travel).
Implementation of DR AQ-6 would avoid emissions
from indoor residential fireplaces. Mitigation
measures MM AQ-2 through MM AQ-6 would reduce
vehicle travel, but the impact would still be significant
and unavoidable. It would be speculative to attribute
specific numerical increases in adverse health impacts
to the Project’'s exceedances of the SCAQMD
significance thresholds. Local CO emissions would not
have the potential to exceed applicable standards and
would be less than significant.

DRAQ-1

DRAQ-2

DR AQ-3

During construction of the Project, the County or its designee shall comply with
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rules 402 and 403, in
order to minimize short-term emissions of dust and particulates. SCAQMD Rule
402 requires that air pollutant emissions not be a nuisance off site. SCAQMD
Rule 403 requires that fugitive dust be controlled with the best available control
measures so that the presence of such dust does not remain visible in the
atmosphere beyond the property line of the emission source. This requirement
shall be included as notes on the contractor specifications. Table 1 of Rule 403
prescribes the Best Available Control Measures that are applicable to all
construction projects and is included in Appendix C of the EIR for this Project. The
County or its designee shall provide the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee,
with an SCAQMD-approved Dust Control Plan or other sufficient proof of
compliance with Rule 403, prior to issuance of a grading permit.

Architectural coatings shall be selected so that the volatile organic compound
(VOC) content of the coatings is compliant with SCAQMD Rule 1113. This
requirement shall be included as notes on the contractor specifications. The
specifications for each project within the Development Plan area shall be reviewed
by the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee, for compliance with this
requirement prior to issuance of a building permit.

Prior to issuance of each grading and building permit, the County or its designee
shall provide plans and specifications demonstrating that construction documents
require the construction contractors to implement the measure listed below. The
contractor shall comply with the identified requirements, and verification that the
contractor has complied shall be confirmed by the Manager of Building & Safety,
or designee, during construction.

All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 50 horsepower
(hp) shall meet Tier 3 off-road emissions standards. In addition, all construction
equipment shall be outfitted with Best Available Control Technology (BACT)
devices certified by the California Air Resources Board (CARB). Any emissions-
control device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are
no less than what could be achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy
for a similarly sized engine as defined by CARB regulations.

Significant and Unavoidable
Operational Emissions)

Less Than Significant (Local
Emissions)

(Mass

co

1-16

EL TORO, 100-ACRE PARCEL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT




Executive Summary

TABLE 1-2

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

Threshold of Significance

Project Impacts

Mitigation Program

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

DRAQ-4

DRAQ-5
DRAQ-6

MM AQ-1

MM AQ-2

Prior to issuance of each grading and building permit, the County or its designee
shall provide plans and specifications demonstrating that construction documents
require the construction contractors to implement the following measures or
provide information and data that demonstrate that implementation would not be
feasible or practicable:

a. Electricity shall come from power poles rather than diesel- or gasoline-
fueled generators, compressors, or similar equipment;

b. Construction parking shall be configured to minimize traffic
interference;

c.  Construction trucks shall be routed away from congested streets and
sensitive receptors;

d. Construction activities that affect traffic flow on the arterial system shall
be scheduled to off-peak hours to the extent practicable;

e. Temporary traffic controls, such as a flag person(s), shall be provided
where necessary to maintain smooth traffic flow, as necessary;

f.  Dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction equipment on- and
off-site and signal synchronization shall be provided as necessary to
maintain smooth traffic flow;

g.  All construction equipment shall be tuned and maintained in accordance
with the manufacturer’s specifications;

h. Diesel truck idling time shall be five minutes or less, both on- and off-site;
i.  Work crews shall shut off diesel equipment when not in use; and

j-  Contractors and construction workers shall be encouraged to use ride-
sharing and commute using Metrolink.

The contractor shall comply with the identified requirements, and verification
that the contractor has complied shall be confirmed by the Manager of Building
& Safety, or designee, during construction.

Provided for Threshold 4.2-4, below.

Fireplaces shall be limited to residential common areas, and none shall be
provided in residential units. The specifications for each residential project within
the Development Plan area shall be reviewed by the Manager of Building & Safety,
or designee, for compliance with this requirement prior to issuance of a building
permit.

Prior to the issuance of each grading permit, the County or its designee shall
provide construction plans and specifications demonstrating that, after January 1,
2020, scrapers used for construction of the Project shall be required to meet Tier
4 Interim or equivalent off-road engine emissions standards. A copy of each unit’s
certified Tier specification shall be kept on site and available for inspection and
verification that the contractor has complied shall be confirmed by the Manager of
Building & Safety, or designee, during construction.

Prior to the issuance of each non-residential building permit, the County or its
designee shall provide plans and specifications demonstrating that the features
listed below have been incorporated into the building designs. Proof of compliance
shall be provided to the County prior to the issuance of occupancy permits.
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TABLE 1-2

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

Threshold of Significance

Project Impacts

Mitigation Program

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

MM AQ-3

MM AQ-4

MM AQ-5

e  Forbuildings with over ten tenant-occupants, changing/shower facilities
shall be provided as specified in Section A5.106.4.3, Nonresidential
Voluntary Measures, of the California Green Building Standards
(CALGreen) Code.2

e  Preferential parking for low-emitting, fuel-efficient, and carpool/van
vehicles shall be provided, as specified in Section A5.106.5.1,
Nonresidential Voluntary Measures, of the CALGreen Code.

e  Facilities shall be installed to support future electric vehicle charging at
each non-residential building with 30 or more parking spaces.
Installation shall be consistent with Section A5.106.5.3, Nonresidential
Voluntary Measures (Tier 1), of the CALGreen Code.

Prior to the issuance of each residential building permit, the County or its designee
shall provide plans and specifications to the County demonstrating that the
features listed below have been incorporated into the building designs or
specifications. Proof of compliance shall be provided to the Manager of Building &
Safety, or designee, prior to the issuance of occupancy permits.

e  Visitor parking shall include preferentially located parking spaces for
alternative-fueled vehicles.

e Bicycle parking shall be provided as specified in Section A4.106.9,
Residential Voluntary Measures, of the CALGreen Code.

Prior to issuance of each building permit for parking structures and parking lots
with 20 or more parking spaces, the County or its designee shall provide plans and
specifications demonstrating that the following features have been incorporated
into the parking facility. Proof of compliance shall be provided to the Manager of
Building & Safety, or designee prior to the issuance of occupancy permits.

e The parking facility shall include a minimum of five percent
preferentially located parking spaces for alternative-fueled (electric,
natural gas, or similar low-emitting technology) vehicles.

e  The parking facility shall include at least one electric vehicle charging
station. Electrical lines shall be designed and sized to add additional
charging stations for up to three percent of the total parking spaces when
a demand is demonstrated. The design and installation shall be
consistent with Section A4.106.8.2, Residential Voluntary Measures, of
the CALGreen Code.

e For residential parking facilities, bicycle parking shall be provided as
specified in Section A4.106.9, Residential Voluntary Measures, of the
CALGreen code.

Once constructed, tenants/operators of non-residential uses shall include the
features and procedures listed below. Proof of compliance shall be provided to the
Manager, CEO Real Estate/Land Development (or Building & Safety) within one
month following the issuance of each occupancy permit.

e  Postsigns stating that trucks shall not be left idling for prolonged periods
(i.e., in excess of five minutes, as required by State law).

2 Bicycle parking requirements are included in the CALGreen Code mandatory measures.
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TABLE 1-2
SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

Level of Significance

Threshold of Significance Project Impacts Mitigation Program After Mitigation
o  Affiliate with Spectrumotion or a similar employee program or develop
an in-house transportation management program that promotes
alternatives to solo commuting with fossil-fueled vehicles.
e  Postbus, Metrolink, and Amtrak schedules in conspicuous areas.
e Configure employee work schedules around the Metrolink schedule to
the extent reasonably feasible.
MM AQ-6 Once constructed, the operators of residential uses shall include the following
features and procedures. Proof of compliance shall be provided to the Manager,
CEO Real Estate/Land Development (or Building & Safety) within one month
following the issuance of each occupancy permit.
o  Affiliate with Spectrumotion or a similar program or develop an in-house
transportation management program that promotes alternatives to solo
commuting with fossil-fueled vehicles.
e  Postbus, Metrolink, and Amtrak schedules in conspicuous areas.
Threshold 4.2-3 Pursuant to Threshold 4.2-3, mass operational | Refer to DRs AQ-1 through AQ-4 and AQ-6 above. Significant and Unavoidable (Mass

Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors).

emissions of nonattainment pollutants and their
precursors would be cumulatively considerable and a
significant and unavoidable impact. Implementation of
DR AQ-6 would avoid emissions from indoor
residential fireplaces. Mitigation measures MM AQ-2
through MM AQ-6 would reduce vehicle travel, but the
cumulative impact would still be significant and
unavoidable. It would be speculative to attribute
specific numerical increases in adverse health impacts
to the Project’'s cumulatively considerable
contribution to exceedances of the SCAQMD
significance thresholds.

Mass construction emissions of nonattainment
pollutants and their precursors would be less than the
SCAQMD CEQA significance thresholds and would be
less than significant. The unmitigated emissions take
into consideration the Project’s implementation of DR
AQ-1 through DR AQ-4. Implementation of MM AQ-1
would reduce the impacts to less than significant.

Refer to MMs AQ-1 through AQ-6 above.

Operational Emissions)

Less Than Significant (Mass Construction

Emissions)

Threshold 4.2-4
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Exposure of sensitive receptors to criteria pollutants
from on-site construction, to CO at congested
intersections, or to off-site and future on-site
receptors from TACs would be less than significant,
pursuant to Threshold 4.2-4. DR AQ-5 would ensure
that future sources of criteria or toxic air pollutants
would comply with emissions limitation established
by SCAWMD. No mitigation is required.

DRAQ-5

Commercial, medical office, or similar uses developed in the Development Plan
area shall comply with SCAQMD Rule 201 and Regulation II (requiring a Permit to
Construct prior to the installation of any equipment that may cause air
contaminants) as well as Rule 203 (requiring a Permit to Operate prior to the use
of any equipment that may cause air contaminants). These rules and regulation
are required unless the equipment or aspects of the Project are exempt under Rule
219, which identifies those equipment, processes, or operations that do not
require permits. Prior to issuance of the occupancy permit, the developer of each
building or group of buildings shall provide the Manager of Building & Safety, or
designee with the SCAQMD-approved Permit to Construct and Permit to Operate
or other sufficient proof of compliance with Rules 201 and 203.

Less Than Significant
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Section 4.3 - Biological Resources

Threshold 4.3-1

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services?

The Project would impact suitable habitat for special
status species. These impacts would be considered
adverse, but less than significant. The Project has the
potential to impact active burrowing owl burrows
and/or nests of migratory birds and/or raptors.
However, with implementation of DRs BIO-1 and BIO-
2, these impacts would be avoided by limiting
construction activities to the non-nesting season or by
performance of a pre-construction nesting/bird
survey and implementation of buffers excluding work
activities around active nests, if observed during the
pre-construction survey. Therefore, the potential
impact on special status species would be less than
significant, pursuant to Threshold 4.3-1. In addition,
DR BIO-3 would minimize impacts on roosting bats
through the performance of pre-construction bat
surveys and installation of bat exclusionary devices
such that potential Project impacts are less than
significant.

DR BIO-1

DR BIO-2

Per the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG 2012), the County, or its
designee, shall ensure that a pre-construction survey for the burrowing owl is
conducted by a qualified Biologist no less than 14 days prior to any ground
disturbance for development of the study area. The pre-construction survey will
include the Project site plus a 500-foot buffer (if access is available). If no active
burrows are found, no further mitigation would be required.

If an active burrow is observed outside the breeding season (September 1 to
January 31) and it cannot be avoided, the burrowing owl shall be excluded from
the burrow following methods described in CDFG 2012. One-way doors shall be
used to exclude owls from the burrows. Once the burrow is unoccupied, as verified
by site monitoring and scoping, the burrow shall be closed by a qualified Biologist
who shall excavate the burrow by hand. If a burrow will be closed, the County, or
its designee, shall contact CDFW to determine whether compensatory mitigation
shall be required for the loss of the active burrow.

If an active burrow is observed outside the breeding season (September 1 to
January 31) and it can be avoided, a protective buffer shall be placed around the
burrow per CDFG 2012 guidelines. The buffer shall range from 160 feet to 1,640
feet depending on the level of impact and the time of year. The County, or its
designee, shall contact the CDFW to determine whether a reduced buffer can be
accommodated without adversely impacting occupied burrows.

If an active burrow is observed during the breeding season (February 1 to
August 31), the active burrow shall be protected until nesting activity has ended.
A protective buffer shall be placed around the active burrow per CDFG 2012
guidelines. The buffer shall range from 650 to 1,640 feet depending on the level of
impact and the time of year. The County, or its designee, shall contact CDFW to
determine whether a reduced buffer can be accommodated without adversely
impacting occupied burrows. Construction shall be allowed to proceed when the
qualified Biologist has determined that fledglings have left the nest. Additionally,
the County, or its designee, shall contact CDFW to determine whether
compensatory mitigation shall be required for the long-term loss of the nesting
burrow due to construction of the Project.

Upon completion of the pre-construction burrowing owl survey, a Letter Report
shall be prepared and submitted to the Manager of Building and Safety, or
designee, for review and approval prior to any ground disturbing activities. If an
active burrow is observed, the Letter Report shall include a description of the
protective buffer that has been designated and a summary of any correspondence
with CDFW.

In order to avoid impacts on nesting birds and raptors (common or special status),
the County, or its designee, shall ensure that vegetation clearing shall be
conducted during the non-breeding season (i.e., generally between September 16
and February 14 for migratory birds; July 1 and January 31 for nesting raptors) to
the extent feasible. If Project timing requires that vegetation clearing occur
between February 1 and September 15 (incorporating the typical breeding season
for migratory birds and raptors), then a pre-construction nesting bird/raptor
survey shall be conducted by a qualified Biologist within three days prior to
vegetation clearing. If vegetation clearing would occur during the raptor nesting
season, the survey shall also include areas within 500 feet of the Project impact

Less Than Significant
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DR BIO-3

area to determine the presence or absence of active raptor nests. If no active nests
are found, no further mitigation would be required.

If an active nest is located within or adjacent to the construction area and the
Biologist determines that work activities may impact nesting, the Biologist shall
determine an appropriate buffer to protect the nest. The size of the buffer shall be
based on site features, the sensitivity of the species, and the type of construction
activity in order to prevent disruption of nesting activity. No construction
activities shall be allowed in the buffer zone until the Biologist determines that
nesting activity has ended. Construction may proceed within the buffer once the
Biologist determines that nesting activity has ceased and fledglings have left the
nest.

Upon completion of the pre-construction nesting bird survey, a Letter Report shall
be prepared and submitted to the Manager of Building and Safety, or designee, for
review and approval prior to any ground disturbing activities. If an active nest is
observed, the Letter Report shall include a description of the protective buffer that
has been designated.

Trimming or removal of mature trees should be conducted outside the bat
maternity season (i.e., between March 1 and August 31). One month prior to
building demolition, the County, or its designee, shall ensure that a pre-
construction survey for roosting bats shall be conducted by a qualified Bat
Specialist. The survey shall consist of one diurnal (i.e., daytime) survey followed
by an evening emergence survey to determine if any bats are day roosting in the
buildings proposed for removal. If day-roosting bats are observed, bat-
exclusionary devices shall be installed prior to construction or demolition
activities. The bat exclusionary devices shall be designed to allow for bats to exit
the roost areas but not re-enter. All designs shall be approved by a qualified Bat
Specialist and installation shall be monitored by a qualified Bat Specialist.

Upon completion of the pre-construction roosting bat survey, a Letter Report shall
be prepared and submitted to the Manager of Building and Safety, or designee, for
review and approval prior to any ground disturbing activities. If any active roosts
are observed, the Letter Report shall include a description of exclusionary
measures recommended.

Threshold 4.3-2
Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Services?

The Project would impact approximately 0.911 acre of
riparian habitat (i.e.,, mulefat scrub vegetation under
the jurisdiction of the RWQCB and the CDFW).
However, processing of permits/agreements/
certifications from the RWQCB and the CDFW, and
implementation of the permit requirements would
mitigate any potentially significant impact on this
resource. In addition, DR BIO-4 would ensure
compliance with Section 401 of the Clean Water Act
and Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code.
Therefore, through compliance with existing laws and
implementation of DR BIO-4 the potential impact on
riparian habitat would be less than significant
pursuant to Threshold 4.3-2.

DR BIO-4

Prior to any impacts on jurisdictional areas, the County, or its designee, shall
obtain permits/agreements/certifications from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE), the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and the CDFW for
impacts on areas within these agencies’ jurisdictions. A pre-application meeting
with these agencies shall be scheduled prior to submittal of permit applications to
discuss existing conditions; jurisdictional resources; impacts to these resources
that would result from the Project; proposed avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures to offset these impacts; and the regulatory permitting
process. Following the pre-application meeting, the County or its designee, shall
prepare and process a USACE Section 404 Permit; a RWQCB Section 401 Water
Quality Certification; and a CDFW Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement.

The County, or its designee, shall implement/comply with the mitigation measures
required by the resource agencies regarding impacts to areas under their
respective jurisdictions. Compensatory mitigation may include restoration (i.e.,
re-establishment or rehabilitation); establishment (i.e., creation); enhancement;
and/or preservation of jurisdictional resources. Compensatory mitigation may
occur through permittee-responsible mitigation; payment to an in-lieu fee
program; or purchase of compensatory mitigation credits from an approved

Less Than Significant
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mitigation bank. Mitigation ratios for impacts to USACE jurisdictional resources
would be based on the USACE’s Standard Operating Procedure for Determination
of Mitigation Ratios. For permittee-responsible mitigation, the County, or its
designee, shall consider mitigating jurisdictional impacts resulting from Project
implementation through the preparation of a Habitat Mitigation Monitoring Plan
(HMMP) prepared by a qualified Biologist. The preparation of an HMMP early in
the process can help to accelerate and shorten the regulatory permitting process.
If required by the resource agencies, the detailed HMMP shall contain the
following items:

1.

Responsibilities and Qualifications of the Personnel to Implement
and Supervise the Plan. The responsibilities of the County, or its
designee, specialists, and maintenance personnel, as well as the
qualifications of specialists and maintenance personnel, that will
supervise and implement the plan will be specified.

Site Selection. Site selection for restoration, establishment,
enhancement, and/or preservation mitigation shall be determined in
coordination with the County, or its designee, and resource agencies.
The mitigation site(s) shall be located in a dedicated open space area or
on land that shall be dedicated and/or purchased off site.

Site Preparation and Planting Implementation. Site preparation
shall include the following, as determined by specific site conditions
and permit requirements: protection of existing native species; trash
and weed removal; native species salvage and reuse (i.e., duff); soil
treatments (i.e., imprinting, decompacting); temporary irrigation
installation; erosion-control measures (i.e., rice or willow wattles); seed
mix application; and container species.

Schedule. A schedule, which includes planting to occur in late fall and
early winter (between October 1 and March 1) shall be developed.

Maintenance Plan/Guidelines. The maintenance plan shall include
the following, as determined by specific site conditions and permit
requirements: weed control; herbivory control; trash removal;
irrigation system maintenance; maintenance training; and replacement
planting.

Monitoring Plan. The site shall be monitored and maintained for a
minimum of five years to ensure successful establishment of riparian
habitat within the restored and created areas. The monitoring plan shall
include qualitative monitoring (i.e., photographs and general
observations); quantitative monitoring (e.g., randomly placed transects
and/or California Rapid Assessment Method [CRAM] analysis);
performance criteria, as approved by the resource agencies; and
monthly reports for the first year, quarterly reports thereafter, and
annual reports for all five years.

Long-Term Preservation. Long-term preservation of the site shall also
be outlined in the restoration and enhancement plan to ensure the
mitigation site is not impacted by future development.

Although the monitoring plan is scheduled to last five years, if there is successful
coverage prior to five years, the County, or its designee, may request to be released
from monitoring requirements by the USACE and the CDFW.

1-22

EL TORO, 100-ACRE PARCEL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT




Executive Summary

TABLE 1-2
SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

Level of Significance
Threshold of Significance Project Impacts Mitigation Program After Mitigation

Once the USACE, CDFW, and RWQCB permits have been obtained, they shall be
submitted to the Manager of Land Development, or designee, for review and
approval prior to any ground disturbing activities.

Threshold 4.3-3 The Project would not directly impact any federally | Refer to DR BIO-4 above and DR HWQ-9 in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, below. | Less Than Significant
Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by | protected wetlands; however, it would impact
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, | approximately 0.004 acre, 0.721 acre, and 1.801 acres
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other | of waters under the jurisdiction of the USACE, the
means. RWQCB, and the CDFW, respectively. Processing of
and compliance  with permits/agreements/
certifications required by applicable law would reduce
any potentially significant indirect impacts to federally
and State protected jurisdictional waters to a less than
significant level. Therefore, through compliance with
existing laws, the potential impact on federally and
State protected jurisdictional waters would be less
than significant, pursuant to Threshold 4.4-3.

Threshold 4.3-4 The study area is not located within a regional wildlife | Refer to DR BIO-2 above. Less Than Significant
Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish | movement corridor and occurs in a largely developed
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife | landscape matrix. Therefore, implementation of the
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. Project would not impact the planned regional wildlife
movement corridor or result in fragmentation of
habitat. Impacts on wildlife movement would be
considered less than significant, and no mitigation
would be required. As disclosed in the Existing
Conditions discussion of this Section 4.3, no native
resident or migratory fish exist within the study area
and thus the Project will have no adverse impacts. The
Project may impact active nests of migratory birds
and/or raptors. However, impacts would be avoided
by complying with DR BIO-2, a measure limiting
construction activities to the non-nesting season or
performance of a pre-construction nesting/bird
survey and implementation of buffers excluding work
activities around active nests, if observed during the
pre-construction survey. Therefore, the potential
impact to nesting birds and raptors would be less than
significant, pursuant to Threshold 4.4-4.

Threshold 4.3-5 The Project would not conflict with applicable local | No mitigation is required. No Impact
Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such | ordinances protecting  biological resources.
as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. Therefore, there would be no impact, pursuant to

Threshold 4.4-5.

Threshold 4.3-6 The Project would not conflict with provisions of the | No mitigation is required. No Impact
Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural | NCCP/HCP. Therefore, there would be no impact,
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat | pursuant to Threshold 4.4-6.

conservation plan.
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Section 4.4 - Cultural Resources

Threshold 4.4-1

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource

pursuant to §15064.5.

Pursuant to Threshold 4.4-1, the Project has a low
potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
Section 15064.5. However, implementation of MM
CULT-1 would reduce potential impacts to less than
significant levels should buried resources of that
nature be discovered as part of grading activities.

MM CULT-1

Archaeological Observation and Salvage. Prior to the issuance of any grading
permit in which native soil is disturbed, the County or its designee shall provide
written evidence to the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee, that the
County or its designee has retained a County-certified archaeologist to observe
grading activities and to salvage and catalogue archaeological resources as
necessary. The archaeologist shall be present at the pre-grade conference, shall
establish procedures for archaeological resource surveillance, and shall
establish, in cooperation with the County or its designee, procedures for
temporarily halting or redirecting work to permit the sampling, identification,
and evaluation of the artifacts as appropriate. If the archaeological resources
are found to be significant, the archaeological observer shall determine
appropriate actions, in cooperation with the County or its designee, for
exploration and/or salvage.

Prior to the release of the grading bond, the County or its designee shall obtain
approval of the archaeologist’s follow-up report from the Manager of Building
& Safety, or designee. The report shall include the period of inspection, an
analysis of any artifacts found, and the present repository of the artifacts. The
archaeologist shall prepare excavated material to the point of identification. The
County or its designee shall offer excavated finds for curatorial purposes to the
County of Orange, or its designee, on a first refusal basis. These actions, as well
as final mitigation and disposition of the resources, shall be subject to the
approval of the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee. The County or its
designee shall pay curatorial fees if an applicable fee program has been adopted
by the Board of Supervisors and such fee program is in effect at the time of
presentation of the materials to the County or its designee, all in a manner
meeting the approval of the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee.

Less Than Significant

Threshold 4.4-2

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique

geologic feature.

Pursuant to Threshold 4.4-2, the Project has a
moderate potential to directly or indirectly destroy a
unique paleontological resource or site. However,
implementation of MM CULT-2 would reduce potential
impacts to less than significant should unknown
buried resources be discovered as part of grading
activities. Additionally, due to lack of unique geologic
features on the site, no impacts to such features would
occur and no mitigation is required.

MM CULT-2

Paleontological Observation and Salvage. Prior to the issuance of any grading
permit in which native soil is disturbed, the County or its designee shall provide
written evidence to the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee, that the
County or its designee has retained a County-certified paleontologist to observe
grading activities and to salvage and catalogue fossils as necessary. The
paleontologist shall be present at the pre-grade conference; shall establish
procedures for paleontological resource surveillance; and shall establish, in
cooperation with the County or its designee, procedures for temporarily halting
or redirecting work to permit sampling, identification, and evaluation of the
fossils. If the paleontological resources are found to be significant, the
paleontologist shall determine appropriate actions, in cooperation with the
County or its designee, to ensure proper exploration and/or salvage.

Prior to the release of the grading bond, the County or its designee shall submit
the paleontologist’s follow up report for approval by the Manager of Building &
Safety, or designee. The report shall include the period of inspection, a catalogue
and analysis of the fossils found, and the present repository of the fossils. The
County or its designee shall prepare excavated material to the point of
identification and shall offer excavated finds for curatorial purposes to the
County of Orange, or its designee, on a first refusal basis. These actions, as well
as final mitigation and disposition of the resources, shall be subject to approval
by Manager of Building & Safety, or designee. The County or its designee shall
pay curatorial fees if an applicable fee program has been adopted by the Board
of Supervisors and such fee program is in effect at the time of presentation of

Less Than Significant
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the materials to the County of Orange or its designee, all in a manner meeting
the approval of the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee.

MM CULT-2 Paleontological Observation and Salvage. Prior to the issuance of any
grading permit in which native soil is disturbed, the County or its designee shall
provide written evidence to the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee, that
the County or its designee has retained a County-certified paleontologist to
observe grading activities and to salvage and catalogue fossils as necessary. The
paleontologist shall be present at the pre-grade conference; shall establish
procedures for paleontological resource surveillance; and shall establish, in
cooperation with the County or its designee, procedures for temporarily halting
or redirecting work to permit sampling, identification, and evaluation of the
fossils. If the paleontological resources are found to be significant, the
paleontologist shall determine appropriate actions, in cooperation with the
County or its designee, to ensure proper exploration and/or salvage.

Prior to the release of the grading bond, the County or its designee shall submit
the paleontologist’s follow up report for approval by the Manager of Building &
Safety, or designee. The report shall include the period of inspection, a catalogue
and analysis of the fossils found, and the present repository of the fossils. The
County or its designee shall prepare excavated material to the point of
identification and shall offer excavated finds for curatorial purposes to the
County of Orange, or its designee, on a first refusal basis. These actions, as well
as final mitigation and disposition of the resources, shall be subject to approval
by Manager of Building & Safety, or designee. The County or its designee shall
pay curatorial fees if an applicable fee program has been adopted by the Board
of Supervisors and such fee program is in effect at the time of presentation of
the materials to the County of Orange or its designee, all in a manner meeting
the approval of the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee.

Threshold 4.4-3 Pursuant to Threshold 4.4-3, Project activities are not | MM CULT-3 Human Remains. If human remains are encountered during ground-disturbing | Less Than Significant
Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. | expected to disturb human remains. However, if activities, Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code states that no

human remains are encountered during grading further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made a

activities, implementation of MM CULT-3 would determination of origin and disposition of the materials pursuant to Section

reduce potential impacts to human remains to a less 5097.98 of the California Public Resources Code. The provisions of Section

than significant level. 15064.5 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines shall also be

followed. The County Coroner must be notified of the find immediately. If the
remains are determined to be prehistoric, the Coroner shall notify the Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The NAHC will determine and notify a
Most Likely Descendent (MLD). With the permission of the landowner or
his/her authorized representative, the MLD may inspect the site of the
discovery. The descendent must complete the inspection within 24 hours of
notification by the NAHC. The MLD may recommend scientific removal and
nondestructive analysis of human remains and items associated with Native
American burials. These requirements shall be included as notes on the
contractor specification and verified by the Development Services Department,
prior to issuance of grading permits.
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Section 4.5 - Geology and Soils

Threshold 4.5-1
Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 427
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

The Project site is not included in an Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone and there are no known active
or potentially active faults traversing the Project site.
Impacts associated with surface fault rupture are less
than significant, pursuant to Threshold 4.5-1. The
Project site is in a seismically active area that would
likely experience strong ground shaking during the life
of any project developed thereon. However,
conformance with existing regulations (2013 CBC) and
DR GEO-1 would reduce potentially significant
impacts associated with seismic shaking and seismic
ground failure in the form of liquefaction, seismically
induced settlement, and lateral spreading to a less
than significant level.

DR GEO-1 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the County, or its designee, shall
submit a geotechnical report to the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee,
for approval. The report shall include the information and be in the form as
required by the County Grading Manual. All grading proposed on the Project site

must be consistent with the OC Grading and Excavation Code.

Less Than Significant

Threshold 4.5-2
Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.

Grading activities would increase the potential for soil
erosion and loss of top soil. With the incorporation of
construction BMPs as described in Section 4.8,
Hydrology and Water Quality, implementation of DR
HWQ-7 through DR HWQ-10 in Section 4.8, Hydrology
and Water Quality, and compliance with applicable
laws, Project impacts on soil erosion and loss of topsoil
would be less than significant, pursuant to
Threshold 4.5-2.

Refer to DR HWQ-7 through DR HWQ-10 in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, below.

Less Than Significant

Threshold 4.5-3

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable
as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.

The Project site is not located in an area with
documented landslides and the potential for
collapse/subsidence and soil corrosion is low.
However, conformance with existing regulations
(2013 CBC) and DR GEO-1 would reduce potentially
significant impacts associated with unstable soils/site
conditions and any impacts associated with landslides,
collapse/subsidence, or corrosion would be less than
significant. Similarly, liquefaction, seismically induced
settlement, and lateral spreading (Threshold 4.5.1)
would be reduced to a less than significant level with
conformance with existing regulations (2013 CBC) and
DR-GEO-1.

Refer to DR GEO-1 above.

Less Than Significant

Threshold 4.5-4
Be located on expansive soils, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the California Building
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property.

Based on the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation
(Leighton and Associates, Inc. 2014), the Project site
soil has medium expansion potential. Consistent with
DR GEO-1 more detailed evaluation of near-surface
soils would be conducted and appropriate design
measures imposed. Compliance with these measures
would ensure impacts associated with expansive soils
would be less than significant, pursuant to
Threshold 4.5-4.

Refer to DR GEO-1 above.

Less Than Significant
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Section 4.6 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Threshold 4.6-1
Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment.

Pursuant to Threshold 4.6-1, the Project’'s GHG
Emissions would be less than the SCAQMD-
recommended plan-level efficiency threshold but
would exceed the SCAQMD-recommended project-
level efficiency threshold. Implementation of DR GHG-
1 and DR GHG-2 and MM GHG-1 through MM GHG-3
would reduce the emissions though not to a level of
less than significant.

DR GHG-1

DR GHG-2

MM GHG-1

MM GHG-2

MM GHG-3

Projects shall be designed in accordance with the applicable Title 24 Energy
Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings (California Code
of Regulations [CCR], Title 24, Part 6). These standards are updated, nominally
every three years, to incorporate improved energy efficiency technologies and
methods.

Projects shall be designed in accordance with the applicable California Green
Building Standards (CALGreen) Code (24 CCR 11).

The Project shall incorporate renewable energy generation with the capacity to
generate at least 6,168,000 kilowatt hours (kWh) of electricity per year at
buildout.

Low-energy Energy Star®-compliant or equivalent residential appliances shall be
exclusively offered by residential builders for each appliance that is rated by
Energy Star (e.g., refrigerator, clothes washer, dishwasher), or achieves an
efficiency that is equivalent to the 2016 Energy Star compliance standard. Low-
energy Energy Star®-compliant or equivalent commercial appliances shall be
installed in the hotel.

High efficiency lighting (light-emitting diode [LED]) shall be used for all
residential, office, retail, and outdoor (streets, pathways, parks, and parking
structures) lighting applications.

Significant and unavoidable.

Threshold 4.6-2
Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.

Pursuant to Threshold 4.6-2, because of the lack of
regulatory guidance regarding the specific method the
State will utilize to achieve SB 32 compliance and
despite all the elements of the Project that are
consistent with existing plans, policies and regulations
adopted to reduce GHG emissions, the DEIR concludes
that Project GHG Emissions impacts would be
significant and unavoidable.

Refer to DR GHG-1 and DR GHG-2 and MM GHG-1 through MM GHG-3, above.

Significant and unavoidable.

Section 4.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Threshold 4.7-1

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment.

Hazardous Building Materials

Significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment due to hazardous
building materials present or presumed to be present
in existing on-site buildings/structures and facilities
are potentially significant. Implementation of
development requirements that would address
hazardous building materials include DR HAZ-1, which
includes testing and abatement of hazardous building
materials, and DR HAZ-2, which addresses
transportation and disposal of hazardous waste. With
implementation of these DRs, impacts would be less
than significant pursuant to Threshold 4.7-1.

Railroad Ties

Significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident

DR HAZ-1

Hazardous Building Materials. Prior to demolition or renovation for reuse of
buildings/structures or facilities, building materials shall be carefully assessed for
the presence of lead-based paint (LBP), asbestos-containing materials (ACM), and
other common hazardous building materials (e.g., polychlorinated biphenyl
[PCB]-containing lighting ballasts and mercury-containing light tubes and
switches). Their removal, where necessary, must comply with State and federal
regulations, including Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)
regulations in the Code of Federal Regulations (specifically Title 29, Part 1926) and
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 1403. The OSHA rule
establishes standards for occupational health and environmental controls for lead
exposure and includes requirements addressing exposure assessment, methods of
compliance, respiratory protection, protective clothing and equipment, hygiene
facilities and practices, medical surveillance, medical removal protection,
employee information and training, signs, recordkeeping, and observation of
monitoring. Rule 1402 specifies work practices with the goal of minimizing
asbestos emissions during building demolition and renovation activities, including
the removal and associated disturbance of ACMs. During demolition, grading, and
excavation, workers shall comply with the requirements of the California Code of
Regulations (specifically, Title 8, Section 1532.1 and 1529), which provide for

Less Than Significant
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conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment due to railroad ties
present at the Project site are potentially significant
without mitigation. Mitigation Measure (MM) HAZ-1
addresses removal and off-site disposal of railroad
ties, thereby reducing the impacts to less than
significant pursuant to Threshold 4.7-1.

DR HAZ-2

MM HAZ-1

exposure limits, exposure monitoring, respiratory protection, and good working
practice by workers exposed to lead and asbestos, respectively. LBP and ACM-
contaminated debris and other wastes shall be managed and disposed of in
accordance with the applicable provision of the California Health and Safety Code.
Specific requirements for LBP include (i.e, Title 17, Division 1, Chapter 8)
procedures that must be followed for accreditation, certification, and work
practices for lead-based paint and lead hazards. Section 36100 specifically sets
forth requirements for lead-based paint abatement in public and residential
buildings. The requirements for demolition and renovation activities related to
ACM include asbestos surveying; notification; ACM removal procedures and time
schedules; ACM handling and cleanup procedures; and storage, disposal, and
landfill disposal requirements for asbestos-containing waste materials.

Management of Hazardous Waste. During site demolition, grading, and
construction activities, hazardous contaminated soils or other hazardous
materials shall be managed in accordance with the requirements of Title 22,
Division 4.5 of the California Code of Regulations, the U.S. Department of
Transportation regulations in the Code of Federal Regulations (specifically, Title
49, Hazardous Materials Transportation Act and Title 40, Part 263, Subtitle C of
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act), California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) standards, and Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) standards. Title 22 sets forth the requirements with which
hazardous-waste generators, transporters, and owners or operators of treatment,
storage, or disposal facilities must comply. These regulations include the
requirements for packaging, storing, labeling, reporting, and generally managing
and disposing of hazardous waste, which shall be done in a manner meeting the
satisfaction of the Manager, Orange County Health Care Agency
(OCHCA)/Hazardous Materials Program prior to shipment. In addition, the
regulations identify standards applicable to transporters of hazardous waste such
as the requirements for transporting shipments of hazardous waste, manifesting,
vehicle registration, and procedures to enact in the case of emergency accidental
discharges during transportation. The County shall sign necessary hazardous and
non-hazardous waste manifests as “Generator”.

Prior to commencement of grading activities, railroad ties will be removed and
recycled or properly disposed of offsite. If railroad ties split, disintegrate, or break
during removal, fragments of railroad ties that can be visually identified and that
are large enough to physically remove will be collected for disposal. Splintered or
disintegrated railroad tie materials that have been mixed with soil or track ballast
will be collected along with the minimum amount of soil or track ballast necessary
to remove them based on visual identification. This requirement shall be included
on the contractors’ specifications and verified by the OC Development Services.

Threshold 4.7-2

Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment.

Unknown Soil Impacts

Significant hazard to the public or the environment
due to unknown soil impacts would be potentially
significant. MM HAZ-2 requires development of a Soils
Management Plan to address unknown hazardous-
materials impacts and/or petroleum-hydrocarbon
impacts to soil that are identified during grading. DR
HAZ-2 addresses transportation and disposal of
hazardous-materials-impacted soils and DR HAZ-3
addresses assessment, removal, and closure of
unknown USTs should they be encountered during

Refer to DR HAZ-2 above.

DR HAZ-3

Underground Storage Tanks. If any underground storage tanks (USTs) are
encountered during site grading or excavation activities, they shall be removed in
accordance with the existing standards and regulations of, and oversight by, the
Manager, OCHCA/Hazardous Materials Program, based on compliance authority
granted through the California Code of Regulations (specifically, Title 23,
Division 3, Chapter 16, Underground Tank Regulations). The process for UST
removal is detailed in the Orange County Health Care Agency’s (OCHCA’s)
“Underground Storage Tanks: The Basics” manual. Soil samples from areas where
storage tanks have been removed or where soil contamination is suspected shall
be analyzed for hydrocarbons including gasoline and diesel in accordance with

Less Than Significant
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grading. With implementation of MM HAZ-2,
DR HAZ-2, and DR HAZ-3, impacts during and after
construction would be less than significant pursuant to
Threshold 4.7-2.

Potential Petroleum-Hydrocarbon-Impacted Soils at
LOCs

Significant hazard to the public or the environment
due to petroleum-hydrocarbon impacts would be
potentially significant at each of the described IRP
Sites and LOCs. MM HAZ-2 requires development of a
Soils Management Plan to address petroleum-
hydrocarbon impacts. With implementation of this
mitigation measure, impacts during and after
construction would be less than significant pursuant to
Threshold 4.7-2.

Installation Restoration Program Site 8 - Defense
Realization and Marketing Office Storage Area

Given commercial re-use for all the above referenced
sites and residential, use for Planning Area 14, non-
radiological impacts for all Units of IRP Site 8 are less
than significant without mitigation. Radiological
impacts in IRP Site 8 Units 1 and 4 would be potentially
significant without mitigation. MM HAZ-3 will address
potential radiological impacts at IRP Site 8 Units 1 and
4. With implementation of this mitigation measure and
compliance with applicable laws, impacts would be
less than significant pursuant to Threshold 4.7-2.

Installation Restoration Program Site 12 - Sludge
Drying Beds

Impacts at IRP Site 12 Units 1 and 2 are potentially
significant without mitigation. MM HAZ-4 would
address impacts in Units 1 and 2 and reduce hazards
to less than significant pursuant to Threshold 4.7-2.
Based on the available information regarding existing
cumulative human health risks in Unit 3 a mitigation
measure would be required. MM HAZ-5 would address
impacts in Unit 3 and reduce hazards to less than
significant pursuant to Threshold 4.7-2. Hazards in
Unit 4 would be less than significant without
mitigation pursuant to Threshold 4.7-2.

Installation Restoration Program Site 21 - Materials
Management Group

Impacts due to the catch basin would be potentially
significant without mitigation. MM HAZ-6 would
address impacts at the catch basin and reduce impacts
to less than significant pursuant to Threshold 4.7-2.

MM HAZ-2

MM HAZ-3

MM HAZ-4

procedures set forth by the OCHCA. If hydrocarbons are identified in the soil, the
appropriate response/remedial measures will be implemented as directed by
OCHCA with support review from the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) until all specified requirements are satisfied and a Tank Closure Letter
is issued. Any aboveground storage tank (AST) in existence at the commencement
of site development shall be removed in accordance with all applicable regulations
under the oversight of Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA). Compliance
requirements relative to the removal/closure of storage tanks are set forth in
Sections 25280 through 25299 of the California Health and Safety Code.

Prior to initial grading, a site-specific Soils Management Plan will be developed to
be implemented during grading, and will include measures for monitoring soil
conditions for evidence of impacts and contingency measures in the event that
impacted soils (including, but not limited to, petroleum hydrocarbons and other
volatile organic compounds [VOCs]) are encountered during grading as evidenced
by visual staining, olfactory perception, or field testing. The objective of the Soils
Management Plan is to reduce exposures to impacted soils to less than significant
levels, as defined by applicable law, for construction and utility workers during
grading and construction phases of the Project and for future residents after
construction is complete. Field testing will consist of periodically screening soils
with a photoionization detector (PID) in accordance with SCAQMD Rule 1166.
Grading equipment operators and environmental professionals performing Rule
1166 monitoring will be trained in identifying evidence of contaminated soils. The
Soils Management Plan will specifically identify LOCs where the main chemical of
potential concern (COPC) is petroleum hydrocarbons and other locations of
concern (LOCs)/installation restoration programs (IRPs) where petroleum
hydrocarbons have been identified and may still be present. The Soils
Management Plan will include, at a minimum, identification of contaminants
through use of field equipment (e.g., PID); sampling and laboratory analyses, if
necessary; segregation; temporary stockpiling specifications; and on-site or off-
site treatment and/or off-site disposal options in accordance with applicable law.
This Soils Management Plan will be submitted to the Manager of Building & Safety
for review and approval.

Prior to initial grading, an independent radiological survey will be performed at
IRP Site 8, Units 1 and 4 using the Multi-Agency Radiation Survey and Site
Investigation Manual (MARSSIM) guidance to assess the cumulative human health
risks associated with remaining radiological impacts above site background levels.
If cumulative human health risks are greater than acceptable levels for the
proposed land use, targeted soil excavation and off-site disposal will be performed
until cumulative human health risks (above background) are below acceptable
levels.

Prior to initial grading, data collected during the Phase I and Phase II RIs (JEG
1993b; BNI, 1997) for IRP Site 12 Units 1 and 2 will be evaluated and, if warranted,
additional sampling, targeted excavation, and/or confirmation sampling will be
performed to assess conditions or to remove impacted soils in order to reduce
cumulative human health risks to acceptable levels for the proposed land use
(currently residential). Alternatively, if supported by risk assessment calculations,
soils in the top several feet of IRP Site 12 Units 1 and 2 may be removed and
stockpiled for use as fill material in Project site areas planned for commercial use.
If the planned land use changes from residential to commercial, this mitigation
measure will not be applied.
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Installation Restoration Program Site 24 - Volatile
Organic Compound Source Area/Vadose Zone

Given commercial re-use, impacts due to VOCs in soil
gas within non-LIFOC areas would be less than
significant without mitigation.

Impacts due to VOCs in soil gas within the LIFOC area
were not able to be tested. Therefore, MM HAZ-7
would address this data gap and potential impacts due
to VOCs present in soil gas. With implementation of
this mitigation measure and compliance with
applicable laws impacts would be less than significant
pursuant to Threshold 4.7-2.

Installation Restoration Program Site 24 - Volatile
Organic Compound Source Area/Shallow

Groundwater Unit

Impacts to the operation and maintenance of the
groundwater treatment system and monitoring of the
groundwater plume at IRP Site 24 would be potentially
significant without mitigation. MM HAZ-8 would
address protection of the system during grading and
construction. With implementation of this measure,
impacts would be reduced to less than significant
pursuant to Threshold 4.7-2.

Miscellaneous Location of Concern P1 Unit 2 — Past
Pesticide Storage Area

Given open space re-use, impacts to soil at MSC P1
Unit2 would be less than significant without
mitigation pursuant to Threshold 4.7-2.

MM HAZ-5

MM HAZ-6

MM HAZ-7

MM HAZ-8

Prior to initial grading, confirmation sampling results for identified chemicals of
concern (COCs) collected during remediation of IRP Site 12 Unit 3 if available, will
be evaluated and cumulative human health risks will be calculated (utilizing risk-
based concentrations [RBCs] that were developed and used as cleanup goals) and
will be compared to acceptable levels for the proposed land use (currently
residential). If necessary, additional sampling, targeted excavation, and/or
confirmation sampling will be performed to remove impacted soils in order to
reduce cumulative human health risks to acceptable levels for the proposed land
use. Alternatively, if supported by risk assessment calculations, soils in the top
several feet of IRP Site 12 Unit 3 may be removed and stockpiled for use as fill
material in Project site areas planned for commercial use. If the planned land use
changes from residential to commercial, this mitigation measure will not be
applied.

Prior to initial grading, the sediment within the IRP Site 21 catch basin and/or the
connected culvert will be removed, placed into 55-gallon drums, and profiled for
disposal (note: depending on observations made during removal of the concrete
catch basin, bedding material and underlying soils may also be removed and
disposed of). If necessary to remove the sediment, the catch basin will be pressure
washed and liquids will be collected, drummed, and profiled. Upon completion of
sediment removal, the catch basin will be removed and properly disposed.
Confirmation sampling will be performed to verify post-removal concentrations
of the risk-driving chemicals of concern (COCs) (i.e., PAHs) are below the USEPA’s
industrial Regional Screening Levels (RSLs). Subsequent rounds of excavation and
confirmation sampling will be performed until post-removal concentrations of
PAHs are below the USEPA’s industrial RSLs.

Prior to initial grading, soil vapor sampling will be performed within the Lease in
Furtherance of Conveyance (LIFOC) area of the Project site. Sampling will be
similar to the sampling that was completed during the recent soil gas investigation
(Geosyntec 2015) in non-LIFOC areas. The probes will be sampled according to
Advisory Active Soil Gas Investigations (DTSC et. al. 2015) and results will be
compared to appropriate risk-based screening levels as in the 100-Acre Parcel Soil
Gas Assessment Report (Geosyntec 2015). If concentrations are below screening
levels, no further mitigation is required. If concentrations are above screening
levels, other mitigation measures may be developed in consultation with
appropriate regulatory agencies.

Prior to initial grading, the County will secure from the DoN an updated, complete
listing, survey coordinates, and map showing locations of existing groundwater
wells related to past and current remedial activities on the Project site. In addition,
a field survey will be conducted within the area to be graded prior to grading of
the area to confirm the location of existing groundwater wells on the portion of
the Project site at issue and to identify whether other groundwater wells exist on
that portion of the Project site. The final grading plan will be compared to the
existing surface elevations at the location of each well and a Groundwater Well
Management Plan will be prepared to assure required access to and protection of
the groundwater monitoring wells. That well plan shall, at a minimum, identify
how the grade at each well location is proposed to change; identify how well heads
will be protected during construction (e.g., placement of k-rails or other barriers);
provide the methodology for extending or shortening well casings, realigning
conveyance piping if necessary (for the remediation system), replacing surface
completions or wells, as needed; and specify a final survey of finished well
locations and elevations. The well plan will be approved by the Department of the
Navy (DoN) and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).
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Section 4.8 - Hydrology and Water Quality

Threshold 4.8-1
Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.

Threshold 4.8-5
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality.

With the implementation of the recommended and
applicable BMPs and the development requirements
included in this section, the Project would not violate
any water quality standards and waste discharge
requirements nor would it otherwise substantially
degrade water quality during construction and
operation, pursuant to Thresholds 4.8-1 and 4.8-5. The
water quality-related impacts would be less than
significant. Additionally, implementation of DR HWQ-
6 through DR HWQ-9, which include compliance with
the Construction General Permit, preparation of an
SWPPP, and General WDRs would ensure impacts to
receiving waters from non-storm water flows during
construction are less than significant.

DR HWQ-6 Water Quality Management Plan. Prior to the issuance of any grading or building

DR HWQ-7

permits, the County or its designee shall submit for review and approval by the
Manager of Building & Safety, or designee, the Final Water Quality Management
Plans (WQMP) specifically identifying Best Management Practices (BMPs) that
will be used on site to control predictable pollutant runoff. The County or its
designee shall utilize the Orange County Drainage Area Management Plan (DAMP),
Model WQMP, and Technical Guidance Manual for reference, and the County’s
WQMP template for submittal. This WQMP shall include the following:

e  Detailed site and project description.

e  Potential storm water pollutants.

e Post-development drainage characteristics.

e Low Impact Development (LID) BMP selection and analysis.
e  Structural and Non-Structural source-control BMPs.

e  Site design and drainage plan (BMP Exhibit).

e  GIS coordinates for all LID and Treatment Control BMPs

e Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Plan that (1) describes the long-
term operation and maintenance requirements for BMPs identified in
the BMP Exhibit; (2) identifies the entity that will be responsible for
long-term operation and maintenance of the referenced BMPs; and (3)
describes the mechanism for funding the long-term operation and
maintenance of the referenced BMPs.

The BMP Exhibit from the approved WQMP shall be included as a sheet in all plan
sets submitted for plan check, and all BMPs shall be depicted on these plans.
Grading and building plans must be consistent with the approved BMP exhibit.

Compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Implementation Program. Prior to the issuance of a certificate of use
and occupancy, the County or its designee shall demonstrate compliance with the
County’s NPDES Implementation Program in a manner meeting the satisfaction of
the Manager, OC Inspection, including the following:

e  Demonstrate that all structural BMPs described in the BMP Exhibit from
the Project’s approved WQMP have been implemented, constructed, and
installed in conformance with approved plans and specifications;

e  Demonstrate that the County or its designee has complied with all non-
structural BMPs described in the Project's WQMP;

e  Submit for review and approval an Operations and Maintenance (0&M)
Plan for all structural BMPs (the O&M Plan shall become an attachment
to the WQMP;

e  Demonstrate that copies of the Project’s approved WQMP (with attached
O&M Plan) are available for each of the initial occupants;

e  Agree to pay for a Special Investigation from the County of Orange for
a date 12 months after the issuance of a Certificate of Use and Occupancy

Less Than Significant
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DRHWQ-8

DRHWQ-9

for the Project to verify compliance with the approved WQMP and 0&M
Plan; and

e Demonstrate that the County or its designee has recorded one of the
following:

1. The Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs), which
includes the approved WQMP and O&M Plan;

2. A water quality implementation agreement that has the
approved WQMP and O&M Plan attached; or

3. The final approved WQMP and 0&M Plan.

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan. Prior to the issuance of any grading or
building permits, the County or its designee shall demonstrate compliance with
California’s General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with
Construction Activity by providing a copy of the Notice of Intent (NOI) submitted
to the State Water Resources Control Board and a copy of the subsequent
notification of the issuance of a Waste Discharge Identification (WDID) Number or
other proof of filing in a manner meeting the satisfaction of the Manager of
Building & Safety, or designee. Projects subject to this requirement shall prepare
and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). A copy of the
current SWPPP shall be kept at the Project site and be available for County review
on request.

Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. Prior to the issuance of any grading or
building permit, the County or its designee shall submit an Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan (ESCP) in a manner meeting approval of the Manager of Building &
Safety, or designee, to demonstrate compliance with the County’s NPDES
Implementation Program and State water quality regulations for grading and
construction activities. The ESCP shall identify how all construction materials,
wastes, grading or demolition debris, and stockpiles of soil, aggregates, soil
amendments, and other construction materials shall be properly covered, stored,
and secured to prevent transport into local drainages or coastal waters by wind,
rain, tracking, tidal erosion, or dispersion. The ESCP shall also describe how the
County or its designee will ensure that all BMPs will be maintained during
construction of any future public rights-of-way. The ESCP shall be updated as
needed to address the changing circumstances of the Project site. A copy of the
current ESCP shall be kept at the Project site and be available for County review
onrequest.

Threshold 4.8-2

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area including the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on or off-site.

Threshold 4.8-3

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite.

Threshold 4.8-4

Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoft.

The Project would not alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area in a manner that would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off-site.
The proposed improvements were designed to best
maintain existing drainage runoff flow patterns, when
feasible. However, the Project site topography and the
proposed redevelopment for the MCAS El Toro have
resulted in two small drainage area diversions for a
total of 9.3 acres, which would not have any significant
effect on the downstream receiving water bodies (i.e.,
Marshburn, Bee Canyon, and Agua Chinon Channels).
Additionally, the Project would not change the existing
drainage pattern of the site in a manner that would
increase the rate or amount of runoff resulting in

DR HWQ-1

Drainage Study. Prior to the issuance of any grading permits, the following
drainage studies shall be submitted to and approved by the Manager of Building &
Safety, or designee:

A. A drainage study of the Project including diversions, off-site areas that
drain onto and/or through the Project, and justification of any
diversions;

B. When applicable, a drainage study evidencing that proposed drainage
patterns will not overload existing storm drains; and

C. Detailed drainage studies indicating how the Project grading, in
conjunction with the drainage conveyance systems (including applicable
swales, channels, street flows, catch basins, storm drains, and flood
water retarding) will allow building pads to be safe from inundation

Less Than Significant
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flooding on- or off-site. Also, the Project would not
exceed capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage system or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff. Therefore, no significant
impacts would occur, with incorporation of the
development requirements (DR HWQ-1 through DR
HWQ-5) and no mitigation is required, pursuant to
Thresholds 4.8-2 through 4.8-4.

from rainfall runoff, which may be expected from all storms up to and
including the theoretical 100-year flood.

DR HWQ-2 Drainage Facilities. Prior to issuance of grading or building permits, drainage
studies that demonstrate the following shall be submitted to and approved by
Manager of Building & Safety, or designee:

1. All surface runoff and subsurface drainage directed to the nearest
acceptable drainage facility, as determined by the Manager of Building &
Safety, or designee.

2. Drainage facilities discharging onto adjacent property shall be designed
to imitate the manner in which runoffis currently produced from the site
and in a manner meeting the satisfaction of the Manager of Building &
Safety, or designee. Alternatively, the County or its designee may obtain
a drainage acceptance and maintenance agreement, suitable for
recordation, from the owner of said adjacent property. All drainage
facilities must be consistent with the County of Orange Grading
Ordinance and Local Drainage Manual.

DR HWQ-3 Drainage Improvements

A. Prior to the issuance of any grading permits, the County or its designee
shall do the following in a manner meeting the approval of the Manager,
of Building & Safety, or designee:

1. Design provisions for surface drainage, and

2. Design all necessary storm drain facilities extending to a
satisfactory point of disposal for the proper control and disposal
of storm runoff.

B. Prior to the approval of final inspection, said improvements shall be
constructed, or provide evidence of financial security (such as bonding),
in a manner meeting the approval of the Manager, OC Inspection.

DR HWQ-4 Easement Subordination. Prior to the final inspection approval, the County or its
designee shall not grant any easements over any property subject to a
requirement of dedication or irrevocable offer to the Orange County Flood Control
District (OCFCD), unless such easements are expressly made subordinate to the
easements to be offered for dedication to the County. Prior to granting any of said
easements, the County or its designee shall furnish a copy of the proposed
easement to the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee for review and
approval. Further, a copy of the approved easement shall be furnished to the
Manager of Building & Safety, or designee prior to the final inspection approval.

DRHWQ-5 Diversion of Storm Water Flow. Prior to issuance of any grading permits, the
County or its designee shall obtain approval from the OCFCD for any diversion of
storm water flow between County watersheds.

Section 4.9 - Land Use and Planning

Threshold 4.9-1

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

Comparison to Planning Documents

For the reasons disclosed above, the Project is not
subject to the City of Irvine General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance or any implementing requirements of the
same and thus those are not applicable plans as
defined by the CEQA significance threshold. For

MM LU-1  The County shall provide the Project data to the Center for Demographic Research
and request inclusion of the Project into the Orange County Projections (OCP)
dataset, which will be used for the regional planning programs. This shall occur
either through a mid-cycle update or in conjunction with the next scheduled

update (anticipated in 2018).

Consistency with Applicable Planning

Documents

Significant and Unavoidable

Compatibility with Existing and Planned

Land Uses
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purposes of informed decision making, the above
compares the Project to City General Plan goals and
policies and analyzes whether the Project conflicts.

Pursuant to Threshold 4.9-1, Project, is consistent with
the goals and strategies of RTP/SCS. As the Project is
not included in the OCP-2014 projections, or earlier
versions of the same, the Project is not included within
the growth projections of regional planning programs
like the RTP/SCS. With implementation of MM LU-1, as
part of the next updates, the regional planning
programs would be modified to reflect the growth
associated with the Project and any potential land use
planning inconsistency impact would be reduced to
less than significant. However, in the interim, until
these planning programs are amended, this impact has
been identified as a significant, unavoidable impact for
regional planning programs as revisions to those
programs is not within the jurisdiction or control of
the County.

Compatibility with Existing and Planned Land Uses

The Development Plan would introduce mixed-use,
multi-family  residential, office, retail, and
recreation/open space uses that would be compatible
with the existing and planned land uses around the
site. Additionally, the Project would introduce
features, such as the 50-foot “Park within the Park”
along Marine Way that would create buffer(s) with
adjacent uses. Hence, the impacts would be less than
significant pursuant to Threshold 4.9-1 as it pertains
to consistency with land use plans and no mitigation is
required.

Less Than Significant

Section 4.10 - Noise

Threshold 4.10-1

Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in a local general plan or noise ordinance or applicable standards of
other agencies.

Noise-generating construction activities would be
limited to the hours specified in DR NOI-1, and the
impact would be less than significant pursuant to
Threshold 4.10-1. On-site stationary equipment and
noise-generating activities have the potential to
exceed the noise level limits. Impacts would be less
than significant, pursuant to Threshold 4.10-1, with
the implementation of MM NOI-1 and MM NOI-2. Post
2035 traffic noise and train noise could create a
potential noise incompatibility with surrounding land
uses. MM NOI-3, MM NOI-4, and MM NOI-5 would
require Project design to reduce exterior and interior
noise levels to the levels specified therein, and to
provide disclosure of potential noise to residents of
units with balconies. With implementation of MM NOI-
3, MM NOI-4, and MM NOI-5, the impact would be less
than significant pursuant to Threshold 4.10-1.

DR NOI-1

MM NOI-1

MM NOI-2

Construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM, Monday
through Friday and 9:00 AM and 6:00 PM on Saturday and will not take place on
Sundays or federal holidays.

Prior to the issuance of each building permit, the County or designee shall obtain
the approval of the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee, for an Acoustical
Analysis Report and appropriate plans that demonstrate that the noise levels
generated by heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC), and similar
mechanical equipment that can operate continuously at nighttime, would not
exceed the nighttime noise limit of 50 dBA for a time period of 30 minutes at the
nearest existing or potential future residential receptor as specified in the City of
Irvine Noise Ordinance.

Prior to the issuance of each building permit, the County or designee shall obtain
the approval of the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee, for an Acoustical
Analysis Report and appropriate plans that demonstrate that the noise levels
generated by loading docks, parking facilities, and other noise-generating
activities associated with the proposed uses of the building would not exceed the

Less Than Significant
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MM NOI-3

MM NOI-4

MM NOI-5

exterior noise limits at the nearest buildings as specified in the City of Irvine Noise
Ordinance.

Prior to the issuance of each building permit for a residential building or hotel, the
County or designee shall obtain the approval of the Manager of Building & Safety,
or designee, of an Acoustical Analysis Report and appropriate plans that
demonstrate that the proposed site and architectural design features would
provide an interior noise level of 45 A-weighted decibels (dBA) Community Noise
Equivalent Level (CNEL) or less (based on buildout traffic and rail noise
conditions) in all habitable rooms of the proposed buildings facing Marine Way
and the rail line. The County or designee shall also submit building plans and
specifications showing that the following occur:

e All residential units shall be provided with a means of mechanical
ventilation, as required by the California Building Code, for occupancy
with windows closed.

e  All exterior use areas shall be located behind the buildings, shielded by a
sound wall or other barrier, or at an adequate distance from the noise
source to provide exterior noise levels not exceeding 65 dBA CNEL.
Exterior use areas are defined in footnote 2 to Table 4.10-4, Irvine
Interior and Exterior Noise Standards.

Prior to the issuance of each building permit for a non-residential building, the
County or designee shall obtain the approval of the Manager of Building & Safety,
or designee, of an acoustical analysis report and appropriate plans that
demonstrate that the proposed architectural design would provide an interior
average hourly noise level (Leq) during the normal hours of occupancy of 55 dBA
or less for commercial, retail, bank, and restaurant uses, and 50 dBA Leq or less
for office, professional, and research and development uses.

Prior to the issuance of each occupancy permit for a residential building with
balconies with forecasted future noise levels exceeding 65 dBA CNEL, the County
or designee shall obtain the approval of the Manager of Building & Safety, or
designee, of the process that the Project Applicant will use to provide occupancy
disclosure notices to all future tenants regarding potential noise impacts that
future noise levels at the balconies will exceed 65 dBA CNEL.

Threshold 4.10-2
Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration
or groundborne noise levels.

Vibration-generating construction activities could
occur within 25 feet of the Second Harvest Food Bank
or future on-site buildings. The potential annoyance or
structural damage impact would be less than
significant through enforcement of MM NOI-6,
pursuant to Threshold 4.10-2. Pile-driving operations
have the potential to exceed vibration impact
thresholds. Impacts would be less than significant,
pursuant to Threshold 4.10-2, by implementation of
MM NOI-7, which requires the pile driving activities to
be designed to limit vibration to less than 0.24 peak
particle velocity (ppv) inch per second (in/sec) or less
at occupied buildings. Vibration from railroad
operations have the potential to exceed vibration
annoyance criteria. Impacts would be less than
significant, pursuant to Threshold 4.10-2, by
implementation of MM NOI-8, which requires

MM NOI-6

MM NOI-7

MM NOI-8

Prior to the issuance of each grading permit, the County or designee shall produce
evidence acceptable to the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee
demonstrating that the equipment to be used for demolition and grading that
would occur within 25 feet of an occupied structure shall not include vibratory
rollers, large bulldozers, or similar heavy equipment. Vibratory rollers operated
in the static mode would be allowed.

Prior to the issuance of each building permit that would include pile driving, the
County or designee shall obtain the approval of the Manager of Building & Safety,
or designee of a vibration analysis demonstrating that the pile installation has
been designed to limit vibrations to 0.24 peak particle velocity (ppv) inch per
second (in/sec) or less at occupied buildings.

Prior to the issuance of each building permit for buildings where people normally
sleep within 200 feet of the railroad tracks south of the Project site, or buildings
with primarily daytime use where vibration could interfere with normal activities
within 120 feet of the railroad tracks, the County or designee shall obtain the
approval of the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee, for a Vibration Analysis

Less Than Significant
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building-specific design that rail operation-induced
building vibrations would not exceed the vibration
impact criteria recommended by the Federal Transit
Administration or similar authority for
Threshold 4.10-2.

Report and appropriate plans that demonstrate that anticipated building
vibrations, based on the best available forecast of future rail operations, would not
exceed the vibration impact criteria recommended by the Federal Transit
Administration or similar authority acceptable to the Manager of Building &
Safety, or designee. The FTA-recommended criterion for vibration annoyance, at
buildings where people normally sleep is 72 VdB. The vibration criterion for
buildings with primarily daytime use is 75 VdB. The vibration analysis shall
describe whether an increased setback or vibration-reducing structural building
elements are required to achieve the performance standard.

Threshold 4.10-3
Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project.

Project-generated traffic noise increases at sensitive
receptors would be significant on two roadway
segments with the Existing Plus Project scenario.
However, this scenario is a hypothetical condition that
would not practically occur. Under the remaining
scenarios (2017, 2035, and post-2035) traffic noise
increases at sensitive receptors would be less than
significant pursuant to Threshold 4.10-3. With the
implementation of MM NOI-1 and MM NOI-2,
permanent ambient noise increases in the vicinity of
the Project site generated by on-Project site sources
would be less than significant pursuant to
Threshold 4.10-3.

Refer to MMs NOI-1 and NOI-2 above.

Less Than Significant

Threshold 4.10-4
Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project.

There would be a temporary increase in ambient noise
levels in the Project vicinity due to Project
construction. With distance and intervening buildings
and traffic noise, Project construction noise would not
be heard at off-site sensitive receptors. New residents
of the Project would hear some of the ongoing
construction noise. However, the noise increase would
be less than significant because of noise reduction that
would occur over the distance between the source and
receptor. Temporary increases in ambient noise levels
due to Project construction would not be substantial
and would be less than significant pursuant to
Threshold 4.10-4.

Refer to DR NOI-1 above.

DR NOI-2

Prior to the issuance of any grading permits, the County or designee shall produce
evidence acceptable to the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee, that:

1.  All construction vehicles or equipment, fixed or mobile, operated within
1,000 feet of an occupied dwelling unit, shall be equipped with properly
operating and maintained mulfflers.

2. Stockpiling and/or vehicle staging areas shall be located as far as
practicable from dwellings.

Notations in the above format, appropriately numbered and included with other
notations on the front sheet of the Project’s permitted grading plans, will be
considered as adequate evidence of compliance with this condition.

Less Than Significant
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Section 4.11 - Population and Housing

Threshold 4.11-1

Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure).

The Project proposes new dwelling units and mixed-
use  development, which  would generate
approximately 3,954 new  residents and
approximately 7,779 new jobs in the City. Because this
growth has not been incorporated into the long-range
planning programs. The Project would have a direct
growth-inducing impact. However, due to the infill
nature of the Project a substantial indirect growth-
inducing impact related to the Project is not
anticipated. The direct growth-inducing effects would
be considered a significant impact, pursuant to
Threshold 4.11-1.

No mitigations would eliminate or reduce the direct population growth impact associated with

the Project.

Significant and Unavoidable

Section 4.12 - Public Services

Threshold 4.12-1(i)

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:

(i) Fire protection.

The Project would create the typical range of service
calls for residential, commercial, office, and hotel
developments, including structural fires; emergency
medical and rescue services; and hazardous materials
inspections and response. With the incorporation of
DR FIRE-1 through DR FIRE-4, Project impacts on fire
protection services would be less than significant
pursuant to Threshold 4.12-1 (i). No new or physically
altered fire facilities that would result in substantial
adverse physical impacts would be required as a result
of the Project.

DR FIRE-1 Fire Alarm and Monitoring Systems. Prior to the issuance of a building permit
which requires the installation of any fire alarm system, the County or its designee
shall provide the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee, with a clearance from
the Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA) indicating compliance with Guideline D-
03 (New and Existing Fire Alarm & Signaling Systems). The fire alarm system shall
be operational prior to the final inspection approval.

DR FIRE-2

DR FIRE-3

DR FIRE-4

A.

Fire Master Plan. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the County or its
designee must provide the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee, with
proof from the OCFA indicating that a Fire Master Plan has been prepared that
complies with Chapter 5 of the Fire Code and Guideline B-09 (Fire Master
Plans for Commercial & Residential Development).

Site Access. Prior to the issuance of any grading permit (with the exception
of initial mass grading of a large-scale project), the County or its designee
shall provide the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee, with proof from
the OCFA indicating that a Fire Master Plan has been prepared that complies
with Guideline B-09 (Fire Master Plans for Commercial & Residential
Development), including identification of access to and in the project area.
*Note-refer to the OCFA website to obtain a copy of Guideline B-09 for
information regarding the submittal requirements.

Lumber Drop. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the County or its
designee must provide the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee, with
proof from OCFA allowing the introduction of combustible materials into the
project area.

Automatic Fire Sprinkler Systems

A.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the County or its designee shall
provide the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee, with a copy of the
OCFA approved Fire Master Plan or site plan indicating that an approved
automatic fire sprinkler system will be provided.

Prior to the final inspection approval, the automatic fire sprinkler system
shall be operational in a manner meeting the approval of the Fire Chief.

Traffic Signal Preemption Devices. Prior to the acceptance of public street
improvements requiring installation of a traffic signal, if determined necessary by
the Fire Code Official, the County or its designee shall install traffic signal
preemption equipment for the surrounding signalized intersections. The

Less Than Significant
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clearance of this condition shall be by the Manager of Building & Safety, or
designee, based on evidence that an agreement is in place or that the traffic signal
preemption equipment has been installed.

DR FIRE-5 Secured Fire Protection Agreement. Prior to approval of any building permits
for the Project, the County or its designee shall enter into a Secured Fire Protection

Agreement with the OCFA.

Threshold 4.12-1(ii)

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:

(ii) Police protection.

The Project would increase the demand for police
protection  services, increasing demand by
approximately 4 sworn officers, 1.4 non-sworn full-
time professional staff and 1 non-sworn part-time staff
member. However, the increase of sworn and non-
sworn staff members would not require new or
physically altered governmental facilities. Compliance
with DR FIRE-4, would further ensure that adequate
police protection response times are provided. This
impact is considered less than significant pursuant to
Threshold 4.12-1 (ii).

Refer to DR FIRE-4 above.

Less Than Significant

Threshold 4.12-1(iii)

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:

(iii) Schools.

The Proposed Project would generate approximately
189 students in the SVUSD. The SVUSD has existing
capacity in schools that would serve the Project. The
Project would also be required to comply with the
California Government Code (payment of State-
mandated school fees). Additionally, the development
would be required to pay the Measure B General
Obligation bond taxes. Therefore, with these
measures, impacts to schools would be less than
significant pursuant to Threshold 4.12-1 (iii). The
provision of new or physically altered school facilities
would not be required.

No mitigation is required.

Less Than Significant

Threshold 4.12-1(iv)

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:

(iv) Other Public Facilities.

With an increase of approximately 3,954 residents, the
Project would result in additional demand on the
OCPL. However, the County has not established a
service standard and no such standard has been set
forth by the American Library Association. Library
services have changed in the last five years and,
according to the OCPL, the focus is on incorporating
electronic materials (e-materials) and not on volumes
in the traditional sense. The OCPL has no plans for the
construction of new facilities. Therefore, the Project
would not, in and of itself, trigger the construction of
new or expanded library facilities, and the impact is
less than significant pursuant to Threshold 4.12-1 (v).

No mitigation is required.

Less Than Significant
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Section 4.13 - Recreation

Threshold 4.13-1

Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or
be accelerated.

The proposed Project would increase demand for
recreational facilities and amenities by introducing
increased population in the area. However, the Project
has committed to providing a minimum of 2.5 acres of
parkland per 1,000 residents (DR REC-1). This would
be accomplished through the provision of active and
passive parks and recreational facilities. Though the
residents of the Project would reasonably avail
themselves of larger recreational facilities in the
County, including the OCGP, regional parks, and
beaches, the anticipated increase in usage would not
be substantial in light of the regional design of these
recreational amenities nor would it accelerate
substantial physical deterioration of these facilities.
Therefore, the potential long-term impact to
recreation would be less than significant, pursuant to
Threshold 4.13-1. However, there is the potential for a
temporary shortage of parkland should the full
allocation of residential development occur prior to
completion of Marine Way because this would delay
the full development of the “Park within the Park”.
Since the County has no control on the phasing of
Marine Way, this would be considered a potential
short-term  significant impact pursuant to
Threshold 4.13-1.

DRREC-1 As identified in the EI Toro, 100-Acre Parcel Development Plan the County or
designee shall provide 2.5 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents through provision
of an open space system on site.

Less Than Significant

Threshold 4.13-2

Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment.

The proposed Project would include recreational
facilities and amenities through a system of parks and
open space in the development. These facilities would
meet the needs of the future residents and users of the
development and any adverse physical effects
associated  with  implementation  of these
improvements are addressed elsewhere in this EIR.
Given the availability of on-site recreational facilities,
the Project would not require the construction or
expansion of other recreational facilities that might
have any adverse physical effects on the environment.
No additional recreation facilities, beyond those
associated with the Project, are proposed that would
adversely impact the environment. Therefore, the
potential impact to recreation would be less than
significant, pursuant to Threshold 4.13-2.

No mitigation is required.

Less Than Significant

Section 4.14 - Transportation/Traffic

City of Irvine

Threshold 4.14-1

In the City of Irvine outside of the Irvine Planning Area, Irvine Business Complex
(IBC), the Bake Parkway/I-5 ramp, the Alton Parkway/Irvine Boulevard
intersection, the Bake Parkway/Irvine Boulevard intersection, the Lake Forest/I-5
SB Ramp, and the Lake Forest/Irvine Center Drive, the addition of Project-generated

Based on the traffic data analysis and the threshold
evaluations above, the proposed Project would not
result in significant impacts pursuant to City of Irvine
thresholds of significance (Thresholds 4.14-1 through
4.14-10) in the Existing Plus Project and 2017 Plus
Project scenarios.

DR TRAN-3 Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the County or its designee shall
deliver an irrevocable offer to dedicate a traffic signal maintenance easement to
the applicable jurisdiction at the applicable Project site access points and
Marine Way in a manner meeting the approval of the Manager of Building &

Safety, or designee.

Existing Plus Project Scenarios

Less Than Significant

2017 Plus Project Scenarios

Less Than Significant
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trips increases the ICU at a study intersection by 0.02 or more of capacity, causing
the intersection to change from an acceptable LOS D to LOS E or LOS F.

Threshold 4.14-2

In the City of Irvine not addressed by Threshold 4.14-1, the addition of Project-
generated trips increases the ICU at a study intersection by 0.02 or more of capacity,
causing the intersection to change from an acceptable LOS E to LOS F.

Threshold 4.14-3

In the City of Irvine outside of the Irvine Planning Area, Irvine Business Complex
(IBC), the Bake Parkway/I-5 ramp, the Alton Parkway/Irvine Boulevard
intersection, the Bake Parkway/Irvine Boulevard intersection, the Lake Forest/I-5
SB Ramp, and the Lake Forest/Irvine Center Drive, the addition of Project-generated
trips increases the ICU by 0.02 or more at a study intersection operating at LOS E or
F under baseline conditions.

Threshold 4.14-4

In the City of Irvine outside of those identified by Threshold 4.14-3, the addition of
Project-generated trips increases the ICU by 0.02 or more at a study intersection
operating at LOS F under baseline conditions.

Threshold 4.14-5

In the City of Irvine outside of PA33 (Irvine Spectrum Area) and PA36 (IBC), the
addition of Project-generated trips increases the V/C ratio on a roadway segment by
more than 0.02 on a roadway segment, causing the roadway segment to change from
an acceptable LOS D or better to LOSE or F.

Threshold 4.14-6

In the City of Irvine in PA33 (Irvine Spectrum Area) and PA36 (IBC), the addition of
Project-generated trips increases the V/C ratio on a roadway segment by more than
0.02 on a roadway segment, causing the roadway segment to change from an
acceptable LOS E or better to LOS F.

Threshold 4.14-7

In the City of Irvine outside of PA33 (Irvine Spectrum Area) and PA36 (IBC), the
addition of Project-generated trips increases the V/C ratio on a roadway segment by
more than 0.02 on a roadway segment operating at LOS E or F.

Threshold 4.14-8

In the City of Irvine in PA33 (Irvine Spectrum Area) and PA36 (IBC), the addition of
Project-generated trips increases the V/C ratio on a roadway segment by more than
0.02 on a roadway segment operating at LOS F.

Threshold 4.14-9

In the City of Irvine, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the V/C ratio
on a freeway ramp to increase by more than 0.02, causing the freeway ramp segment
to change from an acceptable LOS E or better to LOS F.

Threshold 4.14-10

In the City of Irvine, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the V/C ratio
on a freeway ramp to increase by more than 0.02, on a freeway ramp segment
operating at LOS F.

Significant impacts would occur in Year 2035 Plus
Project and Post-2035 Plus Project scenarios pursuant
to Thresholds 4.14-1 through 4.14-3 and 4.14-9, and
4.14-10. While potential mitigation has been
recommended and imposed that would reduce
impacts to less than significant for the impacts
pursuant to Thresholds 4.14-1 through 4.14-3, the
feasibility of the mitigation is uncertain and outside
the control of the County of Orange; therefore, the
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.
Impacts associated with the freeway mainline and
ramps (Thresholds 4.14-9 and 4.14-10) would be
significant and unavoidable (see Section 4.14.8,
Mitigation Program for a discussion of the mitigation
approach.).

MM TRAN-1

MM TRAN-3

The County of Orange or its designee, shall coordinate with the City of Irvine to
implement optimal signal timing adjustments during each phase of Project
implementation at the Jeffrey Road and Walnut Avenue Intersection.

The County of Orange or its designee shall make a request to the City of Irvine
to become a member of the NITM Program or enter into a separate formal
agreement with the City of Irvine for the payment of their fair-share of the
improvements identified in the NITM Program. If a separate formal agreement
is to be implemented, the agreement shall be entered into prior to the issuance
of building permits to ensure the fair-share allocation is distributed to all
development within Project. Provided the County becomes a member of NITM
or a separate agreement is reached, payment of the fees shall be done prior to
the issuance of applicable building permits or pursuant to the payment schedule
developed in conjunction with the formal agreement with the City of Irvine. If
there are delays in reaching agreement, the fair-share allocation will be only
applicable to the portion of future development where building permits have
not been issued.

The County would contribute to these improvements on a fair share basis.

e [-5 Southbound On-Ramp at Jeffrey Road: Impacts to this ramp can be
mitigated by converting the HOV preferential lane at the meter to a
mixed-flow lane.

e [-5Southbound Off-Ramp at Alton Parkway: Impacts to this ramp can be
mitigated by adding a second auxiliary lane from the I-5 to the Off-Ramp.

e [-405 Southbound Off-Ramp at Sand Canyon Avenue: Impacts to this
ramp can be mitigated by adding a second drop lane.

e SR-133 Southbound On-Ramp at Barranca Parkway: Impacts to this
ramp can be mitigated by converting the HOV preferential lane at the
meter to a mixed-flow lane.

e Sand Canyon Avenue and Oak Canyon/Laguna Canyon: Impacts to this
intersection can be mitigated by a signal upgrade that provides a
westbound right turn overlap phase. This would allow the intersection
to operate at an adequate LOS for all scenarios. No environmental
impacts would be associated with this measure.

e Sand Canyon Avenue and Burt Road: Impacts to this intersection can be
mitigated by adding an additional northbound and southbound through
lane. To the north of the intersection, lane additions would be within
existing right-of-way. Sufficient right-of-way exists to the south of the
intersection to accommodate the northbound lane, with the relocation of
the sidewalk and some loss of landscape area. The southbound
improvement would necessitate that three southbound lanes (through
the intersection) be merged back to two lanes prior to the new railroad
undercrossing. This would require a design exception from the City of
Irvine for a substandard merge section to avoid the need to move the
abutment to the recently constructed (2015) railroad bridge.
Modification of the railroad bridge was deemed to be not reasonable as
mitigation for an individual project.

2035 Plus Project Scenarios

Significant and Unavoidable

Post-2035

Significant and Unavoidable
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e Jeffrey Road and Walnut Avenue: Impacts to this intersection can be
mitigated with signal upgrade and a westbound right turn overlap phase
of the signal.

e Sand Canyon Avenue and Alton Parkway: Impacts to this intersection can
be mitigated with signal upgrade and a right turn overlap phases for all
movements.

City of Tustin

Threshold 4.14-11

In the City of Tustin, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the ICU at a
study intersection by 0.02 or more of capacity, causing the intersection to change
from an acceptable LOS D to LOS E or LOS F.

Threshold 4.14-12
In the City of Tustin, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the ICU by 0.02
or more at a study intersection operating at LOS E or F under baseline conditions.

Threshold 4.14-13

In the City of Tustin, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the V/C ratio
on a roadway segment by more than 0.02 on a roadway segment, causing the
roadway segment to change from an acceptable LOS D or better to LOS E or F.

Threshold 4.14-14

In the City of Tustin, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the V/C ratio
on a roadway segment by more than 0.02 on a roadway segment operating at LOS E
orF.

Threshold 4.14-15

In the City of Tustin, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the V/C ratio
on a freeway ramp to increase by more than 0.02, causing the freeway ramp segment
to change from an acceptable LOS E or better to LOS F.

Threshold 4.14-16

In the City of Tustin, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the V/C ratio
on a freeway ramp to increase by more than 0.02, on a freeway ramp segment
operating at LOS F.

Based on the traffic data analysis and the threshold
evaluations above, the proposed Project would not
result in significant impacts pursuant to City of Tustin
thresholds of significance (Thresholds 4.14-11
through 4.14-16) in the Existing Plus Project, 2017
Plus Project, Year 2035 Plus Project, and Post-2035
Plus Project scenarios. No mitigation is required.

No mitigation is required.

Less Than Significant

City of Laguna Beach

Threshold 4.14-17

In the City of Laguna Beach, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the ICU
atastudy intersection by 0.02 or more of capacity, causing the intersection to change
from an acceptable LOS D to LOS E or LOS F.

Threshold 4.14-18

In the City of Laguna Beach, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the ICU
by 0.02 or more at a study intersection operating at LOS E or F under baseline
conditions.

Threshold 4.14-19

In the City of Laguna Beach, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a roadway segment by more than 0.02 on a roadway segment, causing the
roadway segment to change from an acceptable LOS D or better to LOS E or F.

Based on the traffic data analysis and the threshold
evaluations above, the proposed Project would not
result in significant impacts pursuant to City of Laguna
Beach thresholds of significance (Thresholds 4.14-17
through 4.14 22) in the Existing Plus Project, 2017 Plus
Project, Year 2035 Plus Project, and Post-2035 Plus
Project scenarios. No mitigation is required.

No mitigation is required.

Less Than Significant
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Threshold 4.14-20

In the City of Laguna Beach, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a roadway segment by more than 0.02 on a roadway segment operating at
LOSEorF.

Threshold 4.14-21

In the City of Laguna Beach, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a freeway ramp to increase by more than 0.02, causing the freeway ramp
segment to change from an acceptable LOS E or better to LOS F.

Threshold 4.14-22

In the City of Laguna Beach, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a freeway ramp to increase by more than 0.02, on a freeway ramp segment
operating at LOS F.

City of Lake Forest

Threshold 4.14-23

In the City of Lake Forest, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the ICU
ata study intersection by 0.02 or more of capacity, causing the intersection to change
from an acceptable LOS D to LOS E or LOS F.

Threshold 4.14-24

In the City of Lake Forest, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the ICU
by 0.02 or more at a study intersection operating at LOS E or F under baseline
conditions.

Threshold 4.14-25

In the City of Lake Forest, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a roadway segment by more than 0.02 on a roadway segment, causing the
roadway segment to change from an acceptable LOS D or better to LOS E or F.

Threshold 4.14-26

In the City of Lake Forest, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a roadway segment by more than 0.02 on a roadway segment operating at
LOSEorF.

Threshold 4.14-27

In the City of Lake Forest, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a freeway ramp to increase by more than 0.02, causing the freeway ramp
segment to change from an acceptable LOS E or better to LOS F.

Threshold 4.14-28

In the City of Lake Forest, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a freeway ramp to increase by more than 0.02, on a freeway ramp segment
operating at LOS F.

Based on the traffic data analysis and the threshold
evaluations above, the proposed Project would not
result in significant impacts pursuant to City of Lake
Forest thresholds of significance (Thresholds 4.14-23
through 4.14-28) in the Existing Plus Project, 2017
Plus Project, Year 2035 Plus Project, and Post-2035
Plus Project scenarios. No mitigation is required.

No mitigation is required.

Less Than Significant

City of Laguna Hills

Threshold 4.14-29

In the City of Laguna Hills, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the ICU
at a study intersection by 0.02 or more of capacity, causing the intersection to change
from an acceptable LOS D to LOS E or LOS F.

Based on the traffic data analysis and the threshold
evaluations above, the proposed Project would not
result in significant impacts pursuant to City of Laguna
Hills thresholds of significance (Thresholds 4.14-29
through 4.14-34) in the Existing Plus Project, 2017
Plus Project, Year 2035 Plus Project, and Post-2035
Plus Project scenarios. No mitigation is required.

No mitigation is required.

Less Than Significant
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Threshold 4.14-30

In the City of Laguna Hills, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the ICU
by 0.02 or more at a study intersection operating at LOS E or F under baseline
conditions.

Threshold 4.14-31

In the City of Laguna Hills, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a roadway segment by more than 0.02 on a roadway segment, causing the
roadway segment to change from an acceptable LOS D or better to LOS E or F.

Threshold 4.14-32

In the City of Laguna Hills, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a roadway segment by more than 0.02 on a roadway segment operating at
LOSEorF.

Threshold 4.14-33

In the City of Laguna Hills, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a freeway ramp to increase by more than 0.02, causing the freeway ramp
segment to change from an acceptable LOS E or better to LOS F.

Threshold 4.14-34

In the City of Laguna Hills, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a freeway ramp to increase by more than 0.02, on a freeway ramp segment
operating at LOS F.

City of Laguna Woods Based on the traffic data analysis and the threshold | No mitigation is required. Less Than Significant
Threshold 4.14-35 evaluations above, the proposed Project would not

result in significant impacts pursuant to City of Laguna
In the City of Laguna Woods, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the 5 p p y &

. . ) . X ) Woods thresholds of significance (Thresholds 4.14-35
ICU at a study intersection by 0.02 or more of capacity, causing the intersection to through 4.14-40) in the Existing Plus Project, 2017
change from an acceptable LOS D to LOS E or LOS F. g & g Ject

Plus Project, Year 2035 Plus Project and Post-2035
Threshold 4.14-36 Plus Project scenarios. No mitigation is required.

In the City of Laguna Woods, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the
ICU by 0.02 or more at a study intersection operating at LOS E or F under baseline
conditions.

Threshold 4.14-37

In the City of Laguna Woods, the addition of Project generated trips increases the
V/C ratio on a roadway segment by more than 0.02 on a roadway segment, causing
the roadway segment to change from an acceptable LOS D or better to LOS E or F.

Threshold 4.14-38

In the City of Laguna Woods, the addition of Project generated trips increases the
V/Cratio on aroadway segment by more than 0.02 on a roadway segment operating
at LOSE or F.

Threshold 4.14-39

In the City of Laguna Woods, the addition of Project generated trips increases the
V/C ratio on a freeway ramp to increase by more than 0.02, causing the freeway
ramp segment to change from an acceptable LOS E or better to LOS F.

Threshold 4.14-40

In the City of Laguna Woods, the addition of Project generated trips increases the
V/C ratio on a freeway ramp to increase by more than 0.02, on a freeway ramp
segment operating at LOS F.
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City of Aliso Viejo

Threshold 4.14-41

In the City of Aliso Viejo, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the ICU at
a study intersection by 0.02 or more of capacity, causing the intersection to change
from an acceptable LOS D to LOS E or LOS F.

Threshold 4.14-42

In the City of Aliso Viejo, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the ICU by
0.02 or more at a study intersection operating at LOS E or F under baseline
conditions.

Threshold 4.14-43

In the City of Aliso Viejo, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a roadway segment by more than 0.02 on a roadway segment, causing the
roadway segment to change from an acceptable LOS D or better to LOS E or F.

Threshold 4.14-44

In the City of Aliso Viejo, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a roadway segment by more than 0.02 on a roadway segment operating at
LOSEorF.

Threshold 4.14-45

In the City of Aliso Viejo, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a freeway ramp to increase by more than 0.02, causing the freeway ramp
segment to change from an acceptable LOS E or better to LOS F.

Threshold 4.14-46

In the City of Aliso Viejo, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a freeway ramp to increase by more than 0.02, on a freeway ramp segment
operating at LOS F.

Based on the traffic data analysis and the threshold
evaluations above, the proposed Project would not
result in significant impacts pursuant to City of Aliso
Viejo thresholds of significance (Thresholds 4.14-41
through 4.14-46) in the Existing Plus Project, 2017
Plus Project, Year 2035 Plus Project, and Post-2035
Plus Project scenarios. No mitigation is required.

No mitigation is required.

Less Than Significant

City of Mission Viejo

Threshold 4.14-47

In the City of Mission Viejo, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the ICU
atastudy intersection by 0.02 or more of capacity, causing the intersection to change
from an acceptable LOS D to LOS E or LOS F.

Threshold 4.14-48

In the City of Mission Viejo, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the ICU
by 0.02 or more at a study intersection operating at LOS E or F under baseline
conditions.

Threshold 4.14-49

In the City of Mission Viejo, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a roadway segment by more than 0.02 on a roadway segment, causing the
roadway segment to change from an acceptable LOS D or better to LOS E or F.

Threshold 4.14-50

In the City of Mission Viejo, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a roadway segment by more than 0.02 on a roadway segment operating at
LOSEorF.

Based on the traffic data analysis and the threshold
evaluations above, the proposed Project would not
result in significant impacts pursuant to City of
Mission  Viejo  thresholds of  significance
(Thresholds 4.14-47 through 4.14 52) in the Existing
Plus Project, 2017 Plus Project, Year 2035 Plus Project
and Post-2035 Plus Project scenarios. No mitigation is
required.

No mitigation is required.

Less Than Significant
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Threshold 4.14-51

In the City of Mission Viejo, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a freeway ramp to increase by more than 0.02, causing the freeway ramp
segment to change from an acceptable LOS E or better to LOS F.

Threshold 4.14-52

In the City of Mission Viejo, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a freeway ramp to increase by more than 0.02, on a freeway ramp segment
operating at LOS F.

City of Orange

Threshold 4.14-53

In the City of Orange, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the ICU at a
study intersection by 0.02 or more of capacity, causing the intersection to change
from an acceptable LOS D to LOS E or LOS F.

Threshold 4.14-54

In the City of Orange, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the ICU by
0.02 or more at a study intersection operating at LOS E or F under baseline
conditions.

Threshold 4.14-55

In the City of Orange, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C ratio
on a roadway segment by more than 0.02 on a roadway segment, causing the
roadway segment to change from an acceptable LOS D or better to LOS E or F.

Threshold 4.14-56

In the City of Orange, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C ratio
on a roadway segment by more than 0.02 on a roadway segment operating at LOS E
orF.

Threshold 4.14-57

In the City of Orange, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C ratio
on a freeway ramp to increase by more than 0.02, causing the freeway ramp segment
to change from an acceptable LOS E or better to LOS F.

Threshold 4.14-58

In the City of Orange, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C ratio
on a freeway ramp to increase by more than 0.02, on a freeway ramp segment
operating at LOS F.

Based on the traffic data analysis and the threshold
evaluations above, the proposed Project would not
result in significant impacts pursuant to City of Orange
thresholds of significance (Thresholds 4.14-53
through 4.14-58) in the Existing Plus Project, 2017
Plus Project, Year 2035 Plus Project, and Post-2035
Plus Project scenarios. No mitigation is required.

No mitigation is required.

Less Than Significant

County of Orange

Threshold 4.14-59

In the County of Orange, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the ICU at
a study intersection by 0.01 or more of capacity, causing the intersection to change
from an acceptable LOS D to LOS E or LOS F.

Threshold 4.14-60

In the County of Orange, the addition of Project-generated trips increases the ICU by
0.01 or more at a study intersection operating at LOS E or F under baseline
conditions.

Based on the traffic data analysis and the threshold
evaluations above, the proposed Project would not
result in significant impacts pursuant to County of
Orange thresholds of significance (Thresholds 4.14-59
through 4.14-64) in the Existing Plus Project, 2017
Plus Project, Year 2035 Plus Project, and Post-2035
Plus Project scenarios. No mitigation is required.

No mitigation is required.

Less Than Significant
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Threshold 4.14-61

In the County of Orange, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a roadway segment by more than 0.01 on a roadway segment, causing the
roadway segment to change from an acceptable LOS D or better to LOS E or F.

Threshold 4.14-62

In the County of Orange, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a roadway segment by more than 0.01 on a roadway segment operating at
LOSEorF.

Threshold 4.14-63

In the County of Orange, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a freeway ramp to increase by more than 0.01, causing the freeway ramp
segment to change from an acceptable LOS E or better to LOS F.

Threshold 4.14-64

In the County of Orange, the addition of Project generated trips increases the V/C
ratio on a freeway ramp to increase by more than 0.01, on a freeway ramp segment
operating at LOS F.

Caltrans (Intersections)

Threshold 4.14-65

The addition of Project-generated trips causes the LOS at a study intersection to
degrade from LOS A, B, C to D, E, or F (as measured by the application of the HCM
methodologies).

Threshold 4.14-66

The addition of Project-generated trips causes any increase in delay at a study
intersection (as measured by the application of HCM methodologies), where the
intersection operates at LOS D, E or LOS F prior to the addition of project traffic.

Caltrans (Mainline Freeway Facilities)

Threshold 4.14-67
The addition of Project-generated trips increases the traffic on a freeway mainline
by more than 0.03, and causes the LOS to degrade from LOS A, B,C, D, E, to F.

Threshold 4.14-68

The addition of Project-generated trips increases the traffic on a freeway mainline
by more than 0.03, on a facility operating at LOS F prior to the addition of project
traffic.

Based on the traffic data analysis and the threshold
evaluations above, the proposed Project would result
in significant impacts pursuant to Caltrans of
significance (Thresholds 4.14-66 through 4.14-68) in
the Existing Plus Project scenario. For this scenario six
intersections (Threshold 4.14-66) and seven mainline
freeway segments (Thresholds 4.14 67 and 4.14-68)
would have significant impacts. Two of the impacted
intersections are associated with SR-241. DR TRAN-1
identifies the requirement to pay applicable fees to the
Major Thoroughfare and Bridge Fee Program,
specifically for the Foothill/Eastern Transportation
Corridor (i.e., SR-241).

For the Year 2017 Plus Project scenario, there would
be significant impacts at three intersections under
Thresholds 4.14-65 and 4.14-66. There would be no
impacts to mainline freeway segments (Thresholds
4.14-67 and 4.14 68).

For the Year 2035 Plus Project and Post-2035 Plus
Project scenarios, there would be impactsto 10 and 11
intersections, respectively, pursuant to Thresholds
4.14-65 and 4.14-66. There would be no impacts to
mainline freeway segments (Thresholds 4.14-67 and
4.14-68).

While potential mitigation has been recommended
and imposed that would reduce Project impacts to a
less than significant level, the feasibility of the
mitigation is uncertain and outside the control of the
County of Orange; therefore, the impacts would
remain significant and unavoidable (see Section
4.14.8, Mitigation Program for a discussion of the
mitigation approach).

DR TRAN-1 Prior to issuance of building permits, the County or its designee shall pay

applicable fees for the Major Thoroughfare and Bridge Fee Program (i.e,
Foothill/Eastern Transportation Corridor Zone A) in a manner meeting the
approval of the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee.

Also, refer to DR TRAN-3, above.

MM TRAN-2 The County of Orange or its designee, shall coordinate with Caltrans to
implement optimal signal timing adjustments during each phase of Project
implementation at the following locations:

e Jeffery Road and I-5 Northbound

e Sand Canyon Avenue and [-5 Northbound

e Jeffrey Road and I-405 Northbound

e Sand Canyon Avenue and [-5 Southbound

e  Trabuco Road and SR-133 Southbound

e  Trabuco Road and SR-133 Southbound

e Sand Canyon Avenue and [-405 Southbound
e  Alton Parkway and I-5 Northbound

e Trabuco Road and SR-133 Southbound

e Trabuco Road and SR-133 Northbound

The NITM Program also provides for improvements on some Caltrans facilities. Therefore,
MM TRAN-3, identified above, will also be applicable at the appropriate locations.

Significant and Unavoidable
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Orange County Transportation Authority Congestion Management Program

Threshold 4.14-69

The addition of Project-generated trips causes the LOS at a study intersection in the
Orange County Transportation Authority Congestion Management Program to
change from an acceptable LOS E to LOS F.

Threshold 4.14-70
The addition of Project-generated trips increases the ICU by 0.03 or more at a study
intersection operating at LOS F under baseline conditions.

Threshold 4.14-71

Would the Project conflict with an applicable congestion management program,
including, but not limited to level of service standard and travel demand measures,
or other standards established by the county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

Pursuant to Thresholds 4.14-69 through 4.14-71,
Project-generated trips would not cause the LOS at a
study intersection under the jurisdiction of OCTA CMP
to change from an acceptable LOS E to LOS F.
Additionally proposed Project-generated trips would
not increase the ICU by 0.03 or more at a CMP study
intersection operating at LOS F under baseline
conditions. The proposed Project would not conflict
with applicable CMP standards. No impacts would
occur, and no mitigation is required.

No mitigation is required.

No Impact

General CEQA thresholds

Threshold 4.14-72

The Project will not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment).

With implementation of DR TRAN-4 and DR TRAN-5,
which requires compliance with applicable City or
County requirements, Project-generated traffic would
not substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature including, without limitations, connections
with external roadways. Compliance with the
Circulation Design Guidelines in the Development Plan
(e.g., safety enhancing features and speed reduction
mechanisms) would also avoid any potentially
significant impacts. Further, based on the nature of the
uses and the design of the Project, the Project would
not substantially increase hazards due to incompatible
uses. Therefore, the Project would have a less than
significant impact as it relates to Threshold 4.14-72
and no mitigation is required.

DR TRAN-4

DR TRAN-5

DR TRAN-6

Prior to the issuance of any grading permits, the County or its designee shall
provide adequate sight distance per Standard Plan 1117 at all street
intersections, in a manner meeting the approval of the Manager of Building &
Safety, or designee. The Project Applicant shall make all necessary revisions to
the plan to meet the sight distance requirement such as removing slopes or
other encroachments from the limited use area in a manner meeting the
approval of the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee.

In conjunction with Level I, 11, or III reviews, individual development projects
under the Development Plan that connect with external roadways shall be
evaluated for consistency with applicable design requirements outlined in the
City of Irvine Transportation Design Procedures or County of Orange
equivalency. Consistency with the design requirements shall be in a manner
meeting the approval of the Manager of Building & Safety, or designee.

The County should prepare a construction traffic management plan, in
coordination with the adjacent cities, prior to commencement of construction.
The plan should address routing, haul hours, provisions for over-sized
equipment, and site access. The County or its designee shall submit the final
plan to the City of Irvine and monitor implementation throughout the
construction process.

Less Than Significant

Threshold 4.14-73
Would the Project result in inadequate emergency access?

The proposed Project would not result in inadequate
emergency access. The Project has been planned to be
consistent with applicable emergency access
requirements. In addition, DR FIRE-2 in Section 4.12,
Public Services ensures adequate emergency fire
access. Pursuant to Threshold 4.14-73, impacts would
be less than significant and no mitigation is required.

Refer to DR FIRE-2 in Section 4.12, Public Services.

Less Than Significant

Threshold 4.14-74

Would the Project conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding public
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities?

Pursuant to Threshold 4.14-74, the Project would not
conflict with adopted polices, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities. The Project will create a multi-
model circulation system that would accommodate
various modes of transportation and facilitate
connections to off-site public transit options.
Implementation of DR TRAN-2 addresses the required

DR TRAN-2

Prior to issuance of a grading permit the County or its designee shall design and
construct, or provide evidence of an acceptable form of financial security, that
improvements (i.e., streets, bus stops, on-road bicycle trails, street names, signs,
striping and stenciling) shall be done in accordance with plans and
specifications meeting the approval of the Manager of Building & Safety, or
designee. Further, all underground traffic signal conduits (e.g., signals, phones,
power, loop detectors, etc.) and other appurtenances (e.g., pull boxes, etc.)
needed for future traffic signal construction, and for future interconnection with
adjacent intersections, shall be constructed all in accordance with plans and

No Impact
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improvements. Additionally, MM AQ-2 through MM
AQ-6 (identified in Section 4.2) are measures to
encourage use of multi-model transportation. Impacts
would be less than significant and no mitigation is
required.

specifications meeting the approval of the Manager of Building & Safety, or
designee.

Also, refer to MM AQ-2 through MM AQ-6 in Section 4.2, Air Quality.

Section 4.15 - Utilities and Service Systems

Threshold 4.15-1
Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water
Quality Control Board.

The Project would be required to comply with all
applicable wastewater discharge requirements, as
enforced by the Santa Ana RWQCB. Therefore, the
Project’s impacts would be less than significant
pursuant to Threshold 4.15-1.

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

Threshold 4.15-2

Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities
or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts.

The Project would require water (potable and
nonpotable) and wastewater service from the IRWD. A
Conditional Water and Sewer Will Serve letter has
been issued by IRWD (December 17, 2015) indicating
IRWD has sufficient capacity and will provide required
water and wastewater services based on the identified
Project. Existing deficiencies identified by IRWD with
or without the Project exist in Reaches A and B. The
Project would use improvements identified by IRWD
for Reaches A and B and IRWD has committed to
providing the necessary improvements required to
provide service to the Project. These improvements
will be implemented by IRWD independent of whether
the Project proceeds, are part of the District’s Capital
Improvement Program and the potential for
environmental impact associated with those
improvements would be addressed by IRWD pursuant
to CEQA prior to these improvements being
constructed. Based on the IRWD demands for
nonpotable water in the year 2035, estimated to vary
from approximately 25.9 MGD for a normal year
supply and demand condition up to 29.7 MGD for an
estimated a maximum dry supply and demand
condition, primary treatment capacity of 33.5 mgd at
the MWRP and the LAWRP combined, would be able to
accommodate all wastewater discharges in order to
satisfy IRWD’s estimated demands for delivery of
nonpotable water to its customers. The Project would
not require the construction or expansion of new
water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion
of existing treatment facilities. The Project would be
required to construct sewer lines and local sewer
collection facilities; however, the impacts associated
with the construction of the local facilities have been
addressed as part of the Project and no further
environmental impacts are anticipated. With
implementation of DR UTIL-2, wastewater flows from
the proposed Project would be accommodated and
impacts would be less than significant pursuant to
Threshold 4.15-2.

DR UTIL-1 Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the County or its designee shall provide
evidence acceptable to the Manager of OC Building Services that the SCAQMD-
approved Dust Control Plan utilizes recycled water and not potable water for dust
abatement.

Less Than Significant
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SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

TABLE 1-2

Threshold of Significance

Project Impacts

Mitigation Program

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Threshold 4.15-3

Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which would cause significant
environmental effects.

As discussed in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water
Quality, construction of new storm drain facilities
associated with the proposed Project would result in a
less than significant impact, pursuant to
Threshold 4.15-3. DRs HWQ-1 through HWQ-9
identified in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality,
would be applicable to the proposed Project.

Refer to DRs HWQ-1 through HWQ-9 in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, above.

Less Than Significant

Threshold 4.15-4
Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed.

The Project would require water supplies from IRWD.
The WSA shows that the IRWD has available water
supplies (current and under development supplies) to
meet the water demands of the project for the next 20-
years (through 2035), including demands during
normal, single-dry and multiple-dry years. The IRWD
has concurred with the findings of the WSA that
available water supplies (potable and non-potable)
would be adequate to serve the Project. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant and no
mitigation is required, pursuant to Threshold 4.15-4.

No mitigation is required.

Less Than Significant

Threshold 4.15-5

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which serves or
may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments.

IRWD would provide wastewater treatment service to
the Project. Based on IRWD demands for nonpotable
water in the year 2035, estimated to vary from
approximately 25.9 MGD for a normal year supply and
demand condition up to 29.7 MGD for an estimated a
maximum dry supply and demand condition (as
identified in the Project’'s Water Supply Assessment),
the recently completed MWRP capacity expansion
along with the current primary treatment capacity at
the LAWRP (a combined total of 33.5 MGD) would be
able to accommodate all wastewater discharges in
order to satisfy IRWD’s estimated demands for
delivery of nonpotable water to its customers. IRWD
has provided a Conditional Water and Sewer Will
Service Letter (December 17, 2015) which indicates
that IRWD would provide sewer service to the Project
conditioned wupon the County providing the
construction of additional sewer trunk lines and local
sewer collection facilities (as may be identified in the
SAMP update) and necessary in-tract sewer mains. In
addition, the Project would use future improvements
identified by IRWD as part of their Capital
Improvement Program. IRWD is updating the draft
SAMP for PA 51, which includes the Project site. IRWD
would have available wastewater treatment capacity
to treat wastewater flows from the project. In addition,
with IRWD’s commitment and implementation of
DR UTIL-1, wastewater flows from the proposed
Project would be accommodated by IRWD and
potential impacts related to wastewater treatment
capacity would be less than significant, pursuant to
Threshold 4.15-5.

Refer to DR UTIL-1, above.

Less Than Significant
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TABLE 1-2
SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

Level of Significance

Threshold of Significance Project Impacts Mitigation Program After Mitigation
Threshold 4.15-6 There is sufficient solid waste disposal capacity in the | No mitigation is required. Less Than Significant
Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the | existing landfills to meet the Project’s solid waste
project’s solid waste disposal needs? disposal needs. Therefore, Project impacts to landfill

capacity would be less than significant, pursuant to
Threshold 4.15-6.

Threshold 4.15-7 The proposed Project would comply with applicable | DRUTIL-2 The County or its designee shall comply with the minimum solid waste diversion | Less Than Significant
Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? | solid waste statutes and regulations including waste requirements of AB 939, SB 1610, and SB 341 for solid waste generated during

diversion programs. DR UTIL-3 would be demolition, construction, and operation. Construction and demolition solid waste

implemented with the proposed Project. Impacts to diversion compliance shall be done through the implementation of the OC Waste

solid waste statutes and regulations would be less than & Recycling’s Construction & Demolition Program or comparable measures to the

significant, pursuant to Threshold 4.15-7. satisfaction of the Manager of Building and Safety, or designee. Pursuant to the

Orange County Code of Ordinances, Title 4, Division 3, Article 2 (Solid Waste
Management), Section 4-3-67 Franchise Required for Solid Waste Collection
Services, waste diversion and recycling would be the responsibility of the
designated franchise waste hauler under contract to the County.
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2.0 INTRODUCTION, PROJECT HISTORY, AND SETTING

2.1 PURPOSE OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code [PRC],
Section 21002.1) states that the purpose of an environmental impact report (EIR) is to identify
the significant effects of a project on the environment, to identify alternatives to the Project, and
to indicate the manner in which those significant impacts can be mitigated or avoided. A detailed
description of the proposed Development Plan (the Project) is provided in Section 3.0, Project
Description, of this EIR.

The Project requires approval of certain discretionary actions by the County of Orange (County).
For purposes of complying with CEQA, the County is the Lead Agency for the Project.

In accordance with Section 15121(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, this EIR is an informational
document that will inform public agency decisionmakers and the general public of
(1) the significant environmental effects of the Project; (2) possible ways to minimize the
significant effects; and (3) reasonable alternatives to the Project. Decisionmakers are required
to consider the information in the EIR, in determining whether to approve, deny or modify the
Project.

2.2  TYPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND
STANDARDS OF ADEQUACY UNDER THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

This EIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA (PRC, Section 21000 et seq.) and the State
CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, California Code of Regulations [CCR] Section 15000 et seq.).
Section 15151 of the State CEQA Guidelines defines the standards of adequacy for an EIR as
follows:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide
decisionmakers with information which enables them to make a decision which
intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the
environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but
the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably
feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the
EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The
courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good
faith effort at full disclosure.

This Draft EIR is intended to serve as a Program EIR under CEQA. Section 15165 of the State
CEQA Guidelines states, “where individual projects are, or a phased project is, to be undertaken
and where the total undertaking comprises a project with significant environmental effect, the
Lead Agency shall prepare a single program EIR for the ultimate project as described in
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Section 15168.” Relevant portions of Section 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines describe a

program EIR as follows:

(a) General. A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions
that can be characterized as one large project and are related either:

(1)
(2)
(3)

(4)

Geographically,

As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions,

In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general
criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program, or

As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory
or regulatory authority and having generally similar environmental
effects which can be mitigated in similar ways.

(b) Advantages. Use of a program EIR can provide the following advantages. The
program EIR can:

(1)
(2)

(3)
(4)

(5)

Provide an occasion for a more exhaustive consideration of effects and
alternatives than would be practical in an EIR on an individual action,
Ensure consideration of cumulative impacts that might be slighted in a
case-by-case analysis,

Avoid duplicative reconsideration of basic policy considerations,

Allow the Lead Agency to consider broad policy alternatives and
program-wide mitigation measures at an early time when the agency has
greater flexibility to deal with basic problems or cumulative impacts,
and

Allow reduction in paperwork.

(c) Use with Later Activities. Subsequent activities in the program must be
examined in the light of the program EIR to determine whether an additional
environmental document must be prepared.

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

If a later activity would have effects that were not examined in the
program EIR, a new Initial Study would need to be prepared leading to
either an EIR or a Negative Declaration.

If the agency finds that pursuant to Section 15162, no new effects could
occur or no new mitigation measures would be required, the agency can
approve the activity as being within the scope of the project covered by
the program EIR, and no new environmental document would be
required

An agency shall incorporate feasible mitigation measures and
alternatives developed in the program EIR into subsequent actions in
the program.

Where the subsequent activities involve site specific operations, the
agency should use a written checklist or similar device to document the
evaluation of the site and the activity to determine whether the
environmental effects of the operation were covered in the program EIR.
A program EIR will be most helpful in dealing with subsequent activities
if it deals with the effects of the program as specifically and
comprehensively as possible. With a good and detailed analysis of the
program, many subsequent activities could be found to be within the
scope of the project described in the program EIR, and no further
environmental documents would be required.

2-2
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2.3 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

2.3.1 REVIEW OF AN EIR

The County, as the Lead Agency (and project proponent), which has the principal authority for
approving the proposed Project, along with other public agencies with direct interest in the
Project (e.g., responsible and trustee agencies including the City of Irvine [City], the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Regional Water Quality Control Board, the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, and Orange County Fire Authority), may use this EIR in their decision-making or
permitting processes and will consider the information in this EIR in combination with other
information that may be presented during the CEQA process. In addition, this EIR provides the
analysis in support of the Mitigation Program that will be implemented as part of the Project, if
approved.

In accordance with CEQA, public agencies are required to make appropriate findings for each
potentially significant environmental impact identified in the EIR if they decide to approve a
project. If the EIR identifies significant environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less
than significant level through the adoption of mitigation measures or project alternatives, the
Lead Agency (and responsible agencies using this CEQA document for their respective permits
or approvals) must decide whether the benefits of the proposed project outweigh any identified
significant environmental effects that cannot be mitigated to below a threshold of significance. If
the agency decides that the project benefits, outweigh the unavoidable impacts, then the agency
(Lead Agency or responsible agency) is required to adopt a Statement of Overriding
Considerations, which states the reasons that support its actions.

The Lead Agency’s actions involved in implementation of the proposed Project are described in
Section 3.0, Project Description. Other agencies that may have discretionary approval over the
Project, or components thereof, including responsible and trustee agencies, are also described in
the Project Description.

2.3.2 ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED IN THE EIR

In accordance with Section 15063 (a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the County prepared an Initial
Study (IS) for the Project and determined that the Project may have a significant effect on the
environment; as such, an EIR is required for the Project.

In compliance with Section 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the County oversaw preparation
of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the Draft EIR for the Project, which was distributed on
November 7, 2014, to the State Clearinghouse and other public agencies for the required 30-day
review and comment period. Additionally, a Scoping Meeting was held on the Project site on
November 21, 2014, to facilitate agency and public review and comment on the Project. County
staff were available to answer any questions about the proposed Project. Notices were sent to
the adjacent property owners and adjacent cities. The comments received on the NOP by the
County and the handout made available at the Scoping Meeting are included in Appendix B of
this EIR.

In response to the comments received, the County provided additional opportunity for input on
the scope of the Program EIR, and the comment period was extended from June 6, 2015 through
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July 3, 2015. The extension was noticed in the newspaper and approximately 400 notices were
sent to the adjacent cities and properties. An additional Scoping Meeting was held on October
23, 2015, with a comment period that extended from October 9, 2015 through November 7,
2015. A similar noticing process occurred for this meeting. During these additional scoping
periods, seven additional comments were received. A total of 13 comment letters were received
during the 30-day NOP review period. Two additional comment letters were received after the
end of the NOP review period. During the additional scoping periods (starting in June 2015 and
October 2015), seven comments were received. Table 2-1 provides a summary matrix of the
issues raised in the NOP comment letters.

TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY MATRIX OF NOTICE OF PREPARATION COMMENTS

Comment Category

Project Definition/Process
Project Alternatives
Anticipated Project
Approvals

Air Quality/Health Risk
Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hydrology/Water Quality
Land Use/Planning

Noise

Public Services
Recreation
Transportation/Traffic
Utilities

Agency/Individual (Date)

State Agencies

Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research, State Clearinghouse
and Planning Unit

(November 7, 2014)*

Department of Fish and Wildlife
(December 4, 2014)

Caltrans, District 12
(December 8,2014)

Regional Agencies

South  Coast Air  Quality
Management District X X
(November 19, 2014)

Transportation Corridor
Agencies (December 3,2014)

Southern California Association
of Governments X
(December 8,2014)

Local Agencies

Airport Land Use Commission for
Orange County X
(November 6, 2015)

City of Irvine
(December 5,2014)

City of Lake Forest
(December 8, 2014)
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SUMMARY MATRIX OF NOTICE OF PREPARATION COMMENTS

TABLE 2-1

Agency/Individual (Date)

Comment Category

Project Definition/Process
Anticipated Project

Air Quality/Health Risk
Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hydrology/Water Quality

Project Alternatives
Approvals

Land Use/Planning

Noise

Public Services

Transportation/Traffic

Recreation
Utilities

Irvine Ranch Water District
(December 8,2014)

>
>

>

Orange County Transportation
Authority
(December 8,2014)

City of Irvine
(January 6, 2015)

City of Laguna Beach
(May 8,2015)

City of Laguna Beach
(July 10, 2015)

City of Tustin
(October 13, 2015)

City of Tustin
(October 26, 2015)

Organizations

Native American Heritage
Commission
(November 24, 2014)

Native American Heritage
Commission (amended)
(December 5, 2014)

Second Harvest Food Bank of
Orange County
(December 5,2014)

Second Harvest Food Bank of
Orange County
(July 2,2015)

Second Harvest Food Bank of
Orange County
(November 5, 2015)

Irvine Residents Opposed to
County Misuse of Public Land
(November 6, 2015)

X

X

X

X X

* The letter from the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit verified receipt

of the NOP and provided a listing of the agencies that the document was forwarded to.
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The scope of the EIR is based on the findings of the IS and input received from the agencies and
the public as part of the scoping process. The EIR addresses all potential significant effects
identified in the Environmental Checklist, as well as several topical areas that the County decided
to include in the EIR, though the IS determined there would be no significant Project impacts.

Based on the NOP and related Environmental Checklist, as well as the comments received by the
County on those documents, this EIR analyzes the following environmental topics:

Aesthetics

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology and Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality

Land Use and Planning
Noise

Population and Housing
Public Services

Recreation
Transportation/Traffic
Utilities and Service Systems

The following issues were assessed as “No Impact” or “Less Than Significant Impact” in the
IS/NOP; therefore, in accordance with Section 15128 of the State CEQA Guidelines, these issues
were identified in the NOP as topical areas that would not receive further evaluation in the EIR:

Aesthetics (Scenic Vista; Scenic Resources): There are no designated or eligible scenic
highways in the vicinity of the Project site. The site is located in an urbanized area with
no scenic resources on or immediately adjacent to the site. The Project site is not part of
scenic vista and would not alter views from scenic highways or of scenic vistas.

Agricultural and Forestry Resources: The Project would not result in any impacts to
farmlands listed as “Prime”, “Unique”, or of “Statewide Importance” based on the 2014
Orange County Important Farmland Map prepared by the California Department of
Conservation (CDC 2016). No part of the Project site or adjacent areas is zoned forest
land, timberland, or timberland zoned for Timberland Production, nor would the Project

result in the loss of forest land or conversion to non-forest use.

Air Quality (Odors): The Project does not propose any land uses that are identified by
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) as major odor sources (such
as wastewater treatment plants, agricultural operations, landfills, composting facilities,
food processing plants, chemical plants, or refineries).

Biological Resources (Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan): The Project site is not located on or near the Reserve Areas of the
Orange County Central-Coast Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) and Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP).

Cultural/Scientific Resources (Historical Resource): All structures that were a part of
the former Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Toro were evaluated as part of the
environmental documentation prepared by the County of Orange as the MCAS El Toro
Local Redevelopment Authority for the development of the former MCAS El Toro as a
commercial airport. As part of those studies, pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.5, the buildings onsite were found not to be eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, and local
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register of historical resources, and not eligible for Cold War Legacy status. This
determination was made pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, and the
California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred with this finding.
Therefore, Project-related demolition, rehabilitation and construction activities would
not adversely impact a historical resource (LRA 2001).

e Geology and Soils (Landslides; Septic Tanks): The Project site and its immediately
surrounding areas are relatively flat and not prone to landslides. There would be no
impacts associated with landslides.

The Project would be served by the public sewer system and would not require
alternative wastewater disposal systems.

e Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Transport, Use, or Disposal; Schools; Private
Airstrips; Emergency Evacuation Plan; Wildlands): Proposed land uses on the site
would utilize hazardous materials for construction, operation, and maintenance. Some of
these materials would be routine construction or household items identified as
hazardous materials pursuant to Proposition 65.1 However, existing federal and state
regulations on the handling and transport of these materials provides sufficient
safeguards to protect against a significant hazard to the community associated with an
accidental release of hazardous materials.2 Additionally, those involved in transportation
of hazardous materials must apply for and obtain a hazardous materials transportation
license from the California Highway Patrol (CHP). Existing constraints associated with
contamination on the Project site is discussed in Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials.

There are no schools located within % mile of the Project site, and the Project does not
propose the development of schools on site. Therefore, hazardous materials impacts to
schools from the proposed Project are not anticipated.

There are no airports or private airstrips near the site that may pose safety hazards at
the Project site.

There are no designated emergency evacuation routes on or immediately adjacent to the
site, and no unique characteristics about the uses proposed that would impair emergency
response or evacuation from the Project site or surrounding areas.

The Project site is not in or adjacent to wildlands; therefore, the proposed Project would
not alter the urban/wildlands interface.

e Hydrology (Groundwater; 100-Year Flood Hazard; Inundation): The proposed
Project would not involve direct or indirect withdrawals of groundwater and would not

In compliance with the requirements of Proposition 65 (1986) the Office of Environmental Health Hazards
Assessment (OEEHA) compiles a list of chemicals that may pose health risks. The list contains a wide range of naturally
occurring and synthetic chemicals that are known to cause cancer or birth defects or other reproductive harm.
These chemicals include additives or ingredients in medications, pesticides, common household products, food, drugs,
dyes, or solvents. Proper handling of these substances reduces the potential for exposure of the public. The full listing of
chemicals controlled by OEHHA under Proposition 65 can be found at
http://www.oehha.ca.gov/prop65/prop65_list/Newlist.html.

There are extensive regulations pertaining to the transportation of hazardous materials. This includes standards
established by the California Department of Toxic Substance Control, U.S. Occupational Safety and Health
Administration, and both the U.S. and California Departments of Transportation. The U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency’s regulations on the designation of hazardous substances can be found in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
40 CFR 116. A source for identifying federal regulations pertaining to the transport of hazardous materials can be 49
CFR171.
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substantially interfere with groundwater recharge. The Project site is not within a
designated recharge area and is not located within the 100-year floodplain.

The Project site is not located near the coast, a dam, or large open body of water, nor is it
located on or near a hillside. The Project would not be exposed to inundation by dam
failure, seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. Water supply utilities are further discussed in 4.15,
Utilities and Service Systems.

e Land Use and Planning (Divide an Established Community; Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan): The site is not part of an established
community and the Project would not divide any community. The Project does not
conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan.

e Mineral Resources: The California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and
Geology (CDMG) has designated the site and surrounding area as Mineral Resource Zone
(MRZ) 1—areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral
deposits are present. Additionally, the Department of Conservation Division of Oil, Gas
and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) has not identified oil, gas, or geothermal fields on or
near the site.

e Noise (Airport; Private Airstrips): There are no airports or private airstrips near the
site that may expose future residents, visitors, or employees to excessive noise levels.

e Population and Housing (Existing Housing; People): There are no housing units on
the Project site; therefore, the Project would not result in the displacement of residents
or housing units. Evaluation of Project consistency with local and regional growth
projections is provided in Section 4.11, Population and Housing.

e Transportation/Traffic (Air Traffic): The Project would not introduce any features
that would require a change in air traffic patterns; directly increase in air traffic levels; or
results in substantial air safety risks. The Project would not impact operations at John
Wayne Airport, the nearest airport.

2.3.3 EIR REVIEW AND APPROVAL PROCESS

This Draft EIR was prepared under the direction and supervision of the County of
Orange/County Executive Office (CEO) Real Estate/Land Development, and will be circulated for
a 45-day public review and comment period, as mandated by the State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR
15105). Any time during the public review period, written comments concerning the adequacy
of the document can be submitted by interested public agencies and members of the public to:

County of Orange/CEO Real Estate/Land Development
Attention: Eric Hull
333 W. Santa Ana Blvd, 314 Floor
Santa Ana, CA 92701
or via email to Eric.Hull@ ocgov.com

After the public review comment period, written responses to all written comments received
during the public review period pertaining to environmental issues will be prepared as part of
the Final Program EIR. As required by CEQA, responses to comments submitted by responsible
public agencies will be distributed to those agencies for review at least ten days prior to
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consideration of the Final Program EIR by the Orange County Board of Supervisors. A public
hearing before the Orange County Board of Supervisors will be held to consider the Project and
the adequacy of the Final Program EIR, at which time public testimony will be received.

The Orange County Board of Supervisors is the decision-making body for the Project. The Board
of Supervisors will consider whether to certify the Final Program EIR and to adopt findings
relative to the Project’s environmental effects. It will then consider whether to approve or deny
the Project. Upon Project approval by the County, consistent with the Property Tax Transfer and
Pre-Annexation Agreement (Pre-Annexation Agreement), the Orange County Board of
Supervisors may recommend changes to the City General Plan and Zoning Ordinance consistent
with that approval. In accordance with the Pre-Annexation Agreement, the City Council will then
consider the requested amendments to the City General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.

2.4  PROJECT HISTORY

2.4.1 BASE HISTORY

MCAS El Toro was commissioned on March 17, 1943, with a primary mission to train
replacement pilots and crews for existing squadrons deployed during World War II. The Base
was designated as a Master Jet Station. Its four runways were able to accommodate the largest
aircraft in the U.S. military inventory. After World War II, El Toro was the headquarters of the
Marine Corps Aviation on the West Coast and was home to over 8,000 Marines. MCAS El Toro
served as the primary base for Marine Corps west coast fighter squadrons. During the Korean
and Vietnam Wars, MCAS El Toro was the primary deployment base for Marines headed to
Southeast Asia. While it was active, all U.S. Presidents in the post-World War II era used this
airfield to land in Air Force One while traveling to the area.

Base Closure

The Department of Navy (DoN) decided to close MCAS El Toro under the Base Realignment and
Closure Act in July 1993. Since then, several plans for reuse of the former MCAS El Toro site were
considered. In March 2002, the plan for the Orange County Great Park (OCGP) was approved
when voters passed Measure W, an initiative which eliminated planned aviation uses for the
MCAS El Toro site, and re-designated the unincorporated land in the County General Plan for
park, open space, and other uses.

With the closure of MCAS El Toro, the DoN conducted an online auction of the property in
February 2005. Four separate parcels were up for auction, totaling over 3,700 acres. Heritage
Fields El Toro, LLC3 (hereinafter referred to as “Heritage Fields”) purchased the entire property.
Subsequent to the sale of the land and transfer of the lands via fee and Lease in Furtherance of
Conveyance (LIFOC) leases*, Heritage Fields and the City entered into a development agreement.

3 Heritage Fields El Toro LLC is a joint venture of Lennar Homes of California, Inc., LNR Property Corporation, and real
estate investment funds sponsored by Rockpoint Group, L.L.C., Blackacre Institutional Capital Management, LLC and
MSD Capital, L.P.

4 For lands that likely are contaminated, the DoN provides for long-term leases or LIFOC as a means of allowing use of
the land until such time as the site is remediated and is appropriate for fee transfer of the land. For the Project site, the
areas in LIFOC are leased to City of Irvine by a LIFOC pending further environmental investigation and/or remediation
by the DoN, and subleased to the County.

EL TORO, 100-ACRE PARCEL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2-9
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That agreement provided for transfer of some lands to the City as outlined in an earlier three-
party agreement (DoN, City, and Heritage Fields). On July 12, 2005, Heritage Fields transferred
the Dedication Lands, partly in fee, and partly via several leases to the City of Irvine. As discussed
below, the Pre-Annexation Agreement between the County, City, and Irvine Redevelopment
Agency provides for the transfer of property on the former MCAS El Toro site, including the
Project site, to the County.

As discussed in Section 2.5, Environmental Setting, and Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, portions of MCAS EL Toro are being held by the DoN while the property undergoes
remediation.

2.4.2 PROPERTY TAX TRANSFER AND PRE-ANNEXATION
AGREEMENT

A Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) has the authority to determine which
unincorporated areas fall within a city’s sphere of influence and whether to approve an
annexation.> To “establish and demonstrate their mutual desire and commitment to cooperate”
on the annexation proceedings, the County, the City, and the Irvine Redevelopment Agency
entered into a tri-party Pre-Annexation Agreement regarding the annexation and reuse of MCAS
El Toro (Irvine et al. 2003). As part of that agreement, the City agreed to provide fee ownership
to certain lands to the County. Approximately 100 acres of the Project site was included in the
parcels to be conveyed to the County as part of the Pre-Annexation Agreement. In addition, the
County also received 5.2 acres through a Public Benefit Conveyance from the DoN (see discussion
of the Community Action Partnership of Orange County and Families Forward in Section 1.3 of
this EIR). The Pre-Annexation Agreement provides that other lands which the County receives
under the Pre-Annexation Agreement or through a Public Benefit Conveyance from a federal
agency would be annexed to the City but that such property “shall be for the exclusive use of the
County or its designees, lessees, or concessionaires, including but not limited to joint ventures
with private or public agencies to construct and operate permitted uses and facilities.” The Pre-
Annexation Agreement further states that adequate vehicular access to Marine Way would be
provided.

Based on Section 2.2.4 of the Pre-Annexation Agreement, the County and the City agreed the
Project site would be annexed into the City, and that the City (Irvine et al. 2003):

..will zone County’s parcels and designate them in Irvine’s General Plan, in
accordance with County’s direction. In addition, County shall retain exclusive land
use control over said parcels, and shall be entitled to place any development upon
said parcels that County shall determine to be desirable for County’s needs, as
though said property remained unincorporated, without the obligation for

5  Section 56076 of the California Government Code defines sphere of influence as “a plan for the probable physical
boundaries and service area of a local agency, as determined by the [LAFCO] commission.” The Commission uses
sphere of influence as a long-range planning tool to guide future LAFCO decisions on individual jurisdictional boundary
changes, incorporation proposals, district formation, and proposals for consolidation, merger, or subsidiary district
formation.
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payment to Irvine of any permit fees or other mitigation/impact fees, other than
in Section 2.2.5...

The Project site, which is approximately 108 acres, is encumbered by several public easements
for drainage and utilities. The DoN has released fee title to approximately 60 acres of the
Property to Heritage Fields, which subsequently turned it over to the City via the Great Park
Development Agreement executed between Heritage Fields and the City of Irvine. The City (with
some use restrictions), in turn, has conveyed that property to the County, as required by the Pre-
Annexation Agreement. The remaining portions (approximately 41.64 acres) of the Property are
covered under a LIFOC pending completion of environmental remediation by DoN (further
discussion of the LIFOC is provided Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials). Once the
Property is remediated by the DoN, the DoN will make a Finding of Suitability to Transfer
(FOST), allowing the transfer of the remaining Property, in fee, to Heritage Fields LLC.
Subsequently, that portion of the Property will be transferred to the City, who must then
transfer it to the County, as required by the Pre-Annexation Agreement.

2.4.3 GREAT PARKIMPROVEMENT AREA MASTER PLAN

With the closure of MCAS El Toro and the online auction of the property in February 2005, the
formal transfer of the property to Heritage Fields LLC occurred on August 29, 2005. As part of
the Master Planning effort for the Base, the City approved residential and non-residential
development on portions of Planning Area (PA) 51 and former PA 30 (Combined PA 51). The
property, which was held by Heritage Fields, was commonly referred to as the “Orange County
Great Park” (OCGP). Currently, OCGP refers to the public park, which is owned and operated by
the City of Irvine (excluding those areas held by the DoN that are undergoing remediation). The
private residential and non-residential development is referred to as “Great Park
Neighborhoods.”

Previous Environmental Documents

In May 2003, the City certified a Program EIR for the OCGP Project, which analyzed and provided
CEQA clearance for the following actions: (1) annexation, General Plan Amendment (GPA), Pre-
Zoning (prior to annexation), and Zoning of the unincorporated portion of PA 51, which include
the proposed Project site; (2) annexation of the unincorporated portion of PA 35 (James A.
Musick Branch Jail and the Irvine Ranch Water District Parcel); (3) GPA and Zone Change (ZC)
for PA 30; and (4) the Great Park Development Agreement that vested approval of overlay uses
and intensities in consideration for the (i) dedication of land for public purposes, (ii)
development and funding of certain infrastructure improvements, and (iii) funding of circulation
facilities and infrastructure. Together, these actions established the policy and legislative
structure for guiding the future development of the former MCAS El Toro.

The OCGP Program EIR served as the basis for CEQA compliance for a number of subsequent
actions associated with implementation of the OCGP project. These actions included preparation

6  Section 2.2.5 pertains to creation of “a funding mechanism whereby all Base users pay their fair share of the cost of
developing the necessary infrastructure and related improvements”. Infrastructure improvements referred to in the
Agreementinclude “utilities, roadways, sewer lines and other type of infrastructure needs that are necessary to service
each County parcel” (Irvine et al. 2003).
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of nine subsequent Addenda to the 2003 EIR and two supplemental EIRs (SEIR and SSEIR). The
subsequent actions included the following:

Addendum No. 1 (May 2006). Addressed the potential environmental impacts
associated with implementation of the OCGP Redevelopment Plan (OCGPRP), which was
previously approved by the City and its redevelopment agency in 2004. The OCGPRP
established a process for specific development plans and projects.

Addendum No. 2 (October 2006). Analyzed a GPA and ZC for the Revised Overlay Plan,
which allowed for the reconfiguration of the property boundaries between the Orange
County Great Park Corporation (GPC) and Heritage Fields. The GPA and ZC also included
creation of a new zoning designation, known as Lifelong Learning District (LLD), to allow
mixed-use development in PA 51 and modifications to the text and figures in PA 51 and
in former PA 30.

Addendum No. 3 (May 2007). Addressed the Master Subdivision Map, Vesting Tentative
Tract Map (VTTM) No. 17008, which subdivided Heritage Fields’ approved project site
consistent with adjustments analyzed in Addendum No. 2.

Addendum No. 4 (August 2007). Addressed the GPC-requested master plan to
accommodate the future buildout of a multi-use public park in the Great Park. The uses
in the park consisted of passive and active recreation uses and institutional uses, as well
as the Approved Wildlife Corridor Feature.

Addendum No. 5 (July 2008). Addressed a GPA and ZC related to relocation of the
intersection of Bake Parkway/Marine Way and reconfiguration of Rockfield Boulevard in
the southern portion of former PA 30. It additionally assessed the amendments to the
Amended and Restated Development Agreement (ARDA) between the City and Heritage
Fields.

Addendum No. 6 (October 2008). Analyzed the potential environmental issues
associated with the amended VTTM No. 17008, VTTM 17283, modification to the OCGP
Streetscape Design Guidelines, Master Landscape and Trails Plan (MLTP), and Master
Plan for Non-Residential Development within the Lifelong Learning District.

Addendum No. 7 (June 2010). Addressed the update to the North Irvine Transportation
Mitigation (NITM) Program, which removed planned traffic improvements at seven
intersections from the list of traffic mitigation measures in the OCGP FEIR.

Supplement to the OCGP FEIR (August 2011). Addressed modifications to the project
analyzed in the 2003 OCGP FEIR and subsequent Addenda 1 through 7. The entitlements
included a GPA, a ZC, seven subdivision maps, six master plans, and five park plans
associated with the private development of a portion of the Heritage Fields property in
PA 51 and in former PA 30.

Addendum No. 8 (October 2011). Addressed a minor modification to the approved
OCGP Master Plan and the Park Design Review associated with the Western Sector Park
Development Plan Phase I. The minor modifications included reallocating and
transferring some uses within the districts of OCGP.

Second Supplement to the OCGP FEIR (November 2013). Analyzed the 2012 Modified
Project as compared to the 2011 Approved Project and addressed the GPA and ZC and a
series of actions associated with combining PAs 30 and 51; relocating Segments 2 and 3
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of the Approved Wildlife Corridor Feature; eliminating the extension of Rockfield
Boulevard; increasing residential units; and modifying residential and non-residential
uses.

e Addendum No. 9 (July 2014). Addressed potential environmental impacts of the
modifications to the 688-acre OCGP Improvement Area, which includes the following
districts: Upper Bee Canyon, Bosque, Agriculture, Golf Course, Sports Park, and Wildlife
Corridor. The modifications included the Unilateral Program changes allowed in the ALA
Il and other staff recommended changes to the OCGP Improvement Area.” The proposed
modifications analyzed in Addendum 9 were in the Sports Park and Bosque Districts of
the 688-acre OCGP Improvement Area. Within the Sports Park District, the modifications
included eliminating the planned volleyball support building and 10 planned sand
volleyball courts and reconfiguring the remaining planned courts as well as eliminating
eight planned basketball courts and reconfiguring parking and other elements. Within
the Bosque District, the modifications, recommended by the City staff, included relocation
and design of the Great Park Farm and Food Lab, further site development of the dog
park, improvement in the quality of planned public restrooms, construction of utilities
infrastructure in certain parking facilities, and a parking plan. Additionally, two design
features of the project that would be incorporated upon project implementation included
dual 250-foot long eastbound left-turn pockets at Marine Way and Great Park Boulevard
West and a 250-foot long westbound right-turn lane at the Marine Way right in/right out
driveway, located west of Great Park Boulevard West.

2.5 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Project site is located in PA 51 in the City, which encompasses the former MCAS El Toro. The
ground surface at the Project site slopes gently from the east to west and north to south with
elevations ranging from approximately 280 feet above mean sealevel (msl) near its southeastern
end (Marine Way and Great Park Neighborhoods, District 6) to approximately 224 feet above
msl on its northwestern end (southern portion of Ridge Valley extension). An aerial photograph
of the site and surrounding area is provided in Exhibit 2-1.

The entire Project site was previously disturbed during its use as part of MCAS EI Toro. The
majority of the northwestern half of the Project site includes no improvements other than the
existing Perimeter Road/South Marine Way, which traverses the property twice in the
northwestern half. This area was part of the runway protection zones of the former MCAS El
Toro.

The central and southeastern portions have inactive rail spurs that extend from adjacent
Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) rail lines and served the warehouse
structures at the southeastern portion of the site. The majority of the southeastern half of the

7 Concurrent with the certification of the Heritage Fields Project 2012 GPA/ZC Second Supplemental EIR (SSEIR) on
November 26, 2013, the City Council also approved a contractual agreement (ALA 1I) with Heritage Fields El Toro, LLC
(Heritage Fields) that required Heritage Fields to construct 688 acres of the Great Park (the Design Package). The ALA
II included provisions that permitted the City to unilaterally require program changes within the 688-acre OCGP
Improvement Area with respect to the following elements: a) sand volleyball, parking, and sports courts within the
Sports Park sub-area and b) the dog park and mini-amphitheater within the Bosque sub-area. On March 18, 2014, the
City Council approved the unilateral changes to the Design Package of the ALA II. The CEQA clearance for the “Design
Package” was established through the SSEIR.
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Introduction, Project History, and Setting

Project site is paved with roads, parking lots, and foundations of demolished buildings. There are
also numerous existing structures in this area related to the former MCAS El Toro, but these
facilities are no longer in use. Based on an assessment completed in July 2009, most of the
existing buildings were found to be dilapidated and beyond repair. The largest of the existing
structures are three approximately equal-sized large warehouse buildings that are oriented in a
straight line from northwest to southeast (see Exhibit 2-2, Buildings/Structures, Facilities, and
Railroad Spurs within Project Site). Only Building 317 has potential for reuse.

The Second Harvest Food Bank warehouse (i.e., Building 319) is also located in this general
vicinity. The Second Harvest Food Bank warehouse was redeveloped and is still in use. While
Building 319 (Second Harvest Food Bank) is not part of the Project site, it is surrounded by the
Project site on three sides.

The Project site is designated in the City of Irvine General Plan as Orange County Great Park
(PA 51) (Irvine 2015a, 2015b). The General Plan, Land Use Element Table A-1 identifies a
variety of uses within this designation, including Multi-Use, Institutional, Industrial, and
Commercial. Table A-1 further identifies 300,000 square feet of Institutional /Pubic Facilities
designated for the Project site as being for the County facilities and an additional 136,000 square
feet of warehousing for homeless providers. The City’s Zoning Map designates the Project site as
6.1, Institutional. The General Plan Land Use Element identifies the following Zoning District
designations for the OCGP: 1.1 (Exclusive Agriculture), 1.4 (Preservation Area), 1.9 (Orange
County Great Park), 6.1 (Institutional), and 8.1 (Trails and Transit Oriented Development).

The 1,300-acre OCGP, adjacent and to the north and northeast of the Project site, is planned to
include a 175-acre sports park with soccer and multi-use fields, tennis courts, baseball /softball
fields, and sand volleyball courts. Additional planned uses include a 188-acre golf course and golf
practice facility and clubhouse, a 71-acre agriculture component, a 40-acre Bosque area, a 36-
acre Upper Bee Canyon area, a 178-acre wildlife corridor, and additional improvements (Irvine
2014a).

Adjacent to the OCGP and privately owned by Five Point Communities is the Great Park
Neighborhoods development on portions of PA 51, approved by the City of Irvine since 2003.
The development would consist of residential and non-residential uses, including but not limited
to community commercial and multi-use. The 2012 Modified Project, approved by the City in
2012 as a modification of the Great Park Neighborhoods development project, added dwelling
units for an approved maximum total of 10,700 units. Additional uses such as community
commercial and multi-use are also planned as part of the 2012 Modified Project (Irvine 2013).

Located in the southeastern portion of the OCGP, adjacent to the Sports Park, and east of the
proposed Project is the 260-acre planned Cultural Terrace. The proposed Cultural Terrace,
would potentially include culturally-oriented amenities such as museums, a library, a multi-
cultural center, and an amphitheater in addition to a lake, gardens, a performing arts center, and
additional compatible uses (Irvine 2014a).

Access to the site is provided by existing Marine Way and existing Perimeter Road, as shown on
Exhibit 2-1. Future access will be via the realigned and extended Marine Way, which will replace
Perimeter Road. The first phase of Marine Way extension, located between Ridge Valley and
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Introduction, Project History, and Setting

future Great Park Boulevard West8, is scheduled to be completed in 2016. The Marine Way
realignment, between Sand Canyon Avenue and Ridge Valley, is not yet scheduled, but is
anticipated to be completed in mid-2018. The remainder of Marine Way extension does not have
an anticipated time frame, although the portion between Alton and Barranca Parkways would
likely be constructed in conjunction with the Broadcom Campus, which was approved by the
Irvine City Council on August 11, 2014. The Broadcom Campus is expected to be completed in
2017.

Irvine Station, which includes a Metrolink Station and bus facilities, is located less than % mile
southeast of the site (south of the SCRRA rail line). Access to the Irvine Station is currently via a
passenger drop-off point on Marine Way. Enhanced access to and from the Project site to the
Irvine Station will be provided through future infrastructure improvements. Regional access is
provided by Interstate (I) 5 to the south and State Route (SR) 133 to the west. Sand Canyon
Avenue provides the closest arterial access.

Adjacent land uses include sports fields in the OCGP and agricultural land to the northwest;
former MCAS El Toro base buildings and vacant land to the north and east; the SCRRA rail lines
and business park uses to the south; and vacant land and SR-133 to the west. The proposed Great
Park Neighborhoods District 6 is planned to the east and southeast of the Project site.

West of SR-133 on Sand Canyon Avenue, the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA)
maintains a bus maintenance facility. Additionally, Irvine Community Church is located on Sand
Canyon Avenue just north of the I-5. These uses are within the City’s PA 40, which is planned for
predominately residential development and some multi-use east of Sand Canyon Avenue. The
City of Irvine PA 32 is south of the Project site and is separated from the Project by the rail line.
PA 32 has been developed with office uses. A small portion of PA 31 extends north of the railroad
tracks and is designated for commercial use.

The City has an arid climate with an average annual rainfall of 14.42 inches per year and an
average temperature of 63.5 degrees Fahrenheit (U.S. Climate Data, 2015). Precipitation occurs
seasonally, as the region experiences intermittent winter storms generally from the months of
November through March. Rainwater runoff at the Project site collects in catch basins and flows
into the flood-control drainage system. The Project site is located within the Santa Ana Region
Hydrologic Unit as defined by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB),
Region 8, and is tributary to the Newport Bay. The existing topography is separated into three
main drainage areas, each discharging into existing underground drainage systems that
ultimately drain into three separate Orange County Flood Control District (OCFCD) facilities:
Marshburn Channel (F16), Bee Canyon Channel (F17), and Agua Chinon Channel (F18).

As previously mentioned, a portion of the Project site is undergoing site remediation for
contamination. The DoN has indicated that the only issue preventing transfer of the LIFOC area
of the Project site is the pending DoN report documenting the results of a radiological
investigation of an off-site (i.e., not within the Project site) former paint room located in
Hangar 296, where radium-226 (Ra-226) paints were used. As a result, a portion of the Project
site (approximately 41.64 acres, including 40 acres of the 100-acre parcel and 1.64 acres of
parcels acquired by the County separate from the 100-acre conveyance) is held under a
LIFOC pending completion of environmental remediation by DoN. The area contained in the
LIFOC is generally located southeast of the Bee Canyon Channel and in the southern portion of

8  Great Park Boulevard West referenced herein and in all EIR exhibits is referred to as GP-1 in all City documents.
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the Project site. The LIFOC area is depicted in Exhibit 2-3. The DoN has indicated that ongoing
remediation in the southern portion of the Project site for Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) will
not prevent transfer of the LIFOC area to the County. Upon completion of remediation for the
Ra-226, the DoN will issue a FOST that will include the LIFOC area of the Project site, and will
specify conditions of the transfer with respect to any ongoing remediation. Once the FOST is
approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), California Department of Toxic
Substance Control (DTSC), and RWQCB (i.e., the Federal Facility Agreement regulatory
signatories), the transfer can be completed.

2.6 ORGANIZATION OF THE DRAFT EIR

This Draft EIR is organized into eight sections, with each containing its own references section.
Alist of the Draft EIR sections and a brief description of their contents is provided below to assist
the reader in locating information.

e Section 1.0, Executive Summary: This section provides summaries of the Project
Description, alternatives to the proposed Project, environmental impacts, and mitigation
measures.

e Section 2.0, Introduction, Project History and Setting: This section briefly discusses
the purpose of the Program EIR; describes the environmental review process; provides
an overview of the Project history; describes the environmental setting of the Project;
and gives an overview of the EIR’s organization.

e Section 3.0, Project Description: This section provides a detailed description of the
Project characteristics and a statement of the Project Objectives.

e Section 4.0, Existing Conditions, Impact Analysis, Cumulative Impacts, and
Mitigation Program: This section contains subsections 4.1, Air Quality, through 4.15,
Utilities and Service Systems. Within this section, the proposed Project is discussed. Each
subsection includes discussions on the following topics: regulatory setting (if applicable);
methodology; existing conditions; thresholds of significance; impact analysis; cumulative
impacts; mitigation program (if any); level of significance after mitigation; and
references.

e Section 5.0, Alternatives: This Section considers four alternatives to the proposed
Project, including the No Project Alternative. The alternatives were developed to mitigate
or avoid the significant effects the Project may have on the environment. In addition, this
Section identifies the environmentally superior alternative.

e Section 6.0, Long-Term Implications: This section contains a summary discussion of
any significant unavoidable impacts; potential growth-inducing impacts; a discussion of
energy (electricity and natural gas) in accordance with Appendix F of State CEQA
Guidelines, and any significant irreversible environmental changes that would be caused
by the Project.

e Section 7.0, Persons and Organizations Consulted: This section lists the persons and
organizations that were contacted to obtain data on the preparation of this EIR.

e Section 8.0, Preparers: This section lists the persons that directly contributed to
preparation of this EIR.

Sections 1.0 through 8.0 and Appendices A through M are provided on a CD.
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1  PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The purpose of the Project Description is to describe the proposed Project in a way that allows
for meaningful review by the public, reviewing agencies, and decision makers. Section 15124 of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires that the project description
for an environmental impact report (EIR) contain: (1) the precise location and boundaries of a
proposed project; (2) a statement of objectives sought by the proposed project including the
underlying purpose of the project; (3) a general description of the project’s technical, economic,
and environmental characteristics; and (4) a statement briefly describing the intended uses of
the EIR, including a list of the agencies that are expected to use the EIR in their decision making,
a list of the permits and other approvals required to implement the project, and a list of related
environmental review and consultation requirements required by federal, State, or local laws,
regulations, or policies. An adequate project description need not be exhaustive, but should
supply the detail necessary for project evaluation.

An EIR is the most comprehensive form of environmental documentation identified in CEQA and
the State CEQA Guidelines. The following project description provides the information needed
to assess the environmental effects associated with the development, construction, and
operation of the proposed Project.

3.2 PROJECT LOCATION

The Project site is located on property that is or will be owned by the County of Orange (County)
in the City of Irvine (City) at the southern edge of the former Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El
Toro, east of the Interstate (I) 5 and State Route (SR) 133 interchange in Orange County. The site
is bound by the proposed realignment of Marine Way to the northeast; the Southern California
Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) rail lines to the southwest; City-owned property to the
southwest and northwest; and the Great Park Neighborhoods District 6 to the southeast. The
Project would encompass approximately 108 acres. The regional location and local vicinity are
shown on Exhibits 3-1 and 3-2, respectively.l

The Project site surrounds the existing Second Harvest Food Bank warehouse on three sides. In
addition, the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) owns an approximately 21-acre
parcel on the southwestern boundary of the Project site, which is conceptually planned for a
future OCTA rail maintenance facility.

1 Asdiscussed in Section 1.8 of this EIR, the location of the Project site was identified in the Pre-Annexation Agreement
but the precise boundaries of the parcel had not been established. The final alignment of Marine Way is required before
this can occur because minor variants in the roadway alignment would result in changes to the size and configuration
of the County property west and southwest of Marine Way. Minor changes to the Property boundary are anticipated
as part of the true-up process. However, the technical studies prepared for this EIR evaluated the full 108 acres
depicted in the exhibits in the document. Recognizing there was potential for the boundary to shift, some studies, such
as cultural resources and biological resources provided a buffer area as part of their site surveys.
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Project Description

3.3

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Section 15124(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires “[a] statement of objectives sought by
the proposed project. A clearly written statement of objectives will help the lead agency develop
a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and would aid the decision makers in
preparing findings or a statement of overriding considerations, if necessary. The statement of
objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project”. Not only is a project analyzed
in light of its objectives, compatibility with project objectives is one of the criteria used in
selecting and evaluating a reasonable range of project alternatives. Clear project objectives
simplify the selection process by providing a standard against which to measure project
alternatives.

The following objectives have been identified for the Project:

1.

10.

11.

Fully utilize this County real estate asset to generate new sources of revenue for the
County and stimulate economic commerce in the City.

Enhance the condition of the Project site so it is compatible with and enhances the quality
of the viewshed from the Orange County Great Park (OCGP) and the adjacent land uses.

Build a project using environmental stewardship and sustainability principles through
measures that promote linkages to transportation and transit networks.

Promote sustainability through the development of a mix of commercial, residential, and
visitor-serving uses that are located in close proximity to existing residential and
employment opportunities, public transit, and recreational amenities.

Promote brownfield development opportunities as a means of decreasing the region’s
dependency on the automobile, reducing associated air pollution and greenhouse gas
emissions, and preserving natural open space areas by locating the mixed-use
development on a previously developed site in proximity to existing and planned
employment-generating uses, recreational and cultural amenities, residences, transit
service, and along transportation corridors.

Develop infill improvements that facilitate mixed use opportunities that can consume less
land and energy per housing unit and square footage of development compared to a
conventional suburban development, and therefore result in fewer associated
greenhouse gas emissions.

Provide employment-generating uses near or with amenities and services that will
support the work force (e.g., recreation, retail, and housing opportunities).

Revitalize the underutilized Project site through implementation of an innovative
development, near transit and compatible uses that will contribute to meeting the
regional demand for employment, service and residential uses.

Promote sustainability by re-purposing and adaptively reusing existing materials on the
site to the extent practical.

Promote use of alternative modes of travel such as biking trails and walkways that link
residential, parks, retail, and commercial areas.

Provide public space within the Project to support community activities.

3-2
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The Project proposes to achieve these objectives through the implementation of a mixed-used,
low-impact design (LID) consisting of multi-use (office), residential, community commercial and
hotel uses. The Project is intended to maximize the benefit derived from proximity to the Irvine
train station (Irvine Station) located less than a half mile from the Property and the OCGP. The
Development Plan would be used to guide future development on the Project site.

3.4  PROJECT PROCESSING

According to Sections 53090-53091 of the California Government Code, counties and cities are
exempt from zoning regulations when one entity owns territory within the jurisdiction of
another entity. Additionally, according to Section 7-9-20(i) of the Orange County Zoning Code
(Orange County Municipal Code, Title 7, Land Use and Building Regulations; Division 9, Planning;
Article 2, The Comprehensive Zoning Code), land owned or leased by the County is not subject
to the County’s land use regulations, including the Zoning Code, specific plans, and planned
communities. Further, Section 2.2.4 of the Property Tax Transfer and Pre-Annexation Agreement
(Pre-Annexation Agreement) provides that the “County shall retain exclusive land use control
over [its parcels within the Former MCAS El Toro], and shall be entitled to place any development
upon said parcels that County shall determine to be desirable for County’s needs, as though said
property remained unincorporated, without the obligations for payment to Irvine of any permit
fees or other mitigation/impact fees.”

The Orange County Board of Supervisors is the decision-making body for the Project. The Board
of Supervisors will consider whether to certify the Final Program EIR and to adopt findings
relative to the Project’s environmental effects. It will then consider whether to approve or deny
the Project. If the Project is approved by the County, consistent with the Pre-Annexation
Agreement, the Orange County Board of Supervisors may recommend changes to the City
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance consistent with that approval. In accordance with the Pre-
Annexation Agreement, the City Council will then consider the requested amendments to the City
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. The Development Plan is appended to this EIR and, will
serve as the source of information regarding the use and development of the Project site.

The proposed land uses, development standards, circulation network, design guidelines,
processing requirements and development intensities for the Project site are identified in the
Development Plan, which would be approved and implemented by the County. The Development
Plan would serve as the planning document that will be used to evaluate specific development
proposals for consistency with the approved Project goals, vision, and requirements. The vision
and elements of the Development Plan would be implemented by the design guidelines in Section
2 and development standards in Section 3 of the Development Plan. If design guidelines and
development standards are in conflict, the provisions of the development standards would
prevail.

All development proposed in the Project area would be subject to the implementation
procedures established in the Development Plan in addition to the applicable local, State, and
federal accessibility regulations. The implementation procedures are identified in Section 4 of
the Development Plan.

The Development Plan would be implemented through a development review process, overseen
by the County of Orange/CEO Real Estate/Land Development. A Level |, I, or III Review process,
as defined below and in the Development Plan, would be required prior to any development or
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use of the Project site, except as otherwise noted in Section 4, Implementation, of the
Development Plan. The review processes for future developments within the Project area are
depicted in Table 3-1, below.

TABLE 3-1
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS

Courtesy Review
Development Review Approving Authority Process Type Required? 2
Manager, CEO Real
Level I Review Estate/Land Administrative Yes
Development (or
designee)
Level Il Review Chief Real Es.tate Officer Administrative Yes
(or designee)
Level III Review El Toro Review Board Hearing Yes

Abbreviation: CEO: County Executive Office

a  The Courtesy Review would include anyone on the Interested Party List, which will include the City of Irvine, and
other individuals or groups that have requested in writing to be included on the Interested Party List. The list is
maintained by the Manager, CEO Real Estate/Land Development.

Source: El Toro, 100-Acre Parcel Development Plan, 2016

Level I Review. The purpose of a Level | Review Permit is to provide for the administrative
review of detailed plans for a proposed development design and/or use. Where the approving
authority for a Level I Review is not otherwise specified, the Manager of Land Development (or
his/her designee) would be the approving authority for a Level I Review. A hearing would not be
required for this action.

Level II Review. The purpose of a Level Il Review is to provide for a more thorough
administrative review of detailed development plans for certain development designs and/or
uses specified in the Development Plan. The Chief Real Estate Officer (or his/her designee) would
be the approving authority for a Level Il Review. A hearing would not be required for this action.

Level III Review. Deviations in excess of 20 percent from applicable development standards
may be approved for a building site through a Level III Review. Level III Reviews would require
a hearing before the El Toro Review Board with public notification, as required. A public meeting
would be scheduled in compliance with provisions of the Development Plan.

The El Toro Review Board would consist of five members, each appointed by the Chief Real
Estate Officer for a three-year term. Upon completion of the term, members can be reappointed,
as long as the total term of an individual Board member does not exceed three consecutive terms.
For more detail, refer to Section 4.3.3.5, El Toro Review Board, of the Development Plan.
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3.4.1 ROLE OF DEVELOPMENT PLAN

The Project proposes approval of a Development Plan for the El Toro, 100-Acre Parcel. The
Development Plan would be used to guide future development on the Project site. This
Development Plan contains details development standards and design guidelines to ensure a
comprehensively planned Project. The main purpose of the Development Plan is to provide
direction on the overall amount of development and permitted land uses; provide the general
standards for internal streets, parking, building types, improvements, and landscape; and set
overall height and density/intensity limits for the Project site. The Development Plan includes
development standards and design guidelines that are generally consistent with the City’s 8.1
Trails and Transit-Oriented District (TTOD), a zoning district, found within the City’s Zoning
Code and creates a framework for design and development that would occur over an extended
period of time.

The Development Plan includes development standards to guide builders, architects, and
engineers in Project design. The development standards are specified in Section 3, Development
Standards, of the Development Plan. These development standards also form the basis of
evaluation for review and approval of future development parcels through the development
review process and would be used by the County when reviewing the designs and landscape of
the individual developments to ensure consistency with the goals, vision, and requirements of
the Development Plan.

The design guidelines would be the design criteria by which the Project would be reviewed
during the development review process. The design guidelines are intended to be flexible, while
establishing basic evaluation criteria for the preparation and review of future applications as
part of the development review process.

3.4.2 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN

Procedures and application requirements for processing specific projects within the
Development Plan limits are included in Section 4, Implementation, of the Development Plan,
which is provided as Appendix A of this Program EIR. The Development Plan would be
implemented through Level I, II, and IIl Reviews, processed by the Manager, CEO Real
Estate/Land Development. This process is required prior to the taking of actions with respect to
the Project site such as the issuance of certain applicable permits or the establishment of certain
uses. ?

For any details, standards, or procedures not covered by the Development Plan, the Chief Real
Estate Officer may incorporate codified details, standards, and procedures into the Development
Plan. The new language incorporated into the Development Plan cannot conflict with any
existing design guidelines and/or development standards. If there is a conflict, an amendment to
the Development Plan may be required. Language incorporated by the Chief Real Estate Officer
may be appealed to the El Toro Review Board.

2 These permits are precise plans of development that provide for administrative review or a public hearing prior to the
taking of any action on the detailed final plans for a proposed development or use. Section 4.3.1 of the Development
Plan describes the various development reviews and when they are required.
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Since the Project will be processed through the County, the County will be responsible to monitor
the implementation of the Project. The development of the Project is subject to specific limits as
indicated in Section 3.4, Maximum Allowable Development, of the Development Plan. The precise
allocation of density and type of development would be determined as the Development Plan
area is built out.

3.5 DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL

The overall land use concept for the Development Plan provides for a mix of uses that takes
advantage of the site’s proximity to the OCGP and the Irvine Station. The character of the Project
would be generally similar to other development within the City. The land uses considered in the
Development Plan and the design guidelines and development standards contained therein are
generally consistent with zoning designation 8.1 TTOD of the City’s Zoning Code.

3.5.1 PROPOSED LAND USE

The Development Plan proposes to divide the Project site into three primary use districts:
Residential District; Mixed-Use District; and Commercial District. This EIR uses the Conceptual
[llustrative Site Plan depicted in the Development Plan. This concept plan shows one of the many
possible development scenarios that would be compatible with this Development Plan. However,
the Development Plan includes flexibility as to the types and amounts of different uses allowed
within each district.

The Conceptual Illustrative Site Plan further divides these districts into 30 planning areas
(20 numbered planning areas and 10 lettered planning areas®). Open space is provided
throughout the Project site. Each of these use Districts and the open space component of the
Project are further discussed below. Exhibit 3-3, Conceptual Framework Plan, and Exhibit 3-4,
Land Use Plan, depict the Project components and the location of the districts, planning areas,
and the open space system throughout the Project site. It should be noted that the exhibits, which
are taken from the Development Plan, reflect the approved uses located north of Marine Way in
the OCGP, even though these adjacent uses are not currently developed.

The Development Plan establishes a maximum amount of development allowed on the Project
site, which is shown in Table 3-2. Recognizing the Project would be implemented over a period
of years, the land use regulations contained in the Development Plan allow for flexibility in the
location, mix, and intensity of uses. As market demands change and as businesses expand or
contract over time, and subject to those maximum intensities and identified equivalency
calculations, the Development Plan provides for a range of residential, office, and commercial
uses to accommodate potential changes in the residential market and business environment. The
proposed land use regulations and development standards are discussed in greater detail in
Section 3, Development Standards, of the Development Plan and key points are summarized
below.

3 Letter Planning Areas are associated with open space and do not permit development other uses permitted in the Open
Space zone in the Development Plan.
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TABLE 3-2
EL TORO, 100-ACRE PARCEL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
PROPOSED USES
Land Use Development Size

Residential 2,103 dwelling units 2

Retail 220,000 square feet

Office 1,876,000 square feet

Hotel 242 rooms

a  Live/Work or Shopkeeper units are considered 1 dwelling unit. The work area within these units
do not count toward retail or office square footage.

b Includes up to 20,000 square feet of meeting space. Meeting space does not count towards the
maximum allowable development identified in this table.

Source: El Toro, 100-Acre Parcel Development Plan, 2016

Exhibit 3-5 provides a Conceptual Site Plan, which is compatible with the Development Plan. The
Development Plan (Section 3.5, Table 3-3) defines uses for each of the land use districts by the
following categories:

e Permitted Uses. Uses that do not require any type of discretionary action.
e Level I Review Required. Uses that require an administrative review of detailed plans.

e Level Il Review Required. Uses that require a more thorough administrative review of
detailed plans.

As previously indicated, Level I1I Review is required for deviations in excess of 20 percent from
applicable development standards and would require a hearing before the El Toro Review Board
with a public meeting. In addition to the uses permitted, the Development Plan also identifies the
prohibited land uses.

Residential District

The Residential District is located on the northwestern portion of the Project site. In addition to
residential uses, this district may also include office, hotel, and retail uses compatible with the
urban, residential vision of this district. The Residential Design Guidelines within the
Development Plan provide for a range of residential rental products, which are discussed below.
The Project proposes a residential density of up to 80.0 dwelling units/acre (du/ac) in individual
planning areas within the Project site, which is higher than other developments within the City’s
PA 51. However, even if an individual project may have a density of up to 80.0 du/ac, the overall
density of the Project’s Residential District would not exceed 50 du/ac, which is consistent with
the maximum density within the PA 51.

Live/Work and Shopkeeper Units are allowed in any of the various housing types and would be
considered one dwelling unit. The work areas within these units that meet standards specified
in the Development Plan do not count toward retail or office square footage. The Development
Plan provides images of examples of each of the housing types.
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Low-Rise Attached Housing Type

The Low-Rise Attached Housing Type is an attached housing type that generally has a density of
up to 30 du/ac and can be typically up to 4 stories tall. The housing in this category may include
various architectural styles and external building materials. This housing type include, but would
not be limited to, the following products:

e Townhomes. In-line, attached single-family residences facing a drive or a street.

e Attached Motor Court Cluster. Attached single-family residences clustered around a
common tub alley.

e Attached Green Court Cluster. Attached single-family residences clustered around a
green court.

e Stacked Flats or Lofts (or Combination Thereof). An apartment or condominium
building consisting of flats, lofts, and /or townhomes

The defining characteristics of each of these styles is discussed in Section 2, Design Guidelines,
of the Development Plan.

Mid-Rise Attached Housing Type

This housing type features attached residences that are generally up to 5 stories and have a
density of up to 80.0 du/ac. The housing in this category may include various architectural styles
and external building materials. This housing type includes, but would not be limited to, the
following products:

e Wrap Buildings. Attached flats, lofts and/or townhomes oriented around a parking
structure.

e Podium Buildings. Attached flats, lofts, and/or townhomes located above a parking
structure and that may be oriented around a common open space.

The residences within this housing type may include Live/Work units, which would be
considered one dwelling unit. The work areas within these units that meet standards specified
in the Development Plan do not count toward retail or office square footage. The defining
characteristics of Wrap and Podium Buildings are discussed in Section 2, Design Guidelines, of
the Development Plan.

Mixed-Use Housing Type

Mixed-use buildings feature retail, commercial, or office uses on all or a portion of the first one
or two stories with housing on the upper levels. This housing type generally has a maximum of
5 stories and a density of up to 80.0 du/ac. The residences within this housing type may include
wrap buildings, podium buildings, or mixed-use buildings. The residences within this housing
type may include Live/Work or Shopkeeper units, which would be considered one dwelling unit.
The work areas within these units that meet standards specified in the Development Plan do not
count toward retail or office square footage. The defining characteristics of wrap buildings and
podium buildings are discussed in Section 2, Design Guidelines, of the Development Plan.
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Mixed-Use District

The Mixed-Use District would have a central location within the Project, and the potential
adaptive re-use of Building 317 may be a major component of the Mixed Use District. This district
may include commerecial, retail and hotel uses, as well as residential and office uses compatible
with the urban, mixed-use vision of the Mixed Use District. Residential uses in this district may
include the types of residential products discussed above. This district may also include iconic
features, such as the potentially-repurposed Building 317, as the centerpiece of the Project, an
optional pedestrian bridge that would connect the Project to OCGP, and private parks and public
plazas.

Commercial District

The Commercial District consists of business and medical office uses and is located in close
proximity to the Irvine Station to accommodate commuters. The Commercial District may
include residential, hotel, and retail uses compatible with the urban, commercial vision of this
district. Residential uses in this district may include the types of residential products allowed
within the Residential District. The Commercial District would also include iconic features, public
plazas/open space, and landscape zones, discussed below.

Open Space

Open Space would be provided in multiple locations throughout the Project site and would
include components such as the 2.5-acre park with active and/or passive recreational uses
located on Planning Area A, in the Residential District; the 0.9 acre passive park located on
Planning Area B, within the Residential District; and the 7.3 acre “Park within the Park” (Linear
Park) in Planning Areas C through ], fronting Marine Way along the Residential, Mixed-Use, and
Commercial Districts. The Project provides approximately 11 acres of parkland. In addition to
this amount, there would be community gathering areas and urban plazas. The Development
Plan identifies common open space, which would serve users of the community and is intended
to complement the adjacent OCGP. The location of the open space is shown on Exhibit 3-6,
Recreation and Open Space Plan. The design guidelines (provided in Section 2 of the
Development Plan) discuss the defining characteristics of the open space components. The
following three components would contribute toward required common open spaces.

¢ Planning Area A. Located between Planning Areas 19 and 20, this 2.5-acre area is
devoted to open space uses and is proposed as the primary active park space in the
Residential District. Programmed spaces could include a community gathering place,
shade pavilions, picnic areas, and a community garden. Recreational amenities consist of
outdoor exercise equipment or game tables. A children’s play area can be incorporated
into this space.

e Planning Area B. This 0.9-acre area would function as the Residential District’s primary
passive park space or other compatible open space use. This area would serve as a key
corridor connecting the Project’s central promenade to the OCGP. Programmed spaces
may include barbecue areas and less intense activity spaces such as bocce courts.
Walkways, benches, and tables would be some of the components of this feature.

EL TORO, 100-ACRE PARCEL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 3-9
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT



D:\Projects\LoweEnt\JO001\Graphics\EIR\EIToro\ex_RecreationAndOpenSpacePlan_20151210.ai

Ridge Valley

Cultural Terrace

OCTA Property

LEGEND

. Neighborhood Park

@ Centralized Gathering Hub

@ Active Park Space
@ Passive Park Space

.| e s
Qrine We
|
: |
PA-7 | PA-8 PA-9 ]
i i
.

|

PA -17 Second Harvest :

PA-19 PA-18 Building 317 (NAP/Existing) PA- 15 PA - 14 {f

SCRRA Rail Lines
To Irvine =i
Transportation
Existing Commercial Center

Source: El Toro, 100-Acre Parcel Development Plan, 2016

Recreation and Open Space Plan

Exhibit 3-6

El Toro, 100-Acre Parcel Development Plan EIR




Project Description

e “Park within the Park. An average 50-foot Linear Park along the north boundary of the
Projectsite (totaling 7.3 acres) along Marine Way would be provided adjacent to Planning
Areas 1 through 13 implementing the “Park within the Park” concept. This area is defined
as Planning Areas C through ] on Exhibit 3-4, Land Use Plan. This feature seeks to
complement the adjacent OCGP (located across Marine Way from the Project site), which
fronts the Project for approximately 1.5 miles. The programmed elements would include
an eight-foot wide multi-use trail, which would connect to the planned transit-oriented
district southeast of the Project site; rest areas; exercise equipment; or informal gardens.
This area would also allow for potential storm water treatment opportunities.

The following two components provide common open space but do not contribute toward the
required common open spaces defined in the Development Plan.

¢ Planning Areas 9 and 17. This area is proposed to be the community’s central gathering
place and may be connected to other districts through the promenade along the central
spine street. Building 317 may potentially be the central feature in this area. Some
components may include water features, outdoor lounge areas, and kiosks.

e Central Pedestrian Promenade. Located only on the northeast side of the central spine
street and within the right-of-way, this central feature would extend through the entire
length of the Project site, connecting all planning areas. Some of the programmed
elements may include pedestrian paths and bikeways, art features, a converted railway
feature with a railway history educational experience, kiosks, signage, and converted
periodic railcars.

3.5.2 INFRASTRUCTURE

The Project includes various on- and off-site infrastructure improvements to facilitate the
development. These improvements include, but are not limited to, the installation of potable and
recycled water lines, storm water detention and conveyance systems, electrical lines, phone
lines, gas lines, and sanitary sewers. The precise location of necessary infrastructure
improvements would be determined as part of the final design process and coordination with
the service providers. All infrastructure improvements are expected to be within the
development areas of the Project, properties that were previously developed and/or disturbed,
or within existing public rights-of-way.

Roadways

There are no roadways within the Project site designated on the Orange County Master Plan of
Arterial Highways (MPAH). Marine Way, an offsite roadway, which is designated on the MPAH,
serves as the Project site’s northeastern boundary. The circulation network internal to the
Project site is based on a grid network of local collector roads. The Circulation Plan (Exhibit 3-7)
includes a backbone roadway system to provide internal access and circulation within the
Project site and connects to the existing off-site roadway system. The circulation system has been
designed to accommodate estimated traffic volumes associated with the Project.

The design of the backbone street and developer access roads would consist of two-lane private
streets with on-street parking, where feasible. The Project also includes the extension of Ridge
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Project Description

Valley south of Marine Way, which is consistent with the City of Irvine General Plan, Master
Plan of Arterial Highways (Figure B-1).

Exhibit 3-7, Circulation Plan, depicts the five locations where it is anticipated that signals
would be located along Marine Way to provide access to the Project site: Ridge Valley, Great
Park Boulevard West4, the Residential District entry, the access for the mixed-use core, and
the Second Harvest Food Bank warehouse road. Signals at Ridge Valley and Great Park
Boulevard West are already planned by the City of Irvine to accommodate adjacent development.
The three additional signal locations have been identified based on preliminary traffic demand
for purposes of the DEIR analysis, but the need for signals (known as ‘signal warrants’) would be
demonstrated at the time precise land uses are proposed.

Parking is assumed to be available on both sides of the internal, backbone streets, unless
restricted due to intersection turning movements and/or sight distance requirements that
would result in the elimination of the on-street parking.

Street lights would be provided along the backbone streets in accordance with the Development
Plan for placement along the roadway based on a Project-specific streetlight pole height and
mast arm.

Drainage

The proposed site drainage patterns have been designed to closely match the existing drainage
patterns, wherever possible. The Project site currently drains into three separate San Diego
Creek Watershed tributaries (Marshburn, Bee Canyon, and Agua Chinon). Approvals from the
Orange County Flood Control District (OCFCD) would be required for any direct storm drain
connection to an existing flood-control facility (Bee Canyon Channel Double Box Culvert) or any
watershed diversion between Marshburn Channel Watershed and Bee Canyon Channel
Watershed or between the Bee Canyon Channel Watershed and the Agua Chinon Channel
Watershed.

The Project’s storm drain systems would be designed to comply with the County’s Drainage Area
Management Plan (DAMP) for South Orange County. It is anticipated that the Project will include
three major private storm drain systems that would serve as the backbone storm drain
improvements. The backbone storm drain systems would be designed to accept the 25-year
storm water runoff volume and would accommodate a 100-year storm event per the County’s
Local Drainage Manual guidelines. The backbone storm drain systems would be designed based
on an “allowed” maximum discharge rate into the backbone system from each planning area on
the Project site. Each planning area will be responsible for addressing the planning area storm
water runoff and an equivalent volume of storm water runoff for the adjacent backbone street
improvements. In addition, planning areas would be responsible for providing treatment of the
2-year, 24-hour storm event storm water runoff volume for the planning area before the storm
water enters the backbone storm drain system. The approximate location of the proposed
backbone storm drain facilities is depicted on Exhibit 3-8, Conceptual Drainage Infrastructure,
and described below. However, as part of the final design for each planning area, the individual

4 Great Park Boulevard West referenced herein and in all EIR exhibits is referred to as GP-1 in all City documents.
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developers will work with the County to select the preferred storm water treatment features for
the planning areas.

A backbone storm drain system would serve the development area west of Bee Canyon Channel;
itwould be located in the central spine roadway and would extend off site into the City and OCTA
property located west of the Project site. Storm water runoff in this private backbone storm drain
would eventually discharge into Marshburn Channel after connecting to an existing off-site 60-
inch storm drain culvert that crosses through California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans’) right-of-way under State Route (SR) 133. This offsite backbone system may also be
designed to accept storm water runoff from the approximately 21-acre OCTA parcel and/or the
City’s 1.6-acre parcel located west and southwest of the Project site before connecting to the
existing Caltrans storm drain line.

Storm water runoff from a portion of the Project site east of the Bee Canyon Channel double box
culvert will be diverted from the Marshburn Channel drainage system to the Bee Canyon Channel
drainage system due to proposed topography constraints.

Two backbone private storm drain lines are currently planned to serve the Project site located
east of the Bee Canyon Channel double box culvert. One system would be located in the central
spine private street right-of-way and the second would be located along the southern boundary
of the site.

Planning Area 14 located at the southeasterly corner of the Project area has several existing
storm drain inlets that connect to an existing storm drain line that conveys both on-site and off-
site storm water runoff to an Agua Chinon Channel storm drain line located along the north side
of the SCRRA rail lines. Refer to Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a description of the
two storm water diversions.

As each planning area is developed, the private storm drain lines would be connected to the
backbone private storm drain systems. The storm water runoff drainage design developed for
each planning area would require 100-year flood protection for all occupied structures
(residential, office, hotel, retail and mixed use) and the developer of each planning area would
be responsible to provide the storm drain improvements within each planning area. In addition,
the design for each individual planning area’s storm water detention system will address the
storm water detention requirement for each respective area and for any half-width
improvements for Project streets along the planning area boundary excluding Marine Way right-
of-way.

Water Quality Features

Since the Project site is located over the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB'’s)
designed El Toro Marine Base Groundwater Plume Protection Boundary area, infiltration of the
storm water runoff from the Project site will not be allowed. Alternative methods to address
County DAMP requirements for Low Impact Design (LID) have been developed as part of the
Best Management Practice (BMP) solutions for storm water runoff management and treatment.
The BMPs are discussed in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and are listed in
Appendix I-1.
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As part of the County’s DAMP requirements, the proposed storm drain improvements will
address any increase in the post development storm water runoff volume as compared to the
storm water runoff volume based on the existing conditions. In addition, the design would
include treatment of the 2-year 24-hour storm event that will address pollutants of concern
(suspended-solid/sediment, nutrients, heavy metals, pathogens such as bacteria/viruses,
pesticides, oil and grease, toxic organic compounds, trash and debris) from entering downstream
receiving drainage systems and water bodies. For backbone private streets, storm water bio-
filtration units will be installed upstream of proposed street catch basins to address storm water
runoff water quality requirements for the 2-year 24-hour storm event.

For each development planning area, the drainage system will address both storm water
detention and treatment. The planning area will have the flexibility to design their private
drainage system to satisfy then-current code requirements, and to blend into their project’s
design.

Storm water detention and treatment measures for the proposed public parks in Planning
Areas “A” and “B” and the proposed “Park-within-the-Park” greenbelt along Marine Way through
Planning Areas “C” through “]” will be required. This will be done as each of these open space
areas are phased into the development of the Project site. Additional detail is provided in
Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality.

Utilities

Public infrastructure utility facilities including, but not limited to, domestic water, recycled
water, sewer, electrical, gas, telephone, cable television, and other data communication systems
would have to be extended to the Project site from various off-site locations as described in
Section 4.15, Utilities and Service Systems. All new public utilities would be placed underground,
unless otherwise mandated to be installed above ground by the public utility provider. On-site
utilities would be principally located in the private street rights-of-way and in recorded
easements.

The only major off-site public utility improvement projects required to support development of
the Project site are the Irvine Ranch Water District’s (IRWD’s) proposed sewer line extension
along the southern property line; the Project’s proposed public utilities that run along the
northern boundary of the Second Harvest Food Bank warehouse property; and the connection
to public utilities within Marine Way.

Off-Site Infrastructure Improvements

A number of off-site infrastructure improvements are required to serve some or all of the Project
and would be provided as part of future backbone improvements. The locations of the proposed
improvements are depicted on Exhibit 3-9. The following off-site improvements would be
implemented as part of the Project:

e The on-site backbone private storm drainage system west of Bee Canyon would connect
to an existing Caltrans SR-133 60-inch drainage culvert at the southwest corner of the
former MCAS El Toro. This connection would require access through the adjacent City or
OCTA property. The connection will also run parallel the OCTA railroad right-of-way and
may require obtaining a permit from SCRRA due the proximity of the proposed storm
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A. The on-site backbone private storm drainage system west of Bee Canyon would connect to an existing Caltrans SR-133 60-inch drainage culvert at the southwest corner of the former MCAS EI Toro. This connection would require access through the
adjacent City and OCTA properties. The connection will also run parallel the OCTA railroad right-of-way and may require obtaining a permit from SCRRA due the proximity of the proposed storm drain improvements to the existing railroad lines. The
proposed storm drain construction will not impact the adjacent Irvine Company property immediately west of the former marine base or the existing Caltrans storm drain line.

B. Aconnection to an existing Agua Chinon Channel storm drain lateral drainage pipe, located near the southeast corner of the site and north of the OCTA railroad right-of-way property line would be required and may result in minor off-site improvements
to the existing storm drain lateral. Construction of the connection may require obtaining a permit from SCRRA due the proximity of the existing railroad lines to the proposed construction area and a drainage encumbrance from Five Point Communities.

C. Improvements to the future Marine Way would be required for the connection to existing public utilities within the future roadway, for the connection of backbone streets to Marine Way; for the installation of traffic signal improvements for new signalized
intersections; and for median improvements at intersection access locations to the Project site.

D. The Ridge Valley extension would be constructed south of Marine Way to the central spine street, which would be provided as part of the Project. This would require City right-of-way. This work would also include median improvements on Marine Way
to accommodate a left turn traffic movement into the Project site and traffic signal modification improvements to add a fourth leg to the planned three-leg signalized intersection, currently under construction.

E. Backbone roadway, storm drain, and public utility improvements within the existing Second Harvest Food Bank parcel would be required to accommodate the Project’s central spine roadway and backbone storm drain improvements. This work would
include the connection of Second Harvest Food Bank access, utility services, and on-site storm drain improvements for the County-constructed backbone infrastructure improvements. The IRWD Capital Improvement sewer line extension project may be
a separate IRWD project, but its installation may commence at the same time the County is constructing its infrastructure improvements across the Second Harvest Food Bank parcel.

F. If the Pedestrian Bridge is proposed and implemented as a component of the proposed Project connecting the Project site to the OCGP across Marine Way, bridge abutment on the north and south sides within the City street right-of-way as well as
within the OCGP property would be required.

B) Storm Drain Connection to
Agua Chinon System

Source: TAIT 2015

Off-Site Infrastructure Improvements

Exhibit 3-9

El Toro, 100-Acre Parcel Development Plan EIR




Project Description

drain improvements to the existing railroad lines. The proposed storm drain construction
will not impact the adjacent Irvine Company property immediately west of the former
marine base or the existing Caltrans storm drain line.

e A connection to an existing Agua Chinon Channel storm drain lateral drainage pipe,
located near the southeast corner of the site and north of the SCRRA rail line right-of-way
would be required and may result in minor off-site improvements to the existing storm
drain lateral. Construction of the connection may require obtaining a permit from SCRRA
due the proximity of the existing railroad lines to the proposed construction area and a
drainage encumbrance from Five Point Communities.

e Improvements to the future Marine Way would be required for the connection to existing
public utilities within the future roadway, for the connection of backbone streets to
Marine Way; for the installation of traffic signal improvements for new signalized
intersections; and for median improvements at intersection access locations to the
Project site.

e The Ridge Valley extension would be constructed south of Marine Way, as indicated in
the City’s Master Plan of Arterial Highways, to the central spine street, which would be
provided as part of the Project. This would require City right-of-way for a portion of the
improvements. This work would also include median improvements on Marine Way to
accommodate a left-turn traffic movement onto the Ridge Valley extension and traffic
signal modification improvements to add a fourth leg to the planned three-leg signalized
intersection, currently under construction.

e Backbone roadway, storm drain, and public utility improvements within the existing
Second Harvest Food Bank warehouse parcel would be required to accommodate the
Project’s central spine roadway and backbone storm drain improvements. This work
would include the connection of Second Harvest Food Bank warehouse access, utility
services, and on-site storm drain improvements for the County-constructed backbone
infrastructure improvements. The IRWD Capital Improvement sewer line extension
project may be a separate IRWD project, but its installation may commence at the same
time the County is constructing its infrastructure improvements across the Second
Harvest Food Bank warehouse parcel.

e If the Pedestrian Bridge is proposed and implemented as a component of the proposed
Project connecting the Project site to the OCGP across Marine Way, bridge abutment on
the north and south sides within the City street right-of-way as well as within the OCGP
property would be required.

The construction of a realigned Marine Way east of Sand Canyon Avenue would likely need to be
completed prior to full Project buildout; however, this improvement is the responsibility of Five
Point Communities and would be constructed in accordance with any existing agreements and
environmental clearances and permits.

3.5.3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

The Development Plan provides the regulatory framework for the design and development of
the Project site. The regulations provide specific Project planning, architectural design, and
landscape design provisions for all development on the Project site. While development
standards regulate design and development and establish the minimum standards and
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requirements for the phased development of the Project, design guidelines serve as a
supplement to the development standards to provide a design framework for landscape, streets,
and buildings. The full text of the design guidelines and development standards is contained in
Section 2, Design Guidelines, and Section 3, Development Standards, of the Development Plan,
which is provided in Appendix A of this EIR.

The following discussion provides an overview of key elements of the regulatory framework.

Parking Standards

Off-street parking for vehicles and bicycles would be provided throughout the Project site. Off-
street parking requirements are outlined in Section 3.9, Parking Standards, of the Development
Plan. Additionally, on-street parking within the Project boundaries would generally be allowed
on both sides of the internal roadways. Parking would be restricted at the approaches to
intersections due to intersection turning movements and sight distance requirements for safety
reasons. As outlined in section 3.9, on street parking may count towards the required non-
residential and residential visitor parking. When parking facilities serve two or more uses with
differing peak demands, reductions to the parking standards may be permitted.

Development Equivalency

The Project would be implemented over a period of years; therefore, the land use regulations
contained in the Development Plan allow for flexibility in the location, mix, and intensity of uses
to respond to changing community, the regional needs, and the market conditions over the
buildout of the Project. To accommodate this flexibility while maintaining balance of land uses,
proposed land uses may be transferred to other permitted uses as part of the development
review process. Table 3-3 identifies how additional intensity in one use may be increased with
the corresponding decrease in another use. The formula is based on the number of trips
generated per land use, which is derived from the 2014 Irvine Transportation Analysis Model
(ITAM), version 12.4.

TABLE 3-3
EQUIVALENCY TABLE
Equivalency Ratio (i.e., to Convert to These Land Use Types)
Residential Retail Office Hotel
(du) (1,000 sf) (1,000 sf) (rooms)
Residential (du) - 0.252 0.701 0.572
From These | potail (1,000 sf) 3.965 - 2.268 2.781
Land Use -
Types: Office (1,000 sf) 1.749 0.441 - 1.226
Hotel (rooms) 1.426 0.360 0.816 -
Maximum Increase Allowed Per Use 375 du 44,000 sf 335,000 sf 40 rooms

sf: square feet; du: dwelling unit

Example: 100 hotel rooms could convert to approximately 36,000 square feet of retail floor area (100 x 0.36 x 1,000 =
36,000), or could convert to approximately 142 residential dwelling units (100 x 1.426 = 142) or could convert to
approximately 81,600 square feet of office (100 x 0.816 x 1,000 = 81,600).

Source: El Toro, 100-Acre Development Plan, 2016
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Table 3.3 limits the amount of intensity that may be transferred from one use to another. Each
use category may exceed the maximum development allowed as indicated in Table 3.1 of the
Development Plan by the “Maximum Increase Allowed Per Use,” subject to a corresponding
reduction in intensity of another use category.

Development Standards and Setback Requirements

The Project’s development standards establish the minimum criteria for the development of
individual lots within the development area. Specific standards are described on Table 3-4,
Development Standards, below.

TABLE 3-4
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
Hotel and Retail Commercial Office
Standard Residential Developments2 | DevelopmentsP Developments ¢
) . 80.0 du/ac per development;
Maximum net density 50.0 du/ac average N/A N/A
Maximum net FAR¢ N/A 2.0 4.0 per development;
2.0 average
Minimum site size 1 acre 1 acre 1 acre
Maximum site coverage 85% 50% 50%
Maximum building 90 feet 125 feet 220 feet
height
M1n1mum.51te 15% 15% 15%
landscaping
. . . A minimum of 100 sf
Minimum residential :
oDen space ¢ of open space per unit N/A N/A
pen sp (either private or common)
Building separation 6 feet 0 20 feet

du/ac: dwelling units per acre; N/A: not applicable; FAR: floor area ratio; sf: square feet

a  Includes mixed-use developments with at least one story of retail or office uses and residential units above the retail
or office uses.

Includes mixed-use developments with hotel and residential units.

Includes mixed-use developments with at least one story of retail uses and office uses above the retail uses.
Parking structures are not included in FAR and site coverage calculations.

Private balconies shall have a minimum dimension of 5 feet and private patios shall have a minimum dimension of
7 feet to count towards the open space requirements. Common open space areas shall have a minimum dimension
of 20 feet to count towards this requirement. These are in addition to the required common open space identified in
Section 3.3.1, Common Open Space, of the Development Plan.

Source: El Toro, 100-Acre Parcel Development Plan, 2016

o o o o

The required minimum setbacks for the development area are shown in Exhibit 3-10, Minimum
Setbacks. The intent of the setback requirements is to reinforce and protect the character of the
public streets and to create a pedestrian-scaled street scene. The setback standards range from
no setback requirement in front of Building 317 and along the “Park within the Park” (Linear
Park) parcels abutting Marine Way to 15 feet along the northwestern boundary of the site. More
detailed information on setback requirements and permitted setback encroachments is provided
in Sections 3.6, Minimum Building Setbacks, and 3.7, Setback Encroachments, of the
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Development Plan. The permitted encroachments are intended to allow for architectural
variation on facades to create an interesting street scene. In all cases, all encroachments shall
comply with the California Building Code (CBC) as well as applicable codes and standards.

3.5.4 CONCEPTUAL GRADING PLAN

The existing foundations for the warehouse buildings or other existing structures and
improvements on the Project site that are not to be repurposed would be removed as necessary.
The foundation footprints would then be excavated to competent native material and backfilled
under the observation of and after testing by the Geotechnical Engineer.

Highly compressible/collapsible materials on site would be removed from fill areas or where
exposed at final grade and replaced with engineered fill. The exact extent of removals will be
determined during grading when direct observation and evaluation of materials are possible.

An estimated 925,000 cubic yards of cut and fill, including subterranean parking for some lots,
may be associated with site preparation, development of building pads, preparation of roadway
subgrades, and bridge abutments. The Conceptual Grading Plan provides for the cut and fill to be
balanced on site. However, to ensure a worse case analysis, an import or export of 25,000 cubic
yards (cy) of soil in each of the two grading phases was evaluated to address the potential
impacts should it be determined during grading that some of the material is not suitable as
engineering fill. It is estimated the depth of removals would range between 5 and 24 feet below
ground surface (bgs), dependent on the type of improvement. The Conceptual Grading Plan is
depicted on Exhibit 3-11.

It is anticipated that the planning areas would initially be mass graded to create one percent
sloping pads to accommodate storm water runoff with one-foot berms along the perimeter of
the pads to prevent runoff flow into the adjacent planning areas or private streets right-of-ways.
Each building pad would also include a storm water desilting basin to prevent transport of silt
to downstream waterways. As part of the phased development of the proposed Project,
developers would complete the precise grading for each planning area.

3.5.5 MASTER LANDSCAPE PLAN

The proposed landscape concept would cater to the character of each District and community in
the Project site. The landscape and hardscape materials and the planting design would reflect
the theme of each District. The Project is intended to achieve a visual balance between the built
form and the landscape through the introduction of street trees, open space areas, parks, and
plazas. This concept is depicted on Exhibit 3-12, Landscape Framework Diagram and
Exhibit 3-13, Street Tree Hierarchy Plan.

The streetscape would also establish a sense of the District, the location, and the built
environment. Streetscape concepts would also reinforce community character and blend with
various land uses.

A diverse palette of plant materials to be used throughout the Project is included in the
Development Plan (Table 2.1, Community Plant Palette). The plant palette is identified in
Section 3.14, Landscape and Irrigation, of the Development Plan. The palette is created with
sensitivity to the Southern California climate, use of non-invasive species, and water-efficient
landscape practices.
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3.5.6 OTHER PROJECT ELEMENTS

Identity Markers

The Development Plan identifies Project elements such as gateways and monuments to provide
locational cues and identification for visitors. Gateways and monuments would be completely
located in Planning Areas C, D, E, F, G, H, 1, ], 9, and 17 (Exhibit 3-4, Land Use Plan), or within the
right-of-way, except for Marine Way and Ridge Valley, unless an encroachment permit or other
approval is obtained. The design and location of the gateway monuments would be outside of
the “Limited Use Area”, as defined in Section 3.10.1, Intersection Sight Line Standards, and in
compliance with Section 2.5.2.4, Project Gateway Monuments, of the Development Plan.

Signage

Signage on the Project site would also be used to create an identity for the Development Plan.
Provisions for the size, nature, and overall regulation for signage is presented in the
Development Plan (specifically, Section 3.12, Signage; Table 3.7, Permitted Sign Matrix; and
Section 2.10, Signage Guidelines).

Wireless Facility Standards

Section 3.13, Wireless Facility Standards, of the Development Plan provides detailed provisions
that would guide the location, number, size, and design of the wireless technology components,
as they would significantly influence the visual environment of the Project. The development
standards comply with the Communications Act of 1934, as amended by the
Telecommunications Act of 1996; applicable regulations of the Federal Communications
Commission; and State law.

Optional Iconic Pedestrian Bridge Feature

The Project may include a centrally located pedestrian bridge that provides direct connection to
the OCGP without vehicular interruptions. This connection would serve as a unique pedestrian
gateway into and out of the Project’s mixed-use core. The vision is a land bridge which
incorporates hardscape and landscape elements. Exhibit 3-14, Iconic Pedestrian Bridge Feature,
is a section graphic that depicts an example of this type of iconic Project connector.

Interim and Temporary Land Uses

Recognizing that the site would not be developed all at once, the Development Plan provides for
interim uses for those portions of the site where no construction has occurred (except for repair
of existing facilities). Interim uses may include:

e Above-grade agriculture

e Parking of vehicles and/or recreational vehicles

e Green power generation

e Any accessory or related uses to support or complement the uses listed above

3-18 EL TORO, 100-ACRE PARCEL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
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e Temporary commercial coaches or modular trailers

e Any other interim use approved by the Manager, CEO Real Estate/Land Development

Temporary uses may include installation of interim agricultural water services, buildings,
structures, and uses permitted during construction and initial residential unit sales and/or
leasing with the location of such use (i.e., subject to the approval of the Manager, CEO Real
Estate/Land Development) and the facilities to accommodate holiday sales (e.g., Christmas tree
and pumpkin sales) and open air festivals (e.g., farmer’s market). Holiday sales and open air
festivals could occur throughout the life of the development.

3.5.7 CITY GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND ZONE CHANGE

Upon Project approval and consistent with the Pre-Annexation Agreement, the Orange County
Board of Supervisors would recommend changes to the City General Plan and Zoning Ordinance
consistent with that approval. In accordance with the Pre-Annexation Agreement, the City
Council would then consider the requested amendments to the City General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance. The following identifies the anticipated modifications to the City General Plan and
Zoning Ordinance. No amendments to the County General Plan and Zoning Ordinance are
required to implement the Project.

City of Irvine General Plan Amendment

Although not required to implement the Project, the General Plan Amendment would include
revisions to Table A-1, Maximum Intensity Standards by Planning Area, in the City of Irvine
General Plan’s Land Use Element to reflect the Project and the land use conversions within the
proposed 8.1C zone.> Minor revisions are also incorporated into the footnotes of Table A-2, Non-
Regulatory Maximum Intensity Standards: Land Use Acreage by Planning Area, of the City of
Irvine General Plan Land Use Element (Irvine 2015a 2015b).

Please note, the proposed revisions to the text of the General Plan (Table A-1 and Table A-2
footnotes) are shown below in “track changes” (underlined for new text to be added and strike
threugh for the text to be deleted).

Table A-1, Maximum Intensity Standards by Planning Area - General Plan
Footnotes

16. Maximum Square Footages for Multi-Use

Non-Residential Conversions: The Heritage Fields Project 2012 General Plan Amendment
and Zone Change Traffic Analysis, approved November 26, 2013, subsequent traffic
analysis amending those assumptions, analyzed 1,318,200 square feet of Multi-Use
(Office) in Planning Area 51. If any other non-residential land uses within 8.1 TTOD
zoning district are proposed in-lieu of Multi-Use (Office), the square footage may be
adjusted accordingly within the General Plan Table A-1 without the need for a General

5  The City Zoning Code’s 8.1 TTOD land use category distinguishes an 8.1A and 8.1B TTOD designation for specific areas
within the City of Irvine. A new land use category, 8.1C TTOD, is proposed to clearly distinguish the Project site from
other areas within the City of Irvine and to identify trips, permitted uses, and processing procedures unique to the
Project.
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17.

18.

26.

Plan Amendment. Furthermore, the 1,876,000 square feet of Multi-Use (Office) within

Planning Area 51 for the County of Orange may be adjusted or modified, pursuant to the
El Toro, 100-Arce Parcel Development Plan, as approved and implemented by the County
of Orange, without the need for a General Plan Amendment.

The £233;000-797,000 square feet in Institutional /Public Facilities in Planning Area 51
includes 122,500 square feet for Orange County Transit Authority facilities; 366,006

squarefeetfor County-of Orange facilities; 263,000 127,000 square feet for warehousing

for homeless providers; 468,000 square feet of institutional uses; 26,000 square feet of
sports park; and 53,500 square feet of remote airport terminal.

In order to develop at the maximum intensities for the Heritage Fields project within
Planning Area 51, the property owner for the Heritage Fields project has entered into a
development agreement, (recorded on July 12, 2005), which requires the dedication of
land and the development or funding of infrastructure improvements in excess of the
City’s standard requirements, and the commitment to long-term maintenance of public
facilities. This agreement was amended by the Amended and Restated Development
Agreement adopted pursuant to City Council Ordinance 09-09.

On July 12, 2005, the City and Heritage Fields LLC executed the Great Park Development
Agreement that vested Heritage Fields' right to develop 3,625 base units in Planning
Areas 30 and 51 (now referred to as Planning Area 51 with the 2012 General Plan
Amendment and Zone Change). The November 6, 2008 Planning Commission approval of
the Master Affordable Housing Plan and the Density Bonus Application granted the right
to develop 1,269 density bonus units in Planning Areas 30 and 51 (now referred to as
Planning Area 51 with the 2012 General Plan Amendment and Zone Change). The City
Council later approved the Density Bonus Agreement on August 9, 2009 regarding the
implementation of the 1,269 density bonus units. The 2012 General Plan Amendment and
Zone Change increase the maximum number of base units to 7,037 (3,625 plus 3,412)
and the maximum number of density bonus units to 2,463 (1,269 plus 1,194) for a
maximum of 9,500 units for the Heritage Fields project.

The development intensity for the Multi-Use category includes 242 hotel rooms in
Planning Area 51. These 242 hotel rooms do not count towards the maximum Multi-Use

square footage designated for Planning Area 51.

The revisions to Table A-1 are shown on the following page.
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City of Irvine General Plan Land Use Element
Table A-1
Existing Maximum Intensity Standards by Planning Area

RESIDENTIAL MULTI-USE®R(15) INSTITUTIONAL® INDUSTRIAL COMMERCIAL ADDITIVE
Planning d Urban/Industrial@1 Maximum Maximum Planning
Area Estate Low Med l\:lhe h- High Unallocated 0-40 Square 0-40 Public Educational rban/Industria Research/ Community Neighborhood Regional® Regional Commercial Maximum Maximum Wf_th With Additive Area
Number 0-1 0-5 0-10 0_55 0-40 Residential DU Eeet DU Facility Sq. Facilit 30D.U./ Industrial Sq. | Commercial Commercial Sq. Commerecial Commercial Recreation D.U.EH) Square Feet D.U. Sq. Ft. Adlelve Sq. Ft. Number
D.U. D.U. D.U. o D.U. D.U.5) -~ -~ Ft. ¥ | acremin, | SauareFeet Ft. Sq. Ft. Ft. Sq. Ft. D.U. Sq. Ft. - Units
5116/17)(18)(26)(27) 0 0 0 0 0 0 7,037 1,318,200 0 1,233,000 0 0 0 3,364,000 220,000 0 0 0 0 7,037 6,135,200 2,463 0 9,500 6,135,200 | 51(16)(17)18)(26)(27)
TOTAL 400 | 10528 | 44,512 | 33,298 | 3,074 5382 | 8851 | 5859973 10,305 4,502,708 13,012,758 10,875 48,787,662 47,728,616 9,213,550 1,307,370 8,820,682 4,477 225,980 131,702 140,309,449 | 4,912 1,461,824 136,613 141,771,273
City of Irvine General Plan Land Use Element
Table A-1
Proposed Maximum Intensity Standards by Planning
RESIDENTIAL MULTI-USE®@5) INSTITUTIONAL® INDUSTRIAL COMMERCIAL ADDITIVE
. Urban/Industrial®(21) Maximum ) ,
Planning Med- ) . ) ) ) . . Maxi With Maximum Planning
Area Estate Low Med High High Unallocated 0-40 0-40 Public Educational 30 Square Feet Research/ Community Neighborhood Regional® Regional Commercial Maximum aximum it With Additive Sq. Area
Number 0-1 0-5 0-10 0-35 0-40 Residential DU Square Feet DU Facility Sq. Facilit D.U./ Industrial Sq. | Commercial Commercial Sq. Commercial Commercial Recreation D.U. 61D Square Feet D.U. Sq. Ft. Add\.t\ve Ft. Number
D.U. D.U. D.U. U D.U. D.U.29) ' e Ft. v acre Ft. Sq. Ft. Ft. Sq. Ft. D.U. Sq. Ft. - Units
o min.
5116/17)(18)(26)(27) 0 0 0 0 0 0 9,140 3,194,20000) 0 797,000 0 0 0 3,364,000 440,000 0 0 0 0 9,140 7,795,20000 2,463 0 11,603 7,795,20080 | 51(16)17)(18)(26)(27)
TOTAL 400 | 10528 | 44,512 | 33,298 | 3,074 5382 | 10954 | 7,616,123%0 10,305 | 4,066,708 13,012,758 | 10,875 48,787,662 47,728,616 9,433,550 1,307,370 8,820,682 4,477 225,980 133,805 141,969,449 4,912 1,461,824 138,716 143,431,273
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Table A-2, Maximum Intensity Standards: Land Use Acreage by Planning Area -
Footnotes

8. In order to develop at the maximum intensities for the Heritage Fields project within
Planning Area 51, the property owner for Heritage Fields has entered into a development
agreement (recorded on July 12, 2005), which requires the dedication of land and the
development or funding of infrastructure improvements in excess of the City's standard
requirements, and the long-term maintenance of public facilities. This agreement was
amended by the Amended and Restated Development Agreement adopted pursuant to
City Council Ordinance 09-09.

Irvine Zoning Code Amendment

Although not required to implement the Project, the Project proposes changes to the City Zoning
Code to reflect the densities, intensities, and character of the Project ultimately approved by the
County Board of Supervisors. Exhibit 3-15 depicts the Existing Zoning Districts in PA 51. This
would be replaced with Exhibit 3-16, which shows the Proposed Zoning Districts in PA 51.
Though no changes are proposed, Exhibit 3-17 depicts the Great Park Neighborhood
Development Districts. Changes to Section 3-37-39, 8.1, TTOD, of the City Zoning Code would
include, but would not be limited to:

Sec. 3-37-39. - 8.1 Trails and Transit Oriented Development.

A. Intent.
8.1 CTTOD County of Orange 100-Acre Parcel (Planning Area 51)
B. Intensity standard.

1. 5.0 to 50.0 dwelling units per net acre. Within the 8.1C zoning district, individual
sites may have a density of up to 80.0 dwelling units per net acre, as long as the total
density for residential uses within the 8.1C zoning district does not exceed 50.0
dwelling units per net acre.

2. Excluding the 8.1C zoning district, Ftotal maximum development intensity shall not
exceed the building intensities described in Section 9-51-6(C) and shall not cause the
total maximum Average Daily Trips (ADT) in PA 51 to exceed 148,910 ADT, based
on the socio-economic-based trip generation (ADT) rates used to analyze the Orange
County Great Park traffic impacts, not including the ADT associated with the 1,269
density bonus units granted pursuant to state law, Section 2-3, and Planning
Commission Resolution No. 08-2926, and 1,194 density bonus units subsequently
granted pursuant to state law.

Total maximum development intensity for 8.1C shall not exceed the building

intensities described in Section 9-51-6(C) and shall not cause the total maximum
Average Daily Trips (ADT) generated by development within the 8.1C zoning district
to exceed 46,746 ADT, based on the socio-economic-based trip generation (ADT)
rates used to analyze the 100-Acre Parcel traffic impacts.

|~

G. Maximum site coverage

65% for non-residential and mixed-use, (8.1B and 8.1C - unlimited)
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Chapter 9-51. Planning Area 51 (Orange County Great Park)

Sec.

B.

Sec.

9-51-2. - Introduction.

Development. Of utmost importance to the City of Irvine is the development of the Orange
County Great Park at the former MCAS El Toro site in Planning Area 51. The site will serve
as a countywide asset consistent with the intent of the citizens of Orange County, who
adopted Measure W, the "Orange County Central Park and Nature Preserve Initiative", in
March 2002. The City also wishes to assure a financially viable development consistent
with the intent of Measure W with the orderly development of public infrastructure and
public open space amenities at no cost to the local taxpayer. Within Planning Area 51, the
Orange County Great Park plan includes habitat preservation, wildlife corridor,
education, open space, recreation, institutional and other public-oriented land uses as
well as opportunities for the private development of medical and science, community
commercial, residential, and mixed-use development. In order to develop the uses and at
the intensities of the development shown in Section 9-51-3 Statistical Summary, the
Mmaster Ddeveloper of Great Park Neighborhoods has entered into an Amended and
Restated Development Agreement which requires the dedication of land and the
development of infrastructure improvements in excess of the City's standard
requirements, and the commitment to long-term maintenance of public facilities. Interim
activities will occur on the site by private parties and prior to the complete development
of the land. These activities may include agricultural and nursery operations, open
storage, and reuse of aviation hangars located in the southern portion of Planning Area
51 which could be appropriate for reuse as warehousing, manufacturing, or motion
picture production studios. Close proximity to the permanent open space areas may also
facilitate reuse of the hangars as museum, sports, cultural facilities, or other uses
consistent with the zoning of the site. Interim activities other than agriculture will be
allowed for a maximum period of five years through approval of an interim use permit.
Extensions of up to three years may be approved by the Director of Community
Development. Existing interim uses in Planning Area 51 approved prior to January 1,
2010 and new interim uses within the Orange County Great Park will be allowed for a 5
year term with up to three year extensions granted by the Director of Community
Development. Extensive materials reclamation activities related to the removal of the
runways, aprons, and taxiways, as well as the stockpiling and recycling of concrete and
other materials will also occur. Demolition of buildings will also occur as they become
obsolete, uneconomic to repair, or conflict with approved development plans.

9-51-3. - Statistical analysis.
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PLANNING AREA 51:
Maximum
Zoning OCGP Sub Land-Use Acres in Maximum Dwelling
Number Zoning Categories Category | Square Feet Units
Orange County Great Park
1.4 Preservation Wildlife Corrido 179
Open Space/Park 367
Spots Park 170 26,000
1.9 0OC Great Park
Drainage Corrido 229
Exposition Center 156 468,000
Great Park Neighborhoods
Community Commercial (D 220,000
Trails and Transit Residential (1) 9,500(2)
8.1/8.1B Oriented - -
Development Medical and Science (D 3,364,000
Multi-Use (D 1,319,200(5)
Miscellaneous
1.1 Exclusive Agriculture Agriculture 117(3)
1.4 Preservation Habitat Preservation 974
6.1 Institutional Institutional 13527 249,500 (4)
Trails and Transit . .
8.1 Oriented Transit Oriented 35 53,500
Development
Development
Trails and Transit
8.2 Oriented ARDA Transfer 131(6)
Development
Community Commercial @
, 7 220,000 0
Trails and Transit (Retail)
8.1C(9) Oriented Residential @ 0 2,103
Development Hotel @ (8) @8
Multi-Use (Office) [vA) 1,876,000 0
- - Major Roadways 185
6; 1 3 512 g g 9;5‘0‘0
Totals 47041 77952000 | 11.84500@

(4) Includes 122,500 square feet for institutional facilities;,—306,000-square—footfor
County-Haeilities; and 263;000-127,000 square feet of "McKinney Act" warehousing.

7) 108 acres of proper

8) Includes 242 hotel rooms

in PA 51 is zoned 8.1C TTOD

(9) Maximum intensities in one or more of the use categories within the 8.1C Zone may

be adjusted by a corresponding decrease in one or more use categories, as defined in

the El Toro, 100-Acre Parcel Development Plan.
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Notes on Maximum Intensities: In order to develop the permitted uses and intensities for Planning
Area 51, the Mmaster Ddeveloper of Great Park Neighborhoods has entered into the Amended
and Restated Development Agreement pursuant to City Council Ordinance No. 09-09, which
requires the dedication of land and the development of infrastructure improvements in excess
of the City's standard requirements, and the commitment to long-term maintenance of public
facilities (Section 9-51-2).

Sec.  9-51-6. - Special Development Requirements.

A.  Affordable housing. With the exception of the 8.1C zoning district, Ssee Chapter 2-3
Affordable Housing Implementation Procedures.

8.1 Trails and Transit Oriented Development Zoning District Intensity.

With the exception of the 8.1C zoning district, Fthe maximum residential intensity shall not
exceed 9,500 dwelling units. The maximum non-residential intensity in the Great Park
Neighborhoods OCGP sub land wuse category of the Trails and Transit Oriented
Development-zoning district shall not exceed: 220,000 square feet of Community Commercial,
3,364,000 square feet of Research and Development/Medical and Science, and 1,318,200 square
feet of Multi Use.

The maximum residential intensity within the 8.1C zoning district shall not exceed 2,103

dwelling units. The maximum non-residential intensity within the 8.1C zoning district shall not
exceed: 220,000 square feet of Community Commercial (retail), 1,876,000square feet of Multi

Use (office), and 242 hotel rooms. These maximum intensities within the 8.1C Zone may be
adjusted by a corresponding decrease in one or more use categories, as defined in the El Toro,
100-Acre Parcel Development Plan.

Development intensity in the Great Park Neighborhoods OCGP sub land use category shall be
recorded in a Trails and Transit Oriented Development District Development Intensity Database

and monitored administratively by the Director of Community Development following the
master plan approval by the Planning Commission (E below). The following planning standards
shall apply throughout the 8.1 Trails and Transit Oriented Development zoning district:

9. Total Average Daily Trips (ADT) shall not exceed the trip budget established for
the development within the Orange County Great Park (C below). With the
exception of projects within the 8.1C zoning district, Fthe developer shall provide
additional traffic analysis for the review and approval of the Director of
Community Development to support the consideration of trip reduction design
standards and integration with transit systems.

10. With the exception of the 8.1C zoning district, Nneighborhood parks shall be
provided in accordance with City of Irvine Park Code. Community Park

requirements shall be met through participation in the original dedication in the
Development Agreement adopted by the City in July 2005, as amended by the
Amended and Restated Development Agreement adopted pursuant to City
Council Ordinance 09-09. Neighborhood parks within the 8.1C zoning district

shall be provided in accordance with the El Toro, 100-Acre Parcel Development
Plan.

11. With the exception of the 8.1C zoning district, Tthe introduction of land uses that
are not specified in the permitted and conditionally permitted uses but fit within

3-26 EL TORO, 100-ACRE PARCEL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT



Project Description

the intent of the Trails and Transit Oriented Development zoning district
(Section 3-37-39) shall be encouraged subject to an initial determination by the
Director of Community Development and subsequently, subject to a conditional
use permit approved by the Planning Commission. Permitted and conditionally
permitted uses within the 8.1C zoning district and interpretation of these uses

shall be governed by the El Toro, 100-Acre Parcel Development Plan.

12. With the exception of the 8.1C zoning district, Pprior to approval of a master plan
for development of areas within the Trails and Transit Oriented Development

zoning district site (E below), the Planning Commission shall make a specific
finding that the master plan meets the intent of the Trails and Transit Oriented
Development zoning district planning standards.

Trip budget. Based on the socioeconomic-based trip generation average daily trip (ADT)
rates used to analyze the Orange County Great Park traffic impacts, the total trips for the
entire Orange County Great Park and Great Park Neighborhoods project areas are not to
exceed 148,910 ADT, notincluding the ADT associated with the 1,269 density bonus units
granted pursuant to state law, Section 2-3, and Planning Commission Resolution No. 08-
2926, and 1,194 density bonus units subsequently granted pursuant to state law.

Great Park Development Monitoring Database. The purpose of the Database is to monitor
the development intensity and trips in Planning Area 51 and update the allocated
intensity for all parcels as they develop.

a. The development in Planning Area 51 is subject to specific limits as follows:

3. Maximum daily vehicle trips - For all properties outside of the 8.1C zoning
district: 148,910 ADT, not including the ADT associated with any density bonus

units granted from time to time pursuant to state law and Section 2-3 of the
Zoning Ordinance (Affordable Housing Implementation Procedure), including
Planning Commission Resolution No. 08-2926 (Density Bonus Agreement).
Properties within the 8.1C zoning district shall have a maximum of 46,746 ADT.

b. In conjunction with the submittal of any of the following development applications
that allocates (or reallocates) development intensity: 1) subdivision map, 2) lot
merger, or 3) lot line adjustment or in conjunction with the submittal of a building
permit for properties located in PlanningArea51 the Great Park Neighborhoods, the
Mmaster Ddeveloper of Great Park Neighborhoods shall submit documentation to the
Director of Community Development identifying the following:

Review process. Prior to the commencement of any private development in the 1.9 Orange
County Great Park, 8.1 Trails and Transit Oriented Development (excluding the 8.1C
zoning district) or 6.1 Institutional zoning districts within Planning Area 51, the City shall
review and approve a master plan for the specific project, containing the following
information for the specific development proposed:

Reuse of existing facilities.

Prior to the issuance of occupancy permits for any existing structure, a fire life-safety
evaluation of the structure, including recommendations for improvements required for
compliance with current Building Codes adopted by the City (or County for properties

within the 8.1C zoning district) for the use of existing structures, and plans for any
required improvements shall be submitted to the Chief Building Official (or County’s
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Chief Building Official for properties within the 8.1C zoning district) for review and

approval.
Recycling operations.

The runways will be removed in a sequential manner. The removal of most-of the runway
paving is anticipated. Some portion of runway may be preserved for use as playing
surfaces and parking areas or for historic purposes. Demolition of the runways is to occur
in accordance conjunction with the phasing program adopted by the City and Master
Ddeveloper of Great Park Neighborhoods pursuant to the Amended and Restated Master
Implementation Agreement. Stockpiled material will be placed in designated areas and
distributed as required to provide aggregate for development projects. Once the material
has been used, the land will become available for development. Concrete recycling
facilities and stockpiling of demolished or recycled material are considered an
appropriate interim land use, subject to the approval of a minor conditional use permit.

Trails plan. In conjunction with the submittal of the master tract map the applicant for all
zoning districts (except for the 8.1C zoning district) shall submit a conceptual master
landscape and trails plan or a detailed exhibit depicting potential trail connections on site
to the City's existing or planned regional trail network.

In addition, in conjunction with subsequent tract maps, master plans or building permit
submittals, whichever comes first, the said applicant shall provide a specific and detailed
trails plan depicting the exact location, alignment and connectivity of on-site trails to the
City's existing or planned regional trail network.

Transit. Prior to the recordation of the first residential tract map in any Development
District (except Development District 8) in the Great Park Neighborhoods development,
the applicant shall prepare, fund, and work in cooperation with the City to develop a
transit study, consistent with the City's 30-year Transit Vision Plan approved by the City
Council in April 2009, ensuring that a route for the iShuttle is identified. At a minimum,
the route should circulate along "0" Street, Irvine Boulevard, and Marine Way (or similar)
and the study should contemplate a route circulating along "LQ" Street and "B" Street as
well. The Mmaster Ddeveloper of Great Park Neighborhoods shall identify strategic
shuttle stop locations based upon developer's approved Master Plans. The Mmaster
Ddeveloper of Great Park Neighborhoods will continue to work cooperatively with the
City, the Irvine Company, and other agencies to help identify and secure funding for the
new iShuttle route identified in the transit study.

Reciprocal Use of Recreational Amenities. Prior to the issuance of the first building permit
for any dwelling unit other than model homes, in a particular Development District (i.e.
District 1 North, 1 South, 4, 7, or 8) in the Great Park Neighborhoods development, the
applicant shall provide evidence to the Director of Community Development of a
framework for a reciprocal use agreement or CC&R's for private recreational amenities
to be available for use by homeowners within the applicable Development Districts. If the
Mmaster Ddeveloper of Great Park Neighborhoods elects to allow reciprocal use among
homeowners in other Development Districts of certain amenities, the use agreement or
CC&R's shall be finalized and executed to incorporate each subsequent District prior to
the issuance of the first building permit for any dwelling unit other than model homes in
that subsequent District.
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Orange Bike Program. The Master Developer of Great Park Neighborhoods develeper
shall incorporate a bike share program into their development program that takes

advantage of, and expands upon, the "Orange Bike Program" being implemented by the
Great Park Corporation with an emphasis on connecting the Great Park Neighborhoods
to the Great Park. The bike share program shall tap into marketing opportunities for
other existing programs that exist regionally, such as the one that currently exist at the
University of California, Irvine. In addition, the program shall be promoted through the
developer's home sales program.

District Character. Each Great Park Naeighborhood within Planning Area 51 has a distinct
character:

Alternative setback standards. Except for projects within the 8.1C zoning district,
Aalternative setback standards for setbacks internal to the planning area may be

approved in conjunction with any subsequent Planning Commission approval. A
description of the proposed setbacks and how they differ shall be submitted. The
Planning Commission will consider the following criteria and make appropriate findings,
if necessary.

Non-Residential Land Use Conversions. The "Heritage Fields Project 2012 General Plan
Amendment and Zone Change Traffic Impact Analysis, approved (insert approval date)
2013" or subsequent traffic analysis approvals amending these assumptions analyzed
1,318,200 square feet of Multi-Use (Office) in the Planning-Area 8.1/8.1B TTOD zoning
district. If any other non-residential land uses within the 8.1/8.1B TTOD zoning district
are proposed in lieu of Multi-Use (Office), the square footage may be adjusted accordingly
within the Zoning Statistical Table without the need for a Zone Change.

Special Development Standards and Discretionary and Ministerial Permit Processing within

8.1C Zoning District, All properties within the 8.1C zoning district shall be subject to the
guidelines, development standards and requirements found within the El Toro, 100-Acre
Parcel Development Plan, as adopted and implemented by the County of Orange.
Furthermore, all discretionary and ministerial permits (including grading and buildin

permits) for properties within the 8.1C zoning district shall be issued by the County of
Orange through processing procedures described within the El Toro, 100-Acre Parcel
Development Plan and/or County of Orange established procedures (Portions of

developments that occur outside of the 8.1C zoning district including, but not limited to
encroachment permits, shall be processed per the City of Irvine Municipal Code). Under

some circumstances, the City of Irvine might be the agency responsible for issuing
discretionary and ministerial permits (including grading and building permits) for a
property within the 8.1C zoning district not owned, possessed or otherwise controlled by
the County of Orange.
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3.5.8 PHASING

Implementation of the proposed Development Plan is anticipated to occur in phases. The
sequence of work would involve demolition of existing structures (except, potentially, for the
former West Coast Commissary Complex, i.e., Building 317), mass grading, and crushing concrete
and asphalt from the demolition of the existing roads and sidewalks to use and stockpile for later
phases. Roads, parks, and infill service mains would be constructed in phases as development
proceeds and as required by the applicable agency or service provider to support individual
phases of development.

Initial development would begin in the area generally west of Great Park Boulevard West. Based
on current concepts, this area has been identified as the Residential District. Development would
then move to the east. However, development of the Mixed-Use District (potentially around
Building 317) and the Commercial District may be initiated prior to the completion of the
Residential District development. Factors that would influence the phasing of development
would include availability of the property (i.e., timing of the Finding of Suitability to Transfer
[FOST] and ultimate transfer by the DoN), market forces, and implementation of infrastructure
improvements.  Future development would be phased according to the
construction/realignment of Marine Way to enhance circulation and to prevent conflicts with
the ultimate alignment of the roadway.

3.6 INTENDED USES OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Pursuant to Section 15121 of the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR is primarily an informational
document intended to inform the public agency decision makers and the general public of the
potentially significant environmental effects of a project. Prior to taking action on the proposed
Project, the County, as the lead agency, must consider the information in this EIR and certify the
Final EIR.

Section 15367 of the State CEQA Guidelines defines Lead Agency as follows:

“Lead Agency” means the public agency which has the principal responsibility for
carrying out or approving a project. The Lead Agency will decide whether an EIR
or Negative Declaration will be required for the project and will cause the
document to be prepared.

Responsible Agencies are public agencies that have a level of discretionary approval over some
component of the Project. Section 15381 of the State CEQA Guidelines defines Responsible
Agency as follows:

)

“Responsible Agency” means a public agency which proposes to carry out or
approve a project, for which a Lead Agency is preparing or has prepared an EIR
or Negative Declaration. For the purposes of CEQA, the term “Responsible
Agency” includes all public agencies other than the Lead Agency which have
discretionary approval power over the project.

A Trustee Agency is defined in Section 15386 of the State CEQA Guidelines as “a state agency
having jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by a project which are held in trust for
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the people of the State of California.” For this Project, the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife would be a trustee agency.

Responsible agencies may rely upon the EIR prepared by the Lead Agency (State CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15096). Permits and other approvals required to implement the Project are
identified in Section 3.6.1, below. As noted above, it is the intent that this EIR will be used by
agencies in their consideration of approval of required subsequent permits and approvals. The
following provides an overview of the anticipated approvals associated with the Project.

3.6.1 COUNTY OF ORANGE

The County, as the Lead Agency, is responsible for the actions, listed below, as a part of Project
approval and implementation. The anticipated approvals would occur after certification of the
Final EIR. As a Program EIR, it is recognized that the Project would be implemented over a period
of years. As such, subsequent activities would be examined in light of the Final EIR to determine
whether additional CEQA documentation would be required pursuant to the requirements of
Section 21166 of CEQA (i.e., California Public Resources Code, Section 21166) and Sections 15162
and 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines for subsequent site development approvals.
e Approval of the Development Plan

e Recommendation to the City on appropriate General Plan Amendment and Zone Change,
pursuant to the Pre-Annexation Agreement.

¢ Runoff Management Plan
e Water Quality Management Plan

e Planning level reviews of implementing components of Development Plan (Level I, II, and
[II Reviews)

e Subsequent development construction plans

e (Grading Permits

e Permits for temporary leasing office

e Street Improvement and, potentially, the Pedestrian and Bicycle Bridge Plans

e Storm Drainage, Sewer, Water, and Dry Utility Plans

e Landscaping and Park Plans

e Building Permits

e Acquisition of rights of entry easements for off-site Project improvements, as necessary

e Real property and license agreements such as ground leases and easements.

3.6.2 RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES

The Final EIR would also provide environmental information to responsible agencies, trustee
agencies, and other public agencies that may be required to grant approvals and permits or
coordinate with the County as a part of Project implementation. These agencies include, but are
not limited to, those listed below. The anticipated order of permits and approvals is also noted.
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Evaluation and permitting pursuant to
Section 1600 (et. seq.) of the California Fish and Game Code.

California Department of Transportation. Approval of a storm drain connection for
directing flows to the Caltrans drainage culvert that currently receives the runoff from
the former military base.

City of Irvine. If requested by the Board of Supervisors, consideration of a General Plan
Amendment and Zone Change to reflect land use conversion and development consistent
with the Development Plan (see Section 3.4.7, above).

City of Irvine. Issuance of Encroachment Permits and possible easements for
connections within the public right-of-way and issuance of business licenses for future
uses associated with the Project. Additionally, if the optional pedestrian bridge is
implemented connecting the Project site to the OCGP across Marine Way, bridge
abutment on the north and south sides within the City street right-of-way as well as
within the OCGP property would be required and permits would need to be obtained.

Irvine Ranch Water District. Approval of future water and sewer line connections.
Orange County Fire Authority. Fire Master Plan.

Orange County Flood Control District. Approval of discharges and connections into Bee
Canyon Channel, Marshburn Channel, and Agua Chinon Channel.

Regional Water Quality Control Board. Issuance of a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System permit and, if necessary, a 401 Certification.

South Coast Air Quality Management Agency. Issuance of permits to install equipment
with potential to emit air pollutants, including toxic and hazardous air pollutants.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Evaluation and permitting pursuant to Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (issuance of a Nationwide Permit), if determined to be necessary.

Orange County Transportation Authority. A potential easement for storm drain
utilities.

Southern California Regional Rail Authority. Potential permits/easements for utilities.
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4.0 IMPACT ANALYSIS INTRODUCTION

In accordance with Sections 15125 and 15126(a) to (c) of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) Guidelines, this Section of the Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) analyzes
those environmental topics where the Project could result in “potentially significant impacts,” as
identified in the Notice of Preparation (NOP)/Initial Study (IS) included in Appendix B. The
County identified the following specific topics as requiring detailed EIR analysis:

Aesthetics

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology and Soils
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality
Land Use and Planning

Noise

Population and Housing
Public Services

Recreation
Transportation/Traffic
Utilities and Service Systems

Each topical section includes the following information: description of applicable regulations;
information on the existing setting; identification of methodology used for the analysis presented
in the section; identification of thresholds of significance; analysis of potential Project effects and
identification of significant impacts; cumulative impacts; identification of mitigation measures,
if required, to reduce the impacts; level of significance after mitigation; and a list of references
used to complete the analysis.

As discussed in Section 1.7, Section 2.3.1, and the Initial Study (Appendix B), it has been
determined that the Project would not result in potentially significant impacts to environmental
resource areas concerning agriculture and forestry resources, and mineral resources, and thus,
these areas do not require, and the EIR will not set forth, any further analysis as to these areas.

Section 15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines addresses thresholds of significance and
encourages each public agency to develop thresholds of significance through a public review
process. The County of Orange (County) has not formally adopted thresholds of significance. In
accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, the analysis and significance thresholds used in
this EIR have been derived from several sources, including without limitation the General Plan
standards identified by agencies with applicable technical expertise, applicable regulatory
standards, and the County’s Environmental Checklist contained in the Orange County Local CEQA
Procedures Manual (which is comparable to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines).

EL TORO, 100-ACRE PARCEL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 4-1
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT



Impact Analysis Introduction

In evaluating the potential impacts associated with the Project, the EIR, in addition to the
Mitigation Program in the EIR, identifies a number of components in the Development Plan that
will serve to avoid or minimize impacts. These components include the Design Guidelines
(Section 2), Development Standards (Section 3), and the Development Requirements
(Appendix C). Based on the nature of the development requirements, these measures have been
incorporated into the Mitigation Program presented in this EIR and be tracked in the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) that would be adopted in conjunction with the
Project approval.l

Where a potentially significant environmental effect has been identified, applicable Project-
specific mitigation measures have been included where feasible. Recognizing this is a Program
EIR, certain details of the Project design are unknown at this time. During subsequent levels of
approval, the County, will have the discretion to substitute a different, environmentally
equivalent, measure that would result in the same or superior effect on the environment as those
described in this Program EIR. Any development requirement or mitigation measure, and timing
thereof, is subject to the approval of the County. Additional mitigation measures and
development requirements may also be required in association with approval of subsequent
levels of planning in accordance with the law. The two components of the Mitigation Program
are described below.

e Development Requirements. These conditions and development requirements are
based on local, State, or federal regulations or laws that are frequently required
independently of CEQA review and also serve to offset or prevent specific impacts.
Typical conditions and requirements include compliance with the provisions of the
California Building Code, South Coast Air Quality Management District Rules, local agency
fees, etc. The County intends to implement the development requirements as part of the
Project and has included the development requirements in the Development Plan for that
purpose. Additional requirements may be imposed on the Project by government
agencies during the approval process, as appropriate. Adherence to these requirements,
as applicable, will be verified or applied during the development review and/or
ministerial permit processes (e.g. building permit). The development requirements are
incorporated in the Development Plan as Appendix C.

e Mitigation Measures. Where a potentially significant environmental effect has been
identified and is not reduced to a level considered less than significant through the
application of development requirements, Project-specific mitigation measures have
been identified.

1 The California Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 (AB 3180) requires that a lead or responsible agency adopt a
MMRP when approving or carrying out a project where an environmental document, either an EIR or a mitigated
negative declaration, has identified measures to reduce potential adverse environmental impacts. The MMRP identifies
the mitigation measure; the method by which the adopted measure will be implemented; the responsible party for
verifying the measure has been satisfactorily completed; the method of verification; and the appropriate time or phase
for the implementation of each mitigation measure. The MMRP is formally adopted by the Board of Supervisors in
conjunction with the certification of the EIR. The MMRP will be incorporated into the Master Lease.
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4.0.1 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

Discussion of the cumulative impacts of the proposed Project is provided in Sections 4.1 through
4.15, relative to each CEQA topical issue evaluated herein. The following is an overview and
introduction to the cumulative analysis per the State CEQA Guidelines. This avoids the undue
repetition of CEQA requirements relative to cumulative analysis within individual sections.

In requiring the State Office of Planning and Research to develop guidelines for the
implementation of CEQA, Section 21083(b) of the PRC requires that the guidelines shall
specifically include criteria for public agencies to follow in determining whether or not a
proposed project may have a “significant effect on the environment.” The criteria shall require a
finding that a project may have a “significant effect on the environment” if one or more of the
following conditions exist:

(1) A proposed project has the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, curtail the range of the environment, or to achieve short-
term, to the disadvantage of long-term, environmental goals.

(2) The possible effects of a project are individually limited but cumulatively
considerable. As used in this paragraph, "cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of an individual project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects.

(3) The environmental effects of a project will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.

This directive has been carried forth in Section 15064 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which
establishes the criteria for determining the significance of environmental effects caused by a
project. Subsection 15064 (h)(1) directs the preparation of an EIR in the following circumstance:

[[]f the cumulative impact may be significant and the project’s incremental effect,
though individually limited, is cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual project are
significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects
of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.

Section 15355 of the State CEQA Guidelines defines cumulative impacts as:

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

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

Pursuant to Section 15130(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines:

The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and
their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail
as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion
should be guided by standards of practicality and reasonableness, and should
focus on the cumulative impact to which the identified other projects contribute
rather than the attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the
cumulative impact.

Methodology

A project’s cumulative impact is an impact to which that project contributes and to which other
projects contribute as well. The project must make some contribution to the impact; otherwise,
it cannot be characterized as a cumulative impact of that project.

Section 15130(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines indicates:

The following elements are necessary to an adequate discussion of significant
cumulative impacts:

(1) Either:

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

(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional or
statewide plan, or related planning document, that describes or
evaluates conditions contributing to the cumulative effect. Such plans
may include: a general plan, regional transportation plan, or plans for
the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. A summary of projections
may also be contained in an adopted or certified prior environmental
document for such a plan. Such projections may be supplemented with
additional information such as a regional modeling program. Any such
document shall be referenced and made available to the public at a
location specified by the lead agency.

To provide an evaluation of the potential cumulative impacts for the proposed Project, both the
listapproach (Section 15130(b)(A)) and the growth projections approach (Section 15130(b)(B))
to the analysis have been used. In keeping with the CEQA Guidelines, this cumulative evaluation:
(1) includes specific projects that, because of their size or proximity to the Project site, have the
potential to cause cumulative impacts (“related projects”); (2) considers the adopted general
plans for the affected local jurisdictions; and (3) includes regional development projections. The
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following sections provide an overview of how the regional projections have been incorporated
from adopted plans into the cumulative evaluation and a summary of the related projects that
have been identified as potentially cumulative.

Regional Growth Projections

For the evaluation in this EIR, one component of the cumulative analysis is the consideration of
the approach specified in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(B) of using growth
projections to evaluate conditions contributing to the cumulative effect. In Orange County, the
growth projections known as the Orange County Projections (OCP), developed by the Center for
Demographic Research at California State University at Fullerton, are used as the demographic
projections in planning studies to ensure consistency with local and regional planning efforts.
The OCP dataset are countywide growth and development forecasts based on input from the
County of Orange and the cities located in the County. These projections reflect adopted land
uses and future growth scenarios based on local land use policies and larger demographic
conditions. The purpose of establishing countywide projections is to establish a consistent
database for jurisdictions to use for planning efforts.

The OCP dataset provide forecasts that take into account the projected growth of Orange County
in its entirety. This is particularly useful in evaluating the cumulative impacts because they
provide growth assumptions consistent with the local general plans that have been developed
with a long-range horizon year. As discussed below, the City of Irvine Transportation Analysis
Model (ITAM) incorporates the OCP dataset to assess the traffic generated outside of the City
limits, though within the jurisdictional limits. The model uses data based on project approvals. A
supplemental list of pending projects and projects that have been approved since the last update
to ITAM has been identified. The last version of ITAM (Version 12.4), which was the most recent
version at the time of the proposed Project’s Notice of Preparation (NOP), was released in
February 2015.

To ensure that the adopted socioeconomic data reflects the current conditions in Orange County,
the OCP dataset are updated approximately every four to five years. By having an iterative
process, the agencies that use this data (the Southern California Association of Governments
[SCAG], the County, and local jurisdictions) are able to factor in variables (e.g., changes in
employment patterns, economic considerations, and migration patterns) that occur over time.

The OCP projections are also integrated into the regional planning programs, such as the Air
Quality Management Plan (AQMP), the Regional Transportation Plan Sustainable Communities
Strategy (RTP/SCS), and the Regional Growth Management Element. Consistency between local
and regional forecasts is imperative because the regional planning programs have been
developed to ensure that the region achieves national and State air quality standards. The control
strategies that have been identified in these regional planning programs assume the effects of
long-range growth. The regional emissions analysis has demonstrated that, even with the
projected growth, the region would be consistent with the State Implementation Plan for
achieving the National Ambient Air Quality Standards as long as AQMP control measures are
implemented.

EL TORO, 100-ACRE PARCEL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 4-5
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Reasonably Foreseeable Probable Future Projects

To ensure that the cumulative impact analysis is as comprehensive as possible, pending projects
in surrounding cities were researched using the jurisdictions’ websites, the State Clearinghouse’s
ceqanet site (a website that posts notices associated with CEQA documents), and discussion with
staff, particularly as it relates to traffic modeling. For those projects outside of the City of Irvine,
the development levels associated with potential cumulative projects were evaluated to
determine if they were consistent with the OCP dataset, which as stated above has been used to
address regional growth in the ITAM. All but one project outside of the City of Irvine—the John
Wayne Airport Settlement Agreement Amendment Project?—were found to be within the OCP
dataset for the 2035 and Post-2035 timeframes. The traffic analysis included the increase in the
number of passengers served at John Wayne Airport as part of the analysis of 2035 Plus Project
Plus Pending and the Post-2035 Plus Project Plus Pending Project. It should be noted, the John
Wayne Airport Settlement Agreement Project is reflected in the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS.
Additionally, the West Alton Parcel Development Plan located in the City (approximately 1.7
miles east of the Project, near the intersection of Irvine Boulevard and Alton Parkway) is not in
the OCP dataset. As discussed above, there are projects within the City of Irvine that are not
included as part of the baseline assumption for the traffic model. These projects are identified as
pending and recently approved projects.

Table 4-1 lists the approved and pending projects identified by the City of Irvine, which have
been used in the cumulative impact analysis for the traffic, air quality, greenhouse gas emission
(GHG), and noise analyses. These projects, together with the OCP growth projections, are
assumed in the cumulative scenarios. The locations of these projects listed in Table 4-1 are
shown on Exhibit 4-1.

2 The John Wayne Airport (JWA) Settlement Agreement Amendment provided for the modification to the terms of an
agreement between the Orange County Board of Supervisors, City of Newport Beach, and two community groups
pertaining to the operations at JWA. The amendment extended the term of the agreement through 2030 and allowed
an incremental increase in the number of regulated flights and passengers at the Airport. The amendment will allow
an increase from 10.8 million annual passengers (MAP) up to 12.5 MAP in 2026.
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Impact Analysis Introduction

TABLE 4-1
APPROVED AND PENDING PROJECTS IN THE CITY OF IRVINE

Project

Proposed Land Uses

Location and
Approximate Distance
from Project Site

Determination/Status

City of Irvine

Great Park Western Sector
Park Development Plan

Development of an artist-
in-residence facility; a
community ice facility; a
nature education center;
and other amenities

Southwestern corner of the
OCGP, bordered on the
north by the Lifelong
Learning District; on the
south by Marine Way; and
to the west by “0” Street;
approximately 0.20 acre
northeast of the site

Project developed, with the
exception of the
Community Ice Facility.

Orange County Great Park
Cultural Terrace

Development of a 260-acre
portion of the OCGP that
will include a variety of
culturally oriented
amenities, located near
Irvine Station

Located in the southeastern
portion of the OCGP;
approximately 0.25 acre
southeast of the site

No activity.

52 Discovery

Conversion of a 213.8-sf
Warehouse to Research and
Development

52 Discovery;
approximately 0.67 mile
south of the site

Project was approved on
January 12, 2016.

PA 40 East East

Four tract maps for a total
of 870 dwelling units
(Note: the traffic model
assumes 288
condominiums and 636
Apartments)

“0” St; approximately 0.76
mile northwest of the site

Project was approved on
November 5, 2015.

688-Acre Great Park
Development

Development of a sports
park; a golf course; Bosque;
upper Bee Canyon; and a
wildlife corridor

Located northeast of the I-5
and 1-405 freeway junction,
bordered on the north by
Irvine Blvd, on the south by
Marine Way, on the west by
future “LY” St, and on the
east by the future
daylighted Agua Chinon
wash. The wildlife corridor
portion is bordered on the
north by Irvine Blvd, to the
south by I-5, and to the east
by the 688-Acre Great Park
boundary; approximately
0.76 mile east of the site
across from Marine Way

Project approved; a number
of grading permits have
been approved; project has
commenced grading.

OCPC - Broadcom Master
Plan

Development of a 2-million-
sf corporate campus,
including 8 office buildings
on 78 acres

At the terminus of Barranca
Pkwy and Alton Pkwy;
approximately 0.80 mile
south of the site

Project approved and is
under construction.

PA 40 East TTM

Development of 485
apartments and 54,987
square feet of office use.

Sand Canyon Avenue and
Trabuco Road;
approximately 0.85 mile
northwest of the site.

Project complete.
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TABLE 4-1
APPROVED AND PENDING PROJECTS IN THE CITY OF IRVINE

Project

Proposed Land Uses

Location and
Approximate Distance
from Project Site

Determination/Status

Great Park Neighborhoods

Development of multiple
districts consisting of
residential, mixed-use,
office, commercial, retail,
and cultural/institutional
uses.

Generally bordered by the
Eastern Transportation
Corridor to the west,
Portola Pkwy or Irvine Blvd
to the north, I-5 to the
south; approximately 1.37
miles (average distance to
mid-point inclusive of all
districts)

Project approved and is
currently in various stages
of construction. One district
has been built out and a
second is partially opened.

Portola High School

Development of a high
school on a 40.3-acre site
with a maximum
enrollment capacity of
2,600 students

Southeast corner of Irvine
Blvd and future “B” St, east
of Sand Canyon Ave and SR-
133, west of Alton Pkwy;
approximately 1.43 miles to
the east of the site

Under construction.

Veterans Cemetery

Development of a 125-acre
cemetery

South of Irvine Blvd, across
from Great Park
Neighborhoods;
approximately 1.48 miles to
the east of the site

Project approved.

Spectrum Montessori

Development of a 10,500-sf

5725 Trabuco Rd;

Project completed and

Zoning Ordinance
amendment for demolition
of existing buildings and
construction of new
buildings resulting in an
overall increase of 77,649 sf
of institutional use
compared to existing
conditions but within the
321,221 sf of institutional
use allowed under the
currently approved Campus
Master Build-Out Plan.

approximately 3.68 miles
southwest of the site

childcare facility approximately 1.54 miles to | operational.
the north of the site
Concordia University CUP modification and 1530 Concordia; Environmental

documentation is being
prepared.

1652 Millikan Ave

townhouse project,
including a Park Plan, a
TTM, and a CUP

1652 Millikan Ave;
approximately 4.62 miles
west of the site

96 Corporate Park Development of a 37,587-sf | 96 Corporate Park; This project is included in
medical office approximately 4.56 miles the City traffic model as a
west of the site pending project; however,
subsequent to the scoping
for the traffic study, the
application was withdrawn.
2660 Barranca Pkwy and Development of a 180-unit | 2660 Barranca Pkwy and Currently on hold.

360 Fusion Apartment
Homes

Development of 280 multi-
family residential units

2852 McGaw Ave;
approximately 4.78 miles
west of the site

Project approved; currently
under construction.

4-8
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TABLE 4-1
APPROVED AND PENDING PROJECTS IN THE CITY OF IRVINE

Project

Proposed Land Uses

Location and
Approximate Distance
from Project Site

Determination/Status

Alton Storage

Development of 216,000 sf
of mini-warehouse

2215 Alton Pkwy;
approximately 5.01 miles
west of the site

Project approved.

17275 Derian

Development of 80
affordable, multi-family
residential units

17275 Derian Ave;
approximately 5.12 miles
west of the site

Project approved.

Pistoia Apartments

Development of a 371-unit
apartment project,
including a Park Plan, a
VTTM, and a CUP

17420 and 17422 Derian
Ave; approximately 5.12
miles west of the site

Project approved in July
2015.

2772 Main St and 2699-

Development of 388 multi-

2772 Main St and 2699-

Project approved.

2719 White Rd family residential units 2719 White Rd;
approximately 5.14 miles
west of the site
Fairfield Apartments Development of 469 multi- | 17150 Von Karman Ave; Project approved.

family residential units

approximately 5.20 miles
west of the site

2652 White Rd

Development of 63
residential units

2652 White Rd;
approximately 5.27 miles
west of the site

This project is included in
the City traffic model as a
pending project; however,
the current status is
unknown.

2525 Main St

Development of a 272-unit
apartment project,
including a Park Plan, a
TTM, and a CUP

2525 Main St;
approximately 5.36 miles
west of the site

Environmental
documentation is being
prepared.

17861 Cartwright Rd

Development of a 54-unit
townhouse project,
including a Park Plan, a
TTM, and a CUP

17861 Cartwright Rd;
approximately 5.46 miles
west of the site

Currently on hold.

Hilton Garden Inn

Development of a 170-room
extended stay hotel

2381 Morse; approximately
5.60 miles west of the site

Project approved.

17811-17817 Gillette Ave Development of a 72-unit 17811-17817 Gillette Ave; | Currently on hold.
townhouse project, approximately 5.88 miles
including a Park Plan and a | west of the site
CUp

17822 Gillette Ave Development of a 137-unit | 17822 Gillette Ave; Environmental

townhouse project,
including a Park Plan, a
VTTM, and a CUP

approximately 5.89 miles
west of the site

documentation is being
prepared.

Element Apartments

Development of 1,600
residential units on 23
acres

2525-2747 Campus, 18872-
18902 Bardeen, 18842-
18900, 18871 Teller;
approximately 5.97 miles
west of the site

Project approved.

EL TORO, 100-ACRE PARCEL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
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TABLE 4-1
APPROVED AND PENDING PROJECTS IN THE CITY OF IRVINE

Project

Proposed Land Uses

Location and
Approximate Distance
from Project Site

Determination/Status

Homewood Suites

Development of a 162-room
extended stay hotel and
2,500 sf of fast-foot
restaurant

17330 Red Hill;
approximately 5.99 miles
northwest of the site

Project approved.

Hensel Phelps

Development of 3,500 sf of
office space

18850 Von Karman Ave;
approximately 6.04 miles
west of the site

Project approved.

Milani Apartments

Development of 287 multi-
family residential units

18831 Von Karman Ave;
approximately 6.09 miles
west of the site

Project approved.

Hampton Inn

Development of a 164-room
Extended Stay Hotel

2182 and 2192 Dupont Dr;
approximately 6.15 miles
west of the site

Project approved. Not
under construction yet.

Edwards Lifesciences

Development of 20,256 sf of
office space

Alton Pkwy/Daimler St;
approximately 6.20 miles
northwest of the site

Project approved.

Colton Apartments

Development of a 876-unit
apartment project,
including a Park Plan, a
development agreement, a
VTTM, and a CUP

Campus Drive/Martin
Court/Von Karman Avenue;
approximately 6.23 miles
west of the site

This project is included in
the City traffic model as a
pending project; however,
the current status is
unknown.

West Alton Parcel
Development Plan

Development of 803 multi-
family units

Irvine Blvd and Alton Pkwy;
approximately 1.76 miles
east of the site

Environmental
documentation is being
prepared. This project
would be implemented by
the County of Orange.

OCTA Rail Maintenance
Facility

Development of a future
rail maintenance facility

Adjacent to the site; 0.05
mile southwest of the site

Not known. This project
will be implemented by
OCTA.

Source: Fehr & Peers with follow-up coordination on project status by BonTerra Psomas, 2015.

Sf: square feet; TTM: tentative tract map; CUP: Conditional Use Permit; OCGP: Orange County Great Park; I: Interstate; MND: Mitigated
Negative Declaration; du: dwelling unit; OSA: Opportunity Study Area; IRWD: Irvine Ranch Water District; SR: State Route.

As part of the scoping process for the traffic study and coordination with the City of Irvine, Fehr
& Peers, the traffic consultants for the Project, were directed to include the above listed projects
in their traffic analysis to supplement the projects already considered in ITAM. The addition of
the above to ITAM ensures a comprehensive traffic model, which serves as the basis for the
cumulative traffic, air quality, noise, and GHG Emissions evaluation. The impacts of the known
cumulative projects are also considered for the assessment of all the other topical areas
addressed in this EIR.

4.0.2 REFERENCES
KTGY. 2016 (September). El Toro, 100-Acre Parcel Development Plan. Irvine, CA: KTGY.

Orange, County of. 2014 (October). County of Orange Local CEQA Procedures Manual. Santa
Ana, CA: the County.

4-10 EL TORO, 100-ACRE PARCEL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT



Aesthetics

4.1 AESTHETICS

This section describes the existing aesthetic character of the El Toro, 100-Acre Parcel
Development Plan (Development Plan) Project site and visual resources in the vicinity of the
Project site. The potential visibility of the Project site and proposed development has been
determined, and the potential visual changes resulting from Project implementation are
addressed.

4.1.1 METHODOLOGY

The aesthetics analysis in this section is based on field reconnaissance; review of aerial
photographs and site photographs; and evaluation of the proposed Development Plan in the
context of surrounding existing and planned land uses.

Those areas that would have direct views of the Project improvements were considered in
defining the study area. Because of the flat topography and intervening development, Project
views are mostly limited to those uses adjacent to the Project site. This also defines the viewer
groups (those with views of the Project site) that would be exposed to the changes in the visual
character of the Project site. They are currently limited to the users at the Orange County Great
Park (OCGP), motorists on Perimeter Road, and passengers on the Southern California Regional
Rail Authority (SCRRA) rail line. The users at the OCGP would have near-range views of the
northwestern portion of the Project site and mid-range views of the developed portion of the
Project site. Perimeter Road has very low traffic volumes because it does not provide through
direct movement to locations off the former Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Toro. The
motorists would have near-range views of the entire site as they drive along the roadway.
Passengers on the SCRRA rail line would have short duration views as the train passes the site.
Additionally, there may be more distant views of the Project site from high-rise office buildings
in the Irvine Spectrum and from the Great Park Balloon ride (also known as the Orange Balloon)
located within the OCGP.1

The Project site was defined into visual units, which are often called landscape units. A landscape
unit is defined as an area having a visually homogeneous character. The Project site is
characterized by two units—the northwestern portion of the Project site that is largely devoid
of physical improvements and the built environment to the southeast of Bee Canyon Channel.
The northwestern visual unit is mostly lacking in vegetation or other visual features. This visual
unit is degraded and not in a natural state having been subject to recent construction activities.
The southeast portion of the Project site has been characterized as degraded because the MCAS
El Toro buildings have not been maintained.

Visual impacts are determined by defining the visual quality of the area, the expected change as
a result of the Project, and the sensitivity of the users to those changes. The sensitivity of users
is associated with the length of exposure to the changed views and the context of the views. For
example, residential viewers would be more sensitive to changes in the visual quality than
workers in nearby offices because residents have a greater connection with the visual character
of their neighborhood than people who are passing through or employed in an area. The CEQA
thresholds of significance require an evaluation of whether the Project will substantially degrade

1 The Great Park Balloon is an attraction at the Great Park that provides aerial views of the area surrounding park. The
balloon, which has 25- to 30-passenger open air gondola, rises 400 feet in the air for view of the surrounding landscape.
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the existing visual character or quality of the Project site and its surroundings. The
determination of whether the changes in the visual quality of a site would degrade an area or its
surroundings, to result in a significant impact, can be highly subjective and dependent on the
viewer’s perspective. In determining whether the Project would degrade the visual character
factors such as the viewer groups of the site, the extent to which the Project would disrupt
natural visual resources, and the extent to which the Project would create a visually cohesive
environment were evaluated.

Additionally, it is important to recognize the Project site is located in a larger urban context of a
mix of residential, light industrial, and commercial development. The Project site is located
within an area that is undergoing substantial visual changes as the OCGP and adjoining Great
Park Neighborhoods are developing. As discussed in Section 2.3.1, there are no officially
designated scenic highways or scenic vistas within the Project study area that would be
considered highly sensitive to visual change.

4.1.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS

The proposed Project site is relatively flat. Ground elevations range from approximately 224 feet
above mean sea level (msl) at the southwestern corner to approximately 276 feet above msl at
the eastern area of the Project site. The length of the Project site is approximately 1.5 miles.
Views from different vantage points are generally limited to elements that are directly in front
of the viewer.

Visual Character of the Project Site and Surrounding Areas

The Project site consists of land at the western portion without existing improvements; a
drainage channel and rail spurs at the central portion (with the rail spurs extending from the rail
lines to the south to the on-site warehouse structures); and abandoned warehouse structures at
the eastern portion. A warehouse currently used by Second Harvest Food Bank warehouse is not
part of the Project site, but it is surrounded by the Project site’s abandoned warehouse structures
on three sides.

There are 3 large warehouse structures (each over 200 feet wide by 600 feet long) on the central
and southeastern portions of the Project site and 3 smaller structures located closer to Perimeter
Road than the warehouses, along with remnants of various building foundations, small utility
structures, and paved areas. Several driveways extend south from Perimeter Road to the parking
and loading areas of individual warehouse buildings, including the Second Harvest Food Bank
warehouse. The buildings which were part of the MCAS El Toro operations, have had minimal
maintenance since the closure of MCAS El Toro in 1999. A more detailed discussion is provided
below and photographs are included as Exhibits 4.1-1 through 4.1-3. Trees are present at
scattered locations throughout the Project site, consisting of juniper, pine, pepper, jacaranda,
acacia, coast live oak, elm, palm, and gum trees, along with shrubs, grasses, and weeds at a few
locations. Northeast and east of the Project site are the sports fields of the OCGP, undeveloped
land, and former MCAS El Toro base buildings. The Southern California Regional Rail Authority
(SCRRA) rail lines, business parks and office uses are southwest and west of the Project site, with
undeveloped land and State Route (SR) 133 to the west and agricultural land to the northwest.
East of the Project site is an abandoned warehouse and undeveloped land. Perimeter Road is a
paved roadway that enters into the Project site at the northwestern edge, proceeds into the OCTA
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property to the southwest, and meanders in and out of the central and eastern portions of the
Project site before terminating just east of the Project site. Future Marine Way will define the
northeasterly boundary of the Project site.

Portions of the Project site are visible from various points on Perimeter Road and from adjacent
developments, such as game fields, water quality features, parking areas, the Second Harvest
Food Bank warehouse, and industrial uses southwest of the Project site. The entire site is visible
from the balloon ride at the OCGP.

People on the pedestrian bridge at the Metrolink Irvine Station have views of the eastern portion
of the Project site. Travelers on Metrolink and Amtrak trains on the SCRRA rail lines also see the
Project site as they pass along the southwestern boundary. In addition, travelers on Interstate
(I) 5 and SR-133 have partial views of the Project site, depending on their location in relation to
the Project site and the absence of intervening structures, trees, and landforms. However, the
views of train passengers and freeway travelers are only transitory and most are also partial.

While trees, shrubs, the raised berm for the railroad tracks, and fences separate the Project site
from the business parks and office uses south of the SCRRA rail lines, individuals at windows and
doors at the rear facades of the one-story and two-story office buildings, and from the drive aisles
and parking areas can also see portions of the Project site.

Site photographs taken from various vantage points show the existing visual quality and
character of the Project site, as viewed from surrounding areas. Exhibit 4.1-1 through 4.1-4
consist of the Project site photographs.

View 1. This photograph shows the eastern end of the Project site, where one of the existing
warehouses is located. The foreground is dominated by Perimeter Road and open areas
supporting weeds and grasses. The warehouse structure is set back over 300 feet from the road
and is visible as a long, low, off-white structure with air vents on the roof. Utility lines on wooden
poles, foundation remnants, scattered trees, streetlights, and a small blue and white guard house
are present in front of the warehouse.

View 2. This photograph shows the existing warehouse structures on the Project site, as seen
from Perimeter Road. Beyond the pavement of Perimeter Way, utility lines on wooden poles and
street lights are present, with open areas with weeds and scattered trees in the foreground.
Cream- and gray-colored structures, with rows of windows and flat gable roofs are present on
the Project site. Partial views of distant trees, structures, and the San Joaquin Hills are visible
between the warehouses.

View 3. People at the Second Harvest Food Bank warehouse have views of the warehouses on
the Project site. This photograph shows the view of the Project site as seen from their rear
parking lot. Across the wrought iron fence, a drive aisle extends into the distance, with
overgrown weeds on both sides and the cream- and gray-colored rear facades of the warehouses
on the right (north) side and a fence and the rail line on the left (south) side. Trees, vehicles and
buildings at the adjacent business parks are also visible past the fences.

View 4. This photograph shows the view of the central section of the Project site, as viewed from
the current alignment of Perimeter Road as it runs through the Project site. A north-south gravel
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path exists on the Project site, with dirt areas on the right (west) side and a paved path on the
left (east) side. Utility lines on wooden poles, trees, and a warehouse are visible in the distance.

View 5. This photograph shows the western section of the Project site as lacking in
improvements and flat, featuring bare soils, a few trees, and weeds. Distant views of construction
equipment located in the approximate vicinity of the new alignment of Marine Way east of the
future Ridge Valley, the game field floodlights at the OCGP, and elevated sections of SR-133 are
visible in the background.

View 6. This photograph shows the existing warehouse structures on the Project site, as viewed
from the business park across the SCRAA rail lines. The warehouses have a light cream and grey
facade, with flat brown roofs. At the westernmost warehouse (Building 317), loading docks are
present at the west and south facades, with blue awnings over the docks on the west facade.
Lower story windows at the south facade have two rows of clearstory windows in groups of three
lining the building. The second warehouse has a loading dock on its west facade, a building
protrusion on the south facade, and several rooftop vents. The south side of the Second Harvest
Food Bank warehouse (Building 319) is also visible from this location, but the easternmost
warehouse is not visible.

View 7. This photograph shows the Project site as viewed from the southern end of the OCGP.
The western section is just part of the foreground views, behind the extension of Marine Way,
currently under construction, with the warehouse structures visible in the distance and trees
and other tall structures in the background. The Project site and existing warehouses on the
Project site are visible from the central and northern portions of the OCGP, which consist mainly
of grassy areas or game fields where no intervening structures, trees, or berms are present. The
Project site would also be visible to riders of the Great Park Balloon.

4.1.3 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

In accordance with the County’s Environmental Analysis Checklist and Appendix G of the State
CEQA Guidelines, the Project would result in a significant impact to aesthetics if it would:

Threshold 4.1-1 Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
Project site and its surroundings.

Threshold 4.1-2 Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.

4.1.4 IMPACT ANALYSIS

As discussed in Section 4.0, Impact Analysis Introduction, the Development Plan identifies a
number of development requirements which serve to minimize potential impacts (the
development requirements are in Appendix C of the Development Plan). The inclusion of these
requirements as appropriate, will be verified during the development review and/or ministerial
permit process (e.g., building permit). The development requirements also include others
measures that will reduce or avoid potentially significant Project impacts. The County intends to
implement the development requirements as part of the Project and has included the
development requirements in the Development Plan for that purpose. These measures are listed
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in Section 4.1.7, Mitigation Program because these measures will be tracked as part of the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).

Threshold 4.1-1

Would the Project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
Project site and its surroundings?

Future development under the Development Plan would result in visual changes on the Project
site, including changes to the visual character of each district and planning area. Previously
disturbed land and existing warehouse structures would be replaced with new residential, office,
retail and hotel structures, park/open space, landscaping, and mixed use developments that
would be built under the Development Plan. As part of the impact assessment to determine if the
Project would substantially degrade the visual character of the Project site, consideration was
given to factors such as the viewer groups of the site; the extent to which the Project would
disrupt natural visual resources; and the extent to which the Project would create a visually
cohesive environment.

The following analysis includes a discussion of short-term construction impacts; an evaluation
of the Project characteristics on visual character internally to the Project site; and an evaluation
of impacts associated with off-site views of the Project site.

Construction Impacts

Implementation of the proposed Development Plan is anticipated to occur in phases starting
from the western portion of the Project site to the east. The sequence of work would involve
demolition of existing structures, with the possible exception of the former West Coast
Commissary Complex (Building 317), mass grading, and crushing concrete and asphalt from the
demolition of the existing roads and sidewalks to use and stockpile for later phases. Roads, parks,
and infill service mains would be constructed in phases as development proceeds and as
required to support individual phases of development. The cut and fill volumes for the overall
Project are projected to be balanced onsite (i.e., no import or export of soil is anticipated);
however, there is the potential that the grading for specific planning areas or developments may
not balance. In this event, there would be the need to borrow or stockpile soil onsite as part of
the phased construction of the Project. This element (borrow or stockpile sites) would be
consistent with the visual quality of a construction site and would not be considered a significant
impact, especially given the degraded visual quality of the existing site and the ongoing
development on the Project site and in the surrounding area.?

Demolition and construction activities during each phase of the Project would present views of
graded areas, dirt and debris stockpiles, construction equipment, delivery and haul trucks,
construction crews, building materials, staging areas, trailer offices, and demolition and building
activities that would be visible to people near the construction sites or with direct views of the
Project site, as select portions of the Project site are developed over time. Currently, the
surrounding use, with potential exception of the developed portion of the OCGP, would not be

2 Currently, there are stockpiles of soil elsewhere on the former MCAS El Toro site, especially north of Marine Way and
west of the old runways. It is anticipated that stockpiling would continue and potentially increase as the OCGP is
developed and the old runways are removed.
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considered a highly sensitive use. As discussed under Existing Conditions, the surrounding uses
are predominately the OCGP, office uses or undeveloped area.

Currently there are no residential uses with direct views of the Project site (residential uses are
considered a sensitive viewer group). However, there are approved mixed-use land uses to the
east of the Project site in the Great Park Neighborhoods District 6 that are expected to be
constructed in a similar timeframe as the Project. These uses, including a minimum of 150,000
square feet of non-residential uses (ie., office, research and development, medical, and
cultural/institutional /entertainment) and 1,200 high-density multi-story residential would
reasonably have views of the construction activities. However, even though at this time, the
precise layout of these developments is not known, the February 12, 2015 updated Master
Landscape and Trails Plan for the Great Park Neighborhoods depicts a proposed community
block wall at the boundary between the Project and the Great Park Neighborhoods District 6.
The wall would help screen the ground level views of the Project during construction.
Additionally, the orientation of at least some of the development may be focused away from the
Project site (i.e., the off-site development would face inward to its own development). Future
residential uses that may have views of the Project site would have moved in knowing the entire
former MCAS El Toro is being redeveloped and construction will be occurring over a multiple
year duration. Though views of construction may be less than optimal by some viewers, the
visual impact would be considered less than significant because (1) construction activities are
generally recognized as a necessary element associated with improving the visual character of
the Project from its currently degraded state of buildings in disrepair to the cohesive visual
quality envisioned by the Development Plan; (2) though the overall Project is proposed to be
phased over a multiple year duration, the construction activities in each specific planning area
are relatively short in duration; and (3) future occupants of the approved residential uses would
have moved in with full knowledge of the construction activities anticipated with the Project.

The developed portion of the OCGP would have views of the Project site, especially the western
edge of the Project site. This portion of the OCGP has been developed with soccer fields and the
Great Park Balloon. Users of the OCGP would see ongoing construction. For the soccer fields, the
primary view would be inward to the sports fields. The western portion of the Project site would
be the first phase of development; therefore, the visual disruption of the construction activities
would be completed early, minimizing the duration of the exposure to construction-related
views. Users of the Great Park Balloon would have aerial views of construction activities;
therefore, they would see all phases of construction. However, this would be a less than
significant impact because it would only be a portion of their view panoramic views experienced
in the gondola, and the short duration of the views. It should be noted that the Project site would
be developed in a similar timeframe as the Great Park Neighborhoods; therefore, construction
activities, whether from the Project site or surrounding area, would be a temporary component
of the larger visual landscape.

Security fencing that would be provided around each construction site is expected to limit street
level views (see Development Plan, Appendix B, Section B-121 Construction Site and Vacant
Property Security, B.3). Future multi-level development may still have views of construction
activities. These construction-related views would also be temporary and would change at each
phase of construction as the different planning areas are developed. Construction of the
infrastructure improvements (e.g., roads, utility infrastructure extensions and connections) that
would occur at various locations on site or off site would also be temporary.
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The construction phase of the Project would not result in disruption of natural visual resources
because there are none on site. Furthermore, any construction-related impacts on existing visual
character of the Project site would be temporary, and, as indicated above, the construction
activities would be in a similar timeframe as the development activities for the Great Park
Neighborhoods. Thus the Project would not be out of character with the development activities
that are anticipated in the immediate surrounding areas. Given their temporary nature,
construction activities resulting from the Project would not significantly degrade the existing
visual character or quality of the Project site and its surroundings. Therefore, potential adverse
visual impacts associated with the Project’s construction activities are considered less than
significant and no mitigation is required.

On-Site Visual Character

As development occurs throughout the Project site, the visual character of the Project site would
change from previously disturbed areas and visually degraded with abandoned structures to
that of a core urban setting.

A mix of land uses would be developed on site, including up to 2,103 dwelling units; over
1.8 million square feet of retail, office, commercial, and neighborhood-serving uses; 220,000
square feet of retail commercial uses; 242 hotel rooms, with up to 20,000 square feet of meeting
space on the Project site. The Residential District in the western portion of the Project site would
accommodate primarily residential uses, but would allow office and retail uses that are
compatible with the residential uses. The Commercial District in the eastern portion would
accommodate primarily office uses, but would allow residential and retail uses that are
compatible with the office uses. The Mixed Use District in the central portion of the Project site
would include the potential reuse of Building 317 and retail and hotel uses but would allow
residential and office uses that are compatible with the vision for this district. This flexibility
would allow for a variety of land uses and buildings to be constructed in each planning area,
subject to the trip equivalency adjustments outlined in the Development Plan.

As discussed in Project Description, the Development Plan has incorporated design guidelines
(Section 2 of the Development Plan) and development standards (Section 3 of the Development
Plan). The design guidelines have been prepared to ensure that the vision for the Project is
maintained as the Project is developed over time. These design guidelines and development
standards are intended to be flexible while establishing basic evaluation criteria for the review
of future developments as part of the development review process. The development standards
regulate design and development within the Development Plan area and establish the minimum
standards and requirements that would guide developers, contractors, architects and engineers
in designing and developing the Project’s buildings and environment. Together, these two
components of the Development Plan would ensure that future plans substantially conform to
the vision, look, feel, and character envisioned for the Project. All of these components contribute
to a visually cohesive development.

As discussed in Section 1.3 of the Development Plan, the “vision for the Project is a mixed-use,
walkable, transit-oriented destination incorporating residential, retail, hospitality and
commercial business uses in a dynamic urban setting with authentic physical and emotional
connections to the site’s history and adjacent influences.” This would be accomplished through
the development of districts that would enhance the cohesive element of linking the “Live” and
“Work” environments of the mixed use development. As discussed in the Project Description

EL TORO, 100-ACRE PARCEL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 4.1-7
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT



Aesthetics

(Section 3.0 of this EIR) and the Development Plan, development standards have been
established for each of the development districts. The following are the key standards for each
of the development districts that would reduce any potentially significant aesthetic impacts to a
less than significant level (this information is also presented in Table 3-4 of both this EIR and the
Development Plan):

o Residential District. The Project would provide for development of residential products
with a maximum height of 90 feet and an average density of 50 dwelling units to an acre.
The overall maximum site coverage would be 85 percent of the parcel, with a minimum
of 15 percent landscaping. The Project would provide a minimum of 100 square feet of
open space (either private or common) per unit. There would be a minimum six feet of
building separation.

e Hotel and Retail Developments. This district would provide for development of
buildings with a maximum height of 125 feet and an overall maximum site coverage of
50 percent of the parcel and a minimum of 15 percent landscaping. The maximum floor
area ratio (FAR)3 would be 2.0.

e Commercial Office Developments. This district would provide for development of
buildings with a maximum height of 220 feet and an overall maximum site coverage of
50 percent of the parcel and a minimum of 15 percent landscaping. The maximum FAR
would be 4.0 per development, with an average overall FAR of 2.0. There would be a
minimum 20 feet of building separation.

Based on these development characteristics, coupled with the design guidelines, the Project
would have a core urban visual appearance. These development characteristics are similar to the
adjacent 8.1B Zone (Great Park Neighborhoods District 6), which has no height limitations on
properties south of Marine Way, no site coverage limitations for attached residential
developments (non-residential developments are limited to a 65 percent coverage) and a
minimum 15 percent landscape requirement (unless if a lesser amount is approved at the time
of Master Plan approval).

The design guidelines of the Development Plan provide for a consistent landscape character

within the Project through the use of integrated planting schemes, hardscape materials,
colors and character that embrace both planning principles and community architecture. In
addition to enhancing the environment, landscaping would screen some views of the Project
site from properties and streets outside of the Project boundary. (See Development Plan,
Community Framework; Section 2.5). Key components of the Development Plan that would
serve to enhance the visual characteristics of the Project site include:

e Potential adaptive reuse of Building 317 could incorporate the history of the Project site
and serve as a focal point on the Project site, with adjacent land uses and structures
complementing the architecture and potential use of Building 317.

e Siting of buildings to create a pedestrian-activated promenade to scale the street scene.
The location of the promenade/central spine is depicted on Exhibit 4.1-5, Landscape

3 Floor Area Ratio or FAR is calculated by dividing the total square feet of the lot the building is located on by the square
footage of the building. The FAR is a way of measuring the building intensity. The higher the FAR, the more dense the
development.
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Zone Diagram, and Exhibits 4.1-6 through 4-1-8 present the promenade cross sections at
residential condition, park spaces, and commercial condition, respectively.

e Open space areas throughout the Project site to reduce the visual intensity of
development, including a 50-foot average open space area along Marine Way to
complement the uses at the OCGP, pocket parks/plazas, a neighborhood park, and a
passive park.

e Eight-foot setbacks along the internal streets and five-foot setbacks between planning
areas to reduce the scale and mass of development.

e Incorporation of public art to enhance the physical environment.

e Re-use of historic and/or vintage items to help celebrate the rich heritage of MCAS El
Toro.

e (Gateway monuments that demarcate the main entrances into the Project site from Marine
Way.
e Sign standards that would prevent visual clutter.

e Site furnishings to help add to the individuality and quality of each District.

e Use of architectural features, colors, and textures to generate pedestrian scaling and
visual interest along the streetscape.

Given the current degraded visual quality of the Project site, implementation of the development
standards and design guidelines would promote a cohesive community identity and enhance, not
degrade the visual quality of the Project site. The design elements will be used to establish a
sense of place when viewed from on-site. Therefore, the potential adverse environmental
impacts of the Project’s development and operation are considered less than significant and no
mitigation is required.

Off-Site Views of the Project

Views from public roadways and areas adjacent to the Project site would change as new
structures and site improvements are constructed and as landscaping is provided in individual
planning areas. Existing views of abandoned structures, building foundations, and overgrown
weeds would be replaced by development characterized by new structures and new landscaping.
The Project site would take on an urban character similar to the urban character that exists in or
is proposed for the surrounding area and elsewhere in the City.

The discussion below provides an assessment of the visual changes from locations in the vicinity
of the Project site. One location, the Second Harvest Food Bank warehouse, is unique. Though
not part of the Project site, it is surrounded by the Project on three sides (north, east, and west).
Therefore, a separate discussion of views from this location is provided.

Views from Second Harvest Food Bank Warehouse

Views from the Second Harvest Food Bank warehouse would change as existing abandoned
buildings surrounding the warehouse on three sides are demolished and new facilities are
constructed. Warehouse uses are generally considered to have a low view sensitivity because
the focus of their activities is not oriented to the visual character of the surrounding area, and
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the structure has limited views toward the surrounding areas. However, consideration is given
to the overall site conditions, especially as workers and volunteers access the Project site. As a
result of the Project, the change in view from the Second Harvest Food Bank warehouse, would
be an improvement over the existing views of the abandoned structures and remnants of
building foundations. Uses developed pursuant to the design guidelines and development
standards would provide a visually cohesive development. Potentially significant adverse
aesthetic impacts of the Project site’s development and operation would be considered less than
significant and no mitigation is required.

Views from Future Marine Way

Currently views of the Project site are limited due to the status of redevelopment of this portion
of the former MCAS El Toro. The existing Perimeter Way traverses the Project site. Surrounding
uses include the developed portion of the OCGP, located at the future Marine Way and Ridge
Valley, and uses that continue to use buildings on the former base. The future Marine Way would
be aligned along the northern edge of the Project site, providing views of on-site developments.
Approved uses along the northeastern boundary of the Project site include the Cultural Terrace,
which is located generally northeast of Marine Way and east of Great Park Boulevard West*. The
Cultural Terrace would provide for museum, amphitheater, cultural centers, and other civic and
office uses.

Views from these existing uses, as well as the approved uses, would change as a result of Project
construction. From the vantage point along the future Marine Way a prominent near-range view
would be the adjacent 50-foot “Park within the Park.” This feature, which is identified in the
Development Plan as one of the Project Design Goals (see Section 2.2 of the Development Plan
for the discussion of Project Design Goals and Section 2.5.3.2, Community Elements and Criteria),
would enhance the future Marine Way frontage to complement the adjacent OCGP. This area
would include landscaping, trails, signage, and iconic features that would serve as a transition
from the OCGP and uses to the north. Views of the Project site from the future Marine Way and
land uses adjacent to the Project site would be enhanced compared to existing conditions. The
views of new on-site buildings and site improvements would improve as old structures, building
foundations and unmaintained outdoor areas are replaced by new developments and as an
urban area is created at the Project site, similar to areas surrounding the Project site. The overall
visual character of the former MCAS El Toro site is in transition to urban and suburban uses.

As discussed above under construction impacts, a portion of the OCGP has been developed with
soccer fields and the Great Park Balloon. The primary view orientation for the soccer fields would
be inward toward the sports fields. Users of the Great Park Balloon would have aerial views of
the Project site. On-site development would not block balloon riders’ panoramic views of the City
of Irvine and beyond or the Santa Ana Mountains to the north. The Project site would be
developed in a similar timeframe as the adjacent Great Park Neighborhoods development;
therefore, balloon riders would see the overall change in the larger visual landscape. Though the
character of the Project site would be changing, the nature of the improvement would not
substantially contrast with the surrounding area and would create a seamless viewshed that
would not degrade the visual character or quality of the surrounding area. Thus, any potentially

4 Great Park Boulevard West referenced herein and in all EIR exhibits is referred to as GP-1 in all City documents.
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significant adverse impacts of the Project site’s development and operation would be considered
less than significant and no mitigation is required.

Views from the Future Great Park Neighborhoods District 6

The area east of the Project site is also located on the former MCAS El Toro property. The existing
use includes an abandoned warehouse. Further to the east is open space area that contain the
former runways for the MCAS El Toro. There are no existing sensitive viewsheds east of the
Project site. Future uses would include the Great Park Neighborhoods District 6. These uses
would be generally consistent in character as the proposed Project. The orientation of the Great
Park Neighborhoods District 6 development in relationship to the Project site is not currently
known. However, given the overall consistency in the types of use, and similar urban nature of
the proposed improvements of the Project site, the Project would not degrade the visual
character or quality of the surrounding area. Thus, any potentially significant adverse impacts of
the Project site’s development and operation would be considered less than significant and no
mitigation is required.

Views from the Vicinity of the Southern California Regional Rail Authority Rail Line

The area south of the Project site is built out with low-rise (two-story) office buildings as part of
the Irvine Technology Center, a site owned by the Orange County Transportation Authority
(OCTA), and Interstate 5 (I-5). The Irvine Technology Center is separated from the Project site
by the SCRRA rail line. Landscaping in the Irvine Technology Center obscures ground level views
of the Project site in many locations. The orientation of these uses is generally facing away from
the Project site. Office uses are generally considered moderately view sensitive because the focus
of their activities is not oriented to the visual character of the surrounding area. The views from
these locations would change from a degraded area with minimal landscaping and former
Marine Corps buildings to views of new urban development, with heights ranging from 1 to 15
stories. As discussed above, given the degraded visual character of most of the former Marine
Corps buildings, development of the Project site would be an enhancement. The Project would
not change the character of the Irvine Technology Center and would be consistent with
surrounding uses since the overall visual character of the former MCAS El Toro site is
transitioning to urban and suburban uses. Therefore, though the character of the Project site
would be changing, the character and quality of the improvements would not substantially
contrast with the surrounding area.

In May 2015, the OCTA acquired a 21-acre parcel south of the Project site adjacent to the planned
extension of Ridge Valley, as shown on the City Master Plan of Arterial Highways. The OCTA site
is designated for institutional uses and has been planned as a potential future rail maintenance
facility. Currently, there are no specific uses planned for this parcel; therefore, there would be no
impacts due to changes in the visual character of the Project site. Once constructed, the rail
maintenance facility would be considered to have a low visual sensitivity because the OCTA site
is at a lower grade compared to the Project site, and the focus of their activities is not oriented
to the visual character of the surrounding area. Additionally, based on current phasing concepts,
the adjacent portion of the Project site would be constructed prior to the development of the rail
maintenance facility. Though design plans for the rail maintenance facility are not available at
this time, for reasons disclosed previously, the proposed Project site would improve the
aesthetics of the area. Further, the proposed Project site’s layout and landscaping would provide
a buffer from and some screening of the OCTA property from views from Marine Way and the
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Orange County Great Park. As shown in Exhibit 3-3, Conceptual Framework Plan, the Project
design identifies the central spine street and pedestrian/transit promenade along the southern
edge of the Project adjacent to the OCTA property (Exhibit 4.1-6 through 4.1-9, above). This
circulation plan would provide a setback from the development and would provide a landscape
edge such that the Project site would not degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
surrounding area. Thus, any potentially significant adverse impacts of the Project site’s
development and operation would be considered less than significant and no mitigation is
required.

Views from the Vicinity of State Route 133

There are limited views from the west of the Project site. The berms supporting the elevated
ramps for SR-133 block direct views of the Project site, except from the immediately adjacent
parcels, which are predominantly owned by the Irvine Company (part of the City’s PA 40) and
are currently in open space and agricultural productions. The future use for these parcels is
multi-use, according to the City of Irvine Zoning Code. At this time, there are no specific plans for
these parcels; however, the multi-use designation would be consistent with the uses proposed
for the Project. Views from this location are of the previously disturbed or developed portion of
the Project site. With Project implementation, the visual character from these parcels would
change from previously developed/disturbed views to an urban setting. Based on the Conceptual
Framework Plan (Exhibit 3.3), the Project’s Residential District is adjacent to these parcels.
Though a change in visual character would result from Project implementation, the Project
would not result in degraded views from this location. As discussed above, the design guidelines
of the Development Plan provide for a cohesive character within the Project through the use
of integrated planting schemes, hardscape materials, colors and community architecture.
Additionally, given the lack of development on these parcels, there are no sensitive receptors
with current views from the parcels in the vicinity of SR-133. The viewer groups from these
parcels would be agricultural workers. As discussed under Methodology, employment uses are
generally considered less sensitive to changes in the visual quality than residential uses, because
residents have a greater connection with the visual character of their neighborhood than people
who are passing through or employed in an area. Thus, the Project would not degrade existing
visual character of these surrounding parcels and impacts would be less than significant.

Further to the northeast, there are existing and planned residential uses in City of Irvine Planning
Area (PA) 40. Residential uses are considered to be a highly view-sensitive use. The nearest
existing residential use is in the vicinity of Sand Canyon Avenue and Trabuco Road. It is
approximately a mile from the closest home to the northwest corner of the Project site. There
would be limited views of the Project from these locations due to distance, an intervening
freeway, and landscaping. Similarly, the Cypress Village residential uses west of Sand Canyon
Avenue, which are predominantly built, would not have direct views of the Project site due to
intervening freeway and landscaping. An apartment/office development has been approved by
the City of Irvine at “O” Street and Trabuco Road, which is less than a mile from the Project site.
Upon buildout, this development may have indirect views of the Project; however, given the
intervening sports fields at OCGP and landsca