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AC

ADD

AELUP
AIP
ALPA
ALUC
ANCA
AWG

A-WEIGHTED

CEQA
CNEL

GLOSSARY

"Advisory Circular." Advisory Circulars are published by the Federal
Aviation Administration regarding various matters within the jurisdiction
and regulatory responsibility of the FAA.

"Average Daily Departure." ADDs are regulated on an annual basis,
and an allocation of appropriate ADDs is required to conduct regularly
scheduled commercial service at JWA with either Class A or Class AA
aircraft. -

Airport Environs Land Use Plan

Federal Airport improvement Program

Air Line Pilots Association

Airport Land Use Comrhission

Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990
Airpbrt Working Group of Orange County, Inc.

A-weighted sound level (dBA) is the sound pressure which has been
filtered or weighted to quantitatively reduce the effect of low frequency
noise. It provides a simple measure to approximate the human ear to
sound. A-weighted sound level is used as a single number rating for
community noise such as aircraft flyovers and roadway traffic. A-
weighted sound level is measured in decibels with a standard sound
level meter which contains the "A" weighting network.

California Environmental Quality Act

"Community Noise Equivalent Level" is a cumulative noise descriptor
which is used at all California commercial air carrier airports to describe
the aircraft related noise environment. It is a descriptor which is
required by regulations of the California Department of Transportation,
Division of Aeronautics. CNEL is similar (but not identical) to the
cumulative descriptor used by the federal government to describe
aircraft noise, "Day-Night Level," which is usually denoted by the
acronyms "DNL" or "Lg,."
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JWA

LEQ(H)

LUCP

MAP

NADP

NEPA

NOP

PASSUR

GLOSSARY

“Federal Aviation Administration." The Federal Aviation Administration
is an agency of the United States Department of Transportation and is
the principal federal aviation agency responsible for implementing
federal law regulating aviation activities in the United States.

"Federal Aviation Regulation." The Federal Aviation Regulations
appear in Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations.

John Wayne Airport, Orange County (SNA).

Leq (Equivalent Sound Level) is the energy average noise level, usually
measured in A-weighted decibels (dBA), integrated over a specified
amount of time. Lea(H) is the A-weighted equivalent sound level
averaged over a period of "H" hours. It is the level of constant noise
that would have the same total acoustical energy as the actual time
varying noise level. An example is Leq(12), where the equivalent
sound level is the average over a particular 12-hour time period, such
as the period 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. The time period "H" is usually
selected to match the hours of operation for a given type of non-
residential use.

Airport Land Use Compatibility Program

"Million Annual Passengers." This is the common measure for
describing an airport’s passenger service level.

"Noise Abatement Departure Procedure." NADP is terminology used
by the FAA to describe aircraft departure procedures performed for
noise abatement purposes in proposed AC 91-53A.

National Environmental Policy Act

Notice of Preparation

Passive Surveillance Radar. PASSUR is a flight tracking system which
allows passive radar tracking of aircraft departing JWA and facilitates

correlation of noise level information with specific flights, specific aircraft
types and specific noise abatement departure procedures.
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RMS

SAHSP

SENEL

SPON

TMS

GLOSSARY

"Remote Monitoring Station." This is the designation used for the
microphones and related equipment installed north and south of the
airport as part of the airport’s noise monitoring system.

Santa Ana Heights Specific Plan

"Single Event Noise Exposure Level." SENEL is the single event aircraft

" noise descriptor commonly used in California as a result of regulatory

requirements of regulations of the California Department of
Transportation, Division of Aeronautics. it is essentially identical to the
equivalent federal descriptor known as "SEL."

Stop Polluting Our Newport
"Temporary Monitoring Station." The TMS’ are temporary monitoring

stations numbered TMS 21 through 28 which were installed south of
JWA as part of the noise level demonstration test.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction and Executive Summary

This document is a Draft Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") prepared under the
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") and its implementing state regulations ("the
CEQA Guidelines").! The proposed project is described below in the "Project Summary"
and "Project Description” sections of this EIR.

1.1 PROJECT SUMMARY AND BACKGROUND
1.1.1 PROJECT SUMMARY
The proposed project includes the following discretionary actions:

(i) amendments to the "PHASE 2 COMMERCIAL AIRLINE ACCESS PLAN
AND REGULATION" ("the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN") which would modify
certain of the maximum permitted departure noise levels in areas south
of John Wayne Airport, Orange County (SNA) ("JTWA"); and

(ii) the addition of three new regulatory monitoring stations south of
JWA and the eventual future elimination of two existing noise
departure monitoring stations south of JWA (Remote Monitoring
Stations ['/RMS"] 4 and 5).

In addition, the proposed project includes certain recommended project
mitigation measures, which are summarized in Section 2.3, and discussed in greater detail
in Sections 3.1 (noise) and 3.2 (land use), of this EIR. These measures include both project
mitigation and mitigating conditions intended to limit the extent of the necessary noise level
increases under the proposed project. The recommended mitigation measures also include
land use actions proposed by the County of Orange ("the County"), including continuation
of the acoustical insulation program and a reinitiation of a "purchase assurance" program
for certain residential areas directly south of JWA. These land use programs were originally
implemented by the County in connection with its adoption in 1985 of a master plan for the
development and operation of JWA through the year 2005, and related actions of the Board
of Supervisors approving program specific elements for the Land Use Compatibility Program

1 CEQA appears at California Public Resources Code, Sections 21000, and following. The CEQA
Guidelines appear at Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, Sections 15000 and following.
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for Areas South of JWA ("LUCP").? In addition, the proposed project contains mitigating
conditions and limitations intended to ensure realization of the principal objectives of the
proposed project. Since the analysis of this EIR finds that there will be no project impacts
on biological resources (see, Section 3.3), no mitigation is necessary or proposed.

1.1.2 BACKGROUND

The proposed project arises as a result of certain actions taken, and
anticipated to be taken, by the Federal Aviation Administration ("FAA") which would
prohibit the use of certain noise abatement departure procedures which have been used by
certain aircraft types operating at JWA for a number of years, with prior FAA review and
approval. The County is the proprietor of JWA and operates the airport under appropriate
permits and certificates from the California Department of Transportation, Division of
Aeronautics, and the FAA. Since at least 1969, the County has operated JWA under a
series of restrictions implemented by lease agreements, regulations and ordinances which
have the primary purpose of controlling and minimizing any adverse noise or other
environmental effects resulting from aircraft operations at the airport.

In 1985, the Orange County Board of Supervisors ("the Board") adopted a
master plan for the development and operation of JWA through the year 2005, and other
related projects, including a land use compatibility plan ("LUCP") for a residential area
immediately south of the airport, which is commonly known as "Santa Ana Heights"
(collectively, "the 1985 Master Plan"). An EIR prepared under CEQA, and an
Environmental Impact Statement ("EIS") prepared under the National Environmental Policy
Act ("NEPA"), were reviewed and considered by the Board and by the FAA prior to their
respective approvals of the 1985 Master Plan projects ("EIR S08/EIS").

A major mitigation measure of EIR 508/EIS was the continued enforcement
of pre-existing airport use regulations and limitations, and the adoption of additional project
mitigation, implemented through an airport "access plan." This mitigation included:

(i) the simultaneous adoption by the Board of a "Commercial Airline
Access Plan and Regulation” ("the Phase 1 Access Plan"), intended to
be in effect through the period characterized in the 1985 Master Plan
as "Phase I" (1985-1990); and

2 The LUCP was originally approved by the Orange County Board of Supervisors as project mitigation
for the 1985 Master Plan. In addition, it should be noted that the element of the project which proposes to
add new monitoring stations is mitigating in its purpose and effect.
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(ii') a commitment to continue to implement similar regulations and
restrictions for "Phase II" of the 1985 Master Plan (1990-2005).

On August 29, 1990, the Board adopted the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN, consistent with the
project mitigation commitments made in connection with the County’s approval of the 1985
Master Plan. The PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN was expressly made effective immediately upon
its adoption by the Board. Both the PHASE 1 ACCESS PLAN and the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN
were, in turn, successor regulations to earlier "access plans" and other similar agreements,
rules and restrictions previously implemented and enforced by the County.

The FAA is currently considering new noise abatement departure procedure
policies. Specifically, the FAA has published for comment a proposed advisory circular
("AC"), AC 91-53A (57 Federal Register 34990 [August 7, 1992]) which would: (i) establish
minimum operational standards and parameters for noise abatement departure procedures
by large (over 75,000 pounds upon take-off weight) air carrier aircraft; and (ii) limit each
aircraft operator (Le, air carrier) to no more than two (2) noise abatement departure
procedures ("NADP") per aircraft type used by that operator. These new FAA policies
would invalidate certain departure procedures previously approved by FAA for use at JWA.

One principal objective of this FAA initiative is to achieve "standardization"
of noise abatement departure procedures at domestic commercial airports. It appears to
be the concern of FAA that a "proliferation” of airport specific noise abatement departure
procedures, like those previously approved for use at JWA, could create significant safety
concerns because of the extra "workload" imposed on flight deck crew members (Le, the
pilot and co-pilot) by requiring them to be familiar with, and to execute properly, a wide
range of departure procedures with the same aircraft depending upon which airport the
aircraft was departing. The FAA also believes that the new minimum altitude standards for
initiating thrust reduction, and limitations on the amount of thrust reduction permitted under
proposed AC 91-53A, will provide enhanced margins of safety for air carrier operations.
However, these changes will cause increased noise levels in some areas south of JWA,
principally Santa Ana Heights (See, Sections 3.1 and 3.2 of this EIR).

The PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN maximum permitted noise levels were established,
in part, based upon the demonstrated capability of the scheduled airlines to use the noise
abatement departure procedures previously approved by the FAA for use at JWA.

3 Beginning in 1980, the County adopted a series of "Commercial Airline Access Plans." The primary
function of these "plans” (which were adopted in regulatory form, and which, beginning with the Phase 1 Access
Plan, were expressly incorporated into the lease and operating agreements of the scheduled commercial users
of JWA), was 10 establish maximum permitted single event departure noise levels south of the airport; to limit
by regulation the maximum permitted number of scheduled commercial flights in various noise and user classes;
and to regulate and allocate operating privileges among scheduled air carriers and commuter airlines regularly
serving JWA.



Therefore, unless certain amendments are made to the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN to
accommodate noise abatement departure procedures which are consistent with the new FAA
initiative, FAA’s anticipated actions may result in a reduction in commercial airline capacity
and operations at JWA significantly below the levels contemplated by the 1985 Master Plan,
and a related settlement agreement entered into in 1985 by the County, the City of Newport
Beach, and two citizens groups, "Stop Polluting Our Newport" ("SPON") and the Airport
Working Group of Orange County, Inc. ("AWG") (the "1985 Settlement" or the "1985
Settlement Agreement").

With the cooperation of the City of Newport Beach, AWG, SPON, FAA and
the air carriers operating at JWA, the County offered to conduct a noise level demonstration
at JWA using a variety of departure procedures with each large jet aircraft type using the
airport beginning on April 1, 1992 ("the noise level demonstration”). A more complete
discussion of the noise level demonstration is contained in Section 3.1 and in Appendix D
to this EIR.

1.2 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF EIR

The purpose of this EIR is to present information to the public and governmental
agencies regarding the environmental impacts of the proposed project. The "decision
makers" (in this case the Orange County Board of Supervisors) are required to take this
information into account when deciding whether or not to approve the proposed PHASE 2
AccEss PLAN amendments and related project components. For this project, the County
is the Lead Agency under CEQA.

This EIR will be used for the following purposes:

6] Consideration of the proposed project, its alternatives, and
proposed mitigation measures by the County Board of Supervisors.

(ii) Consideration of the proposed project, its alternatives, and
proposed mitigation measures by the County’s Airport Commission and
Planning Commission.

(iii) Execution of a supplemental stipulation by the County, the City

of Newport Beach, and two citizen groups, SPON and AWG,

permitting amendments to the 1985 Settlement Agreement and

Stipulation, and the confirming order of the United States District
- Court.

4 Appendix D is the written report of the consultant retained by the County to manage and interpret
the noise level demonstration data.




(iv)  Execution of a written agreement between the County and FAA
confirming that the proposed amendments to the PHASE 2 ACCESS
PLAN will not alter or jeopardize in any manner the "grandfathered"
status of the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN under the Airport Noise and
Capacity Act of 1990 (49 USC §2153, et seq.), or be inconsistent in any
manner with the County’s legal obligations to the United States under
the terms of grant agreements executed by the County under the
federal Airport Improvement Program ("AIP").

This EIR may also be used in connection with other discretionary approvals or
implementing actions which may be necessary or desirable to proceed with the proposed
project.

13 THE SCOPING PROCESS

On November 11, 1992, the County Environmental Management Agency,
Environmental Planning Division, circulated a Notice of Preparation ("NOP") to various
Federal, State, regional and local governmental agencies as required by CEQA. Attached
to the NOP was an environmental analysis checklist, a description of the proposed pro_]ect
and an initial study. These materials are reproduced in Appendlx A

- During the circulation of the NOP, a number of comments were received. All written
comments received have been reproduced in Appendix B. The primary issues raised in the
comments have been summarized in Appendix C, including how and where the issues are
responded to in this EIR.

14 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Neither the proposed project nor any of its alternatives would result in significant
environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated to nonsignificant levels, assuming both that:
(i) the recommended mitigation measures are found to be feasible and reasonable and are
adopted by the Board of Supervisors as part of the project; and (ii) adequate federal funding
is available to support and implement certain of the proposed land use mitigation measures

5 The "Airport Improvement Program" (or "AIP") has been implemented by the United States through
a series of statutory provisions. The most recent statute is the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982,
as amended, which is found in Title 49 of the United States Code at Section 2201 and following.
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under the federal AIP program (or other equivalent federal funding sources).® If, and only
to the extent that the outdoor noise level increases which would result from implementation
of the proposed project are, in certain specific instances, "significant” for purposes of this
environmental analysis, those noise impacts are unavoidable and cannot be mitigated to a
level of insignificance.”

The potential cumulative impacts of the proposed project are discussed at length in
Section 7 of this EIR. Based upon the analyses contained in this EIR, there are no
significant cumulative impacts associated with the proposed project or its alternatives.

The initial study identified three potentially significant impacts arising from the
proposed project - noise impacts, land use impacts and impacts to biological resources.
Based upon the analysis performed and summarized in this EIR, these impacts are either
not significant when fully analyzed, or they will be avoided or mitigated through the
implementation of mitigation measures which will be adopted as part of the proposed
project.® Table 1-1 provides a summary of the anticipated impacts of the proposed project,
the proposed mitigation measures, and the level of significance of the impacts after
mitigation. A more detailed summary of the environmental impacts of the proposed project
is provided below. In addition, Section 1.5 provides a summary of the impacts of the
alternatives that have been analyzed in the EIR, and provides a comparison of the
alternatives in relation to the proposed project. Sections 3.1 and 3.2, as well as Section 4
of this EIR, analyze and discuss the project alternatives in greater detail. In addition to the
three identified potentially significant impacts arising from the proposed project, the initial
study identified numerous effects required to be analyzed in the initial study that were found
not to be significant. Section 6 discusses those project impacts found not to be significant.

6 If federal funding cannot be obtained to implement specified land use mitigation measures, the
proposed project may result in significant noise and related land use impacts that cannot be mitigated to
nonsignificant levels. This issue is addressed at length in Sections 3.1 and 3.2 of this EIR.

7 For reasons discussed in Section 3.2 (land use), and specifically Section 3.2.7 (land use - analysis of
significance), it is the conclusion of this EIR that those impacts are not unmitigated significant impacts to
residential land uses south of JWA. However, the final decision of significance is a decision for the Board of
Supervisors, and the County recognizes that there are individuals who may consider the outdoor impacts of the
proposed noise level increases "significant” based upon their individual experience and perceptions. If the
Board of Supervisors agrees with the view of those individuals that that specific impact is "significant” within -
the meaning of CEQA, then the outdoor noise impacis of the proposed project, in certain residential areas of
Santa Ana Heights, would be found to be significant impacts which cannot be mitigated to a level of
insignificance and for which no additional reasonable and feasible mitigation measures have been identified.

8 Except, possibly, as described in footnote 7, above.
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Potentially .Mitigation Level Of
Significant Measures Significance
Impacts After Mitigation
Noise Increases in single Land use mitigation Below the level of
event and cumulative | measures (see below)” | significance unless
noise levels in certain federal funding
areas south of JWA "Mitigating conditions”" | cannot be obtained
from current incorporated into the for land use
conditions, particularly | proposed project mitigation measures’
the Santa Ana : '
Heights area.
Biological None No mitigation measures | Below the level of
Resources required significance
Land Use Increases in single Continuation of the Below the level of

event and cumulative
noise levels in certain
areas south of JWA
from current
conditions, particularly
the Santa Ana
Heights area.

acoustical insulation
program for Santa Ana
Heights

Reinitiation and
acceleration of the
purchase assurance
program’

significance unless
federal funding
cannot be obtained”

)

If full implementation of the proposed land use mitigation measures is not feasible because

of lack of federal funding, the proposed project will result in significant unavoidable adverse noise and land
use impacts. See Section 3.2.7. '

In addition, if, and only to the extent that, the proposed increase in maximum permitted noise
levels at RMS 1, 2 and 3 create "significant” interference with exterior living areas in areas of Santa Ana
Heights, those impacts cannot be mitigated below the level of "significance,” and all reasonable and feasible
mitigation measures which might lessen those impacts have been incorporated into the proposed project. See
the discussion in Sections 1.4, 3.1, 3.2 and 3.2.7.



1.4.1 NOISE

The proposed project will result in increases in single event and cumulative
noise levels in certain areas south of JWA,® particularly the Santa Ana Heights area,
including an area commonly known as the Anniversary Tract, which is currently within the
boundaries of the City of Newport Beach. The rest of the areas which are affected by
potentially greater aircraft noise levels are located within the unincorporated areas of Santa
Ana Heights. The proposed project will not alter aircraft landing patterns or noise levels,
and thus will have no effect in communities north of the airport.1®

Single event noise levels will increase for certain "classes” of commercial
aircraft at Remote Monitoring Stations ("RMS")" 1, 2 and 3.2 In some cases, the
increases are as low as .1 dB SENEL,® which is imperceptible to the human ear. As
discussed in Section 3.1, a normal person would require a difference of at least 3 dB SENEL
between two successive aircraft events to reliably describe which of the events was louder.
At noise level differences below 3 dB SENEL, the selection of most people of which aircraft
event was noisier would be random.

As discussed in more detail in Section 3.1, the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN
- distinguishes between various classes of aircraft based upon their noise characteristics. From
the noisiest to the quietest class of aircraft, these three regulatory classes are "Class A",
"Class AA" and "Class E" aircraft. All of the proposed increases in the maximum permitted
noise levels for Class A Aircraft are well below 3 dB SENEL, and for that class of aircraft,

% "Single event" and "cumulative” noise descriptors are discussed in detail in Section 3.1.

1 In commenting on the Notice of Preparation for this EIR, the City of Santa Ana requested a discussion
of potential project impacts on arrival patierns over, or in the vicinity of, the City. This project would not alter
in any manner approach paths or procedures now in effect, nor would it alter approach related noise levels

in any respect.

11 The "Remote Monitoring Stations® are part of the JWA noise monitoringsystem, and are microphones
and related electronics which are located north and south of JWA to detect and report aircraft noise events
to a central computer at the airport offices.

12 A discussion of the different "classes” of commercial aircraft defined in the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN is
contained in Section 3.1. Some aircraft types can operate across two, or even all three, classes, depending upon
factors principally related to the gross takeoff weight of the aircraft.

13 *SENEL’ is an acronym for "Single Event Noise Exposure Level." SENEL is the single event noise
descriptor defined in the California Noise Standards (regulations of the California Department of
Transportation, Division of Aeronautics) in Title 21 of the California Code of Regulations, Sections 5000, and
following. Essentially, SENEL is based upon "A-weighted" decibels ("dBA"), but includes a correction for the
duration of the event, as well as measuring the maximum noise levels generated during the noise event.
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the single event noise level increases of the proposed project are not considered significant.

However, some of the proposed changes to the maximum permitted noise
levels for Class AA and Class E aircraft exceed 3 dB SENEL, and may result in significant
single event increases in aircraft noise levels in some areas of Santa Ana Heights. Increases
of this amount are significant noise impacts of the proposed project although, in absolute
terms, these are the quietest available commercial aircraft; and they are perceptibly quieter
than Class A Aircraft, both as measured by the noise monitoring system and as generally
perceived in the communities south of JWA. However, one of the benefits of the proposed
project is that, in many cases, and certainly on average, the single event noise levels of
commercial aircraft are expected to actually decrease from existing conditions (other factors
remaining equal) south of Santa Ana Heights, primarily in areas of Newport Beach.
Nevertheless, the single event increases proposed by this project for Class AA and Class E
aircraft are considered significant for purposes of this EIR and, therefore, appropriate
mitigation measures have been proposed for inclusion in the proposed project.’

Cumulative noise levels (Ze, CNEL) will increase in Santa Ana Heights, but
will remain essentially the same or decrease in residential areas south of Santa Ana Heights.
As discussed in greater detail in Section 3.1, the FAA has adopted various orders addressing
the preparation of environmental documents for airport projects which establishes project
increases of 1.5 dB Ly, as the threshold of significance for properties within the 65 dB Ly,
contour for purposes of impact analysis.’* Using this threshold criteria, the CNEL impacts
of the proposed project in the Santa Ana Heights area are described and analyzed in this
EIR as follows: :

The project CNEL impacts, even when analyzed on an artificial "worst
case" basis,’¢ are essentially identical to, or, in some areas, smaller

14 The proposed noise and land use mitigation measures, discussed in Section 3.1 and 3.2, respectively,
are proposed for adoption by the County if the Board of Supervisors selects for implementation either the
proposed project described in this EIR (which is also referred to in various sections of this EIR as "Alternative
1") or the project alternative identified in this EIR as "Alternative 2." Neither the "no-project” alternative nor
the project alternative identified in this EIR as "Alternative 3" would require implementation of the
recommended mitigation measures. '

15 As discussed in Section 3.1 and Appendix D, the federal "Ly," descriptor is substantially the same as
California’s CNEL descriptor. Because CEQA was modeled on NEPA, the California courts have generally
looked to federal cases interpreting NEPA as "strongly persuasive” authority as to the meaning of CEQA. See,
Friends of Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors (1972) 8 Cal3d 247, 261. Thus, because CEQA does not provide
a noise "threshold of significance” standard, the FAA standards have been looked to for purposes of the noise
analysis.

16 CEQA does not require a "worst case" analysis. However, in order to test the level of significance of
noise impacts for purposes of this EIR, an artificial "worst case" noise analysis has been performed and is
(continued...)



than, the "project case contours" developed as part of EIR 508/EIS.Y
When analyzed on a "most likely" basis, the contours are significantly
smaller than the "project case" contours of EIR 508/EIS, but somewhat
larger than the actual CNEL contours for the year ending March 31,
199218

The proposed project would not result in significant (ie, 1.5 dB)
CNEL increases when measured against the "project case” contours
and mitigation programs of EIR 508/EIS.

In some areas of Santa Ana Heights, the CNEL increases resulting
from this project will increase by as much as 3.5 dB CNEL, compared
to the March 31, 1992, annual CNEL contours. A 3.5 dB increase at
the CNEL levels experienced in much of Santa Ana Heights (i.e., those
areas presently exposed to noise levels of 60 dB CNEL or greater) is
a significant project impact.

As a result of this analysis, the County has treated the CNEL increases as
"significant" to ensure a full analysis and discussion in this EIR of the project related noise
issues. The County has also proposed and incorporated into the project land use mitigation
measures based upon this analysis of significance, although in some respects the proposed
mitigation might be considered a continuation or extension of mitigation programs adopted
and implemented as a result of the 1985 Master Plan. In other words, the County’s Master
Plan mitigation program included land use mitigation for all residential areas within the 65
dB CNEL contour south of JWA, and that "mitigation area" included all land south of the
airport which will be within the 65 dB CNEL contour if this project is approved and
implemented. ’

18(...continued)
presented in Section 3.1 and is identified as "Scenario B." The County has elected to perform this analysis to
ensure that as much information as possible is made available to the public and to the decision makers in this
EIR without excessive attention to trivia or the irrelevant. However, for reasons discussed in Section 3.1, this
decision does not indicate that the County believes that the "worst case” CNEL analysis is ever likely to occur
as a result of the proposed project.

7 The EIR S08/EIS "project case contours” appear in Exhibit 4.15-17 in Volume 1 of EIR 508/EIS.
These contours were in turn used to define eligible areas in Santa Ana Heights for land use mitigation
programs adopied in connection with the 1985 Master Plan project.

18 The annual CNEL contours through March 31, 1992, were used for the analysis provided in this EIR
because it is the most recent available information which pre-dates the noise demonstration period initiated
on April 1, 1992.
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In addition to the proposed land use mitigation measures, which are discussed
in Section 3.2, the County has also proposed incorporating other mitigation measures and
"mitigating conditions" into the project, which are discussed in Section 3.1.5. These "project
conditions" are intended to serve a number of different purposes; but a principal purpose
is to ensure that the proposed amendments to the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN do not result in
any unanticipated noise impacts south of JWA. Implementation of these mitigation
measures, together with the mitigation measures proposed under the land use analysis
(Section 3.2), would reduce the noise impacts of the proposed project to a level below the
level of significance.’®

1.4.2 LAND USE

The proposed project will result in significant noise level increases, both as
measured by single event and cumulative noise descriptors, in certain areas of Santa Ana
Heights and the Anniversary Tract, which is within the boundaries of the City of Newport
Beach. There will not be any significant increases in noise levels south of Santa Ana Heights
and, in fact, in many areas of Newport Beach, the proposed project is expected to actually
reduce single event and cumulative noise levels.

Mitigation measures have been proposed, including continuation of the -
acoustical insulation program for Santa Ana Heights and re-initiation and acceleration of the
purchase assurance program, for properties which will be located within the 65 dB CNEL
contour projected to result from the proposed project? Implementation of these
mitigation measures depends, to some extent, on the availability of federal grant funding.
Except as qualified by the discussion in Section 3.2.7, if implemented, these mitigation
measures, together with the mitigation measures proposed under the noise section of this
EIR (Section 3.1), will reduce the land use impacts of the proposed project below the level
of significance. If full implementation of the proposed land use mitigation measures is not
feasible because of a lack of federal funding, the proposed project will result in significant
unavoidable adverse noise impacts (see Section 3.2).

1.4.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The study area includes the Upper Newport Bay Ecological Reserve and
Regional Park ("the Back Bay"). Section 3.3 of this EIR contains an extensive analysis of
the various sensitive species occupying the Back Bay. Based upon this analysis, it has been
concluded that neither the proposed project, nor any of the proposed alternatives, would

19 Again, subject to the caveat described in footnote 7, above.
2 See Section 3.2.6 for a detailed discussion of these programs.

11



result in significant impacts on biological resources. Because the proposed project would
not result in any significant impacts on biological resources, no biological resource mitigation
measures are proposed for implementation as part of the project.

1.5 SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Table 1-2 provides a summary of the project alternatives that have been analyzed in
the EIR and provides a comparison of the alternatives in relation to the proposed project.

In addition to the proposed project, three alternative projects are evaluated and
discussed in Section 4 of this EIR. The first alternative is the statutorily required "no
project” alternative. Under this alternative, no amendments would be made to the PHASE
2 ACCESs PLAN. When the anticipated adoption of AC 91-53A occurs, and when FAA
makes those limitations and standards regulatory by amending the operating certificates of
the air carriers (or by any other regulatory means), this alternative would, among other
results: (i) eliminate the MD-80 as an aircraft qualified to serve JWA in some markets
which it served prior to the noise level demonstration; (ii) substantially reduce the
circumstances under which certain aircraft, particularly the Boeing 737 and 757 series aircraft
and the Airbus A320, could operate as a Class AA aircraft, with a probable reduction in
airport passenger service capacity; and (iii) substantially reduce, if not eliminate entirely,
the Class E capacity for large air carrier operations at JWA? This would, in turn,
effectively impose a limitation on the number of passengers which can be served through
JWA to a probable level substantially below the 8.4 million annual passengers ("MAP")
contemplated by EIR 508/EIS, and permitted by the 1985 Settlement Agreement. Since the
exact service capacity would be determined by the aircraft equipment and route changes
which would be made by the airlines under those circumstances, the resulting effective
passenger capacity cannot be predicted with certainty, but it seems apparent that it would
be substantially less than the current service capacity.

In order to allow consistent comparisons between the proposed project and the
various project alternatives, each project and alternative considered in this EIR has been
given a specific "alternative" designation, including the proposed project. In addition, the two
principal "alternatives" (the proposed project (Alternative 1) and "Alternative 2") are
analyzed for potential noise, land use and biological impacts under alternative operations mix
"scenarios” in order to provide a more complete comparative analysis between the scenarios.
These three scenarios are referred to in this EIR as the "Base Case Scenario," "Scenario A"
and "Scenario B." The assumptions underlying each analysis scenario are described in
Section 3.1 (noise).

2 See Section 3.1, below, for a more complete discussion of "Class A", "Class AA" and "Class E" aircrafi.
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' SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Proposed Project” Alternative 3
No (Alternative 1) Alternative 2 (existing 65 dB
Project | (1500/800°project) | (800°/800’project) | CNEL contour)***
Meet Project No Yes Yes No
Objectives?**
Environmentally Yes No No No
Superior
Alternative?***
Increases to No Up to 3.6 dB CNEL Up to 2.6 dB CNEL No increase in
CNEL increase at some increase at some CNEL levels
(Community Noise locations n_'\ Santa locations lp Santa
Equivalent Levels) (S-Ar,-',? H,:gms ct) (s-Ar,;fl Hstlghts ct) (No Impact)
ignificant impa ignificant impa _ o Impa
as Against Pre- J i v P P
Demonstration No significant impacts | No significant impacts
Conditions south of RMS 3 and south of RMS 3 and
some noise reductions | some noise reductions
Increases to No Up to 5.7 dB SENEL Upto3.2dB SENEL | Unknown
SENEL increase at some increase at some increases
Single Even locations in Santa locations in Santa in SENEL levels
§\l oi sgeeL e\‘I,:I st s Ana Heights Ana Heights due to carrier
i )a s (Significant Impact) (Significant Impact) discretion in
Against Pre- selecting aircraft
Demonstration No significant impacts | No significant impacts types
Conditions south of RMS 3 and south of RMS 3 and '
some noise reductions | some noise reductions
Maintains Pre- Yes No No Yes
Demonstration
CNEL Contours
Decreases to No No in Santa Ana No in Santa Ana No
SENEL Levels as Heights Heights
Against
. Yes in some locations | Yes in some locations
Pre-D.e.monstratlon south of TMS 21 and | south of TMS 21 and
Conditions T™S 22 ™S 22
Land Use |mpa¢ts No Significant Impact Significant Impact No Impact
Impact
: See Section 2.3 for a description of the proposed project.
- See Section 2.3.1 for a description of the project objectives.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(d)(2) requires an EIR to identify the environmentally superior
alternative. If the no project alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, the EIR must also
identify which of the other alternatives would cause the least environmental damage.

e This alternative is the next environmentally superior alternative after the no project alternative.
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Finally, both Section 3.1 (noise) and Section 3.2 (land use) include an analysis of what
is referred to as the "NOP Case." This refers to the proposed project, as described in the
Notice of Preparation circulated in connection with preparation of this EIR. The "NOP
Case" differs from what is referred to in this EIR as "the proposed project (Alternative 1)"
in that the "NOP Case" does not include the mitigation measures proposed for
implementation in Section 3.1 (noise) of this EIR.Z

"Alternative 1" (as that term is used throughout this EIR) is the proposed project with
the mitigation measures recommended in this EIR. Under the proposed project, the new
maximum permitted noise limits at Monitoring Stations RMS 1, RMS 2 and RMS 3 would
be set at noise levels which would accommodate a 1500 foot power cutback procedure for
aircraft types which, historically, have demonstrated the ability to operate within the Class
AA and Class E aircraft definitions of the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN,2 and at noise levels
which would accommodate an 800 foot power cutback procedure for the noisiest of the
permitted Class A aircraft, the MD-80 series airplanes. (For a more detailed discussion of
the proposed project (Alternative 1), see Section 2.3.4).

"Alternative 2" is identical to the proposed project (Alternative 1), except that the
new maximum permitted noise limits for Class AA and Class E aircraft at Monitoring
Stations RMS 1, RMS 2 and RMS 3 would be set at levels which would accommodate an
800 foot power cutback procedure by those aircraft rather than a 1500 foot power cutback
procedure.? This would result in slightly lower maximum permitted noise levels at
Monitoring Stations RMS 1, RMS 2 and RMS 3, but would probably result in slightly higher
noise levels at all monitoring stations south of RMS 3 than would occur under the proposed

2 A non-mitigated project is not proposed for implementation, but is discussed in this EIR principally
to allow evaluation and quantitative description of some of the recommended noise mitigation measures.
Therefore, the "NOP Case” is not summarized in Table 1-2. It is, however, analyzed at length in both Section
3.1 (noise) and Section 3.2 (land use) of this EIR.

B As discussed more completely in Section 3.1 (noise), the "controlling aircraft” for this aspect of the
proposed project (Alternative 1) are the Boeing 737-300+ and Boeing 757 series aircraft.

% The MD-80 requires - indeed it controls the noise definition of - a Class A ADD. While other
procedures were tried during the noise demonstration test, only an 800 foot power cutback procedure by the
MD-80 produced accepiable noise levels in the vicinity of Monitoring Stations RMS 1, RMS 2 and RMS 3.
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project. The 60 dB CNEL contour south of JWA would also be larger under Alternative
2 than under the proposed project (Alternative 1). ~

In addition, Alternative 2 may present practical problems for the air carriers. A 1500
foot power cutback procedure could have wide application at a number of different air
carrier airports in the United States. However, the County is not aware of any airport or
community which would select or urge the air carriers to use an 800 foot power cutback
procedure at their airports. The reason for this is JWA’s relatively short air carrier runway
(5700 feet) and the close proximity of residential uses in Santa Ana Heights. At most air
carrier airports in this countty, which typically have runways between 9000 and 11,000 feet
in length, RMS 1, 2 and 3 would still be on the runway or airport property. Since AC 91-
53A will permit each air carrier to select two, and no more than two, NADPs for use by
each of its aircraft types throughout the domestic United States, an alternative which
requires the air carriers to define one of their two permitted NADPs in a manner which is
useful or of benefit only at WA presents obvious problems and issues relating to equitable
treatment of other noise affected communities around the United States. This is particularly
true since, compared to the residential communities around JWA, there are a large number
of communities with substantially greater populations around other air carrier airports which
are subject to substantially higher noise levels than those experienced in the vicinity of
JWA%

"Alternative 3" would accommodate whatever aircraft can be accommodated within
the existing 65 dB CNEL contour at JWA, but would not allow that contour to expand from
its current size, even though the current contour is significantly smaller than the "project
case" contour predicted in EIR 508/EIS. This alternative would also result in a substantially -
reduced level of service, although, again, the exact level cannot be predicted precisely since
it would be determined in part by choices within the discretion of the air carriers serving
JWA. Aside from the reduction in service, implementation of this alternative would present
two other major problems: first, it is unlikely that this alternative could be implemented
without first complying with the study, notice and FAA approval requirements of the Airport
Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 ("ANCA") and the implementing regulations in Federal

% In effect, the 800 foot power cutback procedure is a procedure which, within the parameters of
proposed AC 91-53A, is "optimized" to produce the lowest noise levels in the Santa Ana Heights area (the area
where RMS 1, 2 and 3 are located) at the expense of noise levels further south of the airport. The 1500 foot
procedure is a procedure designed by Boeing Aircraft Company which optimizes noise levels for its aircraft
from the line defined by TMS 21 and 22 south (see Exhibit 3-1, in Section 3.1 for the location of these
monitoring stations), at the expense of slightly higher noise levels at RMS 1, 2 and 3. For purposes of
convenience in making comparisons between various project alternatives, the proposed project, as mitigated
by the recommended mitigation measures identified in this EIR, is sometimes identified in the text and tables
as "Alternative 1."

% Toname just a few: Boston-LoganInternational Airport; JFK International Airport (New York); and
Chicago-O’Hare International Airport. ~
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Aviation Regulation ("FAR") Part 161.7 Second, effective implementation of this
alternative would require virtually a complete restructuring of the County’s historical
regulatory approach to managing JWA, and a complete restructuring of the PHASE 2 ACCESS
PLaN. Particularly in light of the long and controversial history leading to the current
regulatory structure at JWA, a change of this magnitude would be a serious undertaking, and
probably could not be implemented effectively (if at all) until sometime in 1994.

The "no project” alternative has been identified as the "environmentally superior
alternative,” principally because it would maintain existing SENEL levels in Santa Ana
Heights. Alternative 3 would also maintain existing CNEL levels, and for that reason is
identified in this EIR as the next most environmentally superior alternative.®
1.6  AREAs OF CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES To BE RESOLVED

During the circulation of the Notice of Preparation, commentis on the proposed
project were received from governmental agencies, neighborhood associations and individual
citizens. Specifically, comments were received from the following parties:

State Agencies and Offices

Governor’s Office of Planning & Research

California Department of Fish & Game

Local Municipalities
City of Newport Beach
City of Costa Mesa
City of Irvine
City of Santa Ana

#7 The Federal Aviation Regulations appear in Title 14 of the Code of Federal Régulations.

3 CEQA Guidelines section 15126(d)(2) requires an EIR to identify the environmentally superior
alternative. If the no project aliernative is the environmentally superior alternative, the EIR must also identify
which of the other alternatives would cause the least environmental damage.
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Federal Agencies

United States Marine Corps (Marine Corps Air Bases, Western
Area)

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

Private and Citizens Organizations
The Wildlife Society, Southern California Chapter

Airport Working Group of Orange County, Inc. ("AWG")
and
Stop Polluting Our Newport ("SPON") (by Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger)

Back Bay Community Association (by Printemps & Kaufman)
Concerned Homeowners of Sherwood Estates ("C.H.O.S.E.")

Copies of all written comments received during the scoping process are contained in
Appendix B. A summary of these comments and references as to where each of the
comments is addressed in this document are contained in Appendix C.

The potential adverse noise impacts and property value effects of the proposed
project and its alternatives was the concern most frequently expressed by agencies,
associations and individuals.

The primary issue to be resolved is whether to make the proposed amendments to
the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN, and, if so, the selection of the alternative to be implemented.
In addition to the proposed project, there are three alternatives described and evaluated in
this EIR, including the no project alternative.

In terms of public policy, and assuming that a reduction in passenger capacity at JWA
resulting from implementation of AC 91-53A is not an acceptable policy choice to the Board
of Supervisors, the principal question presented by this EIR is the choice to be made
between the proposed project (Alternative 1) and Alternative 2. The basic difference
between these two alternatives is that the proposed project would result in higher single
event and cumulative noise levels in the core area of Santa Ana Heights in the vicinity of
the nominal departure path, while resulting in reduced noise levels further south of the
airport. Alternative 2, on the other hand, would reduce the single event and cumulative
noise level increases in the Santa Ana Heights area from those that would be expected to
occur under the proposed project (Alternative 1), but would increase noise levels further
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south of the airport (at least as compared to the proposed project). These differences are
documented and discussed at length in Section 3.1 (noise), and in its tables and exhibits.

1.7  INCORPORATION OF STUDIES, COMMENTS,
RESPONSES AND OTHER DOCUMENTS

This EIR contains reference to a number of studies, reports and other documents as
providing a basis for, or source of information which is summarized in the body of the EIR.
These documents are incorporated by reference into this EIR in accordance with Section
15150 of the CEQA Guidelines. Where a document, study or report is cited or referred to
for convenience by a short-hand form in the body of the EIR, the reader should consult
Appendix E for the full citation. '

In particular, this document incorporates relevant portions of EIR 508/EIS, and
particularly Section 4.15 (Volume 1), which contains the noise analysis of that EIR/EIS.
Section 4.15 contains important information on the history and background of noise
regulation at JWA; the effects of noise on people and various types of land uses; a
discussion of other relevant state, local and federal regulations and statutes; and an analysis
and evaluation of aircraft types, aircraft operations, single event and cumulative noise levels
anticipated to be generated by implementation of the 1985 Master Plan, and alternative
noise mitigation measures.

Appendix D to this EIR is particularly impdrtant and should be reviewed carefully
by the reader. This Appendix is the consultant’s report to the County on the conduct and
results of the noise level demonstration.

This document also incorporates various staff reports and related documents
addressing the Phase 1 and PHASE 2 ACCESS PLANS. A list of references is contained in
Appendix E.

During the circulation and consideration of this EIR, copies of each of these
documents are available for public review during normal business hours at the following
location:

Orange County Environmental Management Agency
Development Processing Center

12 Civic Center Plaza, Room G-19

Santa Ana, California 92702-4048

(714) 834-5550

Comments received by the County on this EIR during the public review period, and
the responses to those comments, will become an integral component of the Final EIR.
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CHAPTER 2

Project Description

2.1 PRrROJECT LLOCATION

The project area includes the County owned property which comprises JWA, as
shown on Exhibit 2-1 (regional map). Exhibit 2-2 is a vicinity map which shows these areas.
In addition, a topographical map is provided on Exhibit 2-3. The project area also
encompasses areas in the vicinity of JWA, including:

(i) the unincorporated residential and commercial areas located
generally to the southeast of the airport which is commonly referred to
as "Santa Ana Heights;"

(i) commercial and residential areas further to the south of the
airport located within the jurisdictional boundaries of the City of
Newport Beach;

(iii) commercial and residential areas to the west and southwest of
the airport located within the jurisdictional boundaries of the City of
Costa Mesa;

(iv) commercial areas to the east of the airport located within the
jurisdictional boundaries of the City of Irvine; and

(v)  residential and commercial areas located generally to the north
of the airport and within the jurisdictional boundaries (and adjacent
unincorporated areas) of the cities of Orange, Santa Ana, Villa Park,
and Tustin (shown on Exhibit 2-1).

The project area is predominantly urban in character. An extensive highway and
local street system surrounds the area. The project area includes industrial, commercial, and
residential land uses, as well as certain special purpose noise sensitive uses, such as schools
and churches. The project area also includes a natural reserve and habitat to the south of
the airport, commonly known as the "Upper Newport Bay Ecological Reserve" and the
"Upper Newport Bay Regional Park." Exhibit 2-3 is a topographxcal map which shows the
Upper Newport Bay.

19



REGIONAL MAP

IRVINE

MESA /2N JOHN WAYN
AIRPORT

SANTA ANA
HEIGHTS

NEWPORT

BEACH

COUNTY OF ORANGE ;*
EXHIBIT 2-1




e H N
4,..0,.,_/»/
> WAl Nh

& -
O TS - 4
v e .wnq:ua.:
_ 1
. i .
!
i

EXHIBIT 2-3

B e
Ry WL

oy =)
7 ’ "; ‘- g
AMEUE

TOPOGRAPHICAL MAP

/,,,,,VN -

N, " . P ..
2 ANy MY y P \-..tﬂ/? Y
! AN\ AR,
\,.Va, N ", ’ : B 4 B ﬁaV‘ ;

R DR



[THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK]

22



2.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
2.2.1 THE NATURE AND ROLE OF JWA

JWA is a federally certificated airport which is part of the national air
transportation system. Although no air carriers operate "hubs" at JWA, and the airport does
not have facilities to support international operations, the local demand for passenger air
travel service makes JWA an important segment of the national air transportation system.
At the present time, JWA is the only airport located in Orange County which provides
regularly scheduled commercial air service. The total airport area (including portions of a
golf course to the south of the airport, which is separated from the airport itself by a major
roadway, and which is not available for aeronautical uses) is approximately 504 acres. The
area of the airport available for aeronautical uses and activities is approximately 400 acres.

JWA serves both general aviation and scheduled commercial passenger airline
operations. The use of JWA is heavily regulated as a result of the limited area and facilities
available at TWA to support commercial passenger activities, because of the environmental
sensitivity of the local area, and because of a-long history of airport related litigation
extending back, at least, to 1969. Both as a result of local environmental concerns and
limited facilities, JWA may not serve more than 8.4 million annual passengers ("MAP")
through December 31, 2005 (a limitation which is also incorporated into the settlement
stipulation and the confirming judgement of the United States District Court for the Central
District of California entered in 1985). The current level of service is approximately 6.0
MAP.2 ;

2.2.2 HISTORY OF REGULATION OF AIRPORT USE AND OPERATIONS AT JWA

The essential character of JWA as an airport facility, both operationally and
environmentally, is defined by the significant and substantial physical and environmental
constraints affecting public use of the facility. Regularly scheduled commercial service was
first initiated at JWA in 1967, and since the late 1960s, the County has regulated the use and
operation of JWA by a variety of means in an effort to control and reduce any adverse
environmental impacts caused by aircraft operations to and from JWA.

These regulations have included such restrictions as: (i) strict noise based
limitations on the type of aircraft which are permitted to use JWA - including both
commercial and general aviation aircraft; (i) a nighttime "curfew" on aircraft operations
exceeding certain specified noise levels; and (iii) limitations on the number of average daily
commercial departures which can occur at the facility. The controlled nature of the airport’s
operation, arising from a wide range of political, social and economic considerations,

2 This level of service is estimated for the Plan Year from April 1, 1992, to March 31, 1993.
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hasbecome institutionalized to the extent that the regulated nature of the airport is a
definitional component of its character as an air transportation facility.

One of the principal means of controlling aircraft noise at JWA has been
limitations placed upon the number of average daily departures ("ADDs") by regularly
scheduled air carriers using JWA. These restrictions have been adopted in resclutions of
the Board of Supervisors and incorporated into various agreements between the County (as
the proprietor) and its airline tenants. After 1980, these restrictions also became elements
of various "access plans" adopted by the County, including the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN. Prior
to 1985, the maximum number of permitted ADDs was 41. One of the significant project
elements of the 1985 Master Plan was to increase the permitted number of ADDs in two
phases: Phase I (1985-1990) increased the total number of regulated (i.e, "Class A" and
"Class AA") flights to 55 ADDs, and Phase II permitted an increase in the number of
regulated flights to 73 ADDs.

These ADDs are allocated among the regularly scheduled commercial airlines
by a formula and process described in the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN (and in the staff reports
prepared in connection with the consideration and adoption of the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN
by the Board). The ADD:s are, in turn, divided into separate "classes" based upon the noise
characteristics of the aircraft permitted to operate within those "classes." The "noisiest" class
of ADD is designated in the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN as "Class A" ADDs. Under the terms
of the plan (and under the settlement agreement between the County, the City of Newport
Beach, SPON and AWG, and the confirming judgment of the United States District Court
for the Central District of California), the County may not allocate more than a total of 39
of these ADDs during the "Phase 2" period. The next quietest class of ADDs is designated
in the plan as "Class AA" ADDs. During the Phase 2 period, the County may not allocate
more than a total of 73 Class A and Class AA ADDs; and since the County has allocated
39 Class A ADD:s, this means that a total of 34 Class AA ADDs may be (and have been)
allocated.

The PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN (and the 1985 Settlement Agreement) defines a
third "class" of commercial aircraft operations based upon the noise characteristics of the
aircraft, "Class E" aircraft. Aircraft which can operate within the noise limits permitted by
the PHASE 2 AcCESS PLAN for Class E aircraft are not regulated by the number of flights.
For purposes of Class E operations by passenger air carriers and commuter carriers, the
number of flights is limited by "seat allocations" and "passenger capacity allocations,"
respectively.

Class A ADDs are the most valuable operating rights for scheduled
commercial carriers using JWA. The importance of these ADDs arises largely because the -
maximum permitted noise levels for Class A operations are the highest of the three classes.
This, in turn, allows the aircraft to depart with more weight, principally additional fuel, which
allows the aircraft a greater non-stop range from JWA. Class A ADDs are essential for
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medium and Iong—haul service out of JWA, prmcxpally on east-west routes. The existing
maximum permitted noise levels are discussed in Section 2.3, below.*

2.23 HISTORY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROVERSIES INVOLVING THE AIRPORT

JWA has a long history of environmental controversies which continue to the
present day. A more detailed history of those controversies through 1984 is contained in
Volume I of EIR 508/EIS, which has been incorporated by reference in this document. The
County has been a defendant in numerous and substantial noise damage litigation initiated
by residential property owners living generally to the south of the airport in Santa Ana
Heights and in Newport Beach. The City of Newport Beach has also initiated a number of
lawsuits against the County since 1969 in an attempt to preclude any expansion of airport
facilities or operations.

In 1985, the County initiated declaratory relief litigation in the United States
District Court for the Central District of California (County of Orange v. Air California, et
al, etc, USDC C.D.Cal. Civ. No. 85-1542 (TJH)(MCx)) in respect of EIR 508/EIS. On
December 15, 1985, the United States District Court entered a final judgment (“the
confirming Judgment“) between the County, the City of Newport Beach, SPON and AWG
("the settling parties") based upon a stipulation executed and submitted to the Court in
November 1985 ("the 1985 stipulation” or "the settlement stipulation"). In addition, the FAA
and various other parties, mcludmg vanous certificated commercxal alrhnes, were also parties
to this actlon 5 A =

The 1985 stxpulatxon and the confirmmg Judgment (whlch mcorporated the
terms of the 1985 stipulation) contained certain provisions binding upon, among others, the
County, from the date of the Court’s entry of the confirming judgment through December
31, 2005. The settling parties agreed, among other things, that:

(i) during Phase I and Phase II, no aircraft generating noise levels
greater than those permitted for Class A Aircraft would be permitted
to engage in regularly scheduled commercial service at JWA;

(ii) during Phase II, no more than 73 ADDs by Class A Aircraft and
Class AA Aircraft would be permitted to operate at JWA;

30 sMaximum Permitted Noise Levels" established at the regulatory monitoring stations for scheduled
commercial operations (air carrier and commuter) are defined in terms of energy averaged SENEL levels
measured over each calendar quarter.
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(iii) during Phase II, no more than 39 of the permitted 73 ADDs would
be allocated to, and operated by, aircraft operating at JWA as Class A
Aircraft;

(iv) during Phase II, the permitted number of operations by "Exempt
Aircraft" (i.e, Class E Aircraft) is unlimited, except that the combined
number of passengers served by Exempt Aircraft, Class A Aircraft and
Class AA Aircraft in regularly scheduled commercial service may not
exceed 8.4 MAP; and

(v) Class A Aircraft, Class AA Aircraft and Exempt (ie, "Class E")
Aircraft are defined in the 1985 stipulation in terms of certain specified
noise levels, as measured at defined "Criterion Noise Monitoring
Stations" and "Departure Noise Monitoring Stations." These maximum
permitted noise levels are consistent with the maximum permitted
noise levels defined in the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN.

23 SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND PROJECT OBJECTIVES
23.1 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The principal objective of the proposed project is to allow the County to
establish new maximum permitted noise levels for the three classes of commercial aircraft
at the monitoring stations located in the Santa Ana Heights area in order to: (i) preserve
the operational capacity at JWA contemplated by the Phase 2 Access Plan; and (i)
accommodate the FAA’s concerns regarding the safety, and potential proliferation, of airport
specific noise abatement departure procedures.

23.2 PROJECT BACKGROUND

Since at least 1990, FAA has received various suggestions, complaints and
input from certain airline pilots unions (principally, but not exclusively, the Air Line Pilots
Association ["ALPA"]) to the effect that certain (but not all) of the noise abatement
departure procedures previously approved by FAA for use by certain airlines and aircraft
types at JWA are not consistent with the views of those organizations regarding the
operation of commercial aircraft with a desirable margin of safety. ALPA and the other
commercial pilots organizations have also expressed strong concern to FAA regarding the
safety implications of a possible proliferation of airport specific noise abatement departure
procedures being implemented (or "encouraged") by various other commercial airports in
the United States. ALPA and the other commercial pilot organizations have suggested that
FAA take advisory and, if necessary, regulatory action to establish minimum operational
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standards and criteria for noise abatement departure procedures which would be
implemented on a uniform basis nationwide.

In response to the suggestions of the pilot organizations and subsequent FAA
working group recommendations, FAA has taken certain actions in order to discharge its
statutory obligation to ensure the safe operation of aircraft in flight. Specifically:

(a) FAA formed advisory working groups to study and advise FAA on:

(i)- appropriate parameters for noise abatement departure
procedures which would provide a reasonable margin of safety in such
operations to protect the best interests of the air travelling public. This
led to the preparation of a draft FAA Advisory Circular ("AC") which
has been published for comment in the Federal Register (57 FR 34990
[August 7, 1992]), and is presently designated for comment purposes
as AC 91-53A ("First Working Group"); and

(i) the noise and other environmental consequences of the
contemplated change in permitted noise abatement departure
procedures ("Second Working Group"); and

(b) Based upon the results and recommendations of the First Working
Group, and subject to various other legal and regulatory requirements,
FAA is considering adopting AC 91-53A and, perhaps, amending
operating certificates of all certificated commercial airlines operating
in the United States, to impose limitations consistent with the proposed
.operational parameters and minimums specified in proposed AC 91-
53A.

The first working group was formed before the County became aware of this
activity at the federal level. Members of the first working group generally consisted of
airline representatives, representatives of ALPA, other pilots’ unions, and other industry
participants. The County is an active member of the Second Working Group. The County
has advised FAA that: (i) the changes suggested in proposed AC 91-53A could adversely
affect the ability of certain air carriers using JWA to continue to operate within their
previously approved noise classification; (ii) the changes suggested in proposed AC 91-53A
could adversely affect the operational capacity of JWA in light of the terms and limitations
of the 1985 stipulation and confirming judgment; (iii) the County understands FAA’s
responsibilities in respect of regulating aircraft operating procedures to ensure safe aircraft
operations, and the safety of the air travelling public; and (iv) the County wishes to
cooperate in the processes by which FAA will consider and may implement advisory circular

27



amendments and/or regulatory actions implementing new noise abatement departure
limitations.

As part of its cooperation with FAA, in order to provide relevant information
to the Second Working Group, of which the County is a member, and in order to obtain
relevant noise data upon which the County could consider possible necessary amendments
to the PHASE 2 ACCESs PLAN, the County volunteered, with the consent and cooperation
of the City of Newport Beach, SPON, AWG, the airlines and FAA, to conduct a noise level
demonstration at JWA in three phases, beginning April 1, 1992. The demonstration was
originally scheduled to continue through December 31, 1992. However, for reasons
discussed below, the interested and affected parties have agreed to extend the demonstration
to March 31, 1993.

Phase I of the demonstration occurred from April 1, 1992 to June 30, 1992.
During this period, aircraft which were initiating power reductions at altitudes below 800
feet, or which were cutting back power below the power necessary to maintain a 1.2%
engine-out climb gradient, were exempted from the noise restrictions of the PHASE 2 ACCESS
PLAN and operated within the minimum 91-53A parameters.

Phase II of the demonstration occurred from July 1, 1992 to September 30,
1992, and involved all scheduled commercial aircraft using JWA in a variety of different
departure procedures and profiles. This was the main data gathering phase of the noise
demonstration. The principal purpose of this phase was to identify maximum noise levels
at the regulatory monitoring stations which would require adjustment to accommodate the
change in FAA’s limitations on noise abatement departure profiles and still provide the
lowest reasonable noise limits south of JWA

Phase III of the demonstration began on October 1, 1992, and will continue
until March 31, 1993. The principal purpose of extending the test to March 31, 1993, was
to allow collection of additional noise data during the months of October and November
1992. During Phase II1, generally, the carriers agreed to fly only those departure procedures
identified after analysis of the preliminary Phase II noise data as being procedures which
could operate within the lower range of single event noise levels south of the airport. Phase
III was also extended to March 31, 1993, in order to allow sufficient time for environmental
analysis and other administrative processes necessary to permit amendments to the PHASE
2 ACCESS PLAN.

Finally, Phase III of the noise demonstration also focuses on one of the
primary policy issues raised as a result of the anticipated change in FAA policy. Each of the
major aircraft types using JWA, including the MD-80 series aircraft, the Boeing 737-300 and
400 series aircraft, and the Boeing 757 series aircraft are being operated by some of the
airlines using a noise abatement departure procedure which initiates power reduction at an
altitude of 800 feet above field elevation ("AFE") (Le., the altitude of the air carrier runway
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[19R/01L] at JWA).3' Another group of airlines are operating with departure procedures
where power reduction is initiated at an altitude of 1500 feet AFE.** Generally, the 800
foot procedures result in lower noise level increases in Santa Ana Heights and lesser noise
level reductions in areas south of Santa Ana Heights (as compared to the noise exposure
of the 1500 foot procedure). The 1500 foot procedure, on the other hand, is designed to
maximize the noise level reductions in residential areas south of Santa Ana Heights, but
would result in greater noise increases in some areas of Santa Ana Heights (as compared
to noise levels created by the 800 foot procedures).

For purposes of this demonstration, the County used the six permanent remote
monitoring stations ("RMS") south of the airport (RMS 1 through RMS 6). The County also
installed eight temporary monitoring stations ("TMS") in areas south of Santa Ana Heights
during the test period, which are presently designated as TMS 21 through TMS 28. Exhibit
3-1 in Section 3.1 is a map of the area south of JWA and identifies the current locations of
RMS 1 through 6 and TMS 21 through 28. During the demonstration period, the County
also rented and installed a flight tracking system called PASSUR. The PASSUR system
allows passive radar tracking of aircraft departing JWA and facilitates correlation of noise
level information with specific flights, specific aircraft types, and specific noise abatement
departure procedures. An extensive computerized data base has also been developed and
used to track relevant variables in noise level generation. Mestre Greve Associates has
acted as the noise consultant to the County for this demonstration. Again, a complete copy
of the Mestre Greve Associates report, including its extensive tables and exhibits, is included
as part of this EIR as Appendix D.

The County has obtained and conducted its review of the data from Phase I
and Phase II of the demonstration, and from the months of October, November, and
December, 1992. This information provides a satisfactory data base to permit consideration
of, and an environmental analysis of, possible changes to the maximum permitted noise
levels, as presently defined in the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN.

31 Although the Boeing 757, 737 and McDonnell Douglas MD-80 series aircraft are the principal aircraft
types currently using JWA, other commercial aircraft types using the airport during the demonstration period,
including the Airbus A-320 and the BAe-146 have also been involved in the demonstration, and their noise
characteristics under alternative noise abatement departure procedures is also being analyzed.

32 During part of Phase III, the MD-80 was also flown using a 1200 foot power reduction procedure. This
procedure did not result in acceptable (or improved) noise levels, and the procedure is not currently being used
by the MD-80 operators. Rather, all MD-80s are now operating at JWA using an 800 foot procedure as
anticipated both by the proposed project and "Alternative 2."
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2.3.3 Prorosed PrRoOJECT COMPONENTS

The proposed project consists of two principal components. The first project
component contemplates Board adoption of amendments to the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN
which would be required to accommodate the departure procedure policy changes reflected
in proposed AC 91-53A. These possible amendments are described in more detail below.
Generally, however, the maximum permitted noise levels for Class A, Class AA and Class
E aircraft would have to be increased. The analysis of the noise demonstration data
indicates that the maximum permitted noise levels would have to be increased for Class A,
AA and E aircraft at RMS 1, 2 and 3 (Santa Ana Heights). The noise demonstration data
also indicates that the existing maximum permitted noise levels would not have to be
increased for Class AA and Class E aircraft at RMS 4, § or 6, and that the maximum
permitted noise levels at TMS 21, 22 and 24, if they become permanent monitoring stations
as proposed by this project, could be set at the existing levels established for RMS 4, 5 and
6.2 "Alternative 2" would also make changes to the maximum permitted noise levels at
RMS 1, 2 and 3, but at lower levels than would be the case under the proposed project
(Alternative 1). No changes would be made to the maximum permitted noise levels under
the "no project" alternative. Under "Alternative 3," single event regulation would become
irrelevant, and each operator would instead be allocated a "CNEL share" which would allow
the air carrier the discretion to select the type of aircraft to operate at JWA.

The second - and related - project component would be amendments to the
PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN to add three new noise monitoring stations south of the airport to
the definition of maximum permitted noise levels for Class AA and E aircraft.* This would
assist in monitoring compliance with the revised noise limits for the entire flight track from
Santa Ana Heights to the Pacific Ocean. These three new monitoring stations would be
located at or near the location of the present TMS 21, 22 and 24 (see, e.g., Exhibit 2 in
Appendix D and the noise contour figures in Section 3.1 of this EIR). With the addition of
these three stations as regulatory monitoring stations, the County also proposes eventually
to remove existing monitoring stations RMS 4 and RMS 35, eliminating RMS 4 and 5 as
regulatory monitoring stations. RMS 4 and 5 were part of the original JWA noise
monitoring system implemented in the early 1970s. With the complete change in the fleet
mix using JWA to Stage 3 aircraft in the early 1980s, these two stations became largely

3 The settlement stipulation and the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN define Class A Aircraft only in terms of
monitoring stations RMS 1, 2 and 3. There are no "Class A limits" defined for monitoring stations RMS 4, 5
and 6, although since those stations are all further south (and, in the case of RMS 4 and 5, further from the
nominal flight track) than RMS 1, 2 and 3, the energy average SENEL levels for Class A aircraft will be lower
south of Santa Ana Heights than the levels generated at RMS 1, 2 and 3. As discussed in Section 3.1, the
County is proposing project mitigation which would establish maximum permitted noise levels for Class A
Aircraft at the proposed new monitoring stations, TMS 21, 22 and 24, and at RMS 6.

3 Generally, these noise monitoring siations consist of a pole secured to the ground. A microphone,
dedicated telephone line, and related hardware which connect directly to the central noise monitoring computer
at the airport noise abatement office are also located on, or as part of, the monitoring pole.
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irrelevant since the quieter Stage 3 aircraft register at those two stations only infrequently.®
TMS 21, 22 and 24 are all located closer to the nominal aircraft flight track than RMS 4 and
5 and would provide more consistent and reliable noise data than RMS 4 and 5. However,
if the County does eventually remove RMS 4 and 5, it would first conduct "side-by-side"
monitoring with TMS 21, 22 and 24 fully operational for at least six months. This would
protect the consistency and integrity of the long-term and extensive noise level data base
which is available to the County based upon its continuous noise monitoring for almost 20
years in areas south of JWA. This project component would also be implemented as part
of "Alternative 2," but would not be part of the no project alternative or "Alternative 3."%

The existing sections of the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN which regulate noise levels
for scheduled commercial operations are Sections 2.11 (Class A ADD:s), 2.12 (Class AA
ADD:s) and 2.13 (Class E ADDs). As they currently exist, those sections of the PHASE 2
ACCESS PLAN are set forth below. Class A Aircraft are defined in the PHASE 2 ACCESS
PLAN as follows:

*2.11 CLASS A AIRCRAFT

Class A Aircraft means aircraft which: (i) operate at gross takeoff weights
at JWA not greater than the Maximum Permitted Gross Takeoff Weight for the
individual aircraft main landing gear configuration, as set forth in Section 2.26;1*"
and which (i) generate actual energy averaged SENEL levels, averaged during
each Noise Compliance Period)*! as measured at the Criterion Monitoring
Stations, which are not greater than the values:

35 “Stage 3 aircraft” are defined in Part 36 of the Federal Aviation Regulations (14 CFR §§36.1, et seq.).
Generally, aircraft originally manufactured as "Stage 3 aircraft" incorporate the more advanced noise reduction
technology, and, all other factors being equal, are the quietest aircraft in the commercial aircraft fleet.

3% Since the County is proposing in this EIR to make TMS 21, 22 and 24 permanent monitoring stations
in the JWA noise monitoring system, in the balance of this EIR those stations will be referred to as "RMS" 21,
22 and 24.

37 This project would not amend the maximum permitted gross takeoff weight limitations of Section 2.26
of the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN.

3 A Noise Compliance Period is defined in Section 2.28 of the plan as a calendar quarter.
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MONITORING STATION ENERGY AVERAGED DECIBELS

M3: 98.5 dB SENEL
M1: 100.8 dB SENEL
M2: 100.9 dB SENEL®

in determining whether an aircraft is a Class A Aircraft, its noise
performance at the Criterion Monitoring Stations shall be determined at each
individual monitoring station, and the aircraft must meet each of the monitoring
station criteria, without "trade-offs," in order to qualify as a Class A Aircraft."

Class AA Aircraft are defined in the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN as follows:

"2.12 CurLass AA AIRCRAFT

Class AA Aircraft means aircraft which: (i) operate at gross takeoff weights
at JWA not greater than the Maximum Permitted Gross Takeoff Weight for the
individual aircraft main landing gear configuration, as set forth in Section 2.26; and
which (ii) generate actual energy averaged SENEL levels, averaged during each
Noise Compliance Period, as measured at the Departure Monitoring Stations,
which are not greater than the values:

MONITORING STATION ENERGY AVERAGED DECIBELS
M3, M4, M5 & M6: 89.5 dB SENEL
M1: 90.3 dB SENEL

M2: 90.4 dB SENEL™!

39 When originally adopted in 1985, the maximum permitted noise levels for Class A aircraft at RMS
1 and 2 were 100.0 dB SENEL. However, in the late 1980s, the County lost its rights of occupancy with respect
to the land where RMS 1 and 2 were located. The monitoring stations were relocated closer to the nominal
flight track. Tests were conducted before the old RMS 1 and 2 were relocated to determine the appropriate
noise level adjustments required by the relocation in order to maintain comparable regulation. The study
indicated that the maximum permitted noise levels (for all classes of aircraft) needed to be increased by .8 dB
SENEL at RMS 1 and .9 dB SENEL at RMS 2, and the Board approved related amendments 1o the Phase
1 Access Plan.

4 Again, when originally adopted, the maximum permitted noise level was 89.5 db SENEL at all
Departure Monitoring Stations, and was adjusted upward at RMS 1 and 2 at the time those stations were
relocated.
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In determining whether an aircraft is a Class AA Aircraft, its noise
performance at the Departure Monitoring Stations shall be determined at each
individual monitoring station, and the aircraft must meet each of the monitoring
station criteria, without "trade-offs," in order to qualify as a Class AA Aircraft."

Finally, Class E Aircraft are defined in the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN as follows:

“2.13 Class E Aircraft

Class E Aircraft means aircraft which: (i) operate at gross takeoff weights
at JWA not greater than the Maximum Permitted Gross Takeoff Weight for the
individual aircraft main landing gear configuration, as set forth in Section 2.26; and
which (i) generate actual energy averaged SENEL levels, averaged during each
Noise Compliance Period, as measured at the Departure Monitoring Stations,
which are not greater than the values:

MONITORING STATION ENERGY AVERAGED DECIBELS
M3, M4, M5 & Mé6: 86.0 dB SENEL
M1: 86.8 dB SENEL

M2: 86.9 dB SENEL*)

In determining whether an aircraft is a Class E Aircraft, its noise
performance at the Departure Monitoring Stations shall be determined at each
individual monitoring station, and the aircraft must meet each of the monitoring
station criteria, without "trade-offs," in order to quality as a Class E Aircraft."

23.4 DEFINITION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT:
PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN AMENDMENTS
PROJECT COMPONENT 1
Increased Maximum Permitted Noise Levels at RMS 1, 2 and 3
The proposed project (Alternative 1) would involve the County amending the

relevant sections of the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN (those sections quoted above) to increase the
maximum permitted noise levels for each class of aircraft at RMS 1, 2 and 3 to

41 When originally adopted, the maximum permitted noise level was 86.0 db SENEL at all Departure
Monitoring Stations, and was adjusted upward at RMS 1 and 2 at the time those stations were relocated.
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accommodate the 1500 foot noise abatement departure procedures currently being
demonstrated for Boeing 757 and Boeing 737-300 and -400 aircraft, and to accommodate
the 800 foot noise abatement departure procedure for the MD-80 series aircraft. Other
commercial aircraft types currently using JWA are expected to be able to operate within
these revised noise limits at "classes" consistent with the use and operation of those aircraft
types prior to the beginning of the noise demonstration. The increase in noise levels
contemplated by the proposed project are as follows:

Class A Aircraft

The noise level definition of Class A Aircraft is controlled primarily (if not
exclusively) by the operation of MD-80 series aircraft. In order to accommodate an 800 foot
noise abatement departure procedure for these aircraft, the maximum permitted noise levels
must be raised to 101.5 dB SENEL at RMS 1, 101.0 dB SENEL at RMS 2, and 100.5 dB
SENEL at RMS 3. This represents an increase of 2 dB SENEL or less at each of these
three noise monitoring stations.

Class AA Aircraft

The noise level definition of Class AA Aircraft would be controlled by the use
of a 1500 foot noise abatement departure procedure by the Boeing 737 and 757 aircraft
currently using the airport. In order to accommodate those flights, the maximum permitted
noise levels must be raised to 94.0 dB SENEL at RMS 1 and 2 and 91.0 dB SENEL at RMS
3. This represents an increase of 4.2 dB SENEL or less at each of these three noise
monitoring stations. No change would be made to the current limit of 89.5 dB SENEL at
monitoring stations RMS 4, 5 and 6. 89.5 dB SENEL would be the maximum permitted
noise level at the proposed new RMS 21, 22 and 24.

Class E Aircraft

The noise level definition of Class E Aircraft would again be controlled
principally by the use of a 1500 foot noise abatement departure procedure by the Boeing
737 and 757 aircraft currently using the airport*? - although at lower gross takeoff weights
than could be used for Class AA Aircraft. In order to accommodate those flights, the
maximum permitted noise levels must be raised to 92.5 dB SENEL at RMS 1 and 2, and
89.0 dB SENEL at RMS 3. This represents an increase of 3.5 dB SENEL at RMS 3 and
an increase of approximately 5.7 dB SENEL at RMS 1 and 2. There would be no change.

42 Both the 737 and 757 series aircraft currently using the airport have been qualified as Class E Aircraft
under the terms of the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLaN. The 737-300 has been regularly used as a Class E Aircraft by
America West throughout the Phase 2 period (and before).
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to the current limit of 86.0 dB SENEL at RMS 4, 5 and 6. 86.0 dB SENEL would be the
maximum permitted noise level at the proposed new RMS 21, 22 and 24.

ProJECT COMPONENT 2

Action to make TMS 21, 22 and 24 Permanent Regulatory
Monitoring Stations, and the Removal of RMS 4 and §.

This second component of the project would add (and renumber
appropriately) TMS 21, 22 and 24 as permanent regulatory noise monitoring stations (Le.,
"RMS") for Class AA and Class E Aircraft. The maximum permitted noise levels for RMS
21, 22 and 24 would be set at 89.5 dB SENEL for Class AA aircraft and 86.0 dB SENEL
for Class E Aircraft. These levels are identical to existing regulatory limits in the general
areas where RMS 21, 22 and 24 are located. The County does not anticipate that any
aircraft now using JWA in the Class AA or Class E category would be unable to meet these
maximum permitted noise levels.

In addition, after at least six months of "side-by-side" monitoring after RMS
21, 22 and 24 are made permanent regulatory monitoring stations, the County would remove
RMS 4 and 5 and make administrative amendments to the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN at that
time to eliminate references to RMS 4 and 5. Permanently incorporating RMS 21, 22 and
24 into the JWA noise monitoring system will provide enhanced monitoring and enforcement
capability for the County in the general area where RMS 4 and 5, and RMS 21, 22 and 24
are located.

23.5 MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS PART OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

In addition to those project components described above, the proposed
project, as analyzed in this EIR, also includes proposed conditions, mitigation measures and
modifications to the project identified during the course of the environmental analysis.
These modifications and mitigation measures serve three separate purposes with respect to
this project: first, as discussed earlier, this project requires a consensus between the County,
the City of Newport Beach, SPON, AWG, the FAA and the scheduled users of JWA in
order to be implemented without litigation. It has also been a goal of this process to achieve
consensus - to the extent possible - with all of the relevant and interested parties to this
process. In an effort to achieve the greatest possible degree of consensus, all of the parties
to this process (including the County) have made significant concessions to the interests and
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concerns of the others. This has resulted in certain conditions and mitigation measures
being identified as project elements.

Second, CEQA itself requires identification and consideration of reasonable
and feasible project mitigation measures. Although the impacts of this proposed project are
either insignificant, or relatively low compared to other types of possible airport projects, the
controversial nature and history of the interaction of JWA and the surrounding communities
makes consideration of mitigation measures particularly important.

Land use mitigation measures have received special consideration in this
environmental analysis-because of the prior land use commitments and actions taken by the
County to address land use issues, particularly in Santa Ana Heights. Significant effort and
expense has been incurred in acoustical insulation ("soundproofing") and purchase assurance
programs in Santa Ana Heights in those areas which were intended to remain residential
under the 1985 Land Use Compatibility Program ("LUCP") for Santa Ana Heights. In
addition, significant effort and expense has been made with respect to the conversion of
residential land uses in some areas of Santa Ana Heights to uses more compatible with
airport operations. The County desires to preserve as much of the benefit of those actions
as possible, and to minimize the extent to which the proposed Access Plan amendments will
require additional extensive land use conversions or other mitigation actions.

The third purpose underlying some of the proposed conditions and mitigation
measures is the fact that, although the noise level testing conducted as part of the
environmental evaluation process was relatively extensive and produced a substantial amount
of data, it is not possible to eliminate or entirely account for all variables which may affect
establishing new maximum permitted noise levels. Therefore, certain modifications have
been made to the project to allow continuing evaluation and, if necessary, some modification
of the noise levels proposed for the Access Plan as part of this project.

Conditions on the project, and proposed mitigation measures incorporated into
the proposed project (Alternative 1), include the following:
NOISE LEVEL MITIGATION
Maximum Permitted Noise Levels
The County’s continuing analysis of the noise level demonstration data

indicates that maximum permitted noise level increases at RMS 1, 2 and 3 can, in some
cases, be set below the levels originally proposed for the project and reflected in the Notice

43 Each of these mitigation measures is also proposed for "Alternative 2" if that alternative is selected
by the Board of Supervisors. None of the mitigation measures would be needed or proposed for the no project
alternative or "Alternative 3."
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of Preparation ("NOP") for this EIR. The proposal to adopt the maximum permitted noise
levels for certain monitoring stations and classes of commercial aircraft at levels below those
specified in the Notice of Preparation is related to the mitigating conditions summarized
below, including the proposal to extend the data collection period and to limit the initial
term of the Access Plan amendments. The modified noise levels are reflected in the
discussion of the proposed project in Section 2.3.3. A complete discussion of this mitigation
measure is contained in Section 3.1.5.

Establishment of Class A Limits at RMS 21, 22, 24 and 6%

In order to ensure compliance with the intent of the Access Plan modifications,
the County is also proposing as project mitigation the establishment of maximum permitted
noise levels at RMS 21, 22, 24 and 6. The maximum permitted Class A noise levels at those
monitoring stations is, respectively: 93.5 dB SENEL at RMS 21 and 22; 95.5 dB SENEL at
RMS 24; and 92.0 dB SENEL at RMS 6, the most southerly of the existing (and proposed
new) monitoring stations.

LAND USE MITIGATION MEASURES

As discussed in Section 3.2, various land use mitigation measures have been proposed
for inclusion as part of the proposed project. In summary, those measures are as follows:

Continuation of the Acoustical Insulation Program

The County would terminate the existing program moratorium and then
continue the Acoustical Insulation Program in the Santa Ana Heights area originally
implemented as mitigation under EIR 508/EIS. There are over 290 residential units
currently on the waiting list for this program and the County expects that additional
residences will request participation in this program. However, timing of the implementation
of this mitigation measure is dependant upon the County receiving sufficient federal funds,
under the federal AIP program or otherwise, to pay the full expense of this program. The
County will make the necessary applications for this federal funding if the proposed project
(Alternative 1) or if "Alternative 2" is adopted. In the absence of federal funds, the County
will implement this mitigation measure as funds and other necessary resources are available
to the County. This would result in a slower implementation of the mitigation program than

4 Monitoring stations 21, 22 and 24 are currently temporary monitoring stations. As previously stated,
the second project component would be to add these three monitoring stations as permanent monitoring
stations. These three new monitoring stations (currently referred to as TMS 21, 22 and 24) may also be
referred to as RMS 21, 22 and 24 in this document.

37



if federal funds are available, but this mitigation measure is not strictly contingent upon
receiving federal grant funds to support the program.

Re-Initiation of the Purchase Assurance Program

As mitigation under EIR 508/EIS, the County initiated a purchase assurance
program in the Santa Ana Heights area (with a one-year eligibility period). As mitigation
for this project, the County will seek necessary federal funding support to reinitiate that
program for a period of one year (beginning as soon as the appropriate federal funding
commitments have been obtained). Those residences eligible for this program will include
all residential properties located within the projected Scenario A* 65 dB CNEL contour
for the selected project, if that project is either the proposed project (Alternative 1) or
Alternative 2. The County will seek the necessary federal funding. If the County is unable
to obtain necessary federal funding support to reinitiate the purchase assurance program,
the adoption of this mitigation measure will not be feasible, and the project may result in
unavoidable adverse noise and land use impacts (compared to current noise levels and
conditions) in the Santa Ana Heights area.

MITIGATING PROJECT CONDITIONS AND OTHER ACTIONS

Certain mitigating measures or conditions are also being recommended as part of the
final proposed project to be adopted by the Board of Supervisors in order to ensure that
implementation of this project is, in fact, consistent with the federal action which underlies
the proposed access plan amendments and to ensure that the County and the local
community receive the benefits of the cooperative effort of all of the parties to this process.
It is also necessary to include certain mitigating conditions on the proposed project in order
to ensure that the County’s actions under this project do not unexpectedly jeopardize the
1985 Settlement Agreement with the City of Newport Beach, SPON and AWG.

Memorandum of Legal Understanding With the Federal Aviation Administration

As part of the noise demonstration, the County and the FAA executed a
"Memorandum of Legal Understanding” under which the FAA agreed that the County’s
participation in the demonstration would not jeopardize the "grandfathered" status of the
County’s regulations of JWA, including the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN, under the provisions of
the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 ("ANCA") and FAR Part 161. Obviously, it was
not possible at the beginning of the demonstration period to obtain a similar agreement
from the FAA regarding any possible future amendments to the maximum permitted noise

4 The underlying assumptions for the various “scenario” analysis are discussed in Section 3.1 of this EIR.
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levels required by the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN. However, as a condition to implementation
of this project, it is being recommended that a similar agreement, satisfactory in form and
content to the County Counsel, be made an express condition to the implementation of the
proposed project.

The agreement between the FAA and the County will have to recite that the
proposed project is not inconsistent with, or illegal as a result of, ANCA, the federal airport
improvement program legislation, the County’s contractual obligations to the United States
and the FAA under the AIP grant agreements executed by the County, or any other
provision of federal law of which the FAA is aware.

Implementation of Regulatory Action Under AC 91-534

As noted earlier, the principal purpose for the proposed project is to
accommodate changes in flight safety policy to be implemented by the FAA through AC 91-
53A and related actions amending the operations specifications of the domestic commercial
airlines. FAA has indicated that it expects to publish a final version of AC 91-53A in March
or April 1993, and to propose an effective date later in 1993. Although it would be the
preference of the County to implement this proposed project at the beginning of the next
Plan Year,* which is April 1, 1993, FAA may experience some delay in this process. This
project would not be proposed for implementation if the FAA changes its position and
policy and fails to implement or enforce the provisions of AC 91-53A and related actions.
Therefore, it is proposed that: (i) the maximum permitted noise level element of the
proposed project be made effective July 1, 1993;# (ii) that the amendments expressly be
made to expire on March 31, 1994, without further action of the Board of Supervisors; and
(iii) that the adopting resolution of the Board recite that one purpose of this “sunset"
provision is to ensure that FAA has, in fact, taken its’ anticipated policy actions, and that
the Board assumes that the changes proposed by this project would be made permanent on
or before April 1, 1994, if the anticipated circumstances are realized and the mitigating
conditions satisfied.

46 Plan Year is a defined term under Section 2.32 of the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN and means the period
from April 1 of each year to March 31 of the following year during the term of the Plan.

47 ‘Because this EIR and the proposed project cannot be considered by the Board of Supervisors until
late May or June 1993 (during the first quarter of the 1993-94 Plan Year), the County has discussed with the
City, SPON and AWG the execution of a supplemental stipulation to the 1985 Settlement Stipulation which
would allow continuation of the noise level demonstration procedures in place during Phase III of the noise
level demonstration to continue for the first quarter of the 1993-94 Plan Year. Airport staff believes that those
parties will agree to this approach.
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Departure Ceiling Increase to 5000 Feet

FAA is currently taking action to make permanent airspace changes which
would raise the departure ceiling on Runway 19R to 5000 feet (before the coastline) from
the historical limit of 3000 feet. Final FAA action on this issue is important to this project
because it offers substantial noise reduction benefits south of Santa Ana Heights and before
the coastline, particularly with some aircraft such as the Boeing 757. Therefore, it is
proposed that this FAA action also be made part of the "sunset” provision and recitals
discussed in the preceding paragraph.

On March 5, 1993, after the draft EIR had been finalized for printing and
production, the FAA issued a finding of no significant impact ("FONSI") on an environmental
assessment ("EA") prepared by the FAA to address potential environmental effects of this airspace
change, and the airspace change has been finalized and implemented by the FAA.

Extended Noise Demonstration Period and Limitation on Access Plan Amendments

Although substantial data was collected during the noise demonstration period
from April 1, 1992 through December 1992 for incorporation into this environmental
analysis, the participants to the demonstration process have not reached complete consensus
on the maximum permitted noise level adjustments necessary to accommodate the proposed
change in FAA policy, as reflected in AC 91-53A. This is particularly true with respect to
the views of McDonnell-Douglas and a few of the MD-80 operators regarding the maximum
permitted noise levels for Class A Aircraft at RMS 1 and 2. The definition of maximum
permitted noise levels for Class A Aircraft is controlled by the MD-80 series aircraft. All
other aircraft types operating at JWA as Class A Aircraft can operate well below the MD-80
noise levels.

While the County is reasonably comfortable with its analysis of the noise levels
necessary to accommodate the pre-demonstration operations of MD-80 aircraft at JWA, the
noise level data developed during the demonstration is capable of different interpretations
because of the numerous variables that can affect aircraft performance and noise levels.
Since modification of the maximum permitted noise levels is a significant political
controversy, it has again been proposed that the County implement the Access Plan
amendments proposed by this project for the 1993-94 Plan Year only, with an automatic
"sunset" provision (and related findings in the Board resolution) which would return the
Access Plan limits to the pre-project (or "no-project”) condition unless the Board of
Supervisors takes affirmative action to extend the amendments.

The purpose of addressing this concern through use of the proposed "sunset"

provision is threefold: First, for reasons discussed throughout Section 3.1 of this EIR, the
County wishes to minimize the increases in permitted noise levels in all classes, but
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particularly in the noisiest class of aircraft - Class A airplanes - and particularly the MD-80,
which controls the definition of Class A noise limits.

Second, as discussed in Section 3.1.5 of this EIR, this would allow further
adjustments to the maximum permitted noise levels if subsequent experience demonstrates
that the noise level demonstration data did not adequately predict the noise levels necessary
to accommodate pre-demonstration operations and missions by the aircraft types then using
JWA. This is particularly important with respect to Class A operations as defined by the
MD-80 series aircraft.

Finally, this will allow the County and the community the opportunity to ensure
that the new federal policy on noise abatement departure procedures is in fact implemented
as anticipated by this EIR. If not, then further review of these issues prior to the 1994-95
Plan Year will allow appropriate adjustments to be made to the proposed project.

Continuation of the Noise Level Demonstration

In order to ensure appropriate monitoring and analysis of the noise level data
developed during the first year of operations at JWA under the modified access plan
maximum permitted noise levels, the County proposes to continue certain aspects of the
noise level demonstration through the 1993-94 Plan Year. These include continuing to
obtain gross takeoff weight data by flight from each carrier; continuing past activities of the
consultant which assisted the County during the noise level demonstration to ensure
consistency and continuity; and periodic reviews of the noise level (and related) information
with the aircraft manufacturers, the airlines, and the community, as appropriate.

However, the County will seek appropriate stipulations from the City of
Newport Beach, SPON and AWG to continue the current departure procedures during the
circulation and hearing processes for this EIR. Beginning with the July 1 quarter, the access
plan noise limits will be fully enforced by the County during the 1993-94 Plan Year, unlike
the period during the noise level demonstration when enforcement was suspended by
agreement with the City of Newport Beach, SPON and AWG in order to allow the full
testing of a wide range of alternative noise abatement departure procedures.®

Study of Possible Noftherly Extension of Runway 19R/01L

In the past, various elements of the community have suggested that an
extension of the air carrier runway at JWA (Runway 19R/01L) to the north (i.e., towards the
1-405 freeway) might be a noise mitigating element of proposed airport projects. This

48 See footnote 47, above.
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measure was most recently considered in EIR 508/EIS, but was rejected as mitigation for the
1985 Master Plan project because it would provide relatively small noise reduction benefits
but would be expensive to implement. In addition, various geographical, infrastructure,
funding and other factors may limit the feasibility of this possible mitigation measure.

However, because of the controversial nature of the proposed project, the
County believes that re-examination of this possible mitigation measure is warranted. In
order to expedite the necessary engineering feasibility analysis, the County has already
selected a qualified consultant to perform a feasibility study of such a runway extension. An
analysis of the possible noise reduction benefits of a northerly extension of Runway 19R/O1L
is presented in Section 3.1 of this EIR.

Prior to actual implementation of a runway extension mitigation measure,
three things would need to be considered: (i) whether a determination can be made that
the extension is feasible in light of engineering and other constraints; (ii) whether there are
sufficient noise reduction or control benefits to warrant implementation of a runway
extension; and (iii) whether there are adequate federal funds to implement the project.
Therefore, the County is not proposing this measure as direct or immediate mitigation, but
has made a commitment to complete the feasibility study so that a complete analysis of the
benefits and possible impacts of this possible mitigation measure can be reviewed and
discussed by the interested and affected parties.

25 STATEMENT OF PROJECT APPROVALS

The following matrix, Table 2-1, indicates agencies that have discretionary
approval authority over the proposed project, or elements of the project. Also shown are
agencies expected to use the EIR in their decision-making on the proposed project, its
alternatives, and related actions and approvals for which the EIR will be used as required
by CEQA Guidelines §15124(d). In this case, the Board of Supervisors is the primary
decision-making agency, aithough the Planning Commission has important EIR certification
obligations under County practices and procedures. The actions of the Airport Commission
and actions of the Planning Commission on non-land use matters are advisory to the Board
of Supervisors.

2.6 CONFORMANCE WITH RELEVANT PLANS, GOALS AND POLICIES®

This section identifies and describes state, regional and local plans and policies

49 The documents which are described in this section are incorporated into this EIR by reference. These
documents are available for public review during normal business hours, Monday through Friday, at the Orange
County Environmental Management Agency, Development Processing Center, 12 Civic Center Plaza, Room
G-19, Santa Ana, California 92702-4048.
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that provide a framework for consideration of the proposed project and its alternatives.
Discussion of the project’s consistency with these plans and policies is also included in
Section 3.2 of this EIR.

 TABLE21

ACTION E Board of Planning - Airport
- ’ Supervisors Commission Commission
EIR Certification X(a) X(a)
Phase 2 Access Plan X(a) X(b)
Amendments
Addition of TMS 21, 22 X(a) X(b)
and 24 as Permanent
Monitoring Stations

Notes:

@ Agencies expected to use the EIR in their decision-making (Guidelines §15124(d)).

®) Advisory actions for which the EIR will be used (CEQA Guidelines §15124(d)).

2.6.1. UPPER NEWPORT BAY ECOLOGICAL RESERVE

Section 630 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations specifies
areas declared by the California Fish and Game Commission as ecological reserves. These
ecological reserves are established to provide protection for rare or endangered plants and
wildlife, and for specialized terrestrial and aquatic habitat types. The upper Newport Bay
area has been designated as an ecological reserve for the purpose of preserving and
enhancing its salt marsh ecosystem and life forms dependent upon this habitat type.

Certain persons and organizations commenting on the Notice of Preparation
circulated for this project voiced concern over the potential noise impacts on the ecological
reserve. These issues have been addressed in Section 3.3 of this document. This analysis
concludes that the proposed project would not have a significant impact on the biological
resources in the Upper Newport Bay ecological reserve.
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2.6.2 SPECIES CONSERVATION AND PROTECTION

The Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973, the California Species
Preservation Act of 1970 and the California Native Plant Protection Act of 1982 set forth
regulations and policies encouraging federal and state agencies to protect and restore species
of plant and wildlife threatened with extinction. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the
California Department of Fish and Game are authorized by this legislation to establish
criteria for determining such species, to inventory and compile lists of these species, and to
maintain current information on their status. Actions which may adversely effect listed
species are subject to review by the listing agency, which may issue recommendations for
preserving the welfare of the affected species. Plant and animal species in the project area
have been inventoried. Although rare, threatened and endangered species exist in the upper
Newport Bay area, none of these species will be affected by the proposed project.

In 1991, the legislature enacted the Natural Community Conservation Planning
Act ("the NCCP Act"). Fish and Game Code §§2800 ef seq. The purpose of the NCCP Act
is to provide for "regional protection and preparation of natural wildlife diversity while
allowing compatible and appropriate development and growth." This purpose is achieved
through the preparation and implementation of natural community conservation plans
("NCCPs"), which are intended to establish land use and management programs for the long-
term protection of designated habitat and their component species. The NCCP program is
designed to provide an alternative to current "single species" conservation efforts by
formulating regional, natural community-based habitat protection programs to protect
species inhabiting each of the targeted natural communities. This shift in focus from single
species to natural communities is anticipated to enhance the effectiveness of ongoing species
protection efforts.

The coastal sage scrub ("CSS") NCCP program is the first effort undertaken
pursuant to the NCCP Act. It is a pilot project to develop a process for accelerated
conservation planning at a regional scale, and it is intended to serve as a model for other
efforts elsewhere in California. The CSS and NCCP program is intended to protect coastal
sage scrub habitat and reconcile conflicts between habitat protection and new development
within Southern California. The study area established for the CSS and NCCP program
includes existing coastal sage scrub habitat in portions of five counties in Southern California.
The program contemplates an 18-month planning period from May 1, 1992 to November
1, 1993. Prior to, and during this planning period, landowners and local entities have
enrolled in the NCCP program by entering into voluntary agreements with the California
Department of Fish and Game. Enrollment protects enrolled coastal sage scrub habitat
during the 18-month planning period, and initiates the collaborative planning process which
is intended to result in long-term habitat protection through an NCCP. The California
resources agency and the California Department of Fish and Game anticipate that
approximately ten to twenty functional subregional planning areas will emerge from the CSS
and NCCP program. The California resource agency issued "process guidelines” for the
Southern California CSS NCCP on September 1, 1992.
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As a major landowner in Southern California, the County of Orange has
enrolled approximately 20,263 acres of park, open space and landfills in the program. In
addition, the Upper Newport Bay Regional Park is enrolled in the NCCP program, including
approximately 25 acres of coastal sage scrub habitat.

As specified in the NCCP agreement, the County of Orange will assess and
make appropriate findings as part of the CEQA review process regarding whether a
proposed project will have: (1) a significant unmitigated impact on coastal sage scrub
habitat; and (2) the potential to preclude the ability to prepare an effective subregional
NCCP plan. Additionally, the County will consult with the Department of Fish and Game
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and strongly consider any recommended mitigation
measures for a project which affects coastal sage scrub processed during the NCCP planning
period.

2.6.3 ORANGE COUNTY GENERAL PLAN

The land use and noise elements of the Orange County General Plan provide
a framework for consideration of this project. The land use element contains official county
policies on the location and character of land uses necessary for the orderly growth and
development of the county through the horizon year 2010. This element contains an
inventory of existing land use conditions and related physical characteristics, objectives, a
land use plan, an analysis of constraints and implementation policies. Land use categories
are used to depict the general distribution, location and extent of public and private uses of
land within the unincorporated territory of Orange County. These categories are residential,
commercial, employment, public facilities and open space. See Section 3.2 for a discussion
of land use issues.

The Noise Element (last revised February, 1993) has the goal to "[p]rotect the
health, safety, and general welfare of County residents by reducing noise levels and
establishing compatible land uses in noise impacted areas." The County has found that
aircraft noise evokes the single most aggravated community response to noise, even though
highways constitute the most pervasive noise source. Because of this, several of the
element’s policy statements relate to John Wayne Airport. These are included in Chapter
4 of the Noise Element of the Orange County General Plan. See Section 3.1 for a discussion
of noise impacts associated with the project.

The County’s program for land use compatibility is focused on preventing
airport noise on all new residential lots and dwellings from exceeding an exterior standard
of 65 dB CNEL and an interior standard of 45 dB CNEL. Basically, the element prohibits
all new sensitive uses (residential, schools, and libraries) within the 65 dB CNEL contour.
In addition, the area within the 60 dB CNEL contour is identified as a Noise Referral Zone
and is subject to evaluation and review. Non-residential uses are allowed only if the interior
noise level does not exceed 45 to 65 dB Leq(h) (depending upon the nature of the use) and
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if appropriate mitigation measures are undertaken to meet state and local standards.
Existing residential property owners are encouraged to insulate all living quarters to the
standards set forth in the Noise Element, although any such remedial action is strictly
voluntary and is not presently required by direct County regulation.’

The proposed project, as mitigated, is consistent with the Orange County
General Plan.

2.64 City Or NEWPORT BEACH GENERAL PLAN

The Land Use, Noise, and Recreation and Open Space elements of the
Newport Beach General Plan provide a relevant context in which to evaluate the impacts
of the proposed project.

The Land Use Element was adopted in May 1973. The element serves as a
long range guide to the development and use of all lands within the Newport Beach Planning
area. This area includes land within the City’s jurisdiction, as well as all land east of Irvine
Avenue in Santa Ana Heights. The element contains a land use plan illustrating the
proposed use and development of lands in four major categories: residential, commercial,
industrial, public and semi-public, and institutional. The element also contains land use
proposals for specific sub-areas in the city. The land use section of this EIR, section 3.2,
analyzes potential land use impacts.

The City’s noise control programs are contained in the Noise Element. The
state Noise Standards have been used for defining noise impact boundaries within the city
and the criterion CNEL exposure is also the same as the state Noise Standard. New
residential construction is not permitted within the 65 dB CNEL contour.

The Recreation and Open Space Element identifies and evaluates existing
resources and proposes the development of additional facilities. Resources are categorized
into activity parks, view parks, flora and fauna reserves, scenic areas, public beaches, golf
courses, greenbelts, bay, ocean, trails and scenic highways and drives. The Santa Ana
Heights area east of Irvine Avenue is included within the sphere of influence of the plan
clement.

2.6.5 City OF IRVINE GENERAL PLAN

- The City of Irvine General Plan was adopted in 1973. Various elements have
been added and updated since then. The Land Use and Noise Elements are relevant to the

30 See Section 3.2 for a discussion of land use compatibility issues.
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JWA project. The Land Use Element is a long range guide to the development and use of
all lands within the Irvine Planning Area, which includes the incorporated City of Irvine and
the unincorporated county territory within the Local Agency Formation Commission
(LAFCO) sphere of influence line for the City. The goal of the Land Use Element is to
establish relationships between land uses that meet basic human needs, are efficient and
harmonious, and balance costs and revenues over time. When the general plan was first
adopted in 1973, the land use element contained three land use plan alternatives. In 1977
a final land use plan was adopted to guide the physical development of the City.

The City of Irvine adopted its Noise Element in 1983. JWA is identified as
an existing significant noise source. The City’s goal is to "contribute to a healthy and safe
environment by minimizing noise impacts." To achieve this, Irvine has adopted an action
program, part of which relates to JWA. Applicable implementing actions and standards are
included in Chapter 4. The goal of the Noise Element is to "prevent significant increases
in noise levels in the community and minimize the adverse effects of currently existing noise
sources." It focuses on surface transportation noise sources. However, the element states
the "[a]ll residential uses should be protected with sound insulation over and above that
provided by normal building construction when constructed in areas exposed to greater than
60 dB CNEL." This standard would apply to a small area that lies within the JWA 60 dB
CNEL noise contour.

2.6.6 CIiTY OF TUSTIN GENERAL PLAN

Tustin’s Land Use and Noise Elements provide a framework for consideration
of project impacts. The Tustin General Plan was adopted in 1966. Various elements have
been added and updated since then. The General Plan Land Use Element consists of a land
use map; land use assumptions, goals and objectives, and population projections. The major
goal of the element is to promote an economically balanced community with complementary
land uses. The land use categories contained on the plan are residential, commercial,
professional office, industrial, public and institutional, planned community, and a military
category for the Marine Corps Air Station.

The City of Tustin is currently updating its General Plan Noise Element and
expects to adopt the revised element in mid-1993.

2.6.7 CitYy OF COSTA MESA GENERAL PLAN

The City of Costa Mesa adopted a revised General Plan in 1981. The General
Plan was updated in March 1992. The General Plan consists of four elements: the
Environmental Resources/Management Element; the Community Development/Management
Element; the Land Use Element; and the Growth Management Element. The Land Use
Element builds on the information and constraints identified in the environmental resources
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and community development elements and provides additional information related to the
immediate and long-term development of the community. The Land Use Element contains
a land use inventory and a summary of development constraints and problems.

The Community Development/Management Element discusses the streets and
highway system as well as public transit. The analysis of the roadway network identifies the
City’s major circulation problems and indicates that these are compounded by heavy traffic
volumes created partly by through-traffic. Bristol Street is one of three arterials identified
as an especially high traffic carrier. Transportation pohcxes are aimed at determmmg
appmpnatc soluuons to the 1dem1fled problems O e BEes R HOR-

This element also inventories open space in three separate categories:
permanent, interim and institutional. Permanent open space includes public parkland, golf
courses, and school facilities; interim open space is made up of privately owned vacant and
agricultural land that may be developed in the future; and institutional open space includes
public and semi-public land uses such as fairgrounds, colleges, cemeteries, country clubs and
regional park sites. This element was used to identify open space resources that would be
affected by the project.

The Environmental Resources/Management Element states that noise
environment is dominated by vehicular traffic and aircraft noise. One of the City’s noise
element objectives is to "evaluate methods of control of noise levels of operations and
activities occurring within the City for the protection of residential areas from excessive and
unhealthful noise . . ." The City’s policies relating specifically to the airport are included in
Chapter4 Section 3 2 [See the response to Comment No. 31 to the draft EIR, (Appendix G)].
Since the eastern portion of Costa Mesa lies within the 65 dB CNEL contour, the existing
and projected noise environments are considered in the land use impact analysis.

2.6.8 CiTy OF SANTA ANA GENERAL PLAN

The City of Santa Ana General Plan was updated and adopted in September
1982. The general plan consists of a Framework Plan and a Policy Plan. The Framework
Plan explains the overall planning strategy and implementation process of the general plan,
while the Policy Plan contains the typical elements of the General Plan. The Land Use and
Noise provisions of the Santa Ana General Plan are relevant to the JWA project.

The Land Use provision designates the general types, distribution, location,
and intensity of land uses and contains goals objectives, and implementation policies and
programs. The goal of the Land Use provision is to balance land uses to meet basic needs
and promote workable cost-revenue relationships while promoting energy efficiency.
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The Noise provision has identified JWA as an actual or potential noise
producer. The area of concern is the major air approach which covers the City from Irvine
Avenue at Prospect Avenue to Warner Avenue at the Newport Freeway. Currently, the City
of Santa Ana is outside of the 60 dB CNEL contour from JWA.

2.6.9 AIRPORT ENVIRONS LAND USE PLAN (AELUP)

The AELUP was originally adopted by the Airport Land Use Commission
(ALUC) for Orange County on April 17, 1975. The First Revised Edition of the AELUP
was adopted on June 30, 1983. Most recently, the AELUP was revised in November of
1990. The purpose of the plan is to "protect the public from the adverse effects of aircraft
noise, to ensure that people and facilities are not concentrated in areas susceptible to
aircraft accidents, and to ensure that no structures or activities adversely affect navigable air
space” (p 1). Development of the AELUP is required by Section 21675 of the California
Public Utilities Code which directs the ALUC to develop a comprehensive land use plan for
areas surrounding each public airport in Orange County. The ALUC may also prepare
plans for areas surrounding any federal military airport. i

Local agencies with areas of their jurisdiction that fall within the 60 dB CNEL
1985 project case contours of John Wayne Airport (as developed by CH2M Hill) are
required to refer proposed general or specific plan amendments, or adoption or approval
of zoning ordinances or building regulations to the ALUC prior to adoption. The ALUC
notifies the local agency of the proposed plan’s consistency with the AELUP. A two-thirds
vote of the local agency governing body is required to approve a plan that the ALUC has
found to be inconsistent with the AELUP. Such an override must be accompanied by
specific findings pursuant to Section 21670 of the Public Utilities Code.

The Airport Land Use Commission must also determine whether a proposed
amendment to an airport’s Master Plan is consistent with the AELUP (see Public Utilities
Code Section 21676(c)). This consistency determination -- which is made by reference to
the noise contours described in the AELUP -- is also subject to override by a two-thirds vote
of the governing body. ‘

The AELUP is the primary mechanism for ensuring that the planning and
development activities of local governments do not inadvertently conflict with the safe
operation of John Wayne Airport. The AELUP specifies standards and criteria for aircraft
noise, accident potential zones, building height restrictions, air transportation (including
heliports/helistops), and establishment of planning areas for civilian and military airports.
Land use guidelines and implementation requirements are also specified. Any changes made
in SAH land use as part of the proposed Land Use Compatibility Program will require a
determination of consistency with the AELUP.
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2.6.10 AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM (LUCP)

The LUCP was adopted by the County Board of Supervisors on February 26,
1985 in connection with the JWA Master Plan. Final EIR 508/EIS, certified concurrently
with the adoption of both the LUCP and the Master Plan, addresses the environmental
impacts as required by CEQA. The purpose of the LUCP is to ensure compatibility
between projected noise levels on land uses south of JWA in conformance with Title 21 of
the California Code of Regulations, Orange County General Plan and Airport Land Use
Commission policies. In addition, the LUCP develops a long-range plan that addresses
issues such as circulation, non-residential conversion and special uses (i.e, equestrian,
nurseries and dog kennels) in the Santa Ana Heights area.

As a resuit of the analysis provided in the LUCP, a land use compatibility plan
was developed for the Santa Ana Heights area and approved by the Board of Supervisors.
The plan identifies incompatible residential uses based upon the 65 CNEL for Final EIR
S08/EIS project case for the year 2005. In order to implement the approved plan, a land
use element amendment was adopted that reclassified certain residential areas to
employment and commercial uses. Properties fronting on South Bristol were redesignated
to commercial or employment, while properties along Birch and Acacia Streets were
redesignated to employment (business park) uses.

2.6.11 SANTA ANA HEIGHTS SPECIFIC PLAN (SAHSP)

The SAHSP was adopted by the Board of Supervisors on October 15, 1986,
as a regulatory document that defines zoning and associated land use regulation in the
specific plan area within the County’s jurisdiction. The SAHSP is consistent with the more
general, County Board of Supervisors adopted LUCP, discussed above.

Objectives of the SAHSP include: (1) to encourage an upgrade of all
residential neighborhoods; (2) to ensure that business park and residential uses and their
impacts are adequately buffered from each other; (3) to enhance equestrian opportunities
and the overall aesthetic character of the community; and (4) to ensure adequate provision
of public facilities as development occurs.

2.6.12 FEDERAL AIRPORT STATUTES AND REGULATIONS

The County’s regulations of JWA, including the PHASE 2 ACCESS PLAN, are
"grandfathered" under the provisions of the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990
("ANCA"), which is codified in Title 49 of the United States Code Annotated, beginning at
Section 2153 (See, e.g, 49 USCA Section 2153(a)(2)(B) and (C)). Nothing in this project
constitutes an "amendment" which would further reduce airport capacity at JWA, or which
would compromise aircraft safety. The project does not, therefore, require compliance with
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FAR Part 161 (See, 49 USCA Section 2153 (a)(2)(C)(iv)). In fact, the principal project
objectives are to preserve existing capacity and to enhance aircraft safety. A proposed
mitigating condition of project approval is the receipt by the County of a written concurrance
by the Chief Counsel of the FAA with this interpretation of ANCA.

In addition, there is nothing in this project which is inconsistent with the
covenants and assurances given by the County to the United States in certain grant
agreements entered into under the federal Airport Improvement Program. Again, written
concurrance with this interpretation by the FAA’s Chief Counsel is proposed as a condition
of project approval.

Finally, the County is not aware of any other federal aviation statutes or
regulations which would be inconsistent in any respect with the proposed project.
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CHAPTER 3

Environmental Impact Analysis
This chapter describes the existing and baseline environmental conditions within the
potentially affected area. The potential environmental impacts of the proposed project and
mitigation measures are also described.
3.1 NOISE
3.1.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS AND NOISE DESCRIPTOR DISCUSSION
Existing aircraft noise exposure in the environs of JWA has been quantified

using an established permanent noise monitoring system which measures Community Noise
Equivalent Levels ("CNEL") and sound exposure levels ("SENEL") at six different locations

south of JWA, and by using the US Air Force NOISEMAP model*! In addition to the six =~

permanent RMS’s, eight temporary noise monitoring stations ("TMS") were installed in
- January of 1992 in order to determine comparative SENEL of flight operations conducted
at JWA.52 The temporary stations are on residential properties located along the departure
flight path from the upper Newport Bay to Balboa Island. The permanent and temporary
monitoring stations are also shown on Exhibit 3-1 (and on Exhibit 2 of Appendix D). A
detailed discussion of the noise modelling process, the measurement system equipment and
operation is presented in the Noise Technical Appendix (Appendix D).

The SENEL noise descriptor (which is also referred to as SEL - most
commonly when used with the Ldn descriptor) describes the total acoustical energy of an
individual aircraft noise event compressed into a reference duration of one second. The
SENEL noise level is typically 5 to 10 dB higher than the maximum noise level ("Lya') for
the same aircraft noise event (typically measured in dBA). SENEL is the acoustical building
block used to calculate cumulative noise exposure for an annual average day using the
CNEL or L, Examples of noise environments in terms of SENEL are presented in Exhibit
3-2. The area within 30 dB of the maximum noise level on Exhibit 3-2 is the area from
which the SENEL is computed. "SENEL" is the terminology for this descriptor used in the
State of California, while "SEL" is the equivalent terminology used for this descriptor by the

51 NOISEMAP is a large computer program developed by the Air Force to plot noise contours for
airports. The program is provided with standard aircraft noise and performance data for different aircraft types
that can be tailored to the characteristics of the airport in question. It has been used consistently at JWA for
CNEL contour analysis, and it is used here to ensure consistency.

S2Each TMS is identified with a two digit sitc number such as “21”. The first of the two digits, the “2”,
means that the site is a “Temporary Monitoring Site (TMS)”. The second digit, the “1”, is the site number
designation.
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EXHIBIT 3-1
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federal government, the other 49 states, and internationally. Acoustical terms are more fully
defined in Appendix D.

L., is the sound level corresponding to a steady-state A-weighted sound level
containing the same total energy as a time-varying signal over a given sample period. L.,
is the "energy" average noise level during the time period of the sample. The L., noise
measurement is based on the assumption that the amount of noise impact is dependent on
the total acoustical energy content of the noise. It is the energy sum of all the sound that
occurs during that time period. L., is graphically illustrated in the middle portion of Exhibit
3-2. Leq can be measured for any time pericd. The 1 hour L., is also referred to as the
Hourly Noise Level ("HNL"). A number of agencies have developed noise standards in
terms of the Leq index measured in time periods of 1 hour or 24 hours.

The annual CNEL noise descriptor describes the A-weighted energy average
cumulative noise exposure for each 24-hour period, including penalties of 5 decibels (dB)
during the evening hours (7:00 p.m. - 10:00 p.m.) and 10 dB during the nighttime hours
(10:00 p.m. - 7:00 a.m.). As a practical matter, this means that aircraft events occurring
during<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>